
 
JUNE 2015 MEETING AGENDA 

June 8-11, 2015 
Hilton Virginia Beach Oceanfront,  

3001 Atlantic Ave., Virginia Beach, VA  23451 
Telephone 757-213-3000 

Monday, June 8th 
9:00 a.m. Council Convenes 

9:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. Species Interactions Workshop (Tab 1) 
– A workshop to convene scientists and managers to discuss potential 

strategies to fully consider species interactions and climate drivers in 
the stock assessment process, determination of catch limits, and to 
build capacity within the region to conduct comprehensive 
management strategy evaluations (MSEs). 

12:00 p.m. - 1:30 p.m. Lunch 
1:30 p.m. – 4:30 p.m. Species Interactions Workshop (continued) 

 
Tuesday, June 9th 
9:00 a.m. – 11:00 a.m. Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish Committee, Meeting as a Committee of 

the Whole (Tab 2) 
– Review SSC, Advisory Panel, Monitoring Committee, and staff 

recommendations  
– Develop Council preferred alternatives for: 

• 2016 squid and butterfish specifications (only if changes are 
necessary) 

• 2016-2018 mackerel specifications 
• Associated mackerel, squid, butterfish management measures 

11:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish Committee, Meeting as a Committee of 
the Whole (continued) 

– Review squid amendment scoping comments 
– Provide guidance to staff regarding amendment development 

12:00 p.m. - 1:00 p.m. Lunch 
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1:00 p.m. – 2:00 p.m. River Herring and Shad Committee, Meeting as a Committee of the 
Whole (Tab 3) 

– Review and develop recommendations for the river herring and shad 
cap (2016-2018) 

– Review progress on river herring and shad conservation 
2:00 p.m. Council convenes 
2:00 p.m. – 3:30 p.m. Surfclam and Ocean Quahog Specifications (Tab 4) 

– Review SSC, Advisory Panel, and staff recommendations for 2016 
specifications 

– Recommend any changes if necessary 
3:30 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. National Standard 1, 3, 7 Guidelines (Tab 5) 

– Review draft comment letter on proposed revisions 
4:00 p.m. – 4:30 p.m. Commercial Fishery Mapping in Support of Regional Ocean 

Planning: Northeast Regional Ocean Council 
George Lapointe 

4:30 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. Listening Session - Proposed rule to revise listing status of 
Humpback Whales (Tab 6) 
David Gouveia 

Wednesday, June 10th 
9:00 a.m.  Council convenes 
9:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. Deep Sea Corals Amendment (Tab 7) 

– Summary of April Deep Sea Corals Workshop 
– Select preferred alternatives for submission to NMFS 

12:00 p.m. - 1:00 p.m. Lunch 
1:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. Deep Sea Corals Amendment (continued) 
3:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. Unmanaged Forage Fish Action (Tab 8) 

– Update on progress 
– Review and approve scoping document 

4:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. Framework 9 to Monkfish (Tab 9) 
– Approve Framework 9 to the Monkfish Fishery Management Plan 

Thursday, June 11th  
9:00 a.m. Council convenes 
9:00 a.m. – 9:30 a.m. Cooperative Research (Tab 10) 

– Review and discuss Cooperative Research Committee Report 
9:30 a.m. - 10:00 a.m. Guidelines for SAW Working Group Formation and Participation 

(Tab 11) 
Jim Weinberg 
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10:00 a.m. – 10:30 a.m. Trawl Survey Advisory Panel Formation (Tab 12) 
Bill Karp 

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

 Organization Reports  (Tab 13) 
– NMFS Greater Atlantic Regional Office 
– NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center  
– NOAA Office of General Counsel 
– NOAA Office of Law Enforcement 
– U.S. Coast Guard 
– Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 

 
 

Liaison Reports (Tab 14) 
– New England Council 
– South Atlantic Council  

 Executive Director's Report (Tab 15) 
Chris Moore 

 Science Report 
Rich Seagraves 

 Committee Reports (Tab 16) 
– SSC Report 

 Continuing and New Business (Tab 17) 

 
April 2015 Motions: 
Tilefish 
Incorporate additional issue into Framework 2: Issue # 6 Explore developing qualifiers for the incidental permit category 
Nolan / Kaelin (16/2/0/1)  
Motion carries - Nolan recused 
 
Blueline Tilefish (Implementation Plan) 
Move to initiate a scoping action for the management of Blueline Tilefish and/or a deepwater complex and the scoping would include 
amendment and separate fishery management plan approaches and at the conclusion of the scoping the Council would decide how to proceed. 
DiLernia/O’Reilly (18/0/1) 
Motion Carries 
 
Control Rule Clarifications 
Move that the Council accept the clarification offered by staff and Scientific and Statistical Committee regarding the assessment level 
designation and for the Agency to make such changes as appropriate. 
Anderson/Pate (19/0/0) 
Motion carries 
 
Industry Funded Observer Amendment 
Move that the staff add an alternative that would require electronic monitoring/portside monitoring for Mid-Water Trawl vessels only to be 
developed consistent with the timetable proposed today. 
McMurray/Kaelin (19/0/0) 
Motion carries 
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Move to add a 100% mid-water trawl fleet-observer coverage option to the mackerel alternatives. 
McMurray/Anderson (12/4/2) 
Motion carries 
 
Executive Director Report 
Move to approve SOPPs as modified April 16, 2015. 
Elliott/Anderson 
Moved by consent 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The above agenda items may not be taken in the order in which they appear and are subject to change as necessary.  Other items may be added, but the Council 
cannot take action on such items even if the item requires emergency action without additional public notice.  Non-emergency matters not contained in this agenda 
may come before the Council and / or its Committees for discussion, but these matters may not be the subject of formal Council or Committee action during this 
meeting.  Council and Committee actions will be restricted to the issues specifically listed in this agenda.  Any issues requiring emergency action under section 
305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act that arise after publication of the Federal Register Notice for this meeting may be acted upon provided that the public has 
been notified of the Council’s intent to take final action to address the emergency.  The meeting may be closed to discuss employment or other internal 
administrative matters. 
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MID-ATLANTIC FISHERY COUNCIL - SPECIES STOCK STATUS 
(AS OF MAY 28, 2015) 

 
 

SPECIES 

STATUS DETERMINATION 
CRITERIA 

 
 
OVERFISHING 

 
 
OVERFISHED 

 
REBUILDING PROGRAM / 

STOCK STATUS Overfishing 
Fthreshold 

Overfished 
½ BMSY 

 
Summer 
Flounder  

 
F35%MSP=0.31 

 
66 

million lbs 

 
No 

 
No 

 

 
Most recent benchmark assessment was 
2013. 

 
Scup 

 

 

 
F40%MSP=0.18 

 
101.5 

million lbs 

 
 

No 

 
 

No 

 
Most recent assessment update was 
2012.  Most recent benchmark 
assessment was 2015. 

 
Black 

Sea Bass 
 

 
F40%MSP=0.44 

 
12 

million lbs 

 
No 

 
No  

    
Most recent assessment update was 
2012.  Most recent benchmark 
assessment was 2011. 

 
 

Bluefish 

 

 

 
FMSY=0.19 

 
162.1 

million lbs 

 
No 

 
No  

 
Most recent assessment update was 
2013.  Most recent benchmark 
assessment was 2015. 

 
Illex Squid 

(short finned) 

 
Unknown 

 
Unknown 

 
Unknown 

 
Unknown 

Most recent benchmark assessment was 
2006; not able to determine current 
exploitation rates or stock biomass. 

 
Longfin 
Squid 

  

 
Unknown 

 
46.7 

million lbs 

 
Unknown 

 
No 

Most recent benchmark assessment was 
2010; not able to determine current 
exploitation rates. 

 
Atlantic 

Mackerel  

 
Unknown 

 
Unknown 

 
Unknown 

 
Unknown 

Most recent benchmark assessment was 
2010; not able to determine current 
exploitation rates or stock biomass. 

 
Butterfish 

 
 

FProxy=2/3M 
=0.81 

 
50.3 

million lbs 

 
No  

 
No 

 
Most recent benchmark assessment was 
2014.  



 
SPECIES 

STATUS DETERMINATION 
CRITERIA 

 
 

OVERFISHING 

 
 

OVERFISHED 

 
REBUILDING PROGRAM / 

STOCK STATUS 
Overfishing 

Fthreshold 
Overfished 

½ BMSY 

 
Surfclam 

 

 
F=M=0.15 

 
1,071  

million lbs 

 
No 

 
No 

 

 
Most recent benchmark assessment was 
2013. 

 
Ocean  

Quahog 

 

 
 

 
F45%MSP= 

0.022 

 
3,064  

million lbs 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Most recent assessment update was 
2013.  Most recent benchmark 
assessment was 2009. 

 
Tilefish 

 
 

F25%MSP=0.370 
 

5.68  
million lbs 

 
No 

 
No  

 

 
Most recent benchmark assessment was 
2014.   

Spiny 
Dogfish 
(Joint 

management 
with 

NEFMC) 

  
 

FMSY=0.2439 
 

 
175.6 

million lbs 
Female SSB 

 
No 

 
No  

 

 
Most recent assessment update was 
2013.  Most recent benchmark 
assessment was 2010.   

Monkfish 
(Joint 

management 
with 

NEFMC) 

  
NFMA & 

SFMA 
FMAX=0.2 

NFMA -  
1.25 kg/tow 

SFMA - 
0.93 kg/tow 

(autumn trawl 
survey) 

 
No 

(north and south 
management 

areas) 

 
No  

(north and South 
management 

areas) 

 
Most recent assessment update was 
2013.  Most recent benchmark 
assessment was 2010. 

 
SOURCES:  Office of Sustainable Fisheries - Status Report of U.S. Fisheries; SAW/SARC and TRAC Assessment Reports. 
 
 



82% 84%

97% 101% 102%
109%

128% 133% 137%

171% 174%
207%

½ Bmsy
Overfished 
Threshold

Bmsy
Rebuilt

* Year of the data used to determine stock size.

NOTE: Unknown Bmsy - Illex squid, and mackerel.
NOTE: Of the 14 stocks managed by the Council, 10 are above Bmsy, 2 are slightly under Bmsy, 
and 2 are unknown.  

Stock Size Relative to Biological Reference Points
(as of May 28, 2015)



Fishing Mortality Ratios for MAFMC Managed Species
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MAFMC EAFM Workshop 
Dealing with Interactions 

Virginia Beach, VA 
June 8, 2015 

 

Theme 

Incorporation of species interactions and environmental drivers in assessment and management of Mid-
Atlantic fisheries. 

Purpose  

Convene scientists and managers to discuss potential strategies to more fully consider species interactions 
and climate drivers in the stock assessment process, determination of catch limits, and to build capacity 
within the region to conduct comprehensive management strategy evaluations (MSEs) as part of the Mid-
Atlantic Council’s Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management.  

Background 

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) recently articulated objectives relative to the 
future management of the living marine resources under its management authority in its Strategic Plan.  
Foremost among these objectives is the need to advance ecosystem approaches to fisheries management 
in the Mid-Atlantic by moving beyond single species assessment and management models through the 
development and implementation of multi-species models which incorporate environmental drivers and 
species interactions into stock assessments and fisheries management. This workshop will review existing 
single species approaches and explore alternative pathways to incorporating species and fisheries 
interactions into the Council’s fishery management policies and programs as part of its Ecosystem 
Approach to Fisheries Management.  

Part I. Framing the Issues 

Introduction - 9:00 
Mr. Richard Robins, Chairman, MAFMC 
• Brief overview of relevant Visioning Project themes and associated objectives and strategies from 

the Council’s Strategic Plan 
 
Dr. John Boreman, NC State University 
• Workshop purpose and objectives 
 
Key Concepts - 9:15  
Dr. Sarah Gaichas, NEFSC 
• Definition of terms/concepts– predator/prey interactions, competition, multifleet, interactions, etc. 
• Key aspects of species and fishery interactions problem 
• Why is single species management approach insufficient to address ecosystem level 

considerations? 
• Opportunities for incorporating species/fleet interactions in the assessment/management 

continuum 
 

 
 
  



Part II. Current State of Affairs 
 
Stock Assessment Modeling - 9:30 
Dr. Paul Rago, NEFSC 
• Current stock assessment models for MAFMC species 

- Methods of accounting for predator-prey and competitive interactions 
- Methods of accounting for fishery technical interactions 

• If we account for M2 and/or fleets with different selectivities explicitly in stock assessments, is 
that sufficient to account for species/fleet interactions? 

• Current state of multi-species and/or multi-fleet technical interaction models 
• How can/will we transition to multi-species/multi-fleet models which more fully account for 

species/environmental interactions? 
 
Multi-Species Modeling - 10:15 
Dr. Sarah Gaichas, NEFSC 
• Current understanding of trophic dynamics  
• Intermediate tactical multi-species models 
• How can we transition from single species to multi-species/multi-fleet models? 
• Introduction to IEAs and/or full ecosystem models 
 
Accounting for Fleet Interactions - 11:00 
Dr. Gerit Depiper, NEFSC 
• Overview of current permitted fleet in NE US 
• Recent and future technological interactions among fisheries 
• What information/analyses about species and technical interactions are currently available?  
• What information do we need to better account for fleet interactions in development of EAFM 

policy? 
 
MAFMC OFL/ABC Control Rules – 11:30 
Dr. Michael Wilberg, University of MD  
• Overview of OFL/ABC control rules 
• To what extent do current MAFMC ABC control rules account for species interactions and 

technical interactions?   
• US and international approaches to accounting for species and/or technical interactions in stock 

assessments and specification of annual catch limits 
 
Lunch - 12:00 
 
Part III. Methods and Models for Measuring and Accounting for Species Interactions 
 
Species Interactions with Habitat - 1:30 
Ms. Jessica Coakley, MAFMC 
• Current use of EFH/HAPC authorities  
• Innovative approaches to making habitat authorities more effective using multi-species and 

objective based approaches 
 
Climate Risk Assessment – species interactions with their environment – 2:00 
Dr. Jonathan Hare, NEFSC 
• Brief overview of climate vulnerability and risk assessment 
• How can this information be used to inform EAFM policy? 
 



Building capacity for Management Strategy Evaluations (MSE) – 2:30 
Dr. Michael Wilberg, University of Maryland 
• Basic elements of MSE  
• Using MSE to evaluate performance of ABC control rules.  
• Potential use of MSE to evaluate overall exploitation strategy (i.e., at trophic or functional group 

level) 
• How can climate vulnerability and change and range shifts/habitat changes be incorporated into 

MSE considering single stock management?  
 

Integrated Ecosystem Assessments for NW Atlantic Ecosystems – 3:00  
Dr. Sarah Gaichas, NEFSC 
• What aspects are most important to MAFMC? 
• IEA model for Chesapeake Bay (example of tradeoffs) 
• MSEs within EAFM context 

 
Council Discussion of Ecosystem Conceptual Model (led by Dr. Boreman) – 3:30  
• Describing and evaluating tradeoffs 
• What are MAFMC objectives and top priorities (i.e., what elements/tradeoffs are most important 

to be evaluated)? 
• How can we use these tools described during the workshop to develop EAFM Policy in Mid-

Atlantic for inclusion in EAFM Guidance Document? 
 
Adjourn – 4:30  
 
Discussion Questions: 
 
Workshop Discussion Questions 
 
Parts I & II 
 
1. At what levels in the assessment/management continuum should we consider species/fleet 

interactions? Conceptually how this might work? 
2. If we account for M2 and/or fleets with different selectivities explicitly in stock assessments, is 

that sufficient to account for species/fleet interactions? 
3. What is current state of development of multi-species and/or multi-fleet technical interaction 

models in Northeast US? 
4. How can/will we transition to multi-species/multi-fleet models which more fully account for 

species/environmental interactions? 
5. How can we transition from single species to multi-species/multi-fleet models? 
6. What information/analyses about species and technical interactions are currently available?  
7. What information do we need to better account for fleet interactions in development of EAFM 

policy? 
8. Do current MAFMC ABC control rules adequately account for species interactions? Do they 

consider or account for technical interactions?  
9. What approaches have been taken within US and internationally to account for species and/or 

technical interactions in stock assessments and specification of annual catch limits? 
 
 
 
 
 



Part III 
 
1. How can information about climate vulnerability be used to inform EAFM policy? 
2. Can MSE framework be extended to evaluate overall exploitation strategy for Mid-Atlantic 

stocks (i.e., at trophic or functional group level)?    
3. How can climate vulnerability and change and range shifts/habitat changes be incorporated into 

MSE considering single stock management? 
4. What elements/tradeoffs are most important to be evaluated from Council perspective? 
5. How can we use these tools to develop EAFM Policy for Mid-Atlantic for inclusion in EAFM 

Guidance Document? 



Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901 

Phone: 302-674-2331 ǀ Toll Free: 877-446-2362 ǀ FAX: 302-674-5399 ǀ www.mafmc.org 
Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman ǀ Lee G. Anderson, Vice Chairman 

Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director 

  

 

M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: May 27, 2015 

To: Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish (MSB) Committee/Council 

From: Jason Didden  

Subject: June 9, 2015 MSB Committee of the Whole, Tab Intro 

 
Related to the June 9 MSB agenda items, several documents follow this memo, as described below.  A 
running underlined page number (bottom right) has been superimposed on the tab for ease of reference.   
 
Section 1: MSB Specifications 
 
 

Page   Item   
  2  Monitoring Committee Summary 
  8  Fishery Performance Reports 
17  Staff ABC Memo for SSC 
23  Mackerel Fishery Information Document 
 
The SSC findings regarding MSB are provided in Tab 16, Committee Reports.  The SSC did not suggest 
changes for the multiyear butterfish and squid specifications and lowered the mackerel acceptable 
biological catch (ABC) from 40,165 mt to 19,898 mt.  A variety of background documents, including 
Fishery Information Documents for butterfish and the squids, are available at: 
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2015/may-13-14.  A summary of the current regulations for MSB 
fisheries is available at: http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/infodocs/msbinfosheet.pdf.    
 
 
Section 2: Squid Capacity Amendment Scoping 
 
Page   Item 
37  Decision Points   
38  Public Hearing Summaries 
46  Submitted Scoping Comments 
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 2015 MSB Monitoring Committee Summary 
 

 

Introduction 

The Mackerel-Squid-Butterfish (MSB) Monitoring Committee (MC) met via webinar on May 21, 2015 to 

consider making recommendations regarding MSB specifications and associated management 

measures.  Attendees included: 

Monitoring Committee

Jason Didden (MAFMC) 
Carly Bari (NMFS GARFO) 
Jay Hermsen (NMFS GARFO) 

Charles Adams (NMFS NEFSC) 
Lisa Hendrickson (NMFS NEFSC) 
Kiersten Curti (NMFS NEFSC) 

 
Other 
 
Gray Redding 
Jeff Kaelin 
Meghan Lapp 
Erica Fuller 

Greg DiDomenico 
Pan Lyons Gromen 
Joseph Gordon 

 

Several documents/websites that the MC had available for review included the fishery quota monitoring 

reports from NMFS (http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/reports_frame.htm), 

NEFSC Biological Updates, Staff Fishery Information Documents, Advisory Panel Fishery Performance 

Reports, and other documents used by the SSC (http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2015/may-13-14). 

 

The MC call began by noting that the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) had endorsed the 

previously-set multi-year (2015-2017) squid and butterfish specifications so no action was required for 

specifications for those species.  The meeting thus focused on mackerel specifications and other MSB 

management issues. 

Council Decision Point: Does the Council want to consider changes to squid and butterfish specifications? 

  

2

http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/reports_frame.htm
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2015/may-13-14


Mackerel Specifications 

The MC recommended the following specifications for mackerel, which build off of the Acceptable 

Biological Catch (ABC) set by the SSC of 19,898 mt.  The SSC’s report is available at 

http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2015/may-13-14 and also in the Committee Report section of the 

Council Briefing Book. 

Specification Mackerel

Overfishing Limit (OFL) Unknown

Total Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) from SSC 19,898

Canadian Deduction (Quota and 10% Management 

Uncertainty) 8,889

U.S. ABC = Annual Catch Limit (ACL) (Canadian catch 

deducted) 11,009

Recreational Allocation (6.2% of ACL) 683

Recreational Annual Catch Target (10% less than 

allocation to account for management uncertainty) 614

Commercial Allocation (93.8% of ACL) 10,327

Commercial Annual Catch Target (10% less than 

allocation to account for management uncertainty) 9,294

Landings or "Domestic Annual Harvest" (1.26% less 

than Annual Catch Target to account for expected 

discards) 9,177

2016-2018

(all numbers are in metric tons)

 

Key discussion points on the above specifications included the following: 

Canadian Deduction: The Canadians have set a 2015 quota of 8,000 mt (http://www.dfo-

mpo.gc.ca/decisions/fm-2015-gp/atl-011-eng.htm).  Last year the MC recommended using the Canadian 

quota (10,000 mt for 2014) plus assumed discards (126 mt) plus 5,000 mt for possible unreported catch 

for a total Canadian deduction of 15,126 mt.  During the SSC’s discussions they did not think it 

appropriate to use the 5,000 mt assumed unreported catch in their calculations – the 5,000 mt was a 

rough estimate based on discussions between Jason Didden and the Canadian mackerel assessment 

lead, Francois Gregoire.  The MC took the lead of the SSC in not using the 5,000 mt number, but as an 

acknowledgement that there is some uncertainty about Canadian catch, the MC recommends deducting 

8,889 mt for Canadian catch, which is their quota plus the same ratio that the Council has used for 

management uncertainty for the U.S. fishery (90% of 8,889 mt = 8,000 mt).  This results in a U.S ABC of 

11,009 mt. 

Recreational Allocation: This is a fixed percentage in the FMP.  The MC noted that recreational catch 

harvest estimates have been above 683 mt in 7 of the last 10 years (2005-2014).  In the years that 

harvest was above 683 mt, the average overage was 276 mt.  The MC investigated where mackerel 

harvest was coming from, and it has been predominantly Massachusetts-Maine from May-October and 
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mostly (88% in 2014 and 90% 2013) in state waters.  Therefore any federal regulations would likely have 

minimal impact.  Given the overall structure of the specifications and recent landings it appears unlikely 

that a substantial enough overage would occur that triggered paybacks (pound for pound if the overall 

ACL is exceeded since the stock status is unknown) but the MC wanted to flag that this issue warrants 

close monitoring (adjusting the allocation/accounting for recreational catch would require a framework 

action).      

Council Decision Point: What does the Council want to recommend for mackerel specifications? 

 

River Herring/Shad Cap 

The MC discussed the River Herring/Shad (RH/S) Cap for the mackerel fishery after reviewing the April 

2015 RH/S Advisory Panel meeting summary.  The MC noted that its perspective has not substantively 

changed from last year: given the lack of stock abundance information, a variety of cap options are likely 

justifiable as long as the Council clearly describes its rationale related to controlling incidental RH/S 

catch/bycatch - in situations like RH/S where biologically-based catch limits are unavailable, setting the 

cap is a policy choice.  The MC noted that for any cap (and especially a constant cap), because it is not 

directly tied to RH/S abundance, possibilities exist that it may either become very hard for the fishery to 

avoid RH/S if their abundances increase, or if RH/S abundances decrease the fishery will not have to 

work hard to avoid RH/S because there will not be many RH/S around.  The first situation would suggest 

that a cap increase may be warranted while the second would suggest a cap reduction may be 

warranted.  Without better assessment information it is not possible to quantitatively determine the 

appropriateness of such changes however.       

The Monitoring Committee also noted that last year the Council make several key decisions regarding 

the RH/S cap.  One was that adding new years of data was not appropriate because it creates a situation 

of potentially penalizing the fishery with a shifting baseline for good performance (low catches in recent 

years would lower the cap over time).  Thus the Council used 2005-2012 data rather than 2005-2013 

data.  Medians of 2005-2012 extrapolations established the 89 mt/155 mt two-phase cap while 2005-

2013 data would have resulted in an 81 mt/132 mt two-phase cap.  The monitoring committee shares 

the concern that using years when the cap has been operating potentially creates a shifting baseline that 

penalizes good fishery performance.   

Another key Council decision was the two-phases, whereby the cap is 89 mt when lower mackerel 

catches (below 10,000 mt) have occurred and then 155 mt after 10,000 mt of mackerel catches have 

occurred.  The rationale behind the two phases was to encourage RH/S avoidance even when mackerel 

catches are low.  If the Council’s policy rationale remains the same on both this and the baseline years 

issues, the MC noted that the only change necessary for the 2016-2018 RH/S cap would be to eliminate 

the second higher phase of the cap, since the fishery would only be operating in the “less than 10,000 

mt” range given the recommended quota (9,177 mt).   Since the Council already determined that an 89 

mt RH/S cap was appropriate when mackerel catches were in this range it may still be appropriate to 

remain at the 89 mt level given the likely mackerel quotas for 2016-2018. 

There was specific discussion of setting the cap for 3 years versus one year.  Since the cap can be 

revisited each year, the MC saw no issues with setting the cap for 3 years especially since mackerel may 

be set for 3 years.  GARFO will follow up, but it may be possible to set a cap that was automatically 
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hardwired to incorporate new data if the Council wanted to use data from years beyond 2012 in setting 

a multi-year cap.  This concept is further explored in the Council’s June 2015 briefing materials for RH/S. 

(Council action on this will be later in the meeting) 

 

Butterfish 3” Mesh Threshold  

Longfin squid and butterfish fishery participants have requested that the 3-inch mesh requirement for 

retaining more than 2,500 lb of butterfish be eliminated or relaxed.  The original intent was that 

directed butterfish fishing would not select small butterfish that might be likely discarded.  However, 

butterfish and longfin squid (Doryteuthis (Amerigo) pealeii) co-occur (there is a butterfish discard cap for 

the longfin squid fishery).  The longfin squid fishery is subject to a minimum codend mesh size that is 

much smaller than 3 in. (17/8 - 21/8 in. diamond mesh, inside stretched mesh depending on the time of 

year).  Industry reports that for some participants this limits opportunistic butterfish fishing during squid 

trips.  Analysis of dealer data indicates that in 2014 (the first year of substantial directed butterfish 

fishing), trips landing more than 10,000 pounds of butterfish landed approximately 77% of the 2014 

butterfish landings and trips greater than 100,000 pounds landed approximately 69% of the 2014 

butterfish landings.  However, the MC agreed that one year of data was insufficient to characterize 

butterfish discarding patterns in the longfin squid fishery in the context of the developing butterfish 

fishery.  In addition, the size composition of butterfish discards from the much smaller codend mesh size 

of the longfin squid fishery would need to be considered.  Consequently, the MC agreed that additional 

analyses (e.g., including observer data and more than a single year of data) would be necessary to 

determine whether increasing the 3 in. mesh threshold might have negative impacts on juvenile 

butterfish.             

Council Decision Point: How would the Council like to proceed on the 3” mesh issue? 

 

 

Butterfish Strengtheners 

The regulations for butterfish state: Owners or operators of otter trawl vessels possessing 2,500 lb (1.13 

mt) or more of butterfish harvested in or from the EEZ may only fish with nets having a minimum codend 

mesh of 3 inches (7.62 cm) diamond mesh, inside stretch measure.  Industry participants have indicated 

they would like it clarified that like in the longfin squid fishery, strengtheners of at least 5 inches may be 

used, as is common practice by some fishery participants (often 5-inch diamond mesh scup nets are 

utilized as strengtheners).  The MC concluded that this seems like a reasonable clarification to make 

initially to avoid regulatory/enforcement confusion, but that the MC will examine this issue in further 

detail in the future and may recommend a larger requirement for strengtheners for butterfish in the 

future.  Given some fishery participants are known to use square mesh for their strengtheners, the 

regulations should indicate diamond or square mesh strengtheners 5 inches or greater are allowed.   

Council Decision Point: How would the Council like to proceed regarding strengtheners? 
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Evaluation of Longfin Squid Codend Mesh Size Increase to 2 1/8”  

Amendment 10 included language that the codend mesh size increase in the longfin squid fishery would 

be re-visited after several years.  It was implemented September 13, 2010.  Industry has also raised the 

issue of what this measure might be costing the fishery and for what benefit (e.g., increased escapement 

of juvenile butterfish and other finfish bycatch species that occur in the longfin squid fishery).  This issue 

is on the list of deliverables for the Council for 2015 - while some preliminary analyses have been begun, 

there has not been time before specifications to fully analyze the impacts of the 2010 codend mesh size 

increase or any possible changes.  Staff (Jason and Lisa) will continue to develop analyses regarding this 

issue during 2015.   

 

Longfin PTNS 

The Pre-Trip Notification System (PTNS) was implemented for longfin squid related to observer 

placement and the butterfish cap in Amendment 10.  With the new SBRM, trips must be selected 

through SBRM and some vessels are using the PTNS waivers for refuse observers at the docks.  This has 

led to problems meeting SBRM coverage targets, and vessels being inconvenienced with the 48-hour 

notice for no conservation benefit (actually a conservation cost).  Accordingly, it would seem to make 

sense to at least suspend PTNS for longfin squid.  The observer program supports this.  The MSB 

regulations state: “The Squid, Mackerel, and Butterfish Committee will review the recommendations of 

the Monitoring Committee. Based on these recommendations and any public comment received thereon, 

the Squid, Mackerel, and Butterfish Committee must recommend to the MAFMC appropriate 

specifications and any measures necessary to assure that the specifications will not be exceeded.”  Given 

the importance of observer information from the longfin squid fishery for determining butterfish 

discards (as well as for other species), it seems reasonable that this issue should be able to be addressed 

in specifications (versus a framework/amendment).  Not addressing this issue could lead to poorer 

information regarding butterfish discards, which could lead to the specifications being exceeded.  The 

monitoring committee recommends this course of action subject to general counsel’s concurrence that 

this action can be taken through specifications.   

Council Decision Point: How would the Council like to proceed regarding PTNS? 
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Longfin Trimesters and Rollovers 

The Council requested that the Trimester rollover provisions be investigated, in order to increase the 

Trimester II allocation, based on a request from Town Dock (RI).    The MC evaluated this issue in 2013 

and came to the following conclusion:  

 

At the time, there was general consensus on the Advisory Panel that such a reserve was acceptable.  

Members of the Advisory Panel and public have since noted concerns about increasing the Trimester II 

quota allocation. For example, market/price issues related to higher longfin squid catches during 

Trimester II, and potential biological impacts (additional fishing effort on squid spawning grounds).  

Given these concerns, as well as other potential impacts from additional summer longfin squid effort 

(e.g. possible protected species/turtle interactions), the MC recommended that if the Council wants to 

pursue this issue, it would be more appropriately addressed through a two-meeting Framework Action 

so that the appropriate analyses could be conducted and so that the public has additional opportunity to 

be notified of potential changes as well as comment on any proposed measures before a Council action.  

Council Decision Point: How would the Council like to proceed regarding trimester rollovers? 
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2015 Mackerel-Squid-Butterfish (MSB) Advisory Panel 
(AP) Fishery Performance Reports (FPRs)  

 
 
The Mackerel-Squid-Butterfish (MSB) Advisory Panel (AP) met April 27, 2015 to develop the Fishery 
Performance Reports (FPRs) below. These FRPs do not represent a consensus but rather a summary of 
the perspectives and ideas that were raised at the meeting. 
 

The meeting was conducted via internet webinar and facilitated by Jason Didden, the MSB Fishery 
Management Plan (FMP) coordinator.  The MSB advisors who participated were: 
 

Lars Axelson 
Kristen Cevoli 
Eric Reid 
Hank Lackner 
Patrick Paquette 

Peter Moore 
Jeff Reichle 
Steve Weiner 
Emerson Hasbrouck 

 
Other participants included: 
 

Jeff Kaelin 
Tara Froehlich 
Doug Vaughan 
Dave Secor 
Eric Buck 
Katie Almeida 
Meghan Lapp 
David Tomberlin 
Doug Lipton 

Anthony DiLernia 
Marin Hawk 
John Boreman 
Laurie Nolan 
Lee Anderson 
Carly Bari 
Howard King 
Greg DiDomenico 

 
The fishery performance reports’ primary purpose is to contextualize catch histories for the Scientific 
and Statistical Committee (SSC) because of the potential importance of catch histories for 
determining Acceptable Biological Catches (ABCs) in cases of fisheries with high levels of 
assessment uncertainty.  The goal is to compare and contrast the most recent year's conditions and 
fishery characteristics with previous years.  A series of trigger questions was posed to the AP.  The 
questions are based on the discussion and results of the 2011 fishery performance meeting that 
focused on 2010 and prior catches.  The primary intent of the questions is to generate discussion of 
direct observations of knowledgeable individuals involved in the fisheries in some fashion, especially 
as related to factors that may have influenced catches.  The trigger questions were:    
 

1. Are you aware of market issues that influenced MSB catches?  For example: Fish prices, fuel 
prices, overall economy, etc… 
2. Are you aware of environmental issues that influenced MSB catches? For example: Weather, 
sea temperature, climate, etc…   
3. Are you aware of management issues that influenced MSB catches? For example: 
management induced effort shifts, management prohibiting directed fishing, etc… 
4. Are you aware of other fishing behavior issues that influenced MSB catches?  For example: 
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refrigerated sea water (RSW) vs. at-sea freezing activity, vessels focusing on other fisheries, etc… 
5. What other issues/concerns does the AP wants to highlight?  For example: lack of U.S. 
mackerel allocation, forage concerns, calibration issues, fishery conflicts, regulatory concerns, etc… 
 
The charge to the AP was thus to provide input on factors that have influenced catch levels over time 
as well as any other observations and ideas that could prove useful to the SSC and/or Council as catch 
levels and specifications for 2016 and beyond are considered.  For organizational purposes, the 
summary is broken down by species and several thematic categories (per the above trigger questions), 
which begin on the following page. Some general points were also raised by AP members, as noted 
immediately below. Like the fishery specific summaries, these do not necessarily reflect a 
consensus. 
 
Many ideas are carried forward from last year.  Such items are marked with “**”. 
 
 

General 
 
 
-The AP appreciated the Biological Updates provided by the NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
(NEFSC) as a concise summary of what is known (or not known) about the status of each of the 
species.** 
 
-Dogfish (spiny), given their prevalence, could be severely impacting MSB and other species, in 
terms of abundance or as an ecological barrier (e.g. maybe mackerel or squid won't go into areas with 
high dogfish concentrations, which means pretty much everywhere). As dogfish have come back it 
seems like everything else has gone down and this issue should be an important component of 
ecosystem management.  Dogfish also have made fishing for MSB species difficult just because of 
continually loading the nets with dogfish.** 
 
-Consumption of forage stocks by marine mammals likely dwarfs mortality from fishing.** 
 
-Staff noted that some management issues raised by the AP are out of the scope of specifications and/or 
this call, and that they should write to the Council or talk to their Council members to have such issues 
considered by the Council.** 
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Mackerel 
 

The key points (not necessarily consensus positions) were: 
 
Market Issues 

-Fuel costs discourage searching but mackerel prices are sufficient to stimulate directed activity if fish are 
available. While effort was high initially in 2012-2014, a variety of factors (especially fuel prices) 
contributed to a reduction in searching for and exploration of potentially fishable areas.** 

-Price is mostly driven by world prices and world supply is high.** 
 
 
Environmental Issues 

-Availability is the primary driver for catches, and availability is likely highly variable and highly sensitive to 
external environmental factors, making catch a poor indicator of stock status.** 

-Can't catch what's not here - and mackerel that did appear in 2014 were far north.  Can't hurt a stock that's 
not here - need to figure out where it is (ctenophore research, Labrador Current, etc.).  The fish are not gone, 
just not swimming here.** 

-Both availability and the size of fish have been low in recent years, both offshore and inshore. The size issue 
appears to apply to other forage species like Atlantic Herring and Illex, possibly due to warming waters - see 
Ohlberger 2013, Kingsolver & Huey 2008, Conover et. al. 2002, Forster et. al. 2012).** 

-There has been a lack of mature mackerel. Some of the advisors have provided size information to the 
NEFSC. 1999/2000 seemed to be a turning point, with small mackerel dominating catches since.** 

-Late 2014 saw a run of larger fish. 

-Ecological needs in terms of mackerel as forage should be factored in explicitly by the SSC when setting 
ABCs.  The low landings and Canadian assessment should give pause for concern and warrant consideration 
of a lower ABC.** 

-The survey appears to have no connection to landings. More science needs to be conducted to figure out 
what is really going on with mackerel, including communicating with Iceland about mackerel's recent 
abundance there.** 

-Based on the size of mackerel seen in Canada (larger) and U.S. (smaller) and presumed migration pattern 
(Canada to U.S.), it appears that the Canadian and U.S. stocks are different (fish don't shrink).** 

 
Management Issues & Management Induced Effort Shifts 

-The February 2012 closure of Atlantic herring in southern New England in 2012 reduced the ability of 
participants to target mackerel because of mixing of these two species. There were some vessels that would 
have continued to fish/search for mackerel but what the end result of that searching would have been can 
never be known.** 

-The same was true in 2013 but to a lesser degree as Atlantic Herring closed in April 2013. Better information 
on the interaction between Atlantic herring fishing and Atlantic mackerel fishing would allow further analysis 
of this issue and continued/additional coordination between these fisheries is important. 

-No early 2014 herring closures occurred. 
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-Had a good run in late 2014 which has been rare.  Size was also better this year 
than in a long time.  The northern fishery were also limited in late 2014 by 
herring closures and groundfish gear restrictions in the north that reduced 
access to northern fish.  For herring, Area 1A was closed on October 26, 2014, 
Area 1B was closed on May 24, 2014, and Area 3 was closed on Sept 23, 2014.   

-Also had an extended run of some mackerel in 2015 to the south (2 cold 
winters), but they were mixed with menhaden and because of menhaden limits 
in NJ, boats could not land menhaden, so they couldn’t target mackerel 
(January into April). 

-The observer call-in requirements may limit opportunistic fishing.** 

-Need to leave some amount of mackerel quota so that fishery can capitalize on availability when it occurs.  
There is a concern that once a quota is reduced it will never be restored given the current state of mackerel 
science. Recent catches of mackerel should not be used as an indicator of what the catch should be next 
year.** 

 
 
Other Fishing Behavior Issues 

-In recent years much of the mackerel catch has been retained incidental catch from herring fishing.** 

-With high fuel prices, high catches of mackerel will only occur if fish are abundant (gas price not as 
substantial this year - 2015). Economics will self-regulate this fishery and the fishery has not impacted the 
mackerel stock. 

 
 

Other Issues for Council/SSC Consideration as Appropriate 

-Despite reluctance by the Canadians, joint research should be pushed and U.S. research should proceed 
where appropriate relative to the 2010 TRAC recommendations (especially on the influence of 
environmental factors and on mackerel's stock structure).** 

-In terms of buffering against U.S. ACL overages, a 15% buffer seems excessive given the monitoring that 
occurs in the mackerel fishery and the apparently low level of mackerel discarding.** 

-There is concern about what exactly an MSE means and consists of. 

-Specifications should consider allowing a roll-over of unused quota in a similar fashion as occurs with 
Atlantic Herring.** 
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Illex Squid 

The key points (not necessarily consensus positions) were: 
 
Market Issues 

-Price and demand are mostly dependent on S. Atlantic (e.g. Falkland Islands) landings, which drive world trade 
prices and/or demand for US Illex. Availability has to be sufficient to overcome any market/fuel price issues 
to drive interest in fishing for Illex for most vessels. Strong dollar may impact price/sales/demand going 
forward. 

-Falkland squid landings continue to be very strong with low prices.** 

-Availability was higher in 2014, but with small squid and low prices on small squid, this reduces the 
incentive to fish for Illex to some degree.** 

 
Environmental Issues 

-Availability changes from year to year and also very quickly within a year (waves of squid “come up onto the 
bank” in an unpredictable fashion). Real-time assessment would be optimal.  2014: Availability was higher 
than 2013 – fish stayed farther south. 

-Understanding migration is key to understanding Illex, and we don't fully understand the migration 
behavior.** 

-Ecological needs in terms of Illex as forage should be factored in explicitly by the SSC when ABCs are 
recommended.  The recent low landings and decline in indices should give the SSC some pause for 
concern.** 

 
Management Issues & Management Induced Effort Shifts 

Deep-Sea Coral measures may strongly impact ability of vessels in fishery to operate going 
forward, especially if considerations are not made for deployment and haul-back of gear in varying 
weather/current conditions. 

 
Other Fishing Behavior Issues 

-For refrigerated sea water vessels to participate, they need high densities to fish to drive participation because 
they have to return to the dock within two days of starting to put Illex in the tank due to spoilage issues.** 

 
Other Issues for Council/SSC Consideration as Appropriate 

 

-Research should continue into how to determine Illex productivity as current management is not sensitive to 
actual Illex productivity. The fishing community should be an integral part of this effort, which should 
proceed in a very methodical fashion.  "If it ain't broke don't fix it." Proceed carefully before you make any 
changes.** 

-Summer & fall longfin closures can lead to discarding of longfin in the Illex fishery. A higher incidental limit 
for Illex vessels during longfin closures or a more gradual slowing of longfin fishing could avoid regulatory 
longfin discarding.  The new higher limit in 2014 is better but may not totally solve this problem.** 

-Concern was reiterated about re-entry of latent permits.  Entry of latent effort could disrupt smooth operation 
of the fishery.** 
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Longfin Squid 

The key points (not necessarily consensus positions) were: 
 
 

Market Issues 

-Recent ex-vessel prices are sufficient to drive increased effort if squid are available.  Prices the last few years 
have been decreasing, possible causes could include: lower quality and high quantity of summer squid, stronger 
dollar, and lower prices for imported cleaned squid. 

-High effort in summer causing closures and high landings volume/gluts.  Concern by at least one advisor that it is 
being exacerbated by high capacity. 

 

Environmental Issues 

-Longfin squid has variable productivity and availability both within a year and between years and between 
inshore and offshore.**  

-Effort was very high in the summer of 2012 because of the high squid availability both inshore and offshore.  
Not repeated in 2014 (squid was inshore but not also offshore). 

-Ecological needs in terms of longfin squid as forage should be factored in explicitly by the SSC when ABCs 
are recommended.** 

-End of 2014 and beginning of 2015 were very windy. 

-Dogfish continue to make some areas unfishable and are a reason why landings can turn off.  Believe that 
restraint on dogfish fishery correlates with lower squid landings. 

 
Management Issues & Management Induced Effort Shifts 

-Scup, Tilefish, and Fixed/Mobile Gear Restricted Areas (GRAs) have made Longfin squid fishing more 
difficult/less profitable, likely leading to somewhat less effort overall.  Staff noted there is an ongoing action 
to consider modifications to the scup GRAs.** 

-The butterfish cap has created a disincentive to even bother with longfin squid. There is more discussion 
about where not to fish because of butterfish than where to fish because of longfin squid. The observer 
notification requirement (even 48 hours) limits opportunistic fishing if a trip has not been notified.  Both of 
these lead to lost revenues/fishing opportunities – especially critical for narrow winter weather windows.**   

-The mistaken April 2012 closure may have substantially impacted 2012 Trimester 1 landings because 
landings were on the upswing immediately prior to the closure.**  

 
-Annual landings would have been higher in some years if not for the Trimester 2 closures.  Any seasonal 
closures likely depress annual landings (there were no seasonal closures in 2013).** 
 

-The 2 1/8” mesh requirement may be harming productivity and causing the relatively low landings in recent 
years (landings have been lower since 2007).  Squid that go through 2 1/8” are marketable and likely have 
high mortality.  2 1/8 may appear practicable for fishery but may be increasing squid mortality and is unlikely 
to allow substantial escapement of other fish.  Should be examined in detail.  Staff later researched that the 
mesh increase was September 13, 2010.  Multiple AP members questioned the value of the 2 1/8” mesh.  
Some fishery participants would prefer 1 7/8” year round. 
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-Need to find out if landing more squid (normal trimester plus Trimester 1 roll-over) in summer is negatively 
impacting fall/winter productivity.   
   
-There was concern about what the new VMS reporting requirements are being used for.  Staff will 
incorporate additional details into future information documents. 
 

 
Other Fishing Behavior Issues 

-Some vessels have been focusing on other species (other quotas have been increasing - e.g. summer flounder 
& scallops; some vessels were retrofitted for pelagic fishing). Several recently active participants left the 
fishery and those vessels are unlikely to return.** 

 
Other Issues for Council/SSC Consideration as Appropriate 

-Research should continue into how to determine longfin productivity as current management is not sensitive 
to actual longfin productivity. The fishing community should be an integral part of this effort, which should 
proceed in a very methodical fashion.** 

-The lack of proper NMFS notification for the 2012 Trimester 2 longfin closure needs to be avoided in the 
future.** 

-Concern was reiterated about reentry of latent permits.  Entry of latent effort could disrupt smooth operation 
of the fishery.** 

-The issue of additional flexibility between trimesters was raised again, and staff noted that this is an issue 
being considered this year.  Related concerns that were voiced included: 

 -Consider squid capacity issues before considering additional trimester issues. 

 -Need to consider fairness and access issues. For example, there is a smaller group of vessels that can 

  access state waters in NY. 

 -Want quota caught, but do it right way – higher effort in spawning areas not good for fishery. 

 

-There are times of substantial local directed recreational effort and catch, which may not be reflective of 
overall abundance.  Recreational catch is likely very small compared to the overall quota.** 
 
-Sense that recreational fishery is increasing.  See more squid tackle in stores.  There is also a traveling 
recreational contingent that uses social media/internet to spread the word about varying local availability.  2014 
spring fishery in MA drove towns to enact regulations to address high participation.  May be approaching a level 
that needs to be accounted for.
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Butterfish 

The key points (not necessarily consensus positions) were: 
 
Market Issues 

-Low butterfish availability/abundance resulted in low landings in the 1990s and it was very difficult to re- 
establish a market given the low quotas. It might take several years to re-establish export markets, but there 
are some indications that demand may be higher than anticipated.  Traditional export food markets want fish 
caught in December-March (fat/roe/feed issues).**   

-Boats have been increasing fresh butterfish production relatively slowly so as to not crash the price.  Fresh 
market has been absorbing surprising quantity of fish without price dropping.  

-Early 2015 sizes are very good and the fish are of high quality.   

-It is too early to determine how the markets will respond to U.S. butterfish in the long run, but participants 
remain cautiously optimistic.** 

 
 

Environmental Issues 

-Winter of 2014/early 2015 had very poor fishing weather. 

-Abundance has been relatively high in the last few years compared to the early 2000s, both inshore and 
offshore.  Maybe higher now than last year if anything. 

-Ecological needs in terms of butterfish as forage should be factored in explicitly by the SSC when ABCs are 
recommended. Management needs to account for the high consumption of butterfish by predators in a 
precautionary fashion.  Precaution is warranted given butterfish’s important role in the ecosystem as part of 
the forage base and given butterfish catches have been very low compared to recent projection results.**   

-There remains some concern about the age structure of butterfish.**  What is age range of recent butterfish 
catches?  Staff will ask center staff when next round of aging will be done. 

-Dogfish continue to interfere with MSB fishing.** 
 
Management Issues & Management Induced Effort Shifts 
-Mesh requirement is holding landings back and causing regulatory discards.**  Need an analysis of any 
discards to determine cause – regulatory discarding may be a primary cause of discarding.  The 2,500 pound 
trip limit for using <3-inch mesh is causing regulatory discarding.  If you are out squid fishing and happen to 
come across some butterfish, having to discard does not make any sense.  Should be eliminated or at least 
substantially increase the threshold where 3-inch is necessary.  Focused butterfish fishing will probably use 
3-inch mesh anyway.  Less than 3-inch mesh is probably targeting something else and hitting butterfish 
incidentally - why not keep? 

-The directed butterfish fishery did not begin until a few weeks into 2013 (missing December 2012 and early 
January 2013 contributed to a slow resumption of directed activity).  Fish that were found at that point were 
too small and/or not of optimal quality, and other fishing options were available.  Exporters need high quality 
fish to re-enter markets.** 
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-Fishery was also concerned about exceeding quota in 2014 at one point and voluntarily restricted fishing 
because it was unclear if/when NMFS was going to transfer quota from the discard cap to landings.  Fishery 
did not want to get a “black eye” for having a quota overage when it wasn’t sure what NMFS was going to 
do.  Would have seen higher landings if key participants had not held back. 

 
Other Fishing Behavior Issues 

-When they could get out in early 2013, some vessels found lots of butterfish but smaller butterfish and 
stopped fishing for them because they didn't want to discard lots of small butterfish in order to get a 
marketable quantity of acceptably sized fish.** 

-2014 saw moderate catch increases as predicted by AP relative to 2013.   
 
 
Other Issues for Council/SSC Consideration as Appropriate 

-For short lived, tightly schooling fish you need a targeted & dedicated survey - this is how the rest of the 
world assesses these kinds of stocks.** 

-Some but not all advisors think butterfish should qualify for an exemption to ACLs.** 

-Looking at only the Bigelow’s area sample misses a substantial amount of butterfish habitat.** 

-The need for a discard cap on the longfin squid appears questionable given the current butterfish ABC.**  

-The ability to balance quotas (and increase butterfish landings if a substantial part of the discard cap has not 
been used) late in the year is important since good quality butterfish start being available in December.  
(Framework 8, now implemented, allows this and it was used in 2014) 

-Cornell is examining mesh issues – preliminary data suggest 8cm square mesh and 8cm T-90 mesh could be 
productive for eliminating small butterfish.  More information pending further data collection and analysis. 

-Squid trawl network still providing information on butterfish availability – negative reports are also very 
important for operation of the avoidance network. 
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M E M O R A N D U M    

Date: April 30, 2015 

To: Dr. Chris Moore, Executive Director 

From: Jason Didden  

Subject: Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish (MSB) ABCs and River Herring/Shad Cap 
 

 
Summary 

 
This memo supports the May 2015 SSC meeting for: 
     -Review of ongoing Illex Squid, longfin squid, and butterfish multiyear specifications (2015-2017) 
     -Setting mackerel specifications for up to three years (2016-2018) 
     -Providing input on the Council’s river herring and shad (RH/S) cap on the mackerel fishery 
 

Introduction 
 

The Magnuson Stevens Act (MSA) as currently amended requires each Council's Scientific and 
Statistical Committee (SSC) to provide, among other things, ongoing scientific advice for fishery 
management decisions, including recommendations for acceptable biological catches (ABCs).  The SSC 
recommends ABCs to the Council that address scientific uncertainty such that overfishing is unlikely to 
occur. The Council's ABC recommendations to NMFS for the upcoming fishing year(s) cannot exceed 
the ABC recommendation of the SSC.  As such, the SSC’s ABC recommendations form the upper limit 
for catches of Council-managed species.   
 
Once the SSC meets and decides on the ABCs, the Squid-Mackerel-Butterfish Monitoring Committee 
will meet (May 21) to discuss if changes to other management measures should be recommended per the 
ABCs from the SSC and other management considerations.  These measures include Annual Catch 
Limits (ACLs), Annual Catch Targets (ACTs), and Accountability Measures (AMs).  Based on the 
SSC’s and Monitoring Committee’s recommendations, the Council will make recommendations to the 
NMFS Northeast Regional Administrator.  Based on NMFS’ evaluation of the Council’s 
recommendations, NMFS will publish a Proposed Rule for specifications and then a Final Rule, which 
may change from the Proposed Rule based on public comment. 
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Illex Squid, Longfin Squid, and Butterfish 
 
Illex squid, longfin squid, and butterfish are currently in year 1 of multi-year specifications for 2015, 
2016, and 2017.  The SSCs recommendations, available here: http://www.mafmc.org/s/SSC-2014-May-
Report.pdf, document the SSC's previous rationale and also summarize the major sources of scientific 
uncertainty.  The NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center provided data updates for Illex squid, 
longfin squid, and butterfish, which are posted at: http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2015/ssc/may-
13-14, along with staff informational documents for Advisory Panel Fishery Performance Report 
development and links to previous assessment documents.  The MSB Advisory Panel met before this 
memo was submitted and the Fishery Performance Report will be posted by May 1, 2015.  Based on a 
review of this information, staff recommends no changes to these multi-year specifications – the 
relevant data continue to vary within expected ranges.  In 2016 the ABCs for these species will be 
reviewed again and in 2017, the SSC and Council will consider specifications for 2018 and beyond. 
 

Atlantic Mackerel 
 
Summary 
 

-The status of mackerel is currently “unknown” with respect to both fishing mortality rates and stock 
size.  The next assessment timing is being determined but will likely be 2016 or 2017.  
 

-For 2016-2018, staff recommends starting with an ABC of 18,245 mt (estimated 2014 catch), with a 
trigger that the ABC would increase by 5,000 mt following any year the directed fishery would close. 
 

-A summary of updated biological information is available in a document provided by the NMFS 
Northeast Fisheries Science Center ("NEFSC Mackerel Biological Update"), available at: 
http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2015/ssc/may-13-14.   That page also has links to recent 
assessment documents. 
 

-A landings history and other fishery information are provided in the fishery information document, also 
available at: http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2015/ssc/may-13-14.   
 

-The 2014 SSC recommendations, available here: http://www.mafmc.org/s/SSC-2014-May-Report.pdf, 
document the SSC's previous rationale and also summarize the major sources of scientific uncertainty. 
 

-A Fishery Performance Report meeting designed to inform the specifications process from the 
perspective of the MSB Advisory Panel has taken place and a report will be available at 
http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2015/ssc/may-13-14 by May 1.    
 
Regulatory Review 
 

The 2015 ABC for mackerel is 40,165 mt, which translates into a domestic ACL of 25,039 mt after 
Canadian catch is accounted for.  The fishery operates under a tiered limited access system.  The 
primary directed commercial fishery closes at 95% of domestic annual harvest (DAH = 20,872 mt).  
Incidental trip limits of 20,000 pounds are allowed if the directed fishery closes.  A recreational fishery 
exists but generally catches a small amount of mackerel relative to the commercial fishery.  Directed 
Canadian mackerel harvests have been limited to 10,000 mt recently, though there are also substantial 
unrecorded bait and recreational fisheries (pers com Francois Gregoire, DFO Canada) - 15,126 mt are 
deducted to cover reported and unreported Canadian catches.  A river herring and shad cap can close the 
mackerel fishery if observer and landings data estimate that 89 mt of combined river herring and shad 
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are caught by trips landings 20,000 pounds or more mackerel before the fishery has landed 10,000 mt of 
mackerel.  The cap increases to 155 mt after the mackerel fishery has landed 10,000 mt.  Unlike most 
MAFMC-managed fisheries, the performance of the mackerel fishery (mostly a winter/spring fishery) in 
one year is generally known before specifications are made for the next year.  This means that a change 
in abundance or other issues can be reacted to relatively quickly (i.e. for the next year) through the 
standard specifications process. 
 
Biological Reference Points, Stock Status, and Projections 
 

The full mackerel stock was last assessed in 2010 (utilizing data through 2008) via a joint U.S. - 
Canadian Transboundary Resource Assessment Committee (TRAC).  The TRAC was unable to resolve 
uncertainties in the analyses to an acceptable degree so there are no accepted reference points.  The 
previous assessment was also deemed unreliable.  Accordingly, the status of mackerel is currently 
“unknown” with respect to mortality rates or stock size.  No projections are available.  A recent (2014 
with 2013 data) Canadian assessment of the Canadian mackerel contingent recommended that catch be 
limited to 800 mt.  Links are provided at http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2015/ssc/may-13-14.   
 
Catch and Landings 
 

Mackerel's landing history is characterized by high foreign catches in the 1970s (up to 400,000 mt or 
almost 900 million pounds) followed by domestication of the fishery with lower catches.  Following the 
highpoint of the domestic fishery (which was still a fraction of the foreign fishery) in the mid-2000s, the 
domestic fishery experienced a sharp decline from 2006 to almost nothing in 2011.  U.S. and Canadian 
total reported catches have been low in recent years, but stable near 13,000 mt over 2011-2014.  2015 
also appears likely to be a year of relatively low landings from the U.S. perspective (Canadian landings 
occur later in the year and U.S. landings can also occur later in the year).  Discards are believed to be 
just a few percent of catch and are accounted for within the overall ABC.  The most recent information 
(April 29, 2015 database query) indicates 2014 U.S. mackerel landings were 5,906 mt.  Assuming a 
1.29% discard ratio relative to landings (ratio from sums of last five years from TRAC data) equates to 
76 mt of discards.  Recreational landings in 2014 were estimated to be 786 mt (U.S. total = 6,768 mt).  
While preliminary, the most recent information from Canada is that they had 6,394 mt of landings, the 
lowest since 1961 (personal communication, Martin Castonguay, DFO Canada).  Applying the same 
discard approach results in 82 mt of Canadian discards.  Communications with Francois Gregoire last 
year (Canadian DFO, now retired) suggested that there could be around 5,000 mt of unreported 
Canadian bait and recreational harvest (Canadian total = 11,476 mt).  Total 2014 U.S. and Canadian 
catch is thus estimated to be about 18,245 mt.         
 
2016-2018 Mackerel OFL/ABC Recommendations 
 

OFL - An overfishing level likely cannot be determined given the uncertainty involved with this stock. 
 

ABC 
 

For 2015 the SSC set a mackerel ABC of 40,165 mt, which was the median catch (U.S. plus Canadian) 
from 1978-2013.  The SSC also requested that a Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) be conducted 
for mackerel by extending previous work (Wiedenmann, et al. 2013).  Dr. John Wiedenmann conducted 
this work under contract for the Council, and his report has been posted at 
http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2015/ssc/may-13-14.  The MSE conducted by Dr. Wiedenmann 
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suggests that recent catches have been unlikely to be causing overfishing, and the average of OFLs 
across applicable model runs and control rules equals 23,893 mt for an over-exploited stock, 87,016 mt 
for a fully-exploited stock, and 298,904 mt for a lightly exploited stock (Table 7 - 
http://www.mafmc.org/s/Mackerel_ABC_reportOpt-k89s.pdf).  
 
The available evidence leads staff to conclude that mackerel abundance will remain at low levels until 
favorable environmental conditions lead to either a high recruitment event or migration of mackerel 
back into U.S. waters.  Both the TRAC and recent Canadian assessments suggest that high mackerel 
catches have been associated with an occasional strong year class.  If this is the case, and only 
occasionally strong year classes are expected, it would seem appropriate to limit initial fishing mortality 
on such year classes since mackerel can live up to 17 years.  If the issue is primarily distributional, it 
may still make sense to limit fishing mortality on the pioneers that first return to U.S. waters.  As such, 
staff recommends an incremental approach to ABCs starting with recent catch, as further described 
below. 
 
While the MSB Advisory Panel did note some encouraging signs (more mackerel were available and 
caught at the end of 2014 compared to previous fall seasons, and in early 2015 more mackerel were 
available farther south than recent years), most signs point to very low mackerel abundance and/or 
availability.  These include the Canadian assessment, the NEFSC trawl survey, and catches.  
 
Staff sees two possible interpretations of the landings history.  One is that the fishery has taken 
advantage of several periods of higher productivity/access/interest in the fishery, principally in the early-
1970s, and then to a lesser degree in the late-1980s, and the mid-2000s.  Alternatively, it seems plausible 
that the 1970s constituted substantial overfishing as well as the smaller peaks of catches in the late-
1980s and mid-2000s. 
 
Staff concludes that it is worth maintaining relatively low total catches (compared to historical catches) 
to see if higher and more stable mackerel productivities can be achieved in the future, and only make 
incremental catch increases if catch improves.  Accordingly, for 2016-2018, staff recommends a total 
(U.S. plus Canada) ABC of ABC of 18,245 mt (estimated 2014 catch), with a trigger that the ABC 
would increase by 5,000 mt following any year the directed fishery would close.  Staff is recommending 
an incremental approach such that landings cannot be increased rapidly if mackerel become available.  
The hypotheses this recommendation would test is that a strong year class will appear at some point, and 
if fishing on that age class is restricted as suggested, there could be eventual gains for both the stock and 
the fishery.   
 
It is possible that the resulting catches could be unnecessarily restrictive for fishermen or insufficiently 
protective of the stock, but such is the nature of the present information-poor situation for almost any 
ABC.  Given the landings history, the MSE analysis from Dr. Wiedenmann, the high uncertainty with 
the mackerel stock, and the majority of signs pointing toward low mackerel abundance and/or 
availability, this incremental approach appears most reasonable to staff.   
 
The 2015 landings quota is 20,872 mt.  Staff recommends that the trigger approach also apply to 
2015/2016 but use 5906 mt (2014 landings) as the trigger for potentially adding 5,000 mt to the initial 
18,245 mt for 2016.  So the ABC for 2016 would be 18,245 mt unless the commercial fishery caught at 
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least 5,906 mt in 2015, in which case it would increase to 23,245 mt in 2016.  The rationale for the 5,000 
mt increase interval is that even if three increases occur, the total in 2018 would be 33,245.  Staff has 
previously noted that 33,400 is the approximate average total (U.S. plus Canada) catch from 1992-2001, 
a period of 10 years when catch was relatively stable and spawned the 1999 year class that facilitated 
more robust catches in the early- and mid-2000s.  So even if catch ramped up, it could only increase to 
approximately the 1992-2001 stable level, and only if the U.S. fishery was consistently catching higher 
amounts. 
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River Herring and Shad (RH/S) Cap for the Mackerel Fishery 
 
Since 2013 there has been a RH/S cap on the mackerel fishery and setting the cap is a term of reference 
for the RH/S Committee of the Council: 
 

c. Develop RH/S cap recommendations for the Council and regularly evaluate the overall 
operation of any Mid-Atlantic (or joint) RH/S catch caps including: cap determination, 

monitoring, data needs, enforcement, data interpretation, etc. 
 
Another term of reference is to move from a cap that is based on historical catch ratios to a cap(s) based 
on the biology of the species involved: 
 

a. Develop approaches to recommending RH/S catch caps that are based on and 
appropriate for the abundance and/or population dynamics of RH/S rather than historic 
catch rates of RH/S.  
-Part of understanding this question will likely involve investigating the relative effects of 
catch in federal fisheries on RH/S stock health compared to other sources of mortality 
(habitat issues, inshore catch, climate, predation, etc.)  
-The Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) will be engaged for this term 
of reference.   

 
Accordingly, this memo is introducing the current procedures for setting the RH/S cap, and seeking SSC 
advice on moving forward.  A summary of the current assessment and management situation with RH/S 
is available at: http://www.asmfc.org/species/shad-river-herring.  Given the complex nature of the issue 
and species involved, it may be appropriate to develop an SSC workgroup for this topic.     
 
The current procedures for setting the cap are described in the environmental assessment for the 2015 
specifications, which are excerpted here: http://www.mafmc.org/s/RHS-Cap-Specs-EA.pdf.  A 
worksheet that was used to calculate the current cap is also posted at http://www.mafmc.org/council-
events/2015/ssc/may-13-14.   
 
The goal for this meeting is to begin a dialogue on the RH/S cap topic and identify potential ways to 
move forward.  Given NMFS and ASMFC have a Technical Expert Working Group (TEWG) looking at 
River Herring conservation (including a stock-status subgroup), it might also be useful for an SSC 
member to participate in the river herring TEWG.   
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**Note - Data Sources for the following are generally from unpublished NMFS Survey, 

Dealer, VTR, Permit, and MRFSS databases unless noted…everything should be 
considered preliminary. 

 
 
Basic Biology 
 
Atlantic mackerel is a pelagic, schooling species distributed between Labrador (Newfoundland, 
Canada) (Parsons 1970) and North Carolina (Anderson 1976a).  Sette (1943; 1950) identified 
two distinct groups consisting of a northern contingent and a southern contingent. The two 
contingents overwinter primarily along the continental shelf between the Middle Atlantic and 
Nova Scotia, although it has been suggested that overwintering occurs as far north as 
Newfoundland. With the advent of warming shelf water in the spring, the two contingents begin 
migration, with the northern contingent moving along the coast of Newfoundland and 
historically into the Gulf of St. Lawrence for spawning from the end of May to Mid-August 
(Berrien 1982). The southern contingent spawns in the Mid-Atlantic and Gulf of Maine from 
mid-April to June (Berrien 1982) then moves north to the Gulf of Maine and Nova Scotia. In late 
fall, migration turns south and fish return to the over-wintering grounds.  Biochemical studies 
(Mackay 1967) have not established that genetic differences exist between the two groups and 
precise estimates of the relative contributions of the two groups cannot be made (ICNAF 1975).  
Atlantic mackerel in the northwest Atlantic are assessed as a unit stock and are considered one 
stock for fishery management purposes.  In the past some of the Council's advisers who mackerel 
fish have questioned if the historical patterns described above are reasonable and/or being 
maintained currently. Several efforts are underway that may provide additional information on 
mackerel stock structure but no results are available yet. 
 
Mackerel are 0.1" long at hatching, grow to about 2" in two months, and reach a length of 8" in 
December, near the end of their first year of growth (Anderson and Paciorkowski 1978).  During 
their second year of growth they reach about 10" in December, and by the end of their fifth year 
they grow to an average length of 13" FL.  Fish that are 10-13 years old reach a length of 15-16" 
(Grosslein and Azarovitz 1982). MacKay (1973) and Dery and Anderson (1983) have found an 
inverse relationship between growth and year class size.  All Atlantic mackerel are sexually 
mature by age 3, while about 50% of the age 2 fish are mature. Average size at maturity is about 
10.5-11" FL (Grosslein and Azarovitz 1982). The maximum age observed is 17 years (Pentilla 
and Anderson 1976).    
 
Atlantic mackerel are opportunistic feeders that can ingest prey either by individual selection of 
organisms or by passive filter feeding (Pepin et al. 1988). Larvae feed primarily on zooplankton.  
Juveniles eat mostly small crustaceans such as copepods, amphipods, mysid shrimp and decapod 
larvae. They also feed on small pelagic molluscs (Spiratella and Clione) when available. Adults 
feed on the same food as juveniles but diets also include a wider assortment of organisms and 
larger prey items. For example, euphausiid, pandalid and crangonid shrimp are common prey; 
chaetognaths, larvaceans, pelagic polychaetes and larvae of many marine species have been 
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identified in mackerel stomachs. Immature mackerel begin feeding in the spring; older fish feed 
until gonadal development begins, stop feeding until spent and then resume prey consumption 
(Berrien 1982). 
 
Atlantic mackerel is an important prey species and is known to be preyed upon by many pelagic 
and demersal fish species, as well as by marine mammals and seabirds (Smith and Gaskin 1974; 
Payne and Selzer 1983; Overholtz and Waring 1991; Montevecchi and Myers 1995; Scott and 
Tibbo 1968; Maurer and Bowman 1975; Stillwell and Kohler 1982, 1985; Bowman and 
Michaels 1984).  The recent TRAC estimated mortality for a subset of key finfish predators 
(www.mar.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/science/trac/tsr.html) but estimates for marine mammals and seabirds 
are not available. 
 
Status of the Stock 
 
The mackerel stock was most recently assessed via a Transboundary Resource Assessment 
Committee in 2010 (TRAC 2010), which analyzed data though 2008 (www.mar.dfo-
mpo.gc.ca/science/trac/tsr.html).  A number of different models and model formulations were 
evaluated.  Given the uncertainty in the assessment results, the TRAC agreed that short term 
projections and characterization of stock status relative to estimated reference points would not 
be an appropriate basis for management advice at this time.  Since the 2010 TRAC also 
identified substantial technical issues with the preceding assessment, the status of mackerel is 
currently classified as "unknown" with respect to stock status and/or overfishing. 
 
Given indications of reduced productivity and lack of older fish in the survey and catch, the 
TRAC recommended that annual total catches not exceed the average total landings (80,000 mt) 
over the last three years (2006-2008) until such time that new information suggests that a 
different amount is appropriate.   
 

 
Figure 1.   2010 Mackerel TRAC SSB final model output.  
 
The NMFS Northeast Science Center has provided updates regarding mackerel indices and 
recent biological data, including a summary of a recent assessment of the Canadian mackerel 
contingent conducted by Canada (http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2015-msb-ap).  This 
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document should be read in conjunction with the Center's mackerel update and information from 
that document is not repeated in detail here. 
 
Fishery Performance 
 
Joint Venture Issue – It remains hard to pin down the exact nature of how JV landings have been 
handled in NMFS databases.  It appears that JV transfers were added to domestic landings to get 
a "U.S. Commercial Landings" number, suggesting that about 1/2 of the blue line domestic 
landings from 1983-1991 in Figure 2 were related to JV transfers.  The distance from the blue 
line to the pink line represents foreign catch (at the same time US vessels were delivering to 
foreign vessels, the foreign vessels were also catching mackerel) plus minor recreational harvest. 
Discussions with a few of the primary mackerel processors have supported this conclusion.  Like 
the assessment, the figures/tables below that include the full historical data use the higher value 
for a total.  However, when landings are broken down by state or month further below, only the 
dealer data is used, which would not include JV catches except for 1998, 2002, and 2003.   
 
Atlantic mackerel were heavily exploited by distant water fleets during the late 1960s-early 
1970's. Total landings averaged over 300,000 mt during 1970-1976 but decreased to less than 
50,000 mt during 1978-1984.  US waters’ harvest increased during 1985-1991 with the advent of 
a joint venture fishery in the Mid-Atlantic region.  The domestic fishery was encouraged to 
expand in the early 2000s, especially in the realm of shoreside processing.  Domestic landings 
peaked in 2004-2006 and declined to near none in 2011.  2012-2014 landings have been 
approximately between 4,000 and 6,000 metric tons (mt). 
 
Figure 2.  Atlantic mackerel landings within 200 miles of U.S. Coast  (2014 Preliminary). 
Source: TRAC 2010, unpublished NEFSC dealer reports 
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Figure 3.  US and Canadian Atlantic mackerel landings (2014 Preliminary). 
Source:  unpublished NEFSC dealer reports; Perscom Martin Castonguay, Can. DFO) 
(Reported 2014 Canadian landings preliminary and approximate) 
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Figure 4.  U.S. Atlantic mackerel landings.   
Source:  unpublished NEFSC dealer reports 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 5.  U.S. Atlantic mackerel ex-vessel revenues (nominal) 
Source:  unpublished NEFSC dealer reports 
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Figure 6.  U.S. Atlantic mackerel ex-vessel prices (Nominal) 
Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 7.  U.S. Atlantic mackerel ex-vessel prices (Producer Price Index adjusted, 2014 
dollars) 
Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports 
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Figure 8.  2015 Landings to Date (Through April 15, 2015).  Blue = 2015, Orange = 2014. 
 
source: http://www.nero.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/reports_frame.htm   
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Specification Performance 
 
The principle measure used to manage mackerel within a year is commercial monitoring via 
dealer weighout data that is submitted weekly.  The dealer data triggers in-season management 
actions that institute relatively low commercial trip limits when 95% of the commercial quota is 
landed.  A small amount of mackerel quota is set aside for assumed discards, which observer 
data have demonstrated to be low to date.  There are no restrictions on the recreational fishery.  
Table 1 lists the performance of the mackerel fishery (commercial and recreational together) 
compared to the quota (and recreational allocation for 2012-2014).  There have been no 
overages.  The 2015 mackerel quota is 20,872 mt and the SSC will be setting a new ABC/quota 
for 2016. 
 
Table 1.  Mackerel Quota Performance. (mt) 

Year

Harvest (mt) 
(Commercial 

and 
Recreational)

Quota (mt) 
(Rec+Com)

Percent of 
Quota Landed

2004 54,298 170,000 32%
2005 43,275 115,000 38%
2006 58,352 115,000 51%
2007 26,142 115,000 23%
2008 22,498 115,000 20%
2009 23,235 115,000 20%
2010 10,739 115,000 9%
2011 1,478 47,395 3%
2012 6,015 36,264 17%
2013 5,029 36,264 14%
2014 6,726 33,821 20%  

 
Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports 
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Table 2.  2014 Atlantic mackerel landings (mt) by state for states with more than 25 mt. 
 

State Records
Metric 

Tons
Percent

MA 1330 4,924 83%
ME 57 622 10%
RI 471 245 4%
NH 140 68 1%
NY 267 57 1%  
Source:  unpublished NEFSC dealer reports  
*Percent may not add to 100% since states with low landings are not included. 
 
 
 
 

Table 3.  2014 Atlantic mackerel landings (mt) by month. 

MONTH Metric Tons Percent

1 109 2%

2 2,560 43%

3 936 16%

4 67 1%

5 21 0%

6 13 0%

7 29 0%

8 33 1%

9 42 1%

10 61 1%

11 1,958 33%

12 111 2%  
Source:  unpublished NEFSC dealer reports 
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Table 4.  Vessels active in various annual landing ranges (pounds per vessel) 

YEAR Vessels  

1 mil +

Vessels  

100,000 - 

1mil

Vessels  

50,000 - 

100,000

Vessels  

10,000 - 

50,000

1982 0 10 10 43

1983 0 10 5 26

1984 0 11 14 29

1985 0 12 10 28

1986 1 10 5 37

1987 1 15 8 31

1988 2 20 8 40

1989 6 17 8 27

1990 6 16 7 39

1991 13 18 1 38

1992 9 17 13 48

1993 0 16 11 55

1994 2 27 14 44

1995 4 24 11 50

1996 7 45 15 53

1997 6 30 20 46

1998 9 16 6 39

1999 6 15 9 37

2000 5 3 0 26

2001 5 3 2 20

2002 12 3 1 22

2003 14 6 5 23

2004 18 6 1 14

2005 15 11 4 16

2006 20 12 5 10

2007 16 12 2 20

2008 15 5 1 17

2009 15 6 6 18

2010 10 9 2 14

2011 0 3 3 17

2012 3 9 1 9

2013 4 3 3 13

2014 6 5 1 14  
Source:  unpublished NEFSC dealer reports 
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Table 5.  Number of Vessels to reach 75% and 95% of annual landings. 

This # of 
vessels 
accounted for 
about 75% of 
landings

This is the 
number that 
accounted 
for about the 
next 20%

The total of the first 
2 colums equals 
the number of 
vessels that 
accounted for 
about 95% of 
landings

1997 11 48 59
1998 9 21 30
1999 6 25 31
2000 4 18 22
2001 3 4 7
2002 7 4 11
2003 8 6 14
2004 8 7 15
2005 10 6 16
2006 11 8 19
2007 10 10 20
2008 8 6 14
2009 10 5 15
2010 9 7 16  

 
Source:  unpublished NEFSC dealer reports  
 
Note: Due to the low 2011-2014 landings this table was not updated for 2011-2014.  
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Table 6.  Species Composition (by value) by the 11 vessels that accounted for 75% of total 
mackerel harvest by weight 2006-2010. 
 

Species 

For Primary Mackerel 
Vessels, percent of 
total revenue that 

came from various 
species.

Atlantic Herring 41%
Atlantic Mackerel 32%
Illex 19%
Loligo 4%
Other 1%  
Source:  unpublished NEFSC dealer reports 

 
Note: Due to the low 2011-2014 landings this table was not updated for 2011-2014. 
 
 
Table 7.  Species Composition (by value) by the 11 vessels that accounted for 75% of total 
mackerel harvest by weight 2001-2005. 
 
 

Species 

For Primary Mackerel 
Vessels, percent of total 
revenue that came from 

various species.

Atlantic Herring 43%
Atlantic Mackerel 42%
Illex 9%
Squid 4%
Other 2%  
Source:  unpublished NEFSC dealer reports 
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DEALER INFORMATION 
 
 
Table 8.  Dealer Dependence on Mackerel 2008-2010 by dealers purchasing at least $1,000 
mackerel over 2008-2010. 
 
 

Number of 

Dealers

Relative 

Dependence on 

Mackerel

Average 
Mackerel 

Purchased

62 <5% $5,456
3 5%-10% $360,526
2 10%-25% $834,519
4 25%-50% $547,148
2 50%-75% $268,757

 
Source:  unpublished NEFSC dealer reports 
Note: Due to the low 2011-2014 landings this table was not updated for 2011-2014. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recreational Fishery 
 
Recreational Atlantic mackerel estimates have relatively high uncertainty.  Recreational catches 
in recent years have been primarily in MA, NH, and Maine during the summer months.  A 
median value indicates that half of the catches are above that value and half of the catches are 
below that value.  The long term median (1981-2014) for mackerel is 1,314 mt and the 5-year 
median is 845 mt.  Estimates have ranged from 284 mt to 4,223 mt.  The estimate for 2014 was 
786 mt.   
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6.6.1.5.1 World Production and Prices 
 
The nature of future mackerel supply depends largely on the future production of the European 
mackerel stock, which is much greater than the U.S./Canadian stock.   
 
 

 
Source: FAO.  http://www.fao.org/fishery/statistics/global-production/en  
Figure 9.  World production of Atlantic mackerel, 1950-2013 based on FAO (2014). 
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Squid Capacity Scoping Comments 

 
The Council is scheduled to review the scoping comments for the Squid Capacity Amendment 
and decide if and how to proceed regarding the scope of the amendment.  Following this page are 
summaries of the public hearings and individual comments that were received during the scoping 
period.  The scoping document can be viewed at http://www.mafmc.org/actions/squid-capacity-
amendment.   
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 2015 Squid Capacity Amendment  
Scoping Hearing Summaries 

 
Introduction 
 
This document summarizes the comments received at the 5 scoping hearings for the Squid 
Capacity Amendment that were held in April 2015.  Council staff (Jason Didden) provided an 
overview of the scoping document at each hearing, and then for most hearings a Council 
Member opened up the floor for comments.  A summary for each hearing follows – the hearings 
involved a substantial amount of discussion between the public and Council staff – only the 
comments directly regarding the Amendment are included below.  Other discussion included 
questions and answers regarding information in the scoping document and an informal update for 
the attendees on ongoing Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish-related management issues/actions.  
All of the comments provided were from commercial participants or their representatives except 
for one charter boat captain during the webinar.  
  
Narragansett, RI at Superior Trawl.  April 6, 2015 
 
Attendees 
Jason Didden (MAFMC) 
Laurie Nolan (MAFMC) 
Walter Anoushian (NOAA) 
Meghan Lapp 
Don Fox 
George Ainsworth 
Fred Mattera 
Mike Roderick 
Katie Almeida 
Eric Reid 

Chris Roebuck 
Troy Sawyer 
Jerry Caivallio 
Joel Hovanesian 
Brian Loftes 
Einar Barlow 
James Jordan 
John Ainsworth 
Jon Knight 
Ryan Clark 

 
 
Summary: While not everyone who attended spoke, everyone who spoke was in favor of no 
action and appeared to constitute a clear majority.  There was particular opposition to catch 
shares for the squid fisheries.  Comments made included: 
 
-This is an attempt to fragment industry and get fishermen fighting among themselves. 

-If it isn’t broke don’t try to fix it.  We don’t see a problem - there’s no indications of problems. 

-It appears that participation is stable or even declining - If groundfish issues were going to cause 
an influx of effort it would have occurred already.  We don’t see an influx occurring.  

-The control dates can be used if there is an influx of effort and a problem develops. 
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-The control dates that are set now will work if needed, but might not if we have to update 
control dates five years from now - the history developed to date should not be discounted. 

-People have been investing based on the control dates and changing permits’ value disrupts 
business planning. 

-Changing management systems can hurt the squid fishery and businesses/employment cannot 
recover from disruptions.  

-You can’t point out success stories with catch shares. 

-It is an insult to this community to tell fishermen that the best way to operate is to get fish for 
themselves now and not share it with anyone in the future.  This proposal is about capitalizing on 
selfishness and disadvantaging other fishermen, not achieving a vision.  This approach destroyed 
groundfish. It’s like one fisherman feeding off another. 

-This is part of a concerted effort to eliminate the fishing industry for the benefit of other 
interests (energy).   

-Government involvement has repeatedly led to failure – more and more imported seafood.   

-Catch shares have destroyed mixed-vessel-size fishing communities and not led to the promised 
benefits.  The previous system was working.  Give us a quota and let the fishermen work it out – 
don’t change the system and eliminate small vessels. 

-Catch shares will squeeze out working fishermen for special interests who pick out thresholds 
and years to benefit themselves. 

-Flexibility is needed for survival and this will take flexibility away.  Inflexibility is slowly being 
squeezed in from multiple angles, all of which needs to be considered.  The herring/mackerel/ 
squid/river herring requirements and Coast guard/safety regulations demonstrate this.   

-No one wants to be a fishermen but we are stuck.  There will not be anyone left in 15 years if 
you keep taking things away.  There’s nothing but aggravation even on the water since we have 
to carry observers who watch us work. 

-It used to be that everyone did different things and we were self-regulated by abundance.  Now 
the entire fleet does the same thing because of regulations that don’t allow anything else.  This 
has destroyed prices and destroyed the supply chain of supplying a variety of products 
consistently.   

-The regulations have driven up imports which are harvested in countries where there is no 
conservation.  This is an insane system. 

-Good fishermen will always succeed and if people can’t make it they will leave the fishery on 
their own. 
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Montauk, NY at the Montauk Library.  April 7, 2015 
 
Attendees 
Jason Didden (MAFMC) 
Katie Almeida 
Mike Decker 
Wesley Peterson 
Paul Beckwith 
Terence Wallace Jr 
Mark Lofstad 
Dave Lofstad 
Ray Lofstad 

Dan Farnham 
Daniel Farnham 
Charles Morici Jr 
Charles Morici Sr 
Kevin Maguire 
Gary Stone 
Bonnie Brady 
Sara Frisby 

 
Summary: While not everyone who attended spoke, there appeared to be a consensus that catch 
shares were a bad idea.  Most individuals who spoke were in favor of some sort of elimination of 
latent capacity but there were concerns about disadvantaging small operators and pitting 
fishermen against each other.  Comments made included: 
 
-People are actively pursuing buying squid permits, which indicates interest in squid fishing. 

-Lack of access to fisheries has been destroying livelihoods, especially for larger vessels. 

-Catch shares will do us in like they did northern vessels.  

-It should be easy to identify who has been catching squid and who has not been catching squid. 

-We won’t feel the impact of groundfish issues until the first good year of squid – the quota will 
get filled that much faster. 

-New entrants will lead to additional issues with other sub-ACLs (e.g. windowpane). 

-The Council will need to look at a variety of years and qualifying thresholds if considering 
reducing capacity.  Need to consider that fishermen jump around – need to look at a wide 
timeframe to account for periodic participation. 

-Should consider system that weights sustained participation higher. 

-If vessels are removed from the directed fishery they should maintain some kind of lower level 
of access. 

-If nothing is done now to reduce permits we will regret it - we need to restrict inactive or 
recently active vessels.  I’m in favor of developing a tiered access system for squid. 

-A tiered system (to be further developed) could avoid knocking out the small participants while 
protecting the primary participants.   

-Having lots of small participants fishing every day could still add up.   

-For incidental permits, should have some amount of other fish on board or some way to ensure 
that it is a truly incidental fishery.  Should also consider making the current 2,500 pound 
incidental permit a limited access permit. 
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-The permits have become a commodity but they keep taking permits that fishermen paid for. 

-We were a mixed fishery but have to protect squid fishermen now who count on it because other 
species have been taken away - first eliminate inactive permits, especially from permit banks.   

-Vessels that have not been participating should be removed to preserve access for those who 
depend on the squid fishery since those who depend on squid don’t have anything else to do. 

-Is it legal to remove vessels in confirmation of permit history (CPH)?  Wasn’t the whole idea 
behind CPH to preserve access? 

-How many squid permits are in permit banks?  Maybe eliminate permits from CPH too but 
NMFS advised that CPH permits would be protected (a permit would come out of CPH with all 
permits intact). 

-If vessels haven’t been active they shouldn’t maintain access. 

-Industry would need to be further consulted on details of any potential system. 

-The government is pitting fishermen against each other and it makes me sick.  We’re like the 
buffalo and going down a dead-end road. 

-We will be stuck with what happens – the government will not give back anything it takes. 
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New Bedford, MA at the Fairfield Inn.  April 8, 2015 
 
Attendees 
Jason Didden (MAFMC) 
Howard King (MAFMC) 
Joyce Rowley (CFN) 
Ronald Borjeson 
Katie Almeida 

Paul Weckesser 
Meghan Lapp 
Bill Rocha 
Mike Walsh 
Joshua Peters 

 
Summary: While not everyone who attended spoke, everyone who spoke was in favor of no 
action and appeared to constitute a majority.  There was particular opposition to catch shares for 
the squid fisheries.  Comments made included: 
 
-Sectors (catch shares) will ruin the fishery. 

-Eliminating permits will reduce opportunities – fishermen can’t do multiple things 100% at the 
same time which causes losses of permits when catch histories are used. 

-Making the permit system more rigid reduces flexibility, and may interfere with efforts to move 
toward ecosystem-based management. 

-If you do move forward, set the bar low enough so that folks who have been forced into other 
fisheries but do have some squid landings won’t lose access. 

-Everyone has settled into their niches and you won’t see large effort transfers anymore. 

-You should look at baselines of apparently inactive vessels – they are not all large vessels – you 
need to look deeper than just the sheer number of permits to understand capacity. 

-If there’s a chance that people who currently own permits might lose their permits, there should 
not be new permits granted (e.g. Maine request). 
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Cape May, NJ at Congress Hall.  April 13, 2015 
 
Attendees 
Jason Didden (MAFMC) 
Jeff Kaelin (MAFMC) 
Tom Baum (MAFMC, NJ DFW) 
Josh O’Connor (NOAA) 
Benny Rose 
Keith Laudeman 
Wayne Reichle 
David Wiscott 
Bill Miller 
Jake Wiscott 

Sam Martin 
Charles Martin 
Michael Cox 
Lauren Hunsen 
Eleanor Bochenek 
Brady Lybarger 
Dan Axelson 
Rick Hoff 
Stefan Axelson 

 
Summary: Comments were mixed with several commenters against and two commenters 
supporting reducing capacity. 
 
Against 
 

-This doesn’t seem fair that I’m going to lose my permits because some folks who can move into 
other fisheries are worried that I might start squid fishing. 

-In a fishery where the quota is not taken, it does not seem to make sense to limit participation 
and take away permits from folks who have been participating in other fisheries.  Just talking 
about it might encourage participation. 

-Problems with groundfish have been ongoing for years and doesn’t seem to be any effort/ 
participation ramp-up. 

-To take my permit seems wrong.  I may have to go back squidding from scalloping and you’re 
taking away an option for me to feed my family. 
 

Supporting 
 

-We need to be proactive not reactive and I know that there have been groundfish vessels that 
jumped into the summer squid fishery. 

-New vessels may cause issues with choke species that shut the fishery down. 

-Latent fishing power will come out of the woodwork if the squid are available and the price is 
right.  There is way more capacity out there than there is fish for everybody to remain profitable 
if the squid show up.  Latent effort will choke the fishery/current participants. 

-The problem is that the initial qualifier was too low.  So far the fishery has fortunately regulated 
itself. 

-Some vessels only have two species to fish on and I depend on the squid. 

-Should have to prove how you have depended on these fish over the last few years to retain 
access.  
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Long Branch, NJ at the Ocean Place Resort (April Council Meeting Listening Session).  
April 15, 2015 
 

This scoping hearing took place during the listening session after regular business was concluded 
for the day during the April 2015 Council meeting.  Three members of the public made 
comments: 
 

Jim Lovgren, representing 11 boats at his dock, including the original joint venture vessels: 
 -We have not had access to squid in recent years – they have been far south or north. 

 -Summer closures have limited NJ access to fish. 

 -No one is in favor of catch shares. 

-Oppose tiered system because of tendency to use most recent five years which will 
eventually shove everyone into just one fishery. 

-Need to include historical participants as far back as you can or you will take the permits 
of those who created this fishery but have been bouncing among fisheries. 

-You do not have many small owner-operators on the advisory panel in terms of who is 
providing input. 

-The qualifying threshold is also key for NJ participants who have not had access to squid 
in recent years. 
 

R. Isaksen for Belford Seafood Cooperative 
-A lot of our boats were big into squid but have not have access in recent years and won’t 
have landings. 

 -Not for taking anyone’s permit to benefit a few larger vessels. 

-This is like stealing – if you take our permits you take our life and we’ll be out of 
business 

-We need to be able to jump from one fishery to another to survive in the long run 
 

James Fletcher (via webinar) 
 -If squid only live a year how will management help in boom year?   

-How will chemicals from WW1 munitions affect squid population?  How many squid 
were killed from Mudhole pollution? 

-What will loss of southern packing plant in Wanchese NC affect landings?    

-The science from trawl survey is incorrect by 80% what is used for science to determine 
squid population?    

-Mid-Atlantic is attempting to discriminate against NC & VA fishermen. Due to lack of 
landings from MAFMC lowering flounder trips 
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Webinar with a Listening Station at Virginia Marine Resources Commission (VMRC), 
Newport News, VA.  April 21, 2015 
 
Attendees 
Jason Didden (MAFMC) 
Rob O’Reilly (VMRC) 
Peter Kaizer   
Meade Amory  

Michael Ireland   
Michelle Peabody   
Fella Daniels   

 
Summary 
-Peter Kaizer  (Althea K Charters) (Webinar) noted increased near-shore fishing effort off 
Massachusetts and a dramatic decline in coastal longfin squid around Nantucket Sound and 
would like the amendment to consider buffer zones (e.g. 10 miles/20 fathoms) beyond state 
waters to allow squid to enter Nantucket Sound and successfully spawn.   
 
-Participants in the room at VMRC were in favor of no action, making the following points: 

-The catch information shows that the quotas are not being achieved. 

-There is an apparent lack of change over the last 10 years – no need to change anything 
now, perhaps consider changes once the quotas begin to get caught.  Can also consider 
other options if quotas begin to get caught rather than restricting participation. 

-Unless permit splitting occurs we will not see much additional squid effort.  The control 
date is in place and unless poor recruitment occurs several years in a row should maintain 
status quo. 
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Squid Capacity Amendment                                           4/26/2015 

ATTN: Jason Didden          

To whom it may concern,  

 My name is Hank Lackner, I am a full time, year round, squid fisherman from Montauk NY.  I 

participate in both the long fin and illex squid fisheries.  As an ACTIVE squid fisherman , I could not 

attend any of the scoping meetings.  I am writing this letter to express my opinions regarding capacity 

issues in both the Long Fin and Illex squid fisheries.  It is my belief that the council must take 

immediate action to PROTECT its historical participants. We must become proactive not reactive. We 

must act before it is too late. 

 I have been a  squid fisherman for over 25 years and as a result of this I have lost a lot of my 

other  permits ..I have lost my mackeral permit, most of my ground fish allocation, as well my herring 

permit.  I also lost out on a scallop permit.  One might wonder why??  The answer is quite simple,  

COUNCILS TOOK APPROPRIATE ACTION IN ADDRESSING LATENT EFFORT IN THOSE FISHERIES.  Squid 

pays my bills!! 

 The scoping process is a great way to get started, giving evryone the opportunity for public 

comment.  Please do not get caught up in just the comments alone.. Remember ,109 boats catch 95% 

of the long fin squid landings. There are 337 longfin squid pemits , plus 64 in CPH. The 109 boats that 

actively fish and catch are the minority. Thus, if popular vote ( I am assuming that is going to be no 

action) is deemed the correct way to proceed, the fisherman who really need protection will be BADLY 

HURT.. The last few summers the quota has been caught and the fishery was closed.. To me, this signals  

that the fishery already is at full capacity, and in fact, maybe too many boats.. Another important thing 

to remember is, we do not know the effects that the summer fishery is having on the fall and winter 

fishery.  Summer is a known spawing period for long finned squids. Analysis needs to be done before 

new entrants are considered.  

 Jason's document states that there has not been a lot of new entrants into the fishery. But what 

his document does not addreess is the CPUE of the existing fleet.. Most of the historical participants are 

now spending way more time chasing squid because they too have lost their other permits.  His 

document is a series of numbers,  but does not represent if there was an actual change in vessel 

composition.  As an active squid fisherman I have seen vessels participating in the squid fishery that I 

have never layed eyes on before.   

 Both squid fisheries face bycatch hurdles (choke species). If it’s not butterfish, it’s yellowtail 

flounder or sturgeon or turtles or even marine mammals.  New participants can easily get the fishery 

shut down..Whether it be from a lack of knowledge or just not enough bycatch quota.. If the squid 

fishery does close, we then have to ask ouselves how is this going to effect the other species that we 

manage. 

 I hope the council considers recent developements in New England that can impact the vessels 

here in the Mid Atlantic.. Massive closures in the groundfish industry as well as recent cut backs to the 

scallop fleet can and will have direct impacts on squid boats. I am also very concerned with permits that 
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Squid Capacity Amendment                                           4/26/2015 

are being stored in permit banks by various states. 

  

 Council members should be asking themselves :  Why were control dates for Illex and Long fin 

Squid established,and reaffirmed,  if we never had any intentions of using them. The controls dates 

made in 2013 should not be left to go STALE.... It will NOT take a very large increase of vessels to 

dramtically alter the current dynamics of these fisheries. 

 I believe the council should immediately get RID OF ALL PERMITS THAT HAVE ZERO LANDINGS 

HISTORY in both fisheries. The thought of a catch share program is not plausible. Remember it was a 

total failure in New England. The council should then proceed on developing either a two tiered or three 

tiered approach limited access system based upon landings history for the long fin fishery and the same 

for illex squid. 

 A two tiered approch might look like this   -you are either full time or incidental.. no trip limit 

for full time access and 2500 lbs. for incidental  

 A three tiered approach might mirror the plan the council selected for mackeral.  that is 

incidental(2,500lbs), part time (10,000lbs) and full time( no landing limit). 

 As for the illex fishery a similar approach could easily be developed. 

As for landings criteria for any of these plans, I believe more data needs to be seen. 

  

 Thanks , 

  Hank Lackner                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
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Dr, Christopher Moore,  Executive Director 

Mid Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 

Squid Capacity Amendment Scoping 

LOLIGO SQUID 

        We would support Status Quo at this time, however, our main concern is addressing the potential 

that latent effort has in disrupting the Loligo Fishery in the future.  Over the last 10 years only 106 

vessels (average) have accounted for 95% of the total Loligo landings.  A mechanism to protect this 

portion of the fleet from the potential effects of the additional 296 vessels/permits that could enter this 

fishery in the future is paramount. 

       The Council must develop a strategy to acknowledge the past efforts of the historical Loligo fishery 

participants.  This can be done by establishing the current Control Date “in perpetuity”.  This method 

will  provide a safeguard to those who built this valuable Fishery and guarantee their access in the 

future. 

       We are also in favor of eliminating the Butterfish Bycatch Cap and the 2500 lb trip limit for butterfish 

in the Loligo fishery.  The 3” or greater mesh requirement to possess more than 2500 lbs/trip of 

butterfish while loligo fishing does not take into account the nature of either fishery and does nothing 

but create regulatory discards of marketable fish.  The current Butterfish stock is not in jeopardy and 

both of the above regulations are unwarranted. 

        Finally, we do not support any strategy that would increase the current Trimester 2 loligo quota.  

Protection for what is historically a spawning season was, and is, the basis for that trimester quota.  We 

must remain vigilant with regards to increased effort in that trimester until the effects on the Fishery as 

a whole are better understood. 

ILLEX SQUID 

       This fishery is conducted by larger, highly specialized vessels in deep water.  Over the last 10 years 

only 11 vessels (average) out of a permitted 81 have been involved in actual fishing activities.  Latent 

effort poses a significant issue in the future.  As with Loligo, the current control date fixed “in 

perpetuity” would be the most effective tool in protecting the historical participants moving forward. 

        Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the issues for both the Loligo and Illex Squid 

fisheries. 

Kind regards, 

Eric Reid,   General Manager 

Seafreeze Shoreside, Inc. 

Narrgansett, RI 

MSB Advisory Panel Member    
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Gabby G. Fisheries Inc. 
F/V Gabby G. 
May 9, 15 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 

 
I am writing in response to the MAFMC’s request for comments on a Squid Capacity Amendment.  

The majority of my comments below will be in regards to the Longfin Squid Fishery, but could also be 
applied to the Illex Fishery as well.  

 
In the Longfin Squid Fishery there are currently 337 active permits, with an additional 64 permits in CPH. 

The data on historical landings shows that there is considerable latent effort in the industry.  In the ten years prior 
to the control dates established in 2013, which is from years 2003-2013, an average 107 vessels accounted for 
95% of landings with 50 of those vessels accounting for 75% of landings. This data shows that while a large 
number of vessels have access to the fishery only a small number of those vessels are truly active participants.  It 
is these active participants who are the true stakeholders in the Longfin Industry. 

 
An effective management plan for the Longfin Industry must take into account the nature of the species in 

conjunction with industry inputs.  Longfin Squid are relatively short lived. This short lifespan can lead to large 
fluctuations in the fish stock in a relatively short amount of time. It also makes a true stock assessment difficult.  
At the same time the quota has been relatively stable year-to-year.  The active participants in the fishery have 
been able to catch the quota in years of good fishing when the squid have been plentiful, and landings have been 
less than the quota in years when fishing is not as good.  I believe not catching the full quota in some years is 
beneficial to both the species and the Industry.  If more of the latent effort entered into the industry then the quota 
would be caught more quickly in years of good fishing, effectively flooding the market and driving down prices. 
Once the quota is reached these vessels would move their effort into another sector of the industry driving down 
prices for other species.  Increased industry participation could also lead to the quota being caught even in years 
when fishing is poor, possibly when the biomass of the species can’t sustainably support the current quota level. 

 
Another important point to take into account is the level of bycatch in the industry, specifically in regards 

to choke species such as yellowtail flounder and butterfish.  Current participants in the industry have put a lot of 
time and effort into developing gear and techniques to mitigate bycatch issues.  New participants will not have the 
same level of experience and could create a spike in bycatch that could easily get the fishery shutdown. 

 
The Fishery Management Councils have in the past taken permits for other species away from vessels 

with little to no landing history.  Many of the active participants in the squid fisheries lost their groundfish and 
scallop permits among others.  This occurred because these vessels had not historically participated in those 
fisheries because they focused on squid fishing. This is a historical precedent that should be carried over to the 
regulation of the squid fishery. This would protect the historical participants of the industry. 

 
The industry has a potential overcapitalization problem, and I am in favor of removing inactive permits.  

Action that could be taken would be a requalification for permits based on the landings history in the 10 years 
prior to the control dates set in 2013.  This would get rid of all permits with little to no landing history.  In 
addition a two or three-tiered approach could be instituted, which would inhibit historically minor participants 
from significantly expanding their exploitation of the stock beyond their historical levels.  
 
Sincerely, 
Daniel J. Farnham 
F/V Gabby G. 
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From: Clark, Mary
To: Didden, Jason
Subject: FW: Form Submission - Squid Latent Capacity
Date: Thursday, April 23, 2015 2:51:10 PM

 
 
From: Squarespace [mailto:no-reply@squarespace.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 2:37 PM
To: Clark, Mary
Subject: Form Submission - Squid Latent Capacity
 

Name: Genevieve Kurilec McDonald

Email Address: genevieve.kurilec@maine.edu

If you are representing an organization or a group of people other than yourself, please
 indicate below:

Comments: I am a commercial lobster fisherman in Stonington, Maine. And although I do not
 submit commentary on their behalf, I am the Downeast Region Representative on the Maine
 Lobster Advisory Council. 

In recent years we have seen an increase of squid in the Gulf of Maine. As water temperatures
 rise I expect to see this trend continue. As a young fisherman I am always looking for
 opportunities to diversify my fishing operation. As you are most likely aware, Maine is
 exceptionally single species dependent, especially for younger fishermen who do not have the
 opportunity to enter closed fisheries such as scallops. 

If the Mid-Atlantic Council chooses to address latent effort in the longfin and illex squid
 fishery, and is willing to reissue those permits, I request that 5 permits come to Maine so that
 we may land squid to be caught and sold in the state of Maine. 

Thank you. 

Genevieve Kurilec McDonald
F/V Hello Darlin'
Stonington, Maine

(Sent via Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council)
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                   The Town Dock:  P.O. Box 608; 45 State St  Narragansett, RI 02882 
                                                                             PH: 401-789-2200  FAX: 401-782-4421 

                                                Website: www.towndock.com 
 

May 8th, 2015 
 

Dr. Christopher M. Moore 
Executive Director 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
800 North State Street 
Suite 201 
Dover, DE 19901 
 
 
 
 
Dear Dr. Moore, 
 
We greatly appreciated the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council holding a scoping meeting here in 
Point Judith, Rhode Island.  Although many fishermen were out fishing, a good amount of industry 
members were able to attend.  Ms. Nolan and Mr. Didden were able to listen to the concerns and ideas of 
the local industry first hand regarding this Amendment.  Those who spoke seemed to be in favor of the 
status quo position. Our company supports this position.  In regards to a tiered system or a limited access 
privilege program for Longfin and/or Illex squid we would not be inclined to support either at this time. 
 
Recently we proposed the idea of increasing the amount of Trimester II quota to the Council. This issue is 
of great importance to our company as it would aim to allow us to fish longer in the summer and to better 
utilize the squid quota, which over the recent years, has not been met.  We are in favor of exploring the 
following options and any other the Council might bring to the table: 
 

A. Eliminate or relax the provision where Trimester II can only increase by 50%. 
B. Increase Trimester II’s share of the rollover from Trimester I. 
C. Implementation of a buffer system. The buffer system would take a determined percentage 

off the top of the yearly T.A.C at the beginning of the season that could be drawn upon if a 
Trimester is close to being shut down. This would allow industry to keep fishing activity 
steady.  

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed Amendment. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Katie Almeida 
Fishery Policy Analyst 
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From: Jessica Isaksen
To: Didden, Jason
Subject: Fwd: Squid Amendment Scoping Comments
Date: Sunday, May 10, 2015 6:46:06 PM

Dear Council Members,

         First I would like to say that any amendment the council makes will greatly affect my
 families future. I cannot afford to lose any of my fishing permits. My scallop permit was
 taken in the past because the council didn't go back far enough in history and I don't want that
 to happen with my squid permit. I am a third generation commercial fishermen, I started
 fishing when I was eight years old with my older brothers for our family fishing business. I've
 been fishing all my life. I have been the only financial provider for my wife and three
 daughters since 1981. At that time I was fishing on my fathers boat and was fishing for
 whatever was running, most of time it was squid. With fishing quotas being cut, I cannot
 afford to lose my squid permits.  Over the years squid has slacked up in my area so I fished
 for whatever was running at that time. When the squid come back in my area, I will need my
 permit so I can catch them like I once did over 25 years ago. As far as I'm concerned I hope
 no changes will be made. 

Thank You,

Robert Isaksen
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         May 11, 2015 

          

 

I support leaving the squid control dates alone and staying away from a tiered system. I have been 

eliminated out of one fishery after another because I qualified and then the control dates were changed.  

I lost out on the Illex fishery even though I was the only New York  boat in it when it was joint ventures,  

no other New York boat even thought of Illex when I was doing it, I sat through all the meeting and was 

assured I qualified by the council. Then was told no I didn’t qualify when it was too late.  

Same thing with herring I qualified for the best permit then got bumped so that NOAA could add later 

entrants in. even though I had the landing the control date was changed to allow boats that didn’t 

qualify in, even though I had put together 2 herring joint ventures  in New York and again was the only 

New York boat catching large quantities of herring. 

I developed a midwater fishery for bluefish and got about 6 years out of it then that was shut down 

ironically when NOAA wrote the  plan it stated that only a few boats in Suffolk county New York would 

be impacted, so another fishery good bye. 

So I support the status quo with squid because I don’t want to lose another fishery and it seems like a 

fishery that stays within it’s quotas and rarely is shut down because of getting close to it’s quota.  

       Thank You, 

       F/V Illusion 

       Mark S Phillips 

       210 Atlantic Ave 

       Greenport NY 11944 
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From: jean public
To: Didden, Jason; vicepresident@whitehoues.gov; americanvoices; The Pew Charitable Trusts; info@oceana.org; Oceanic Preservation Society; PETA Info
Subject: PUBLIC COMMENT ON FEDERAL REGISTER
Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 9:20:09 AM

I CANNOT ATTEND THE MEETINGS BUT THINK THERE NEEDS TO BE RECOGNITION BY MAFMC OF
 THE HUGE AMOUTN OF STEALING THAT IS GONIG ON AND OVERCATCHING OF FISH IN THE NJ
 AREA. THE STATE IS KNOWN AS THE MOST CORRPT STATE IN THE ENTIRE COUNTRY, ALMOST
 EVERY BOAT COMING IN HAS OVERCATCH. WHAT IS THIS AGENDY DOIONG ABOUT THAT. AND
 WHY ARE QUOTAS SO VERY HIGH LEADING TO ALMOST EXTINCTION OF FISH SPECIES. THIS
 COMMENT IS FOR THEPUBLIC RECORD PLEASE RECEIPT. HOW ABOUT SOME LAW ENFORCEMENT
 AND CHECKING AND BOAT SEZIZURES OF THOSE WHO STEAL FROM ALL OF US. AFTER ALL, UNDER
 THE PUBILC TRAUST DOCTRINE ALL OFUS OWN THAT FISH AND WE ARE BEGING STOLEN FROM
 DAILY. PLEASE RECEIPT. JEAN PUBLI JEANPUBILC1@YAHOO.COM

[Federal Register Volume 80, Number 55 (Monday, March 23, 2015)]
[Notices]
[Pages 15189-15190]
From the Federal Register Online via the Government Printing Office [www.gpo.gov]
[FR Doc No: 2015-06438]

=======================================================================
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC); Fisheries of the 
Northeastern United States; Scoping Process

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of public scoping meetings.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------

SUMMARY: The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council will hold six 
scoping hearings in April 2015 for an Amendment to the Fishery 
Management Plan (FMP) for Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish 
(MSB). The current focus of the amendment is to consider alternatives 
to reduce the capacities of the longfin squid and Illex squid fleets as 
defined by vessels with limited access permits. At the scoping hearings 
the Council will also take any general comments on MSB fishery 
management, which could inform future Council actions besides this 
Amendment. There will also be a separate written comment period for 
Amendment scoping, which will be described in an upcoming Federal 
Register announcement as a ``Notice of Intent (NOI)'' to potentially 
develop an EIS that accompanies the Amendment. That NOI will also 
contain information regarding these scoping hearings, but to provide 
the public with sufficient advance notice of the hearings, this notice 
is being published now since the NOI will likely publish shortly before 
the scoping hearings.

DATES: The meetings will be held over several weeks between April 6, 
2015 and April 21, 2015. See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION for specific 
dates and times.

ADDRESSES: See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION for specific locations of the 
hearings.
    Council address: Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 800 N. 
State St., Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901; telephone: (302) 674-2331.
    Comments: Comments will be taken at all scoping hearings. A 
separate Federal Register announcement will be published soon that 
provides additional information on how to make written comments.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D. Executive 
Director, Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council; telephone: (302) 
526-5255. The Council's Web site, www.mafmc.org also has details on the 
meeting locations, webinar access, and background materials. A scoping 
document will be posted to the Council Web site no later than March 24, 
2015.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: There will be six scoping meetings (each 
lasting approximately 1-2 hours depending on attendance) with the 
following dates/times/locations:
    1. Monday, April 6, 2015, 4 p.m., Superior Trawl, 55 State Street, 
Narragansett, RI 02882; telephone: (401) 782-1171.
    2. Tuesday, April 7, 2015, 5 p.m., Montauk Library, 871 Montauk 
Highway, Montauk, NY 11954; telephone: (631) 668-3377.
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Email to: jreichle@lundsfish.com 
May 11, 2015 
 
Dr. Christopher M. Moore 
Executive Director 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
800 North State Street, Suite 201 
Dover, DE 
By email: cmoore@mafmc.org 
 
Re: Squid Capacity Amendment Scoping 
 
Dear Dr. Moore: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Squid Capacity Amendment Scoping 
Document, on behalf of the 250 employees of our family-owned processing facility and fishing 
vessels here in Cape May, NJ.  I also want to thank you for holding a hearing on this scoping 
process in Cape May last month where my son, and company Vice President, Wayne Reichle, 
was able to provide oral comments.  We appreciate the Council’s recognition of the importance 
of the squid fisheries in the Port of Cape May by providing our fishermen and docks with a local 
hearing. 
 
The document tells us that the Council is considering this action because there is considerable 
latent capacity in the squid fisheries, which could lead to excessive fishing effort, and that the 
Council could consider a variety of approaches for reducing capacity, such as a requalification of 
permits, a tiered limited access system and/or the creation of individual fishing quotas.   
 
We are not in favor of the Council moving ahead with this Amendment, principally because 
neither the Loligo nor Illex fishery quotas are being harvested today and have not been for some 
time.  Also, we do not believe that displaced multispecies vessels from New England represent a 
real threat of further capitalizing the squid fisheries in any significant way.  No one makes a 
living solely as a squid fisherman, either today or in the past.  Also, since the new control dates 
were established in the Loligo fishery and Illex fisheries, in 2013 – again, due to a perceived 
threat of displaced ground fishery vessels overcapitalizing the squid fisheries – the effort data 
available in the Scoping Document does not convince me that “latent effort” is a real threat to 
sustainable squid fisheries in the region. 
 
Historically, and still the case today, vessels in the Mid-Atlantic region depend upon a variety of 
fisheries in order to make a year-around living and have a chance to be economically viable.  We 
do not agree that “latent” Longfin Squid/Butterfish or Illex Squid Moratorium permits should be 
removed from vessel owners’ suites of permits today, even if they have not fished for squid in 
more recent years.   

65

mailto:jreichle@lundsfish.com
mailto:cmoore@mafmc.org


 
 
Lund’s Fisheries to MAFMC on Squid Capacity Scoping    Page 2 
 
 
We take this position because the loss of these permits will reduce the flexibility that is needed 
for Cape May, and other New Jersey commercial fishing vessels and shoreside facilities to 
access available fishery resources when and where they may be available both today and in the 
near future.   
 
This concern is particularly relevant today, I believe, with the rapid change in the distribution of 
squid, fluke, black sea bass, and other species, that is, apparently, the result of the overall trend 
of increasing water temperatures in the region.  With this added uncertainty about the future of 
commercial fishing in the region, the last thing we should do is create additional uncertainty for 
our fishing vessels, and the families that they sustain, by removing permits that may become 
valuable to them one day and thereby limit their potential for success. 
 
Thank you for your attention to and your consideration of our perspectives on the proposed 
Amendment.  We would be happy to provide you and your staff with any additional information 
that may be relevant to the Council’s deliberations on the Amendment over the next few weeks. 
 
With best regards, 
 

Jeff Reichle 
 
Jeffrey B. Reichle 
President 
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From: Clark, Mary
To: Didden, Jason
Subject: FW: Form Submission - Squid Latent Capacity
Date: Friday, May 01, 2015 11:10:13 AM

 
 
From: Squarespace [mailto:no-reply@squarespace.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 01, 2015 8:43 AM
To: Clark, Mary
Subject: Form Submission - Squid Latent Capacity
 

Name: Keith Laudeman, Cold Spring Fish and Supply Company, Cape May, NJ 08204

Email Address: scallopman@comcast.net

If you are representing an organization or a group of people other than yourself, please
 indicate below:

Comments: Good morning. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Scoping Guide
 concerning the Squid Capacity Amendment and for holding a hearing here in Cape May,
 which I was able to attend.

My family has been in the fish business since 1922 and represent the third generation of my
 family in the business. Years ago, I ran commercial vessels for 5 years in the scallop, fluke
 and squid fisheries and it has long been important to maintain permits so that we can fish
 seasonally throughout the entire year. Today, as a shore side producer and fleet owner access
 to a variety of commercial fisheries, on a seasonal basis throughout the year, is just as
 important.

Our Longfin squid/butterfish commercial moratorium permits are very important to our
 vessels that hold them and we do not agree that removing "latent effort" in the squid fisheries
 should be something that the Council should pursue, specifically because neither the Longfin
 or Illex quotas are being harvested at this time.

In addition to the fact that the squid quotas are not being harvested today, we want to
 emphasize how important it is for our company to maintain the suite of permits that we hold
 so that our boats can be successful throughout the calendar year. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. The Loligo fishery is very important to
 our company and we do not want to lose access to it. Please contact me if I can provide you
 with additional information.

Sincerely, 

Keith Laudeman
President
Cold Spring Fish and Supply Co.
609-884-3405
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(Sent via Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council)
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M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: May 28, 2015 

To: River Herring and Shad (RH/S) Committee/Council 

From: Jason Didden  

Subject: June 9, 2015 RH/S Committee of the Whole, Tab Intro 

 
Related to the June 9 RH/S agenda items, a variety of documents follow this memo, as described below.  
A running underlined page number (bottom right) has been superimposed on the tab for ease of 
reference.   
 
 
 

Page   Item 
    2  Committee Terms of Reference 
    3  RH/S Excerpt from MSB Monitoring Committee Summary  
    4  RH/S Advisory Panel Meeting Summary   
    6  Excerpt from 2015 Specifications EA summarizing the RH/S Cap 
    9  NEFSC RH/S Survey Indices (through 2014) 
  18  ASMFC RH/S Plan Review Catch/Run Data (2012-2013)  
  22  Annual Review of Council RH/S activities 
 
 
In addition to these documents, at http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2015/may-13-14 there are two 
relevant spreadsheets: a “Cap Worksheet” used to develop cap options last year and a worksheet with 
several NEAMAP (NorthEast Area Monitoring and Assessment Program) RH/S indices. 
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Motion: RH/S Committee Terms of Reference  
 
a. Develop approaches to recommending RH/S catch caps that are based on and 
appropriate for the abundance and/or population dynamics of RH/S rather than historic 
catch rates of RH/S.  
-Part of understanding this question will likely involve investigating the relative effects of 
catch in federal fisheries on RH/S stock health compared to other sources of mortality 
(habitat issues, inshore catch, climate, predation, etc.)  
-The Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) will be engaged for this term 
of reference.  
 
b. Consider additional ways to cooperate with the New England Fishery Management 
Council (NEFMC) on RH/S efforts by recommending catch caps interdependently, for 
example potentially aligning RH/S catch caps for the Atlantic mackerel and Atlantic 
herring fisheries in Mid-Atlantic and southern New England waters so as to appropriately 
address overall RH/S catch.  
 
c. Develop RH/S cap recommendations for the Council and regularly evaluate the overall 
operation of any Mid-Atlantic (or joint) RH/S catch caps including: cap determination, 
monitoring, data needs, enforcement, data interpretation, etc.  
 
d. Evaluate additional ways to align MAFMC activities with NOAA Fisheries, the 
ASMFC, the TEWG, state, and non-governmental activities regarding RH/S.  
 
e. Develop “success criteria” to evaluate MAFMC efforts regarding RH/S given the 
Council’s commitment to regularly evaluate progress (beginning in June of 2014) and to 
reconsider the overall decision whether or not to make RH/S “stocks in a fishery” under a 
MAFMC fishery management plan in October 2016. This would likely include 
consideration of factors such as: Are RH/S stocks improving? Has incidental catch in 
federal fisheries been limited and/or reduced? Has information about RH/S improved 
(life history, abundance, etc.)? Has coordination between the entities that are involved in 
RH/S management improved?  
 
Move to accept above terms of reference.  
Anderson from Committee  
Approved by consent 
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 2015 MSB Monitoring Committee Summary 
 
This is an excerpt of the relevant RH/S material from the May 21, 2015 Mackerel-Squid-Butterfish (MSB) 

Monitoring Committee (MC) meeting summary.  The full summary is available in the MSB briefing tab. 

 

River Herring/Shad Cap 

The MC discussed the River Herring/Shad (RH/S) Cap for the mackerel fishery after reviewing the April 

2015 RH/S Advisory Panel meeting summary.  The MC noted that its perspective has not substantively 

changed from last year: given the lack of stock abundance information, a variety of cap options are likely 

justifiable as long as the Council clearly describes its rationale related to controlling incidental RH/S 

catch/bycatch - in situations like RH/S where biologically-based catch limits are unavailable, setting the 

cap is a policy choice.  The MC noted that for any cap (and especially a constant cap), because it is not 

directly tied to RH/S abundance, possibilities exist that it may either become very hard for the fishery to 

avoid RH/S if their abundances increase, or if RH/S abundances decrease the fishery will not have to 

work hard to avoid RH/S because there will not be many RH/S around.  The first situation would suggest 

that a cap increase may be warranted while the second would suggest a cap reduction may be 

warranted.  Without better assessment information it is not possible to quantitatively determine the 

appropriateness of such changes however.       

The Monitoring Committee also noted that last year the Council make several key decisions regarding 

the RH/S cap.  One was that adding new years of data was not appropriate because it creates a situation 

of potentially penalizing the fishery with a shifting baseline for good performance (low catches in recent 

years would lower the cap over time).  Thus the Council used 2005-2012 data rather than 2005-2013 

data.  Medians of 2005-2012 extrapolations established the 89 mt/155 mt two-phase cap while 2005-

2013 data would have resulted in an 81 mt/132 mt two-phase cap.  The monitoring committee shares 

the concern that using years when the cap has been operating potentially creates a shifting baseline that 

penalizes good fishery performance.   

Another key Council decision was the two-phases, whereby the cap is 89 mt when lower mackerel 

catches (below 10,000 mt) have occurred and then 155 mt after 10,000 mt of mackerel catches have 

occurred.  The rationale behind the two phases was to encourage RH/S avoidance even when mackerel 

catches are low.  If the Council’s policy rationale remains the same on both this and the baseline years 

issues, the MC noted that the only change necessary for the 2016-2018 RH/S cap would be to eliminate 

the second higher phase of the cap, since the fishery would only be operating in the “less than 10,000 

mt” range given the recommended quota (9,177 mt).   Since the Council already determined that an 89 

mt RH/S cap was appropriate when mackerel catches were in this range it may still be appropriate to 

remain at the 89 mt level given the likely mackerel quotas for 2016-2018. 

There was specific discussion of setting the cap for 3 years versus one year.  Since the cap can be 

revisited each year, the MC saw no issues with setting the cap for 3 years especially since mackerel may 

be set for 3 years.  GARFO will follow up, but it may be possible to set a cap that was automatically 

hardwired to incorporate new data if the Council wanted to use data from years beyond 2012 in setting 

a multi-year cap.  This concept is further explored in the Council’s June 2015 briefing materials for RH/S. 

Council Decision Point: What does the Council want to set for the RH/S Cap? 
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2015 River Herring/Shad (RH/S) Advisory Panel (AP) Summary 
 
 
The RH/S AP met April 24, 2015 via webinar.  This summary does not represent a consensus but rather a 
summary of the perspectives and ideas that were raised at the meeting.  Participants included: 
 
Advisory Panel Participants 
Dossy Pruden 
Clay Emerson 
Dan Hasselman 
Greg DiDomenico 
Jeff Pierce 
John Punola 

Joseph Gordon 
JP Bilodeau 
Rob Ruhle 
Sara Winslow 
Peter Moore 
Paul Eidman 

 
Other 
Jason Didden (MAFMC staff lead) 
Carly Bari (NMFS GARFO) 
Eric Buck 
James Fletcher 
Jeff Deem (MAFMC) 
Kiersten Curti (NMFS NEFSC) 

Lars Axelson (MSB AP) 
Lee Anderson (MAFMC) 
Lori Steele (NEFMC staff) 
Patrick Paquette (MSB AP) 
Diane Borggard (NMFS PR/TEWG) 

 
 
First the participants on the call introduced themselves.  During introductions Dan Hasselman 
summarized recent results of ongoing genetic analyses regarding which areas/rivers RH/S incidental 
catch is originating from.  
 
Jason Didden presented background information including recent performance of the RH/S Cap and 
plans for setting the RH/S cap going forward. 
 
Several questions clarified cap issues including that if the 89 mt cap is reached before the mackerel 
fishery reaches 10,000 mt, then the fishery will not have the opportunity to reach 10,000 mt so it will 
not get to the 155mt cap level.  Also that the cap may be set for multiple years but can be revisited in 
any year. 
 
Regarding moving to a biologically-based cap, the primary current efforts are contained within the NMFS 
river herring technical expert working group (TEWG).  Staff also notes that the SSC is being engaged on 
this issue. 
 
There was a mix of perspectives regarding how to set the cap.  Ideas that were shared by the RH/S AP 
included: 
 -There is some degree of comfort with the current methodology 
 -A higher cap would be better 
 -Should include more recent years in setting the cap 
 -If the mackerel quota is reduced, then the scale-up provision should likewise be 
                adjusted/reduced 
 -If mackerel and/or RH/S are declining a steady cap may be insufficiently protective 
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 -There should be a mechanism to allow the cap to increase if RH/S abundance increases 
-Need to consider the populations of RH/S that are being caught, i.e. potential impacts on any 
single given stock (which could be a river run). Ongoing genetics work should help with this. 
-Need standardized approaches to estimating RH/S population sizes across states. 
-If the fishery has figured out how to avoid RH/S, then lowering the cap may be practicable while 
still allowing the fishery to catch its quota. 
-Smoothed graph (average catch ratio) can be misleading as RH/S catch (and mackerel catch) 
can be seasonally dependent.  An early inshore fishery could close the fishery and then an 
offshore fishery that wouldn’t have the same bycatch wouldn’t be able to occur. 
-There are substantial deficiencies in the RH/S stock assessments 
-Several voluntary programs have been put in place but don’t know results yet – should not 
react year to year until we see what happens with these ongoing efforts (study fleet, SMAST, 
etc.) 
-Lowering the cap if the fishery does not get near it can create a use or lose incentive where the 
fishery will want to catch more RH/S than the minimum they could catch in order to maintain 
their cap. 
-The scale of what is caught offshore is significant and given the low status of RH/S, and RH/S 
closures and efforts in rivers, the cap seems a reasonable way to address offshore catch. 
-Need to come up with a reasonable balance based on a reasonable goal.  Need to understand 
environmental conditions that RH/S exist in. 
-Need to address other sources of mortality (function of TEWG), rather than just limiting fishing 
industry. 
-Recreational fisherman up-river have sacrificed much already and are working on other sources 
of mortality or lack of spawning access, so want to see limits on incidentally-caught fish out in 
the ocean. 
-Shad are not a volume bycatch issue with MSB fisheries. 

 
Additional ideas that were shared by non-AP members included: 

-Butterfish and Bunker are examples of how regime shift (real or on paper) happens regularly.  
Will get some interactions if/when RH/S increase – could close fishery unnecessarily   
-You are punishing fishermen for an unproven idea.  One interaction halfway through the fishery 
could close the fishery.  Don’t cut the cap in half based on performance.   
-The reaction “on the beach” lags real-time conditions and means that fishermen will not be 
able to utilize times of abundance. 
-If the RH/S stocks triple then the cap will quickly shut down the mackerel and herring fisheries, 
and we have missed increases (dogfish) before. 
-The Council needs to address chemicals in the rivers and predators/dogfish to address the 
problem if it is limiting the fisheries through the RH/S caps. 

 
 
Diane Borrgaard also provided a summary of what the TEWG is working on. 
 
Jason Didden described the pending RH/S update for the Council.  A question was raised - What can be 
done about state moratoriums (can also provide data) – this is an ASMFC issue but the update can 
summarize the existing regulations.  A request to note the potential usefulness of the study fleet and its 
data was also made and why could it not supplant or supplement observer coverage.  A comment was 
made that trends in abundance information was most important regarding the update, including state 
data. 
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5.2 Alternative Set 2: River Herring/Shad Cap for the Mackerel Fishery 

These alternatives consider a range of river herring and shad catch (RH/S) caps for the mackerel 
fishery.  The cap was selected by the Council in Amendment 14 to limit non-target RH/S catch (the 
MSA provides that measures may be developed to conserve non-target species).  Amendment 14 
indicated that the specifications would implement the specific cap values and other operational details.  

The Amendment 14 EIS can be consulted for additional details on why the cap was selected (see: 
http://www.nero.noaa.gov/regs/2013/August/12smba14pr.html), but the basic rationale was that many 
river herring and shad runs are in poor condition and the mackerel fishery may catch substantial 
amounts of RH/S in some years – the analysis described in Appendix 2 of Amendment 14 found that 
Mid-Atlantic mid-water trawl fishing in Quarter 1, which usually is largely but not completely 
comprised of mackerel fishing, might on average (2005-2010) be catching close to 168 mt or 2 million 
RH/S (mostly river herring) annually (using 5 fish per pound to convert weight to numbers of fish, per 
discussion with ASMFC staffer Kate Taylor).  The cap was chosen as a way to directly limit RH/S 
catch while allowing fishermen the flexibility to figure out how to best avoid RH/S.   

Amendment 14 and its Environmental Impact Statement considered the impacts of RH/S caps 
(biological and socioeconomic) on the mackerel fishery and other valued ecosystem components, and 
specified that the operational aspects of the cap would be set during the specifications process.  
Amendment 14: 

• Specified the cap should be on RH/S in the mackerel fishery and would close the mackerel
fishery to directed fishing once the cap is reached.

• Stated that specifications would be used to set the cap amount, the incidental trip limit, the cap
trip definition, and the cap closure threshold.

• Specified that the cap would use a methodology similar to the butterfish cap except this cap is
on all RH/S catch, not just discards since most RH/S are retained in the high-volume mackerel
fishery.  As such, trips with observers that retain more than 20,000 pounds of mackerel are used
to determine the ratio of RH/S caught to all species retained on observed cap mackerel trips.
For all trips that land more than 20,000 pounds of mackerel, the current RH/S ratio is applied to
their combined total landings to generate a total RH/S catch estimate for all mackerel trips.

• While Amendment 14 specified that the actual cap amounts would be developed in the
specifications process, it did explore some potential cap options for illustrative purposes.
Amendment 14 considered caps for the mackerel fishery in the range of 85 mt -235 mt for river
herring and 6 mt - 8 mt for shad.

• Amendment 14 also noted that whether or not the cap becomes constraining depends on the cap
that is set, the RH/S encounter rates, and landings on mackerel trips.  Using data from 2006-
2010, Amendment 14 found that if a relatively high RH/S encounter rate occurs, mackerel
landings could be limited to around 10,000 mt if the cap is set at the low end (near 91 mt).
Lower encounter rates or higher caps were associated with less constraint, or no constraint at all
for the mackerel fishery.
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The following operational items were specified at the June 2013 Council meeting the first time the 
Council considered the RH/S cap: 

• The Council decided on a combined cap for river herring and shad because the relatively small
amount of shad caught by the mackerel fishery and the precision of those estimates would
make monitoring a separate cap for shad infeasible

• The Council discussed which trips the cap would apply to in terms of identifying "mackerel
trips" and selected trips landing over 20,000 pounds of mackerel because analysis of dealer
landings/weighout data demonstrated that almost all mackerel 2004-2012 (98.5%) were landed
by trips landing over 20,000 pounds of mackerel.  Smaller trips (less than 20,000 pounds of
mackerel) also had other species as the predominant species landed.

• The Council identified a post closure possession limit (20,000 pounds) to match the cap
threshold of 20,000 pounds because of the same analysis.

• The Council decided on a closure threshold of when the cap catch is projected to be 95% of the
cap because once the cap closes the fishery, additional trips that would count against the cap
would not be expected.  Using a projection should ensure a timely closure.

The above operational items were implemented for 2014 and no changes were considered necessary 
for 2015.  The Council considered a variety of RH/S cap approaches for 2015 at its June 2014 meeting, 
per the following table.  Three approaches (historical extrapolated RH/S catch, RH/S catch expanded 
to proposed 2015 mackerel quota, and RH/S catch expanded to the 2014 mackerel quota) were 
examined with three time series.  The Council concluded that using historical extrapolated catch and/or 
RH/S catch expanded to proposed 2015 mackerel quota based on the same time period as last year 
were reasonable, and constructed a hybrid two-phase approach described below in Alternative 2b.     

Table 5.  RH/S Cap Approaches 

Council and NMFS technical staffs continue to investigate how a regional cap spanning multiple 
fisheries might work, and such a cap could use the stratified estimation approach from Amendment 14 
analyses.  However, at this time for purposes of limiting one fishery, which is what the Council has the 
authority to do through Amendment 14, a ratio approach tied to mackerel trip definitions must be used, 
and this is how the values the above table were derived.   
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Alternative 2b (Preferred) – Two-phase 89 mt/155 mt river herring and shad cap 

The Council recommended that the cap be set at 89 mt initially, but if mackerel landings surpass 
10,000 mt then the cap would increase to 155 mt, as long as the initial cap had not been surpassed (i.e. 
once the cap closes the fishery it will stay closed for the remainder of the year).  89 mt is the median of 
extrapolated catch by vessels landing over 20,000 pounds of mackerel over 2005-2012.  155 mt is the 
median if the RH/S ratio from each year 2005-2012 is applied to the proposed 2015 mackerel landings 
quota (20,872 mt).  The two-phase system was proposed by the Council so that the incentive for the 
mackerel fishery to avoid RH/S remains strong if mackerel catches are low or high.  A 155 mt RH/S 
cap should allow the fishery to catch its proposed mackerel quota (20,872 mt) in 2015 if the ratio of 
RH/S catch to total catch is relatively low compared to 2005-2012 (based on observed trips that land 
greater than 20,000 pounds of mackerel).  Thus once mackerel catches surpass 10,000 mt, as long as 
the relatively low RH/S catch ratio recorded to that point is maintained, then the fishery should be able 
to continue fishing up to the mackerel quota.   

The Council was concerned that if mackerel catches are relatively low, then the incentive to avoid 
RH/S may be reduced because even if the ratio of RH/S catch is relatively high, with low mackerel 
landings the cap would still be calculated to be low.  Thus the Council included the provision that the 
cap starts out lower, at 89 mt (the median of actual RH/S catches by the mackerel fishery 2005-2012) 
so that there is still a strong incentive to avoid RH/S catches even at low levels of mackerel catch. 

Once cap trips were estimated to have caught 95% of then-in-effect RH/S cap (89 mt or 155 mt), then 
the directed mackerel fishery would be closed and a 20,000 pound mackerel trip limit would be 
instituted for the remainder of the year.  This alternative is preferred because it creates a strong 
incentive for the fleet to avoid RH/S even at low levels of mackerel fishing, allows for the possibility 
of the full mackerel quota to be caught if the fleet can avoid RH/S, and would likely reduce RH/S 
catches over time compared to what would occur without a cap in place.   
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Figure 1: Alewife relative abundance (A) and biomass (B) indices derived from the NEFSC 
spring bottom trawl survey for 1976-2013 using the full set of strata historically used to estimate 
alewife spring survey indices and an abbreviated set representing those strata that were sampled 
during the 2014 spring survey. 
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Figure 2: Alewife relative abundance (stratified mean number-per-tow) and biomass (stratified 
mean kg-per-tow) indices (A) and the proportion of positive tows (B) derived from the NEFSC 
spring bottom trawl survey for 1976-2014 using an abbreviated strata set representing those 
strata that were sampled during the 2014 spring survey.  The median number- and weight-per-
tow values represent the median indices over 1976-2014. 
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Figure 3: Alewife relative abundance (stratified mean number-per-tow) and biomass (stratified 
mean kg-per-tow) indices (A) and the proportion of positive tows (B) derived from the NEFSC 
fall bottom trawl survey for 1975-2014.  The median number- and weight-per-tow values 
represent the median indices over 1975-2014. 

A)

B)

1980 1990 2000 2010

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

Year

P
ro

po
rti

on

1980 1990 2000 2010

0

5

10

15

20

25

0

1

2

3

4

5

Year

N
um

be
r-p

er
-to

w

W
ei

gh
t-p

er
-to

w

number
weight
median number
median weight

11

fall b
) p

r 1975-2014. 

 Alewife r



Figure 4: Blueback herring relative abundance (A) and biomass (B) indices derived from the 
NEFSC spring bottom trawl survey for 1976-2013 using the full set of strata historically used to 
estimate blueback herring spring survey indices and an abbreviated set representing those strata 
that were sampled during the 2014 spring survey. 
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Figure 5: Blueback herring relative abundance (stratified mean number-per-tow) and biomass 
(stratified mean kg-per-tow) indices (A) and the proportion of positive tows (B) derived from the 
NEFSC spring bottom trawl survey for 1976-2014 using an abbreviated strata set representing 
those strata that were sampled during the 2014 spring survey.  The median number- and weight-
per-tow values represent the median indices over 1976-2014. 
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Figure 6: Blueback herring relative abundance (stratified mean number-per-tow) and biomass 
(stratified mean kg-per-tow) indices (A) and the proportion of positive tows (B) derived from the 
NEFSC fall bottom trawl survey for 1975-2014.  The median number- and weight-per-tow 
values represent the median indices over 1975-2014. 
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Figure 7: American shad relative abundance (A) and biomass (B) indices derived from the 
NEFSC spring bottom trawl survey for 1976-2013 using the full set of strata historically used to 
estimate American shad spring survey indices and an abbreviated set representing those strata 
that were sampled during the 2014 spring survey.
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Figure 8: American shad relative abundance (stratified mean number-per-tow) and biomass 
(stratified mean kg-per-tow) indices (A) and the proportion of positive tows (B) derived from the 
NEFSC spring bottom trawl survey for 1976-2014 using an abbreviated strata set representing 
those strata that were sampled during the 2014 spring survey.  The median number- and weight-
per-tow values represent the median indices over 1976-2014.  
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Figure 9: American shad relative abundance (stratified mean number-per-tow) and biomass 
(stratified mean kg-per-tow) indices (A) and the proportion of positive tows (B) derived from the 
NEFSC fall bottom trawl survey for 1975-2014.  The median number- and weight-per-tow 
values represent the median indices over 1975-2014.   
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Table 2. American shad and river herring in-river commercial and ocean bycatch landings 
(in pounds) provided by states, jurisdictions and the NOAA Fisheries for 2012.  
 

  
American 

Shad River Herring 
Hickory 

Shad 
Maine4    1,606,535   
New Hampshire   2,681   
Massachusetts       
Rhode Island        
Connecticut 61,623     
New York1 1,485 16,965   
New Jersey2 28,120 84 924 
Pennsylvania       
Delaware       
Maryland   290   

D.C.       
PRFC 4,742   446 
Virginia 4,601   999 
North Carolina  235,861 678 65,645 
South Carolina3 299,528 163,076   
Georgia4       
Florida     
Total 635,960 1,790,309 68,014 

1New York American shad landings are from ocean bycatch 
2Includes in‐river and coastal harvest 
3American shad landings include hickory shad 
4Georgia & Maine (shad) landings are confidential  

Substantial shad recreation fisheries occur on the Connecticut (CT and MA), Hudson (NY), 
Delaware (NY, PA and NJ), Susquehanna (MD), Santee and Cooper (SC), Savannah (GA), and 
St. Johns (FL) Rivers. Shad recreational fisheries are also pursued on several other rivers in 
Massachusetts, Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia. In 2011, recreational 
creel limits ranged from zero to 10 fish per day. The exception to this is the Santee River (SC), 
which is permitted to have a 20 fish per day creel limit due to the approval of a conservation 
equivalency plan in 2000. Tens of thousands of shad are caught by hook and line from large east 
coast rivers each year, but detailed creel surveys are generally not available. Actual harvest 
(catch and removal) may amount to only about 20-40% of total catch, but hooking mortality 
could boost this “harvest” value substantially. Several comprehensive angler use and harvest 
surveys are planned or have been recently completed.  In October 2006, the Management Board 
suspended the requirement to monitor the recreational fishery. 
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Table 2. American shad and river herring in-river commercial and ocean bycatch landings 
(in pounds) provided by states, jurisdictions and NOAA Fisheries for 2013.  
 

  
American 
Shad River Herring  

Hickory 
Shad 

Maine3  1,423,878  
New Hampshire  4,420  
Massachusetts      
Rhode Island        
Connecticut 65,679     
New York1 932 10,349   
New Jersey2   3,483 
Pennsylvania 2,854   
Delaware       
Maryland   305   

D.C.       
PRFC 3,799   
Virginia 4,825  755 
North Carolina  257,869 743 71,326 
South Carolina 205,368 192,454 652 
Georgia 62,017   2,162 
Florida       
Total 608,428 1,632,149 78,378 
    
1New York American shad landings are from ocean bycatch 
2Includes in-river and coastal harvest  
3Maine (shad) landings are confidential  

  

Substantial shad recreational fisheries occur on the Connecticut (CT and MA), Delaware (NY, 
PA and NJ), Susquehanna (MD), Santee and Cooper (SC), Savannah (GA), and St. Johns (FL) 
Rivers. Shad recreational fisheries are also pursued on several other rivers in Massachusetts, 
Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia. Tens of thousands of shad are caught by 
hook and line from large east coast rivers each year, but detailed creel surveys are generally not 
available. Actual harvest (catch and removal) may amount to only about 20-40% of total catch, 
but hooking mortality could boost this “harvest” value substantially. Several comprehensive 
angler use and harvest surveys are planned or have been recently completed.  In October 2006, 
the Management Board suspended the requirement to monitor the recreational fishery. 
 
As of 2009, MRFSS data are no longer provided for American shad. This is a result of the 
unreliable design of MRFSS that focuses on active fishing sites along coastal and estuarine areas. 
In previous years the proportional standard error (PSE) has ranged from 0-100. 
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Table 3. American shad and river herring passage counts at select rivers along the Atlantic 
Coast in 2012.  

State/River Shad 
River 

Herring 
Maine 

Androscoggin 11 170,191 
Saco 6404 27,858 

Kennebec 5 179,357 
Sebasticook 163 1,703,520 

St. Croix   36,168 
New Hampshire 

Cocheco   27,608 
Oyster   2,573 

Lamprey   86,862 
Exeter   378 
Taylor   92 

Winnicut   5 
Massachusetts 

Merrimack 21,396   
Rhode Island 

Gilbert Stuart   107,901 
Nonquit   60,132 

Buckeye Brook   90,625 
Pennsylvania/Maryland/Delaware 

Susquehanna 
(Conowingo) 23,629 52 

Susquehanna (Holtwood) 4,238   
South Carolina 

St. Stephen Dam 150,082   
Total 2012 205,928   
Total 2011 307,793   

 
 
In addition to the mandatory monitoring requirements stipulated under Amendments 2 and 3, 
some states and jurisdictions continue important research initiatives for these species. For 
example, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, North Carolina, and USFWS are actively 
involved in shad restoration using hatchery-cultured fry and fingerlings. All hatchery fish are 
marked with oxytetracycline marks on otoliths to allow future distinction from wild fish. During 
2012, several jurisdictions from reared American shad, hickory shad, and alewife, stocking a 
total of 15,727,734 American shad and 380,663 alewife (Table 4). 
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Table 3. American shad and river herring passage counts at select rivers along the Atlantic 
Coast in 2013.  
 

State/River Shad River Herring 
Maine 
Androscoggin 14 69,297 
Saco 6171 43,414 
Kennebec 0 94,456 
Sebasticook 114 2,272,492 
St. Croix   16,677 
New Hampshire 
Cocheco   18,337 
Oyster   7,149 
Lamprey   79,408 
Exeter   378 
Taylor   128 
Winnicut   0 
Massachusetts 
Merrimack 37,149 17,359 
Connecticut 
Holyoke Dam 392,967 976 
Rhode Island 
Gilbert Stuart   91,240 
Nonquit   52,563 
Buckeye Brook   45,244 
Pennsylvania/Maryland/Delaware 
Susquehanna (Conowingo) 12,733 7 
Susquehanna (Holtwood)  2,503   
Susquehanna (Safe Harbor) 1,927   
Susquehanna (York Haven) 202   
South Carolina 
St. Stephen Dam 324,984   
Total 2013 774,132 2,808,149 
Total 2012 205,928 2,493,322  

Note: Passage numbers on Susquehanna River are cumulative. For example, any shad counted at the York 
Haven dam has also passed the previous three dams (Safe Harbor, Holtwood and Conowingo). The dams are 
listed in ascending order of passage mile. 
 
In addition to the mandatory monitoring requirements stipulated under Amendments 2 and 3, 
some states and jurisdictions continue important research initiatives for these species. For 
example, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, North Carolina, and USFWS are actively 
involved in shad restoration using hatchery-cultured fry and fingerlings. All hatchery fish are 
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M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: May 28, 2015 

To: River Herring and Shad (RH/S) Committee/Council 

From: Jason Didden  

Subject: Annual RH/S Activity Review 

 
In October 2014, the Council approved a list of questions that would form the basis of an annual RH/S 
Progress Review.  This memo addresses those questions.  Council staff anticipates that an iterative 
refinement of the information presented in this review will occur based on feedback from the Council. 
 

1. How has the Atl. mackerel RH/S cap performed? 
 
While the RH/S-mackerel fishery cap reports available at 
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/Mackerel_RHS/Mackerel_RHS.htm are 
preliminary to some degree, review of cap performance indicates that a small percentage of the RH/S 
cap was utilized in 2014, and a small percentage of the RH/S cap has been used to date in 2015.  There 
have been no closures related to the RH/S cap to date.  Staff notes that in both years the percentage of 
the cap that was used was lower than the percentage of the mackerel fishery that was harvested.  Thus if 
the other underlying catch data remained consistent, the cap would not have interfered with full 
utilization of the mackerel quota had mackerel been more available to the fishery.  Staff also notes that 
for the Atlantic herring fishery’s southern New England RH/S caps (especially for bottom trawl), their 
RH/S caps may be constraining later in 2015 depending on fishery performance. Discussions with 
fishermen suggest that the southern New England Atl. Herring fishery essentially shut itself down to 
preserve some RH/S cap for fishing later in the year.  Note: because of the overlap in the Atl. Herring 
and mackerel fisheries, their cap catch estimates cannot be added together to produce a total catch across 
caps.  RH/S on a trip with both Atl. herring and mackerel can count against both Atl. herring and 
mackerel RH/S caps, but the cap amounts were set considering this circumstance so that double counting 
is not a problem for monitoring purposes.    
 

 
2. What has recent coastal RH/S catch been? 
 
The ASMFC review data included earlier in this tab contains landings information from 2012 and 2013.  
The full reviews, available at http://www.asmfc.org/species/shad-river-herring, also summarize RH/S 
management by state.  The Omnibus Industry Funded Monitoring Amendment has analyzed observer 
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data to obtain RH/S incidental catch estimates for purposes of determining which fleets have accounted 
for RH/S catch.  The table below is excerpted from draft Omnibus Industry Funded Monitoring 
Amendment text: 
 

    
 
Staff is investigating if this analysis can be used to update the RH/S incidental catch analysis time series 
from Amendment 14, which included data through 2010. 
 

 
3. What levels of observer coverage have been achieved in relevant fisheries? 
 
The following table was also developed for the Omnibus Industry Funded Monitoring Amendment: 
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The revised SBRM prioritization procedures should lead to better coverage in the Mid-Atlantic and 
New-England small mesh bottom-trawl fleets but less coverage of mid-water trawl fleets.  The Omnibus 
Industry Funded Monitoring Amendment is seeking to mitigate this loss of coverage through a variety of 
options, which the Council has been updated on.  See http://www.mafmc.org/actions/observer-funding-
omnibus.  Council staff is currently working with NMFS GARFO staff to approximate the ratio of 
coverage on mackerel cap trips for 2013 and 2014 and this should be available by the Council meeting. 
 
 

4. Was a cap set for RH/S for the following year? 
 
A cap was set for 2014 and 2015, and it is on the agenda for this meeting for 2016-2018. 
 

 
5. Was the cap based on recent catch or more directly tied to RH/S population dynamics? 
 
The cap is still based on recent catch and/or catch ratios expanded up to the mackerel quota depending 
on how much mackerel has been caught.  See additional discussion below regarding SSC involvement.  
There is substantial ongoing work on RH/S genetics and stock assessment (coordinated via the 
Technical Expert Working Group (TEWG) for river herring) that may prove useful in the near to 
medium future.   
 
 

6. What progress has been made on aligning cap operation with the Atlantic herring 
fishery’s cap? 
 
Council staffs continue discussions regarding the possibility and details of merging the mackerel and 
Atl. herring RH/S caps.  However, given the gear and area-based nature of the Atl. herring RH/S caps, 
merging the caps would likely prove difficult.  However, the current cap amounts do account for the 
mixed nature of mackerel/Atl. herring fishing in the calculation/extrapolation methodologies so the 
overlap is already accounted for to some degree.  A true merging of the caps would require caps that are 
gear and/or area based, for both fisheries to close when a cap is reached, and for the Councils to agree on 
the same caps.  The key benefit of having both fisheries close at the same time is avoiding discarding of 
Atl. herring or mackerel while targeting the other, and Council staffs will continue evaluation of this 
issue.       
 
 

7. What other RH/S coordination with other management partners has occurred (NMFS, 
NEFMC, ASMFC, states, NGOs, academia, TEWG, etc.)? 
 
Coordination has remarkably improved over the last several years regarding RH/S.  Coordination is 
primarily accomplished staff-to-staff and Council staff cannot recall any recent “surprises” regarding 
RH/S management issues.  The TEWG continues to actively keep a variety of parties engaged in RH/S 
conservation issues.  While the Council primarily sees the presentations of TEWG products, there are a 
variety of preparatory meetings and workgroups that incorporate interested individuals across 
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governmental and non-governmental entities.  TEWG activities and products can be further 
tracked/investigated at http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/riverherring/tewg/.  The 
TEWG process has recently funded two relevant projects that should provide useful information 
(http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/riverherring/tewg/rfp/rh_cons_proposal_abstrac
ts_vs4.pdf), and the TEWG has also developed a draft conservation plan: 
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/riverherring/conserv/index.html, which the 
Council was briefed on at the April Council Meeting.   
 
The Omnibus Industry Funded Monitoring Amendment has also served to maintain a high level of 
collaboration among NMFS, the MAFMC, and the NEFMC on RH/S issues even though the goals of 
that Amendment are broader than just RH/S issues.  Omnibus Industry Funded Monitoring Amendment 
activities and products can be tracked/ investigated at http://www.mafmc.org/actions/observer-funding-
omnibus.   
 
 
8. How has the SSC been involved? 
 
At the May 2015 SSC meeting Council staff provided an overview of the RH/S cap, as well as the RH/S 
Committee Terms of Reference, which include:  
 
a. Develop approaches to recommending RH/S catch caps that are based on and appropriate for 
the abundance and/or population dynamics of RH/S rather than historic catch rates of RH/S. 
-Part of understanding this question will likely involve investigating the relative effects of catch 
in federal fisheries on RH/S stock health compared to other sources of mortality (habitat issues, 
inshore catch, climate, predation, etc.) 
-The Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) will be engaged for this term of 
reference. 
 
While the SSC has previously indicated that it serves primarily a review and advice role, the 
SSC is considering establishing a working group to further the issue of moving to a biologically-
based RH/S cap.  Council staff will report back to the Council regarding additional developments. 
The following is excerpted from the May 2015 SSC summary: 
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9. What other actions have been taken by the Council that could affect RH/S? 
 
The primary work from staff over the last year that could affect RH/S involves the cap, the TEWG, and 
the Omnibus Industry Funded Monitoring Amendment.  Council staff has also actively promoted the 
existing RH/S voluntary bycatch programs (SMAST/Cornell) through communication with industry.  
The Council also requested that NMFS evaluate adding RH/S to the SBRM.  NMFS completed this 
analysis in December 2014, and it appears that adding RH/S would not result in appreciable change in 
observer coverage rates.   
 
 
10. What information is available on RH/S abundance trends? 
 
RH/S are scheduled to undergo assessment updates in 2018/2017 respectively.  Benchmarks are 
scheduled for five years after the updates, though if new data or modeling improvements suggest 
a benchmark would be appropriate sooner, then earlier is also a possibility.  Waiting until after 
2020 for benchmarks should allow some of the improvements in data collection being worked 
on through the TEWG to be useful for an assessment.  While collecting state by state river run 
data is beyond the resources of Council staff (that is an assessment update type activity), the 
ASMFC update included earlier in this tab does provide selected run counts for 2013 and 2012.  
Updated NEFSC survey and NEAMAP indices have also been made available to the Council, as 
described in the cover memo for this tab.        

26



   Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901-3910 

Phone: 302-674-2331 ǀ Toll Free: 877-446-2362 ǀ FAX: 302-674-5399 ǀ www.mafmc.org 
Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman ǀ Lee G. Anderson, Vice Chairman 

Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director 

 

M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE: May 27, 2015  

TO: Council 

FROM: Jessica Coakley, Staff 

SUBJECT: Review of Atlantic Surfclam and Ocean Quahog Specifications for 2016 

 

As part of the 2014-2016 multi-year specification process for Atlantic surfclams and ocean quahogs, the 
Advisory Panel (AP), Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC), and Council review the most recent 
information available to determine whether modification of the 2016 specifications is warranted. The 
following materials are enclosed on this subject: 

 

1) Report of the May 2015 SSC Meeting (see TAB 16 for report) 

2) Atlantic Surfclam and Ocean Quahog Fishery Performance Report (April 2015) 

3) Staff Recommendation Memo to Chris Moore (April 2015) 

4) Atlantic Surfclam Information Document (April 2015)  

5) Ocean Quahog Information Document (April 2015) 

6) Quota Monitoring Update (for data through April 15, 2015) 

7) Notice to Continue 2015 Specifications and Suspend Surfclam Minimum Size (September 2014) 
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Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council)  
Surfclam and Ocean Quahog Fishery Performance Report (FPR) 

April 2015 
 
The Council's Surfclam and Ocean Quahog Advisory Panel met on April 13, 2015 via webinar and 
in-person at the Council office to review 2015 data updates to the surfclam and ocean quahog 
fishery information documents and revise the fishery performance report based on advisor 
perspectives on these fisheries. 
 
Council Advisors: Thomas Alspach, Thomas Dameron, Michael LaVecchia, Samuel Martin, 
David Wallace 
Council Members: Lee Anderson 
Public: Peter Himchak, Tom Hoff, Pete Jensen, Joe Myers  
Staff and Scientific and Statistical Committee: John Boreman (SSC), Bonnie McCay (SSC), David 
Tomberlin (SSC), Doug Vaughan (SSC), Jessica Coakley (Staff), José Montañez (Staff), Doug 
Potts (GARFO Staff) 
 
Surfclam and Ocean Quahog 

 

Critical Issues 

 

- The most critical current challenge to the surfclam and ocean quahog fishery is the New England 
Council's Omnibus Habitat Amendment which has the potential to ban bottom tending mobile gear 
(including clam dredges) from high energy sand environments where the surfclam and ocean 
quahogs fishery is the only fishery being prosecuted. This action has the potential impact on the 
spatial distribution of the fishery, which will result in biological impacts as well as social and 
economic impacts. It also impacts the Mid-Atlantic Council's ability to manage its jurisdictional 
fishery for surfclam and ocean quahogs. The industry needs the support of the Council and NMFS 
in addressing these concerns.  
 

Market Issues 

 

- For surfclams and ocean quahogs, there are occasional landings in Ocean City, MD. It used to be 
significant but is no longer. Cape May and Wildwood, NJ are no longer significant. Most of the 
fleet is fishing out of Pt. Pleasant and Atlantic City, NJ, Oceanview, NY, Hyannis, MA (surfclams 
only), and New Bedford, MA. Vessels have been moving North and shifting effort (See figures 7-
11 in Surfclam Info. Document; figures 4-8 in Quahog Info. Document).  
 
- For Maine quahogs, the quahogs have increased to sizes larger than the preferred small size for 
the market, which explains the decline in the catch rates and prices for Maine quahogs.  
 
- A major reason clam plants have been closed over the last 20 years has been wastewater. Two 
plants recently had permits coming due and closed because of the wastewater requirement and 
capital investments needed to meet permit limits.  
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- Another reason for recent consolidation has been the cost of fuel prices and the distance needed 
to travel to harvest clams - which cascades through the vessel, processors, ports, etc., and has put 
greater economy on scale and location. Vessel discharge permits will be additional costs, and will 
affect both vessels and docks. Vessels that have ballast tanks are required to have a vessel discard 
permit for those vessels greater than 79 ft. Fuel prices have declined giving some relief to industry 
participants. Commercial Fishing vessels have also been given a 3 year exemption to the Vessel 
Discharge Permit regulations. 
 
- The cost of complying regulatory function has increased. Prior to 1990, there were already great 
regulatory costs (e.g., Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act, and other fisheries related regulations). 
Since the individual transferrable quota (ITQ) went into place to the present, the regulatory 
function has increased substantially (e.g., coast guard, habitat requirements, bycatch species 
(marine mammals), etc.) and the cost of staying up to date and following the regulatory 
requirements (complexity and number) is expanding.  
 
- Vessels built after July 2013 will need to be "classed", and then subsequently kept in that class 
by inspections, which created significant cost considerations. New U.S.C.G. regulations soon to 
go into effect will: “(1) Require training, or demonstration of knowledge and competency, for all 
individuals in charge of commercial clam vessels operating in federal waters. (2) Require new 
commercial fishing vessels, built after July 1, 2013, that are 79 feet or greater in length to be 
assigned a load line. (3) Require new commercial fishing vessels, built after July 1, 2013, that are 
at least 50 feet overall in length and will operate in federal waters to meet survey and classification 
requirements. Commercial fishing vessels built to class requirements before July 1, 2013 must 
remain in class. (4) Require certain commercial fishing vessels that undergo a major conversion to 
comply with an “alternate safety compliance program” to be developed for both load line and 
construction standards requirements.” 
 
- The push to comply with global food safety requirements/initiatives and sustainability 
certification lead to additional costs. The global food safety ratings are being required by buyers, 
and if not satisfied could lead to buyers choosing not to use specific suppliers. The Marine 
Fisheries Advisory Committee (MAFAC) has recommended that NOAA Fisheries use their 
inspection service to develop sustainability certifications for US seafood similar to the Marine 
Stewardship Council (MSC) and other independent groups.   
 
- The seafood imported into the US needs to be compliant with hazard analysis and critical control 
points (HACCP) but may not have to meet the third party audits, which makes the domestic 
seafood more expensive. During a recertification process, it becomes more stringent than the initial 
certification ("keep raising the bar"); the facility could be found not compliant.  
 
- Increasing foreign imports and foreign competition puts a constraint on price, and the price cannot 
be increased to absorb all the additional costs and still be competitive in the market place. The 
limit in demand for clams in the market is driven by many market factors including foreign seafood 
competition, other products in the marketplace (chicken, etc.), shifting toward healthier market 
products (e.g., clam sushi, etc. versus a fried or cream based product), and competition with other 
ingredients, as clams typically are not a center of the plate product.  
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Environmental and Ecological Issues 

  
- Many species (including surfclams and ocean quahogs) are moving toward the poles or into 
deeper waters. This movement is temperature driven. Historically, about half the quota for quahogs 
used to be taken in the area off the Southern area. The surfclams are increasing in these Southern 
areas, possibly because of the faster growth rates for surfclams settling when compared to quahogs. 
Some of the Southern beds that used to be quahog beds now have surfclam recruitments.  
 
- The natural shift in the stocks distribution northwards has driven the movement of the fishery 
(See figures 7-11 in Surfclam Info. Document; figures 4-8 in Quahog Info. Document).  
 
- The issue of bottom tending mobile gear impacts on habitat will continue to be a concern. The 
environmental community is focused on these issues and there has been a push for increased 
closures as a tool to reduce habitat impacts. Many of these approaches used are not always based 
on the best available information to describe impacts and possible approaches. The spatial area for 
the fishery is small and the gear impacts are considered to be minimal and temporary in nature, 
due to the high energy sand environments. 
 
- Two positive aspects to support the sustainability of the surfclam and ocean quahog resources 
include, 1) the opening of Georges Bank has mitigated some of the prior concerns by providing 
access to more, larger clams and alleviating some of the fishing pressure from the Southern areas, 
2) there are ongoing discussions and research projects examining how best to protect small clam 
areas and increase productivity of the surfclam and quahog stocks (Science Center for Marine 
Fisheries; SCeMFiS). 
 
Management Issues & Management Induced Effort Shifts 

 
- The Mid-Atlantic Council needs to be more involved in habitat issues (and other issues) that are 
being proposed through the New England Council process. Many gear or fishery closures are being 
proposed for species such as groundfish, that will impact surfclam, ocean quahog, and other 
fisheries (e.g., Georges Bank, Great South Channel, and Nantucket Shoals, etc.). The Council now 
has additional seats on the Habitat Committee to better engage with the New England Council on 
issues that affect surfclams and ocean quahogs. Advisors urge the Mid-Atlantic Council to appoint 
members from states that are most engaged and knowledgeable about these fisheries. For industry, 
keeping up to date and being proactive about what is being proposed is an additional cost. Small 
fishermen are less able to afford to send people to meetings to stay engaged on the issues.  
 
-  Advisors ask MAFMC to provide BOEM all relevant data on SC/OQ habitat and highlight the 
devastating effect a BP like disaster would have on our fishery if oil and gas leases were given out 
in the waters to the south [in Mid-Atlantic] that are now under consideration. 
 
General Fishing Trends 

 

- Effort is moving northward because the catch rates are higher, resulting in a smaller footprint 
from dredging activity on habitat (See figures 10-11 in Surfclam Info. Document; figures 7-8 in 
Quahog Info. Document).  
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- The larger vessels will be accessing Georges Bank, because of the distances traveled and effects 
of weather. Nantucket Shoals is a smaller boat fishery.  
 
- The larger surfclam vessels going to Georges Bank has taken pressure off some of the nearshore 
areas, and Southern areas.  
 
- The landings per unit effort (LPUE) may not be indicative of abundance because it only reflects 
the fishing occurring in a few ten minute squares. The Stock Assessment Review Committee 
(SARC) panel recommended a more detailed analysis be undertaken on LPUE, and did not make 
definitive conclusions about the utility of LPUE as an index of abundance. The advisors noted that 
the LPUE's in the 1970's and 1980's were lower, then increased, and then decreased again. The 
Advisors were concerned that some of the figures in the CRD13-04 did not include these longer 
time series showing those initial lower levels. These longer time series figures are in the final 
assessment report. 
 
Other Issues 

 

- The group would like to see status quo quotas for the upcoming fishing years; the stability in the 
quota translates into stability in the fishery and market. 
 
- The new SCeFiS is industry and National Science Foundation (NSF) supported and has several 
ongoing research projects:  
 

 The Science Center for Marine Fisheries (SCeMFiS), with contributions from NMFS 
NEFSC, has completed research into data corrections for the breakage of clams in survey 
mode.  This research was taken up because of the additional breakage since switching over 
to an industry vessel for surveys. If any size clam, large or small, experienced 
disproportionate breakage the age demographic of the population would not be accurately 
represented in the assessment.  The draft report has been released to the SCeMFiS Industry 
Advisory Board (IAB) and the final report will be publically available after a 60 day IAB 
review period. 

 
 SCeMFiS has completed the fabrication of a dredge for the collection of juvenile (pre-

recruit size) ocean quahog and surfclams.  The new Dameron-Kubiak dredge, to be used 
for selectivity sampling typically conducted during survey operations, has been tested by 
the Northeast Fisheries Science Center, NMFS, and found to improve selectivity 
experiments.  The draft report has been released to the IAB and the final report will be 
publically available after a 60 day review period. 

 
 SCeMFiS is evaluating an area management strategy for the surfclam fishery as one of its 

projects.   
 

 SCeMFiS has funded Ocean Quahog recruitment and life history dynamics research.  This 
is necessary research for the improvements of reference points and the reduction of 
uncertainty in the assessment of ocean quahogs.  Large quahogs from four separate 
locations from New Jersey to Georges Bank are being collected and aged to gain 
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information on age structure and recruitment history in this older population of the 
demographic. The Dameron-Kubiak dredge was used to retain small quahogs in a 
selectivity study south of Long Island.  These quahogs are being aged to describe the recent 
age frequency and recruitment history. Combining both recent (small clam) and extended 
historical (large clam) data sets will provide a more comprehensive recruitment history for 
the improvement of the federal management plan for this species. 

 
 SCeMFiS has funded an Ocean Quahog assessment team made up of Drs. Daphne Monroe, 

Eric Powell and Roger Mann. The team will attend meetings of the Invertebrate 
Subcommittee, SAW and MAFMC SSC and support the academic commitment to the 
ocean quahog benchmark assessments.  The team will provide new information through 
the Invertebrate Subcommittee process on historical and recent recruitment to address SSC 
concerns. The SCeMFiS team will interface with and provide support to the NMFS 
assessment team during the assessment process with the goal of reducing uncertainty in the 
assessment process. 
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M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: April 1, 2015 

To: Chris Moore, Executive Director 

From: Jessica Coakley and José Montañez, Staff 

Subject: Surfclam and Ocean Quahog Specifications Review for 2016 Fishing Year 

 

As part of the 2014-2016 multi-year specification process for Atlantic surfclams and ocean quahogs, the 
Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) and Council will review the most recent information available 
to determine whether modification of the 2016 specifications is warranted.  

 

The NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center provided a data update for surfclams and ocean 
quahogs to support this review, which includes updated catch and landings data and landings-per-unit-
effort data. Based on a review of this information, staff recommends no change to the 2016 fishing year 
specifications. In 2016, the SSC and Council will to consider multi-year specifications for the 2017-2019 
fishing years.   
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Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council  

Atlantic Surfclam Information Document - April 2015 

Management System 
 
The Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for Atlantic surfclam (Spisula solidissima) became 
effective in 1977. The FMP established the management unit as all Atlantic surfclams in the 
Atlantic Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). The FMP is managed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council (Council), in conjunction with the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) as the Federal implementation and enforcement entity. The primary management tool is 
the specification of an annual quota, which is allocated to the holders of allocation shares 
(Individual Transferable Quotas (ITQs)) at the beginning of each calendar year as specified in 
Amendment 8 to the FMP (1988). In addition to the Federal waters fishery, there is a small 
fishery prosecuted in the state waters of New York and New Jersey. The FMP, including 
subsequent Amendments and Frameworks, is available on the Council website at: 
http://www.mafmc.org 

Basic Biology 
 
Information on Atlantic surfclam biology can be found in the document titled, “Essential Fish 
Habitat Source Document: Surfclam, Spisula solidissima, Life History and Habitat 
Requirements” (Cargnelli et al. 1999). An electronic version is available at the following 
website: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/. Additional information on this species is 
available at the following website: http://www.fishwatch.gov/. A summary of the basic biology 
is provided below. 
 
Atlantic surfclams are distributed along the western North Atlantic Ocean from the southern Gulf 
of St. Lawrence to Cape Hatteras. Surfclams occur in both the state territorial waters (≤ 3 mi 
from shore) and within the EEZ (3-200 miles from shore). Commercial concentrations are found 
primarily off New Jersey, the Delmarva Peninsula, and on Georges Bank. In the Mid-Atlantic 
region, surfclams are found from the intertidal zone to a depth of about 60 meters, but densities 
are low at depths greater than 40 meters.  
 
The maximum size of surfclams is about 22.5 cm (8.9 inches) shell length, but surfclams larger 
than 20 cm (7.9 inches) are rare. The maximum age exceeds 30 years and surfclams of 15-20 
years of age are common in many areas. Surfclams are capable of reproduction in their first year 
of life, although full maturity may not be reached until the second year. Eggs and sperm are shed 
directly into the water column. Recruitment to the bottom occurs after a planktonic larval period 
of about three weeks. 
 
Atlantic surfclams are suspension feeders on phytoplankton, and use siphons which are extended 
above the surface of the substrate to pump in water. Predators of surfclams include certain 
species of crabs, sea stars, snails, and other crustaceans, as well as fish predators such cod and 
haddock.   
 

http://www.mafmc.org/
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/
http://www.fishwatch.gov/
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Status of the Stock 
 
The Atlantic surfclam stock assessment was peer reviewed and approved for use by management 
at Stock Assessment Workshop 56 (SAW 56). A statistical catch at age and length model called 
SS3 was used and incorporates age and length structure. Reports on “Stock Status,” including 
annual assessment and reference point update reports, SAW reports, and Stock Assessment 
Review Committee (SARC) panelist reports are available online at the NEFSC website:  
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov 
 
The Atlantic surfclam resource in the US EEZ is not overfished and overfishing is not occurring 
in 2011 (NEFSC 2013). Estimated biomass of the entire resource during 2011 (approximate 
120+ mm shell length, SL) was 1,060 thousand mt (2,337 million lbs), with a 95% confidence 
interval of 802 - 1,401 thousand mt meats (NEFSC 2013). The 95% confidence interval overlaps 
the BTarget = ½ B1999 = 972 thousand mt meats (2,142 million lbs) but is entirely above BThreshold = 
½ BTarget = 486 thousand mt meats (1,071 million lbs; Figure 1). Estimated annual fishing 
mortality during 2011 for the entire resource was F = 0.027 (95% confidence interval 0.016 - 
0.045), which is entirely below the overfishing threshold FMSY proxy = M = 0.15 (Figure 2). 
 
Estimated biomass on Georges Bank during 2011 (ages 7+, approximately 120+ mm shell 
length, SL) was 357 thousand mt of meats (787 million lbs) with a 95% confidence interval 252 - 
506 mt. Surfclams on Georges Bank were not fished from 1990 to 2008 due to the risk of 
paralytic shellfish poisoning (PSP). There was light fishing in years 2009-2011 under an 
exempted fishing permit. Fishing mortality on Georges Bank was close to zero (F2011 = 0.009; 
95% confidence interval 0.006 - 0.013) during 2011. Estimated biomass of the southern area 
during 2011 (ages 6+, approximately 120+ mm shell length, SL) was 703 thousand mt (1,549 
million lbs), with a 95% confidence interval of 481 - 1,028 thousand mt meats (Figure 3). 
Estimated fishing mortality during 2011 for the southern area was F = 0.037 (95% confidence 
interval 0.025 - 0.056) (Figure 4). Recruitment (age 0) has been below average for the whole 
stock since 1999 (Figure 5). 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/
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Figure 1. Whole stock biomass status estimates with approximate 95% confidence intervals 
on the estimates and reference points. Source: Stock Assessment Summary (NEFSC 2013). 
 

 
 
Figure 2. Whole stock fishing mortality estimates with approximate 95% confidence 
intervals, and the overfishing threshold. Source: Stock Assessment Summary (NEFSC 
2013). 
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Figure 3. Southern area biomass estimates, and biomass reference points with approximate 
95% confidence intervals. Source: Stock Assessment Summary (NEFSC 2013). 
 

 
 
Figure 4. Southern area fishing mortality estimates and with approximate 95% confidence 
intervals, and the overfishing threshold. Source: Stock Assessment Summary (NEFSC 
2013). 
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Figure 5. Whole stock recruitment estimates with approximate 95% confidence intervals. 
Source: Stock Assessment Summary (NEFSC 2013). 
 
Description of the Fishery and Market 
 
The commercial fishery for surfclam in Federal waters is prosecuted with large vessels and 
hydraulic dredges. Surfclam landings and commercial quotas are given below in Table 1. The 
distribution of the fishery has changed over time, as shown in Figures 6-9.  
 
Port and Community Description 
 
When Amendment 13 to the FMP was developed, the Council hired Dr. Bonnie McCay and her 
associates at Rutgers University to describe the ports and communities that are associated with 
the surfclam and ocean quahog fisheries. The researchers did an extensive job characterizing the 
three main fisheries (non-Maine ocean quahog, Maine ocean quahog, and surfclam). The McCay 
team characterizations of the ports and communities are based on government census and labor 
statistics and on observations and interviews carried out during the late 1990s and in the fall of 
2001. The description of the fishing gear, areas fished, etc. are fully described in Amendment 13. 

Communities from Maine to Virginia are involved in the harvesting and processing of surfclams 
and ocean quahogs. Ports in New Jersey and Massachusetts handle the most volume and value, 
particularly Atlantic City and Point Pleasant, New Jersey, and New Bedford, Massachusetts. 
There are also landings in Ocean City, Maryland, and the Jonesport and Beals Island areas of 
Maine. 

Additional information on "Community Profiles for the Northeast US Fisheries" can be found at:   
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/communityProfiles.html 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/communityProfiles.html
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Table 1. Federal surfclam quotas and landings: 1998 - 2016. 

Year 
EEZ 

Landings   

(mt meats) 

EEZ 
Landingsa 

('000 bu) 

EEZ Quota         
('000 bu) % Harvested 

1998 18,234 2,365 2,565 92% 

1999 19,577 2,539 2,565 99% 

2000 19,788 2,566 2,565 100% 

2001 22,017 2,855 2,850 100% 

2002 24,006 3,113 3,135 99% 

2003 24,994 3,241 3,250 100% 

2004 24,197 3,138 3,400 92% 

2005 21,163 2,744 3,400 81% 

2006 23,573 3,057 3,400 90% 

2007 24,915 3,231 3,400 95% 

2008 22,510 2,919 3,400 86% 

2009 20,065 2,602 3,400 77% 

2010 17,984 2,332 3,400 69% 

2011b 18,839 2,443 3,400 72% 

2012b 18,054 2,341 3,400 69% 

2013b 18,551 2,406 3,400 71% 

2014c 18,100d 2,347d  3,400 69% 

2015c NA NA 3,400 NA 

2016c NA NA 3,400 NA 
a 1 surfclam bushel is approximately 17 lb. b The Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) recommended an overfishing limit 
(OFL) for 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013 of 129,300 mt, 114,00 mt, 102,300 mt, and 93,400 mt, respectively, and an acceptable 
biological catch (ABC) of 96,600 mt (2011-2013). c For 2014-2016, the SSC recommended an OFL of 81,150 mt, 75,178 mt, 
71,512 mt, respectively, and an acceptable biological catch (ABC) of 60,313 mt, 51,804 mt, and 48,197 mt, respectively. d 

Preliminary 2014 data. Source: NMFS clam vessel logbook reports. Dan Hennen Pers. Comm. (NEFSC 2015). 
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Figure 6. Surfclam stock assessment regions and NEFSC shellfish survey strata. The 
shaded strata are where surfclams are found. Dan Hennen Pers. Comm. (NEFSC 2015). 

 

Figure 7. Surfclam landings from the US EEZ during 1979-2013, and preliminary 2014, by 
stock assessment region. Source: Dan Hennen Pers. Comm. (NEFSC 2015). 
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Figure 8. Average surfclam landings by ten-minute square (TMSQ), the finest scale 
location for landings reported in logbooks, for 1981-2000 (1 kilobushel = 1000 bu y-1). 
Source: Dan Hennen Pers. Comm. (NEFSC 2015). 
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Figure 9. Average surfclam landings by ten-minute square (TMSQ), the finest scale 
location for landings reported in logbooks, for 2001-2013, and preliminary 2014 (1 
kilobushel = 1000 bu y-1). Source: Dan Hennen Pers. Comm. (NEFSC 2015). 
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Federal Fleet Profile 

The total number of vessels participating in the surfclam fishery has remained relatively stable 
from 2005 through 2014, ranging from 36 vessels in 2005 to 38 vessels in 2013 (Table 2). The 
average ex-vessel price of surflcams reported by processors increased about 1% from $12.13 in 
2013 to $12.21 per bushel in 2014. The total ex-vessel value of the 2014 federal harvest was 
approximately $30 million, a 5% decrease from the prior year. A myriad of factors have 
contributed to the difficulties in the clam industry. Major users of clam meats have reduced their 
purchases from industry and stopped advertising products like clam chowder in the media. 
Industry members reported that imported meat from Canada and Vietnam contributed to an 
oversupply of clam meats in the marketplace. The costs to vessels harvesting clams has increased 
due to the rising costs of fuel and insurance. Trips harvesting surfclams have increased in length 
as catch rates have declined. The distribution of LPUE (landings per unit effort) in bushels per 
hour for 2011-2014 is shown below in Figures 10 and 11.  
 
As indicated above, surfclams on Georges Bank were not fished from 1990 to 2008 due to the 
risk of PSP. There was light fishing on Georges Bank in years 2009-2011 under an exempted 
fishing permit and LPUE in that area was substantially higher (5-7 times higher) than in other 
traditional fishing grounds. The Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office reopened a portion of 
Georges Bank to the harvest of surfclams and ocean quahogs beginning January 1, 2013 (77 FR 
75057, December 19, 2012) under its authority in 50 CFR 648.76. Harvesting vessels have to 
adhere to the recently adopted testing protocol into the National Shellfish Sanitation Program.  
 
Processing Sector 
 
Even though this document describes the surfclam fishery, the information presented in this 
section regarding the processing sector is for both surfclams and ocean quahogs as some of these 
facilities purchase/process both species. In 2014, there were 9 companies reporting purchases of 
surfclams and/or ocean quahogs from the industrial fisheries outside of Maine. They were 
distributed by state as indicated in Table 3. Employment data for these specific firms are not 
available. In 2014, these companies bought approximately $22 million worth of ocean quahogs 
and $30 million worth of surfclams. 
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Figure 10. Surfclam landings per unit effort (bushels per hour) by ten-minute square 
(TMSQ), the finest scale location for landings reported in logbooks, for 1981-2000. Source: 
Dan Hennen Pers. Comm. (NEFSC 2014). 
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Figure 11. Surfclam landings per unit effort (bushels per hour) by ten-minute square 
(TMSQ), the finest scale location for landings reported in logbooks, for 2001-2013, and 
preliminary 2014. Source: Dan Hennen Pers. Comm. (NEFSC 2015). 
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Table 2. Federal fleet profile, 2005 through 2014. 

 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Harvesting BOTH 
surfclams & ocean 

quahogs 
12 9 9 8 8 12 12 13 7 7 

Harvesting only 
surfclams 24 20 24 24 28 22 24 29 33 31 

Total Vessels 36 29 33 32 36 34 36 42 40 38 
Source: NMFS clam vessel logbooks 
 

Table 3. Companies that reported buying surfclams ocean quahogs and by state (from 
NMFS dealer/processor surfclam/ocean quahog dealer/processor report database) in 2014. 

Number of 
Companies 

MA NJ 

7 2 
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Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council  

Ocean Quahog Information Document - April 2015 

Management System 
 
The Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for ocean quahog (Arctica islandica) became effective in 
1977. The FMP established the management unit as all ocean quahog in the Atlantic EEZ. The 
FMP is managed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council), in conjunction 
with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) as the Federal implementation and 
enforcement entity. The primary management tool is the specification of an annual quota, which 
is allocated to the holders of allocation shares (Individual Transferable Quotas (ITQs)) at the 
beginning of each calendar year as specified in Amendment 8 to the FMP (1988). In addition to 
the Federal waters fishery, there is a small fishery prosecuted in the state waters of Maine. The 
FMP, including subsequent Amendments and Frameworks, is available on the Council website 
at: http://www.mafmc.org 

Basic Biology 
 
Information on ocean quahog biology can be found in the document titled, “Essential Fish 
Habitat Source Document: Ocean Quahog, Arctica islandica, Life History and Habitat 
Requirements” (Cargnelli et al. 1999). An electronic version is available at the following 
website: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/. Additional information on this species is 
available at the following website: http://www.fishwatch.gov. A summary of the basic biology is 
provided below. 
 
The ocean quahog is a bivalve mollusk distributed in temperate and boreal waters on both sides 
of the North Atlantic Ocean. In the Northeast Atlantic, quahogs occur from Newfoundland to 
Cape Hatteras from depths of about 8 to 400 meters. Ocean quahogs further north occur closer to 
shore. The US stock resource is almost entirely within the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ, 3-
200 miles from shore), outside of state waters, and at depths between 20 and 80 meters. 
However, in the northern range, ocean quahogs inhabit waters closer to shore, such that the state 
of Maine has a small commercial fishery which includes beds within the state's territorial sea (< 
3 miles). Ocean quahogs burrow in a variety of substrates and are often associated with fine 
sand. 
 
Ocean quahogs are one of the longest-living, slowest growing marine bivalves in the world. 
Under normal circumstances, they live to more than 100 years old. Ocean quahogs have been 
aged in excess of 200 years. Growth tends to slow after age 20, which corresponds to the size 
currently harvested by the industry (approximately 3 inches). Size and age at sexual maturity are 
variable and poorly known. Studies in Icelandic waters indicate that 10, 50, and 90 percent of 
female ocean quahogs were sexually mature at 40, 64 and 88 mm (1.5, 2.5 and 3.5 inches) shell 
length or approximately 2, 19 and 61 years of age. Spawning occurs over a protracted interval 
from summer through autumn. Free-floating larvae may drift far from their spawning location 
because they develop slowly and are planktonic for more than 30 days before settling. Major 
recruitment events appear to be separated by periods of decades. 

http://www.mafmc.org/
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/
http://www.fishwatch.gov/
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Based on their growth, longevity and recruitment patterns, ocean quahogs are relatively 
unproductive and able to support only low levels of fishing. The current resource consists of 
individuals that accumulated over many decades. 
 
Ocean quahogs are suspension feeders on phytoplankton, and use siphons which are extended 
above the surface of the substrate to pump in water. Predators of ocean quahogs include certain 
species of crabs, sea stars, and other crustaceans, as well as fish species such as sculpins, ocean 
pout, cod, and haddock. 
 
Status of the Stock 
 
A forward projecting stock assessment model, based on the Deriso-Schnute delay-difference 
equation, was applied in a program called (KLAMZ) and was used in the most recent ocean 
quahog assessment update (Chute et al. 2013). This update utilized the same peer-reviewed and 
approved methods developed at Stock Assessment Workshop 48 (SAW 48). Detailed reports on 
“Stock Status,” including annual assessment and reference point update reports, SAW reports, 
and Stock Assessment Review Committee (SARC) panelist reports are available online at the 
NEFSC website: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov  
 
Based on the June 2013 update, which utilized data through 2011, the stock is not overfished and 
overfishing is not occurring, relative to the biological reference points (Chute et al. 2013). Whole 
stock fishable biomass during 2011 was 2.96 million mt meats (Figure 1), which is above the 
revised Btarget of 1.73 million mt and the revised Bthreshold of 1.39 million mt. The fishing 
mortality rate during 2011 for the stock in the exploited region was F= 0.010 y-1 (Figure 2), 
below the revised Fthreshold of 0.022 y-1. Fishing mortality for the exploited area of the stock was 
also below the previous Fthreshold of 0.08 y-1, and whole stock biomass was above the previous 
Bthreshold of 0.89 million mt. 
 
Based on assessment data, the ocean quahog population is an unproductive stock with infrequent 
recruitment, and thus vulnerable to overfishing (Chute et al. 2013). After three decades of fishing 
at a low F, the stock as a whole is being fished down. In 2011, fishable stock biomass in the 
southernmost regions of Southern VA, Delmarva, and NJ was less than half of 1978 pre-fishery 
levels (recommended target biomass for the stock as a whole is 50% of the pre-fishery biomass). 
Biomass in the more northern regions of LI increased after 1978 due to a recruitment event and 
growth, but then began to decrease in the early 1990s when recruitment declined and the fishery 
gradually began to move north into these regions. Recruitment events appear to be localized and 
separated by decades, although survey length frequencies show that a low level of recruitment 
occurs on a continuous basis. The potential contribution of this recruitment to stock biomass and 
productivity is unknown. 

 
 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/
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Figure 1. KLAMZ model estimates of fishable biomass for the entire stock (top) and the 
exploited regions (bottom), 1982-2011. Source: Stock Assessment Update (Chute at al. 
2013). 
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Figure 2. KLAMZ estimates of fishing mortality for the entire stock (top) and the exploited 
regions (bottom), 1982-2011. Source: Stock Assessment Update (Chute at al. 2013). 
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Description of the Fishery and Market 
 
The commercial fishery for ocean quahog in Federal waters is prosecuted with large vessels and 
hydraulic dredges, and is very different from the small Maine fishery prosecuted with small 
vessels (35-45 ft) targeting quahogs for the local fresh, half shell market. Ocean quahog landings 
and commercial quotas are given below in Table 1. The distribution of the fishery has changed 
over time, with the bulk of the fishery from 1980-1990 being prosecuted off the Delmarva, to 
more Northern areas (Figures 3-6).  
 
Table 1. Federal Ocean Quahog Quotas and Landings: 1998 - 2016. 

Year 
EEZ 

Landings   

(mt meats) 

EEZ 
Landingsa 

('000 bu) 

EEZ Quota         
('000 bu) % Harvested 

1998 17,897 3,946 4,000 99% 

1999 17,381 3,832 4,500 85% 

2000 14,723 3,246 4,500 72% 

2001 17,069 3,763 4,500 84% 

2002 17,947 3,957 4,500 88% 

2003 18,815 4,148 4,500 92% 

2004 17,655 3,892 5,000 78% 

2005 13,635 3,006 5,333 56% 

2006 14,273 3,147 5,333 59% 

2007 15,564 3,431 5,333 64% 

2008 15,727 3,467 5,333 65% 

2009 15,710 3,463 5,333 65% 

2010 16,289 3,591 5,333 67% 

2011b 14,332 3,160 5,333 59% 

2012b 15,864 3,497 5,333 66% 

2013b 14,721 3,245 5,333 61% 

2014c 14,203d 3,131d 5,333 61% 

2015c NA NA 5,333 NA 

2016c NA NA 5,333 NA 
a 1 ocean quahog bushel is approximately 10 lb. b The Scientific and Statistical Committee recommended an overfishing limit 
(OFL) for 2011-2013 = 34,800 mt, and an acceptable biological catch (ABC) = 26,100 mt. c For 2014-2016, the SSC did not 
recommend an OFL. They recommended a constant ABC of 26,100 mt, for 2014-2016. d Preliminary 2014 data. Source: NMFS 
clam vessel logbook reports. Dan Hennen Pers. Comm. (NEFSC 2015) 
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Figure 3. Ocean Quahog stock assessment regions and NEFSC shellfish survey strata. The 
shaded strata are where surfclams are found. Dan Hennen Pers. Comm. (NEFSC 2015). 

 
 
Figure 4. Ocean quahog landings from the US EEZ during 1979-2013, and preliminary 
2014, by stock assessment region. Source: Dan Hennen Pers. Comm. (NEFSC 2015). 
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Figure 5. Average ocean quahog landings by ten-minute square (TMSQ), by ten-minute 
square (TMSQ), the finest scale location for landings reported in logbooks, for 1981-2000 
(1 kilobushel = 1000 bu y-1). Source: Dan Hennen Pers. Comm. (NEFSC 2015). 
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Figure 6. Average Ocean quahog landings by ten-minute square (TMSQ), the finest scale 
location for landings reported in logbooks, for 2001-2013, and preliminary 2014 (1 
kilobushel = 1000 bu y-1). Source: Dan Hennen Pers. Comm. (NEFSC 2015).
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Port and Community Description 
 
When Amendment 13 to the FMP was developed, the Council hired Dr. Bonnie McCay and her 
associates at Rutgers University to describe the ports and communities that are associated with 
the surfclam and ocean quahog fisheries. The researchers did an extensive job characterizing the 
three main fisheries (non-Maine ocean quahog, Maine ocean quahog, and surfclam). The McCay 
team characterizations of the ports and communities are based on government census and labor 
statistics and on observations and interviews carried out during the late 1990s and in the fall of 
2001. The description of the fishing gear, areas fished, etc. are fully described in Amendment 13. 

Communities from Maine to Virginia are involved in the harvesting and processing of surfclams 
and ocean quahogs. Ports in New Jersey and Massachusetts handle the most volume and value, 
particularly Atlantic City and Point Pleasant, New Jersey, and New Bedford, Massachusetts. 
There are also landings in Ocean City, Maryland, and the Jonesport and Beals Island areas of 
Maine. The Maine fishery is entirely for ocean quahogs, which are sold as shellstock for the half-
shell market. The other fisheries are industrialized ones for surfclams and ocean quahogs, which 
are hand shucked or steam-shucked and processed into fried, canned, and frozen products. 

Additional information on "Community Profiles for the Northeast US Fisheries" can be found at:   
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/communityProfiles.html 

Federal Fleet Profile 
 
The total number of vessels participating in the ocean quahog fisheries outside the state of Maine 
has experienced a downward trend as the fisheries moved beyond a market crisis in 2005 where 
major users of clam meats reduced their purchases from industry and stopped advertising 
products like clam chowder in the media. Industry members reported that imported meat from 
Canada and Vietnam contributed to an oversupply of clam meats in the marketplace. The costs to 
vessels harvesting clams have increased significantly, with the greatest component being the cost 
of diesel fuel. Trips harvesting quahogs have also increased in length as catch rates have declined 
steadily. The 30 or so vessels that reported landings during 2004 and 2005 was reduced and 
coast-wide harvests consolidated on to approximately 20 vessels in the subsequent years. The 
Maine ocean quahog fleet numbers started to decline with fuel prices soaring in mid-2008 and 
totaled 9 in 2014 (Table 2). 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/communityProfiles.html
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Table 2. Federal Fleet Profile, 2005 through 2014. 

 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Non-Maine Vessels 
Harvesting BOTH 
surfclams & ocean 

quahogs 

12 9 9 8 8 12 12 13 7 7 

Non-Maine Vessels 
Harvesting only ocean 

quahogs 
12 9 8 10 7 9 7 6 9 9 

Total Non-Maine 
Vessels 24 18 17 18 15 21 19 19 16 16 

Maine Ocean Quahog 
Vessels 32 25 24 22 19 15 13 12 11 9 

Source: NMFS clam vessel logbooks. 
 
The average ex-vessel price of non-Maine ocean quahogs reported by processors in 2014 was 
$7.02 per bushel, a slight increase from the 2013 price ($6.87 per bushel). In 2014, 3.1 million 
bushels of non-Maine ocean quahog were landed compared to 3.2 million bushels landed in 
2013. The total ex-vessel value of the 2014 federal harvest outside of Maine was approximately 
$22 million, about the same as 2013.  
 
In 2014, the Maine ocean quahog fleet harvested a total of 43,831 Maine bushels, a 37% 
decrease from the 69,998 bushels harvested in 2012. Average prices for Maine ocean quahogs 
have declined substantially over the past 10 years. In 2003, there were very few trips that sold for 
less than $37.00 per Maine bushel, and the mean price was $40.66. Aggressive price cutting by 
one company has driven prices down such that many trips in 2008 and 2009 sold for $28.00, 
with the mean price for all trips equaling $33.31 per bushel in 2008. In 2014, the mean price was 
$27.67 per Maine bushel. The value of the 2014 harvest reported by the purchasing dealers 
totaled $1.27 million, a decrease of 14% from the prior year. 
 
The distribution of LPUE (landings per unit effort) in bushels per hour for 1981-2014 is shown 
below in Figures 7 and 8. 
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Figure 7. Ocean quahog landings per unit effort (bushels per hour) by ten-minute square 
(TMSQ), the finest scale location for landings reported in logbooks, for 1981-2000. Source: 
Dan Hennen Pers. Comm. (NEFSC 2015). 
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Figure 8. Ocean quahog landings per unit effort (bushels per hour) by ten-minute square 
(TMSQ), the finest scale location for landings reported in logbooks, for 2001-2013, and 
preliminary 2014. Source: Dan Hennen Pers. Comm. (NEFSC 2015). 
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Processing Sector 
 
Even though this document describes the ocean quahog fisheries, the information presented in 
this section regarding the processing sector is for both surfclams and ocean quahogs as some of 
these facilities purchase/process both species. In 2014, there were 9 companies reporting 
purchases of surfclams and/or ocean quahogs from the industrial fisheries outside of Maine. 
They were distributed by state as indicated in Table 3. Employment data for these specific firms 
are not available. In 2014, these companies bought approximately $22 million worth of ocean 
quahogs and $30 million worth of surfclams. 

Table 3. Companies that reported buying ocean quahogs and surfclams by state (from 
NMFS dealer/processor surfclam/ocean quahog dealer/processor report database) in 2013. 

Number of 
Companies 

MA NJ 

7 2 
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2015 Surfclam/Ocean 
Quahog  
Quota Report  

Report run on:  
For data reported 
through:  
Quota Period:  
Quota Period Dates:  

April 16, 2015  
April 15, 2015  
 
2015  
01/01/15 to 
12/31/15  

 

 

Species Bushels* Percent 
of Quota* 

Quota 
(Bushels) 

SURFCLAM 419,136 12.3 3,400,000 

OCEAN QUAHOG 666,688 12.5 5,333,000 

MAINE QUAHOG 2,269 2.3 100,000 

 
Data are provided by the Northeast Region/Analysis and Program Support Division of NOAA 
Fisheries. These figures are based on the 2015 dealer/processor shellfish reports for purchases 
made through April 15, 2015 and may be preliminary. Maine bushels have been converted to 
standard bushels for the 'Ocean Quahog' data but remain in Maine bushels for the 'Maine 
Quahog' data. *The landings in these fields exclude 'Confidential' data. 
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PART 229—TAXES 

■ 2. Amend section 229.402–70 by 
revising paragraph (a) to read as follows: 

229.402–70 Additional clauses. 
(a) Use the basic or the alternate of the 

clause at 252.229–7001, Tax Relief, in 
solicitations and contracts when a 
contract will be awarded to a foreign 
concern for performance in a foreign 
country. 

(1) Use the basic clause in 
solicitations and contracts when the 
contract will be performed in a foreign 
country other than Germany. 

(2) Use the alternate I clause in 
solicitations and contracts when the 
contract will be performed in Germany. 
* * * * * 

PART 252—SOLICITATION 
PROVISIONS AND CONTRACT 
CLAUSES 

■ 3. Amend section 252.229–7001 by— 
■ a. Revising the introductory text, 
clause title and date; and 
■ b. Revising Alternate I. 

The revisions read as follows: 

252.229–7001 Tax Relief. 
As prescribed in 229.402–70(a), use 

one of the following clauses: 
Basic. As prescribed at 229.402– 

70(a)(1), use the following clause. 

TAX RELIEF—BASIC (SEP 2014) 

* * * * * 
Alternate I. As prescribed at 229.402– 

70(a)(2), use the following clause, which 
adds a paragraph (d) not included in the 
basic clause. 

TAX RELIEF—ALTERNATE I (SEP 2014) 

(a) Prices set forth in this contract are 
exclusive of all taxes and duties from which 
the United States Government is exempt by 
virtue of tax agreements between the United 
States Government and the Contractor’s 
government. The following taxes or duties 
have been excluded from the contract price: 
NAME OF TAX: [Offeror insert] 
RATE (PERCENTAGE): [Offeror insert] 

(b) The Contractor’s invoice shall list 
separately the gross price, amount of tax 
deducted, and net price charged. 

(c) When items manufactured to United 
States Government specifications are being 
acquired, the Contractor shall identify the 
materials or components intended to be 
imported in order to ensure that relief from 
import duties is obtained. If the Contractor 
intends to use imported products from 
inventories on hand, the price of which 
includes a factor for import duties, the 
Contractor shall ensure the United States 
Government’s exemption from these taxes. 
The Contractor may obtain a refund of the 
import duties from its government or request 
the duty-free import of an amount of supplies 
or components corresponding to that used 
from inventory for this contract. 

(d) Tax relief will be claimed in Germany 
pursuant to the provisions of the Agreement 
Between the United States of America and 
Germany Concerning Tax Relief to be 
Accorded by Germany to United States 
Expenditures in the Interest of Common 
Defense. The Contractor shall use 
Abwicklungsschein fuer abgabenbeguenstigte 
Lieferungen/Leistungen nach dem Offshore 
Steuerabkommen (Performance Certificate for 
Tax-Free Deliveries/Performance according 
to the Offshore Tax Relief Agreement) or 
other documentary evidence acceptable to 
the German tax authorities. All purchases 
made and paid for on a tax-free basis during 
a 30-day period may be accumulated, totaled, 
and reported as tax-free. 

(End of clause) 
[FR Doc. 2014–22860 Filed 9–29–14; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 5001–06–P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

50 CFR Part 648 

[Docket No. 900124–0127] 

RIN 0648–XD515 

Atlantic Surfclam and Ocean Quahog 
Fisheries; 2015 Fishing Quotas for 
Atlantic Surfclams and Ocean 
Quahogs; and Suspension of Minimum 
Atlantic Surfclam Size Limit 

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Temporary reule. 

SUMMARY: NMFS suspends the 
minimum size limit for Atlantic 
surfclams for the 2015 fishing year. 
NMFS also announces that the quotas 
for the Atlantic surfclam and ocean 
quahog fisheries for 2015 will remain 
status quo. Regulations governing these 
fisheries require NMFS to notify the 
public in the Federal Register of the 
allowable harvest levels for Atlantic 
surfclams and ocean quahogs from the 
Exclusive Economic Zone if the 
previous year’s quota specifications 
remain unchanged. 
DATES: Effective January 1, 2015, 
through December 31, 2015. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Douglas Potts, Fishery Policy Analyst, 
978–281–9341. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
regulations implementing the fishery 
management plan (FMP) for the Atlantic 
surfclam and ocean quahog fisheries at 
50 CFR 648.75(b)(3), authorize the 
Administrator, Greater Atlantic Region, 

NMFS (Regional Administrator), to 
suspend annually, by publication of a 
notification in the Federal Register, the 
minimum size limit for Atlantic 
surfclams. This action may be taken 
unless discard, catch, and biological 
sampling data indicate that 30 percent 
or more of the Atlantic surfclam 
resource have a shell length less than 
4.75 inches (120 mm), and the overall 
reduced size is not attributable to 
harvest from beds where growth of the 
individual clams has been reduced 
because of density-dependent factors. 

At its June 2014 meeting, the Mid- 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
voted to recommend that the Regional 
Administrator suspend the minimum 
size limit for Atlantic surfclams for the 
2015 fishing year. Commercial surfclam 
data for 2014 were analyzed to 
determine the percentage of surfclams 
that were smaller than the minimum 
size requirement. The analysis indicated 
that 5.9 percent of the overall 
commercial landings were composed of 
surfclams that were less than 4.75 in 
(120 mm). Based on these data, the 
Regional Administrator concurs with 
the Council’s recommendation, and 
suspends the minimum size limit for 
Atlantic surfclams from January 1 
through December 31, 2015. 

The FMP for the Atlantic surfclam 
and ocean quahog fisheries requires that 
NMFS issue notification in the Federal 
Register of the upcoming year’s quota, 
even in cases where the quota remains 
unchanged from the previous year. At 
its June 2014 meeting, the Council also 
voted that no action be taken to change 
the quota specifications for Atlantic 
surfclams and ocean quahogs for the 
2015 fishing year, and recommended 
maintaining the 2014 quota levels of 3.4 
million bu (181 million L) for Atlantic 
surfclams, 5.3 million bu (284 million L) 
for ocean quahogs, and 100,000 Maine 
bu (3.524 million L) for Maine ocean 
quahogs, as announced in the Federal 
Register on December 20, 2013 (78 FR 
77005). 

Classification 

This action is authorized by 50 CFR 
part 648 and is exempt from review 
under Executive Order 12866. 

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq. 

Dated: September 24, 2014. 

Emily H. Menashes, 
Acting Director, Office of Sustainable 
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service. 
[FR Doc. 2014–23267 Filed 9–29–14; 8:45 am] 
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Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 

North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901 
Phone: 302-674-2331 ǀ FAX: 302-674-5399 ǀ www.mafmc.org 

Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman ǀ Lee G. Anderson, Vice Chairman 
Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director 

  

M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: May 29, 2015 

To: Council 

From: Mary Clark  

Subject: National Standard 1, 3, and 7 Guidelines – Draft Comments 
  
The Council will meet on Tuesday, June 9th, at 3:30 p.m. to review a draft comment letter and 
provide additional input on proposed revisions to the guidelines for National Standards 1, 3, and 7 
of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  

The following documents are enclosed:  

1) Draft comment letter  
2) Proposed Rule: Revisions to the Guidelines for National Standard 1, 3, and 7  

Additional information and background documents are available on the NMFS website at 
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/laws_policies/national_standards/ns1_revisions.html.  

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/laws_policies/national_standards/ns1_revisions.html


  Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901-3910 

Phone: 302-674-2331 ǀ FAX: 302-674-5399 ǀ www.mafmc.org 

Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman ǀ Lee G. Anderson, Vice Chairman 

Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director 

 
 
June X, 2015 

Dr. Wes Patrick 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Acting Branch Chief-Fisheries Policy 
1315 East West Highway 
Silver Spring MD 20910 

Dear Dr. Patrick: 

Thank you for providing the Council with an opportunity to provide comments on the proposed 
revisions to the National Standard l, 3, and 7 guidelines. We appreciate the agency’s efforts to 
improve, clarify, and streamline the guidelines and to address our requests for greater flexibility. 

The Council received an overview of the proposed changes from Deb Lambert during our April 
2015 Council Meeting. The Council subsequently developed the following comments: 

 Stocks Requiring Conservation and Management: The Council supports the addition of 
more specific criteria for determining which stocks should and should not be included in an 
FMP. However, the Council has concerns about the proposed changes relative to the 
designation and management of ecosystem component (EC) and non-target species. After 
removing the list of criteria for classifying EC species, the remaining criteria for EC 
designation is that “they do not require conservation and management.” These changes seem 
contrary to many of the suggestions on this topic provided by the councils in response to the 
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) regarding the National Standard 1 (NS1) 
Guidelines1. In general, the councils requested clarification on the concept and role of EC 
species and additional guidance on how EC species should be managed and monitored. 
Instead, the revised guidelines provide the councils with almost no instruction on what type of 
management, if any, is required for these species other than stating that they do not require 
ACLs or AMs. If the terms ecosystem component and non-target species are going to remain 
in use, the Council recommends that NMFS clarify the meaning and intent of these 
classifications. 

                                                 
1 http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/laws_policies/national_standards/documents/ns1_anpr_comments_summary.pdf  

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/laws_policies/national_standards/documents/ns1_anpr_comments_summary.pdf


 
 

 Calculating TMax: The Council supports the addition of two alternative methods for 
calculating Tmax. We recommend that additional guidance be provided regarding when each 
method should be used.  

 Discontinuing Rebuilding Plans: The Council supports the addition of provisions to allow 
rebuilding plans to be discontinued before the stock reaches Bmsy if certain criteria are met. 
This change addresses concerns that have been expressed by many Mid-Atlantic stakeholders.   

 FMP Review: The Council recognizes the importance of periodically reviewing the 
objectives and performance of fishery management plans (FMPs), and we agree that 
measurable goals and objectives are important. However, FMP reviews are complex tasks that 
demand significant time and resources, and the need for such reviews varies over time and 
across fisheries. In most cases, it wouldn’t make sense for a council to review all of its FMPs 
at the same time intervals. Therefore, we support the decision not to define the term 
“regularly,” and we recommend that NMFS consider modifying this section to give the 
councils additional flexibility to conduct FMP reviews on an as-needed basis rather than on a 
pre-set timeline. 

 “Depleted” Definition: The Council supports the inclusion of a definition for “depleted” 
stocks in the NS1 guidelines, but we would note that this addition is unlikely to have much 
impact without a corresponding revision to the Magnuson-Stevens Act.   

 Multi-Year Overfishing Determinations: The Council supports the addition of an option to 
determine the overfishing status of a stock based on a multi-year approach. This option makes 
sense for many fisheries and will enable the councils to account for variability in stock size 
from year to year. 

 Phase-In ABC Control Rules: The Council approves of the new provisions that would allow 
councils to phase in changes to the ABC over a period of up to three years. This change is 
unlikely to jeopardize the sustainability of fisheries and will potentially enable greater 
stability for many fishing communities.  

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please feel free to contact me if you have 
any questions or need clarification on any of these issues.  

Sincerely, 

 

Richard B. Robins, Jr. 
Chairman 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

50 CFR Part 600 

[Docket No. 120416013–4641–02] 

RIN 0648–BB92 

Magnuson-Stevens Act Provisions; 
National Standard Guidelines 

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Proposed rule; request for 
comments. 

SUMMARY: NMFS proposes revisions to 
the guidelines for National Standards 
(NS) 1, 3, and 7 of the Magnuson- 
Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (MSA) and to the 
General section of the NS guidelines. 
This action is necessary to improve and 
clarify the guidance within the NS 
guidelines. The purpose of this action is 
to facilitate compliance with 
requirements of the MSA to end and 
prevent overfishing, rebuild overfished 
stocks and achieve optimum yield (OY). 
DATES: Written comments must be 
received on or before June 30, 2015. 
ADDRESSES: You may submit comments 
on this document, identified by NOAA– 
NMFS–2012–0059, by any of the 
following methods: 
• Electronic Submission: Submit all 

electronic public comments via the 
Federal e-Rulemaking Portal. Go to: 
www.regulations.gov/
#!docketDetail;D=NOAA-NMFS-2012- 
0059, click the ‘‘Comment Now!’’ icon, 
complete the required fields, and enter 
or attach your comments. 
• Mail: Submit written comments to 

Wesley Patrick, National Marine 
Fisheries Service, NOAA, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, 1315 East-West 
Highway, Room 13357, Silver Spring, 
MD 20910. 
• Fax: 301–713–1193; Attn: Wesley 

Patrick. 
Instructions: Comments sent by any 

other method, to any other address or 
individual, or received after the end of 
the comment period, may not be 
considered by NMFS. All comments 
received are a part of the public record 
and will generally be posted for public 
viewing on www.regulations.gov 
without change. All personal identifying 
information (e.g., name, address, etc.), 
confidential business information, or 
otherwise sensitive information 
submitted voluntarily by the sender will 
be publicly accessible. NMFS will 

accept anonymous comments (enter ‘‘N/ 
A’’ in the required fields if you wish to 
remain anonymous). Attachments to 
electronic comments will be accepted in 
Microsoft Word, Excel, or Adobe PDF 
file formats only. Copies of supporting 
documents can be obtained from Wesley 
Patrick (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
CONTACT). 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Wesley Patrick, 301–427–8563 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
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I. Purpose and Overview of Proposed 
Revisions 

The National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) fulfills the requirements of 
section 301(b) of the Magnuson-Stevens 
Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act (MSA)—‘‘The Secretary shall 
establish advisory guidelines (which 
shall not have the force and effect of 
law), based on the national standards, to 
assist in the development of fishery 
management plans’’—with its National 
Standard (NS) guidelines that appear at 
50 CFR 600.305 through 600.355. NMFS 
is proposing revisions to the General 
section of the NS guidelines and the 
guidelines for NS1, NS3, and NS7. Since 
2007, fisheries management within the 
U.S. has experienced many changes, in 
particular the development and 
implementation of annual catch limits 
(ACLs) and accountability measures 
(AMs) under all fishery management 
plans to end and prevent overfishing. 
Based on this experience, NMFS 
believes the NS guidelines can be 
improved to enhance the utility of the 
guidelines for managers and the public. 

The objective of these proposed 
revisions is to improve and streamline 
the NS1 guidelines, address concerns 
raised during the implementation of 
ACLs and AMs, and provide flexibility 
within current statutory limits to 
address fishery management issues. The 
purpose of this action is to facilitate 
compliance with requirements of the 
MSA, 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq., to end and 
prevent overfishing, rebuild overfished 
stocks, and achieve optimum yield 
(OY). The proposed revisions would not 
establish new, specific requirements or 
require Fishery Management Councils 
(Councils) to revise their Fishery 
Management Plans (FMPs) to comply 
with the MSA. Rather, the proposal 
offers additional clarity and potential 
alternatives to highlight the current 
flexibility in meeting the MSA’s current 
mandates. 

Proposed revisions to the General 
section of the NS guidelines and the 
guidelines for NS1, NS3, and NS7 
include the following: (1) Add a 
recommendation that Councils reassess 
the objectives of their fisheries on a 
regular basis; (2) consolidate and clarify 
guidance on identifying whether stocks 
require conservation and management; 
(3) provide additional flexibility in 
managing data limited stocks; (4) revise 
the guidance on stock complexes to 
encourage the use of indicator stocks; 
(5) describe how aggregate maximum 
sustainable yield (MSY) estimates can 
be used; (6) propose a definition for a 
depleted stock; (7) provide increased 
stability in fisheries by providing 
guidance on the use of multi-year 
overfishing determinations; (8) revise 
the guidance on optimum yield (OY) to 
improve clarity and better describe the 
role of OY under the Annual Catch 
Limit (ACL) framework; (9) clarify the 
guidance on acceptable biological catch 
(ABC) control rules, describe how the 
ABC control rules can allow for phase- 
in adjustments to ABC, and allow for 
carry-over of all or some of an unused 
portion of the ACL; (10) revise the 
guidance on accountability measures 
(AMs) to improve clarity; (11) clarify the 
guidance on establishing ACL and AM 
mechanisms in FMPs; and (12) provide 
flexibility in rebuilding stocks. Further 
explanations of the major revisions that 
are being proposed, and the rationale for 
those revisions, are provided below. 

II. Background 
Section 301(a) of the Magnuson- 

Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (MSA) contains 10 
national standards for fishery 
conservation and management. Any 
FMP prepared under the MSA, and any 
regulation promulgated pursuant to the 
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MSA to implement any such plan, must 
be consistent with these national 
standards. National Standard 1 (NS1) of 
the MSA states that conservation and 
management measures shall prevent 
overfishing while achieving, on a 
continuing basis, the OY from each 
fishery for the U.S. fishing industry. 
National Standard 3 (NS3) of the MSA 
states that, to the extent practicable, an 
individual stock of fish shall be 
managed as a unit throughout its range, 
and interrelated stocks of fish shall be 
managed as a unit or in close 
coordination. National Standard 7 (NS7) 
of the MSA states that conservation and 
management measures shall, where 
practicable, minimize costs and avoid 
unnecessary duplication. 

Guidelines for NS1, NS3, and NS7 
were first published in 1977 (42 FR 
34450, July 5, 1977) and are codified in 
50 CFR 600.310, 600.320, and 600.340, 
respectively. NMFS last revised the NS1 
guidelines on January 16, 2009, to 
provide guidance for the 
implementation of requirements enacted 
by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management 
Reauthorization Act of 2006 for annual 
catch limits (ACLs) and accountability 
measures (AMs) to end and prevent 
overfishing (74 FR 3178). The NS3 and 
NS7 guidelines were last revised in 
1998 (63 FR 24212, May 1, 1998). 

From 2007 to 2012, the 46 Federal 
FMPs have been amended to implement 
ACLs and AMs to end and prevent 
overfishing. This has been a 
transformative process for Federal 
fisheries; before the ACL requirement, 
some U.S. fisheries were managed under 
a total allowable catch system, but the 
majority were managed through effort 
controls (e.g., days at sea, closures) or 
without explicit accountability. 

Due to a number of concerns raised 
during the implementation of ACLs and 
AMs, NMFS published an Advance 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) 
on May 3, 2012, (77 FR 26238) to solicit 
public comments on potential 
adjustments to the NS1 guidelines. The 
comment period on the ANPR was 
extended once (77 FR 39459, July 3, 
2012), and then reopened (77 FR 58086, 
Sept. 19, 2012), and ended on October 
12, 2012. In March 2013, NMFS 
published a report that summarizes the 
comments received on the ANPR; the 
report is available online at: http://
www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/laws_policies/
national_standards/ns1_revisions.html. 

In addition to the ANPR, issues 
related to the national standard 
guidelines were discussed at other 
public forums. In May 2013, NMFS 
sponsored the Managing Our Nation’s 
Fisheries 3 conference in Washington, 

DC. The conference focused on 
identifying ways to advance 
sustainability within U.S. fisheries. The 
discussions at the conference addressed 
MSA reauthorization issues, as well as 
adjustments to current management 
(including potential revisions to the 
NS1 guidelines) that do not require 
legislation to implement. More 
information about the conference is 
available here: http://
www.managingfisheries.org/. In 
September 2013, in response to a 2010 
request from Congress, the National 
Research Council released its report 
titled ‘‘Evaluating the Effectiveness of 
Fish Stock Rebuilding Plans in the 
United States.’’ This included an 
evaluation of success in stock 
rebuilding, an investigation of the 
effects of uncertainty, and identification 
of means to better account for social, 
economic and ecosystem factors in the 
rebuilding plans. The purpose of the 
report was to help NOAA and the 
regional Councils better construct 
efficient and effective rebuilding plans. 
More information about the report is 
available here: http://
www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/laws_policies/
national_standards/rebuilding.htm. 

In December 2013, the Marine 
Fisheries Advisory Committee 
Recreational Fishing Group presented 
NMFS with a white paper on 
recreational fisheries perspectives. The 
paper included recommendations for 
possible changes to the MSA, as well as 
possible changes to fishing regulations 
and policy. The full report can be found 
here: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/
management/recreational/2014_
summit/pre-summit_resources.html. In 
February 2014, the Commission on 
Saltwater Recreational Fisheries 
Management published its report, A 
Vision for Managing America’s 
Saltwater Recreational Fisheries, 
providing recommendations for 
management measures to address the 
needs of the recreational community 
(Morris and Deal 2014). The report can 
be found here: http://asafishing.org/
uploads/Marine_Visioning_Report_
January_2014.pdf. Lastly, NMFS 
provided updates on the NS1 guidelines 
at Council Coordination Committee 
(CCC) meetings in 2013 and 2014. The 
CCC consists of the chairs, vice chairs, 
and executive directors from each 
regional Council, or other staff, as 
appropriate. This committee meets 
twice each year to discuss issues 
relevant to all Councils, including 
issues related to the implementation of 
the MSA. More information about CCC 
meetings can be found here: http://

www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/management/
councils/ccc/ccc.htm. 

III. Goals and Objectives of Fishery 
Management Plans 

The General section of the NS 
guidelines, 50 CFR 600.305, describes 
the purpose of the NS guidelines and 
the importance of identifying fishery 
management objectives within a FMP, 
and defines words that are used 
throughout the NS guidelines. This 
section was last revised in 1998 (63 FR 
24211, May 1, 1998). More recently, 
stakeholders, Councils, and NMFS have 
recognized the importance of re- 
evaluating the management objectives of 
FMPs on a regular basis, because the 
needs of the fishery may change over 
time. Examples of re-evaluations 
include Council discussions over 
allocation of catch among sectors of the 
fishery, and visioning projects that 
several Councils have initiated to 
identify long-term objectives for its 
fisheries. Measureable goals and 
objectives are an integral part of the 
adaptive fishery management system 
used in the United States, where such 
metrics are used to measure the 
performance of the management actions 
taken by the Councils (see, e.g., Punt 
2006; Hilborn 2007; Levin et al. 2009). 
To highlight the importance of having 
well-defined management objectives, 
and as part of NOAA’s effort to carry out 
the President’s directive in Executive 
Order 13563 to conduct retrospective 
analysis of existing significant 
regulations, NMFS proposes to add a 
statement to § 600.305(b) to recommend 
that Councils should reassess the 
objectives of their fisheries on a regular 
basis to reflect the changing needs of the 
fishery over time (see § 600.305(b)(2) of 
this proposed action). Similarly, NMFS 
proposes to recommend that Councils 
consider the management objectives of 
their FMPs and their management 
framework to determine the relevant 
factors to determine OY (see section X 
of the preamble and 
§ 600.310(e)(3)(iii)(B) of this proposed 
action). NMFS chose not to proscribe a 
set time period for ‘‘a regular basis’’ in 
order to provide the Councils the 
flexibility to determine this time frame 
themselves; although no time frame is 
proscribed, Councils should provide 
notice to the public of their expected 
schedule for review. Given the scope 
and complexity of such a task, NMFS 
does not expect Councils to reassess 
their FMP objectives every few years; 
rather, some longer time frame which 
staggers the review of each FMP may be 
more appropriate. For example, limited 
access privilege programs (a type of 
catch share program) must be formally 
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1 The list of factors are based on concepts from 
the current NS1 guidelines (see § 600.305(c)(2)(ii) 
and (iv) of this proposed action), the NS7 guidelines 
(see § 600.305(c)(2)(iii), (vi)–(x) of this proposed 
action), the MSA definition of conservation and 
management (see § 600.305(c)(2)(i) of this proposed 
action), and other provisions of the MSA (see 
§ 600.305(c)(2)(v) of this proposed action). 

reviewed 5 years after implementation 
and at least every 7 years thereafter. See 
16 U.S.C. 1853a(c)(1)(G). 

IV. Stocks That Require Conservation 
and Management 

The MSA provides for Federal fishery 
management authority in the U.S. 
exclusive economic zone (EEZ), 16 
U.S.C. 1801(b)(1), and provides that 
each Council shall prepare an FMP for 
each fishery under its authority that 
requires conservation and management. 
Id. section 1852(h)(1). In recent years, 
NMFS has received multiple legal 
challenges regarding which stocks 
should or should not be managed under 
an MSA FMP. NMFS does not believe 
that MSA section 302(h)(1) on its face 
directs preparation of an FMP for all 
fisheries in the EEZ and other MSA 
provisions support this view. See, e.g., 
id. section 1856(a)(3)(A) (authorizing a 
State to regulate a fishing vessel outside 
the boundaries of the State in certain 
circumstances, including when there is 
no Federal FMP or other applicable 
Federal regulations), and id. section 
1881(a)(1)–(2) (authorizing information 
collection for purpose of ‘‘determining 
whether a fishery is in need of 
management.’’). Legislative history for 
section 302(h)(1) affirms that ‘‘Councils 
are not required to prepare FMPs for 
every fishery within their geographical 
areas of authority.’’ See House Rep. No. 
97–549, on insertion of language ‘‘in 
need of conservation and management’’ 
as part of the 1982 amendment of MSA 
reprinted in 1983 U.S.C.C.A.N. at 4339, 
(May 17, 1982). 

The question is how a Council should 
determine whether a fishery requires or 
is in need of conservation and 
management. The MSA and current NS 
guidelines indirectly touch upon this 
issue in several places, but NMFS 
believes that consolidating, 
streamlining, and clarifying guidance in 
the General section of the NS guidelines 
would be beneficial. NMFS believes that 
it is appropriate that guidance on which 
stocks need conservation and 
management should be contained 
separately from the 10 National 
Standard guidelines as it would be the 
basis for implementation of all the 
National Standards. 

MSA section 302(h)(1) and other 
related provisions refer to a ‘‘fishery’’ 
and ‘‘conservation and management.’’ A 
‘‘fishery’’ is ‘‘(A) one or more stocks of 
fish which can be treated as a unit for 
purposes of conservation and 
management and which are identified 
on the basis of geographical, scientific, 
technical, recreational, and economic 
characteristics; and (B) any fishing for 
such stocks.’’ 16 U.S.C. 1802(13). The 

first part of the definition is nearly 
identical to the MSA’s definition for 
‘‘stock of fish’’—‘‘species, subspecies, 
geographical grouping, or other category 
of fish capable of management as a 
unit.’’ Id. section 1802(42). In other 
words, a ‘‘fishery’’ includes stocks of 
fish, as well as the people, vessels, gear, 
and other infrastructure that is designed 
to capture and process the stocks of fish. 
‘‘Conservation and management’’ 
includes ‘‘all of the rules, regulations, 
conditions, methods, and other 
measures (A) which are required to 
rebuild, restore, or maintain, and which 
are useful in rebuilding, restoring, or 
maintaining, any fishery resource and 
the marine environment; and (B) which 
are designed to assure that— (i) a supply 
of food and other products may be 
taken, and that recreational benefits may 
be obtained, on a continuing basis; (ii) 
irreversible or long-term adverse effects 
on fishery resources and the marine 
environment are avoided; and (iii) there 
will be a multiplicity of options 
available with respect to future uses of 
these resources.’’ Id. section 1802(5). 

When developing an FMP, a Council 
must, among other things, describe the 
fishery (e.g. species of fish involved) in 
the FMP. Id. section 1853(a)(2). An FMP 
must also be consistent with the 10 
National Standards, id. section 1851(a), 
and contain conservation and 
management measures that are 
‘‘necessary and appropriate for the 
conservation and management of the 
fishery to prevent overfishing and 
rebuild overfished stocks, and to 
protect, restore, and promote the long- 
term health and stability of the fishery.’’ 
Id. section 1853(a)(1)(A). 

The addition of MSA section 
303(a)(15), which requires that all FMPs 
establish mechanisms for specifying 
ACLs and AMs, led to the most recent 
revision of the NS1 guidelines in 2009 
(74 FR 3178, Jan. 16, 2009). The 2009 
NS1 guidelines interpreted this 
requirement to mean that stocks and 
stocks complexes ‘‘in the fishery’’ need 
ACLs and AMs. The 2009 NS1 
guidelines explained that as a default, 
all stocks in an FMP are considered ‘‘in 
the fishery’’ unless the Council 
identifies them as an ecosystem 
component (EC) species. FMPs are 
required to provide the mandatory 
measures described in MSA section 
303(a), including ACLs and AMs, for 
only those ‘‘stocks in the fishery.’’ 
Although NMFS’ interpretation has 
been that ‘‘stocks in the fishery’’ are in 
need of ‘‘conservation and 
management,’’ the NS1 guidelines do 
not specifically address the 
determination of whether a stock is in 
need of conservation and management. 

The NS3 Guidelines address 
structuring appropriate management 
units for stocks and stock complexes 
and instruct that the choice of a 
management unit depends on the focus 
of the FMP’s objectives, and may be 
organized around biological, geographic, 
economic, technical, social, or 
ecological perspectives. 50 CFR 
600.320(d)(1). The NS3 guidelines also 
state that a management unit may 
contain stocks for which data is not 
available to specify MSY and OY or to 
establish management measures, so that 
data on those stocks may be collected. 

The NS7 guidelines state that MSA 
requires Councils to prepare FMPs only 
for overfished fisheries and for other 
fisheries where regulation would serve 
some useful purpose and where the 
present or future benefits of regulation 
would justify the costs. 50 CFR 
600.340(b)(2). The NS7 Guidelines 
provide seven criteria for determining 
whether a fishery needs management 
through regulations implementing an 
FMP. Id. 

In this action, NMFS proposes a new 
section specifically regarding ‘‘stocks 
that require conservation and 
management’’ (see proposed 
§ 600.305(c)). Any stocks that are 
predominately caught in Federal waters 
and are overfished or subject to 
overfishing, or likely to become 
overfished or subject to overfishing, 
would be considered to require 
conservation and management and 
therefore must be included in an FMP 
(see proposed § 600.305(c)(1)). See 16 
U.S.C.1853(a)(1)(A) (requiring that 
FMPs contain conservation and 
management measures that are 
necessary ‘‘to prevent overfishing and 
rebuild overfished stocks’’). Proposed 
sections 600.305(c)(1)(i)–(x) set forth 
factors 1 to be considered in all other 
situations when determining a 
conservation and management need: 

(1) The stock is an important 
component of the marine environment. 

(2) The stock is caught by the fishery. 
(3) Whether an FMP can improve or 

maintain the condition of the stocks. 
(4) The stock is a target of a fishery. 
(5) The stock is important to 

commercial, recreational, or subsistence 
users. 

(6) The fishery is important to the 
Nation and to the regional economy. 

(7) The need to resolve competing 
interests and conflicts among user 
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groups and whether an FMP can further 
that resolution. 

(8) The economic condition of a 
fishery and whether an FMP can 
produce more efficient utilization. 

(9) The needs of a developing fishery, 
and whether an FMP can foster orderly 
growth. 

(10) The extent to which the fishery 
could be or is already adequately 
managed by states, by state/Federal 
programs, by Federal regulations 
pursuant to other FMPs or international 
commissions, or by industry self- 
regulation, consistent with the policies 
and standards of the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act. 

When considering adding a new stock 
to an FMP or keeping an existing stock 
within an FMP, Councils should 
prepare a thorough analysis of the 
factors, and any additional 
considerations that may be relevant to 
the particular stock. No single factor is 
dispositive, but Councils should 
consider weighting the factors as 
follows. Factors (i–iii) should be 
considered first, as they address 
maintaining a fishery resource and the 
marine environment. See section 
1802(5)(A). These factors weigh in favor 
of including a stock in an FMP. 
Councils should next consider factors 
(iv–ix), which set forth key economic, 
social, and other reasons contained 
within the MSA for an FMP action. See 
16 U.S.C. 1802(5)(B). Regardless of 
whether any of the first nine factors 
indicates a conservation and 
management need, a Council should 
consider factor (x) before deciding to 
include or maintain a stock in an FMP. 
In many circumstances, adequate 
management of a fishery by states, state/ 
Federal programs, or another Federal 
FMP would weigh heavily against a 
Federal FMP action. See, e.g., 16 U.S.C. 
1851(a)(7); 1856(a)(3). In evaluating the 
above criteria, a Council should 
consider the specific circumstances of a 
fishery, based on the best scientific 
information available; to determine 
whether there are biological, economic, 
social and/or operational concerns that 
can be addressed by Federal 
management. 

For stocks that do not require 
conservation and management, 
consistent with the current NS1 
guidelines at 50 CFR 600.310(d)(5)(iii), 
proposed § 600.305(c)(3) would allow 
councils to continue to include such 
stocks in FMPs as ecosystem component 
(EC) species to collect data, minimize 
bycatch and bycatch mortality 
consistent with NS9, protect their 
associated role in the ecosystem, or for 
other reasons. See also 16 U.S.C. 
1853(b)(12) (providing Councils the 

discretion to ‘‘include management 
measures in the plan to conserve target 
and non-target species and habitats, 
considering the variety of ecological 
factors affecting fishery populations’’). 

Consistent with the current NS1 
guidelines at 50 CFR 600.310(d)(7), 
proposed § 600.305(c)(4) would 
continue to provide that, where stocks 
may be identified in more than one 
FMP, Councils should choose which 
FMP will be the primary FMP in which 
reference points for the stock are 
established. In other FMPs, the stock 
may be identified as ‘‘other managed 
stocks’’ and management measures that 
are consistent with the objectives of the 
primary FMP can be established. 
Proposed § 600.305(c)(5) provides that 
Councils should, periodically, review 
their FMPs and the best scientific 
information available and determine if 
stocks are appropriately identified and 
if the FMP is meeting the conservation 
and management needs of their 
fisheries. 

Because proposed § 600.305 
consolidates text from several NS 
guidelines provisions, NMFS would 
make the following edits for consistency 
or to eliminate duplication: 
• Move the definition of ‘‘target 

stock’’ from the current NS1 guidelines 
to the general definitions at proposed 
§ 600.305(d)(11), and remove the 
definition of ‘‘stock and stock 
complexes’’ at § 600.305(c)(12). 
• Remove the description of and use 

of the terms ‘‘in the fishery’’ and remove 
the criteria for ‘‘ecosystem component 
species’’ in the NS1 guidelines (see 
§ 600.310 of this proposed action). 
• Consistent with proposed 

§§ 600.305(c)(1)–(5), revise the NS1 
guidelines at proposed § 600.310(d)(1) 
to state that stocks in need of 
conservation and management must 
have ACLs, other reference points, and 
accountability measures; but that other 
stocks identified within an FMP (i.e., 
ecosystem component species and 
stocks primarily managed under another 
FMP) do not require these measures. 
• Revise the NS3 guidelines to 

specify that stocks in the ‘‘management 
unit’’ are considered to require 
conservation and management (see 
§ 600.320(d) of this proposed action). 
• Remove current NS3 guidelines text 

at § 600.320(d)(1)(i)–(vi) which provides 
some cursory examples of ways to 
organize a management unit because 
proposed § 600.305(c)(1) now sets forth 
the factors to consider when deciding 
whether stocks require conservation and 
management. 
• Revise current NS3 guidelines text 

at § 600.320(d)(2), which state that a 
management unit may contain, in 

addition to regulated species, stocks of 
fish which there is not enough 
information available to specify MSY 
and OY, or to establish management 
measures, so that data for one of these 
species may be collected under the 
FMP. The new guidelines would state 
that a management unit may contain 
stocks of fish for which there is not 
enough information available to specify 
MSY and OY or their proxies. Even if 
data are not available to specify MSY 
and OY or their proxies, that is not a 
reason to determine that a stock does 
not require conservation and 
management. 
• Remove § 600.340(b) of the current 

NS7 guidelines as the majority of that 
guidance has been captured in the 
description of factors to consider under 
proposed § 600.305(c). 

NMFS believes that the proposed 
revisions to § 600.305 and the NS1, NS3, 
and NS7 guidelines will not require 
Councils to revise their existing FMPs. 
NMFS is aware that Councils have 
identified stocks in their FMPs as 
‘‘management unit species’’ or ‘‘stocks 
in the fishery.’’ Councils can still 
continue to use those terms and NMFS 
presumes that the stocks that have been 
identified as ‘‘management unit 
species’’ or ‘‘stocks in the fishery’’ are 
stocks that are in need of conservation 
and management and are required to 
have ACLs, other reference points, and 
AMs as described in the proposed 
revisions to the NS1 guidelines (see 
§ 600.310(d)(1) of this proposed action) 
unless the two statutory exceptions 
apply (see § 600.310(h) of this proposed 
action). 

V. Data Limited Stocks 
Establishing ACLs for data-limited 

stocks can be challenging. In data- 
limited situations there remains a high 
degree of uncertainty in determining the 
appropriate catch level for the fishery, 
leading some to believe that ACLs for 
data-limited stocks are overly 
restrictive, and others to argue that they 
should be reduced further to limit the 
chance of overfishing. NMFS 
continually strives to advance the 
science that informs fisheries 
management. Over time, scientific 
information and stock assessment 
methods have improved, and NMFS has 
increased the number of stocks with 
stock assessments. However, NMFS 
acknowledges that the status of many 
stocks is unknown. Since passage of the 
ACL requirements, scientists have 
developed tools to evaluate and manage 
data-limited stocks. Some include catch 
based methods, depletion based 
methods, or abundance based methods 
(Carruthers et al. 2014). 
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MSA section 303(a)(3) requires that 
FMPs assess and specify MSY. NMFS 
acknowledges that it may not be 
possible, based on the best scientific 
information available, to estimate MSY 
(as defined in the NS1 guidelines at 
§ 600.310(e)(1)(i)) or MSY based proxies 
for some stocks. In such instances, 
proposed § 600.310(e)(2)(ii) provides 
that when data are not available to 
specify status determination criteria 
(SDCs) based on MSY or MSY proxies, 
alternative types of SDCs that promote 
sustainability of the stock or stock 
complex can be used. NMFS proposes 
adding to the examples provided for 
circumstances that may not fit the 
standard approaches for establishing 
reference points pursuant to the NS1 
guidelines to address situations where 
data are not available to either set 
reference points based on MSY or MSY 
proxies, or manage to reference points 
based on MSY or MSY proxies (see 
§ 600.310(h)(2) of this proposed action). 
However, note that § 600.310(h)(2) does 
not provide an exemption from any 
statutory requirements, including the 
requirement to establish ACLs; rather, it 
provides flexibility in the application of 
the NS1 guidelines. NMFS notes that 
existing § 600.310(h)(3) describes that 
one of the limited circumstances that 
may not fit the standard approaches to 
specification of reference points is 
harvests from aquaculture operations 
(e.g., Gulf of Mexico Aquaculture FMP). 

VI. Stock Complexes and Indicator 
Stocks 

Stocks that require conservation and 
management can be grouped into stocks 
complexes and managed within a FMP. 
Stocks may be grouped into complexes 
for various reasons. For example, stock 
complexes may be useful tools when 
stocks in a multispecies fishery cannot 
be targeted independent of one another, 
when there is insufficient data to 
measure a stock’s status relative to its 
SDC, or when it is not feasible for 
fishermen to distinguish individual 
stocks among their catch. In 2009, the 
NS1 guidelines defined stock complexes 
to mean a group of stocks that are 
sufficiently similar in geographic 
distribution, life history, and 
vulnerabilities to the fishery such that 
the impact of management actions on 
the stocks is similar. 50 CFR 
600.310(d)(8). However, this definition 
potentially limits the applicability of 
stock complexes in many of the 
circumstances in which they may be 
most useful, such as situations where 
stocks in a multispecies fishery cannot 
be targeted independent of one another, 
or when it is not feasible for fishermen 
to distinguish individual stocks among 

their catch. Under these circumstances, 
stock complexes may not have similar 
life histories and vulnerabilities. To 
resolve this issue, NMFS is proposing to 
define stock complex more generally as 
a tool to manage groups of stocks within 
a FMP (see § 600.310(d)(2) of this 
proposed action) with consideration of 
geographic distribution, life history 
characteristics, and vulnerabilities to 
fishing pressure such that the impact of 
management actions on the stocks is 
similar (see § 600.310(d)(2)(i) of this 
proposed action). 

Stock complexes are often created 
when there is not enough information to 
set reference points at the individual 
stock level. Therefore, the status of 
individual stocks within a complex is 
generally unknown. The current NS1 
guidelines note that stock complexes 
can be comprised of many different 
combinations of indicator stocks and 
other stocks. In practice, few stock 
complexes are managed with indicator 
stocks. One reason for the dearth of 
indicator stocks is that, once a stock 
within a complex is assessed, it is often 
taken out of the complex and managed 
separately, rather than serving as the 
indicator for the complex. The current 
NS1 guidelines, while endorsing the use 
of indicator stocks, may be 
inadvertently contributing to the 
removal of assessed stocks from 
complexes by stating that MSY should 
be estimated on a stock-by-stock basis, 
whenever possible. §§ 600.310(d)(8) and 
(e)(1)(iii). To encourage the use of 
indicator stocks in stock complexes, 
NMFS is proposing to delete the afore- 
mentioned text in §§ 600.310(d)(8) and 
(e)(1)(iii). The proposed NS1 guidelines 
state that, where practicable, stock 
complexes should be comprised of one 
or more indicator stocks, each of which 
has SDC and ACLs (see 
§ 600.310(d)(2)(ii)(B) of the proposed 
rule). These revisions are intended to 
reduce the practice of removing a stock 
from a complex once it has been 
assessed, so that the assessed stock can 
be used as an indicator for the complex, 
if it is practicable to do so. The revisions 
also help alleviate some of the 
discontinuities in how data-limited 
stock complexes are managed compared 
to data-rich multi-species fisheries. In 
mixed-stock fisheries, biological 
reference points are often specified for 
several of the stocks within the fishery 
and management measures are 
developed to prevent overfishing of 
each stock. Management measures for 
stocks that have lower productivities 
will restrict fishing effort for the overall 
mixed-stock fishery to some extent. 
However, in stock complex management 

the status of stocks within a complex is 
generally unknown and complexes often 
lack indicator species. Therefore, it 
possible that stocks that have lower 
productivities in the complex may 
experience occasional overfishing, since 
the status of these stocks are unknown. 
Encouraging the use of indicator species 
will likely reduce the probability that 
stocks within the complex could 
experience overfishing or become 
overfished. This is because the use of an 
indicator enhances the ability to discern 
the status of the complex, especially if 
the complex is of similar geographic 
distribution, life history, and 
vulnerabilities to the fishery such that 
the impact of management actions on 
the stocks is similar. 

VII. Aggregate Maximum Sustainable 
Yield (MSY) Estimates 

MSA section 303(a)(3) requires that 
each FMP include an estimate of MSY 
and OY for the fishery. The current NS1 
guidelines do not provide guidance on 
describing MSY at the fishery level, but 
encourage specifying MSY at the stock 
level, while allowing it to be set for 
stock complexes. The current NS1 
guidelines state that OY can be specified 
for a stock, stock complex, or fishery. In 
practice, Councils typically set MSY 
and other reference points for 
individual stocks when the data is 
available to do so. In data-limited 
situations, when it is not possible to 
specify single species reference points, 
stocks are often grouped into 
complexes. 

A growing body of literature on 
ecosystem-based fisheries management 
has emphasized the importance of 
accounting for species interactions and 
environmental variability within 
fisheries management. Councils are 
increasingly working toward developing 
ecosystem-based fisheries management 
programs. These ecosystem-based 
considerations can be incorporated in a 
number of ways, including single 
species stock assessments and models 
that estimate MSY for an aggregate 
group of stocks. The phrase ‘‘aggregate 
group of stocks’’ refers to a group of 
stocks, such as: a stock complex; all of 
the stocks caught within a fishery; or 
some sub-component of a fishery. To 
further facilitate the Councils’ use of 
ecosystem approaches to management, 
the proposed revisions to the NS1 
guidelines introduce the concept of 
aggregate MSY estimates and describe 
how the concept can be used as an 
optional tool in fisheries management. 
In this action, NMFS would revise 
§ 600.310(e)(1) to state that MSY may be 
specified for the fishery as a whole. 
Proposed § 600.310(e)(1)(iv) further 
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provides that estimating aggregate level 
MSY for a group of stocks can be done 
using models that account for multi- 
species interactions, composite 
properties for a group of similar species, 
common biomass (energy) flow and 
production patterns, or other relevant 
factors. In addition, NMFS proposes 
adding a paragraph to the OY section of 
the NS1 guidelines to note that 
aggregate level MSY estimates can be 
used as a basis for specifying OY for a 
fishery (see § 600.310(e)(3)(iv)(C) of this 
proposed action). When aggregate level 
MSY is estimated, single stock MSY 
estimates can be used to inform single 
stock management. For example, OY 
could be specified for a fishery, while 
other reference points are specified for 
individual stocks in order to prevent 
overfishing on each stock within the 
fishery. Lastly, NMFS proposes to 
encourage the incorporation of 
environmental information into stock 
assessments by noting that 
environmental information (e.g., 
salinity, temperature), in addition to 
ecological information (e.g., predator- 
prey interactions), should be taken into 
account, to the extent practicable, when 
assessing stocks and specifying MSY 
(see § 600.310(e)(1)(v)(C) of this 
proposed action). 

VIII. Developing a Definition for 
‘‘Depleted’’ 

The MSA defines the terms overfished 
and overfishing together as ‘‘a rate or 
level of fishing mortality that 
jeopardizes the capacity of a fishery to 
produce the MSY on a continuing 
basis.’’ 16 U.S.C. 1802(34). The NS1 
guidelines define overfishing and 
overfished separately, where the term 
‘‘overfishing’’ refers to the fishing 
mortality rate or total catch, and the 
term ‘‘overfished’’ refers to a biomass 
condition. 50 CFR 600.310(e)(2)(i)(B) 
and (E). The NS1 overfished definition, 
unlike the statutory definition, gives no 
consideration to the ‘‘rate or level of 
fishing mortality’’ when determining if 
a stock is overfished. Rather the criteria 
to determine an overfished status, called 
the minimum stock size threshold 
(MSST), is defined as the level of 
biomass below which the stock or stock 
complex is considered to be overfished. 
Therefore, a stock may be determined to 
be overfished when overfishing has not 
occurred. Stakeholders have noted that 
the term ‘‘overfished’’ implies that 
fishing is the sole cause for a decline in 
stock biomass, when factors such as 
habitat and other environmental 
conditions may bear greater 
responsibility for the stock’s biomass 
decline. Similarly, the 2013 NRC report 
recognized that the rate at which a fish 

stock rebuilds depends on ecological 
and other environmental conditions 
such as climate change, in addition to 
the fishing-induced mortality. However, 
separating out the impacts of 
environmental change from the impacts 
of fishing on a stock is a difficult task. 

To address these concerns, NMFS 
proposes adding the term ‘‘depleted’’ to 
the NS1 guidelines to describe those 
stocks whose biomass has declined as a 
result of habitat and other 
environmental conditions, as opposed 
to fishing pressure. The proposed 
revision to the guidelines state that an 
overfished stock or stock complex is 
considered depleted when it has not 
experienced overfishing at any point 
over a period of two generation times of 
the stock and its biomass has declined 
below MSST, or when a rebuilding 
stock or stock complex has reached its 
targeted time to rebuild and the stock’s 
biomass has shown no significant signs 
of growth despite being fished at or 
below catch levels that are consistent 
with the rebuilding plan throughout that 
period (see § 600.310(e)(2)(i)(F) of this 
proposed action). The time periods 
chosen (i.e., two generation times and 
targeted time to rebuild) were chosen 
because: (1) They will scale with the 
productivity of the stock rather than 
being a fixed time period that is applied 
to all stocks, and (2) they are of a 
sufficient time period to allow fisheries 
scientists to easily separate out the 
impacts of environmental change from 
the impacts of fishing on a stock, given 
the requirements of not overfishing or 
exceeding catch levels that are 
consistent with the rebuilding plan 
during those time periods. Rebuilding 
plans would still be required for 
depleted stocks and Councils could 
consider additional measures for these 
stocks such as a re-evaluation of their 
SDCs to determine if they are 
representative of the current 
environmental conditions, restoration of 
habitat, identification of research 
priorities, or partnerships with other 
agencies to address non-fishing related 
impacts (see § 600.310(j)(6) of this 
proposed action). 

Additionally, NMFS proposes minor 
revisions to the definitions of 
‘‘overfished’’ and ‘‘MSST’’ to improve 
clarity and reduce redundancy, and to 
clearly show that the MSST is a 
reference point used to determine if a 
stock is overfished (see 
§ 600.310(e)(2)(i)(G) of this proposed 
action). These revisions together will 
not result in any change to how the 
terms ‘overfished’ and ‘MSST’ are used; 
the revisions are proposed only to 
improve clarity in the definitions. 

IX. Developing an Alternative 
Definition of Overfishing To Include a 
Multi-Year Approach 

The MSA defines ‘‘overfishing’’ as a 
‘‘rate or level of fishing mortality that 
jeopardizes the capacity of a fishery to 
produce the MSY on a continuing 
basis.’’ 16 U.S.C. 1802(34). The MSA 
does not specify a timeframe for 
determining overfishing, but the current 
NS1 guidelines state that overfishing 
should be determined by comparing 
annual rates of fishing mortality (F) to 
the maximum fishing mortality 
threshold (MFMT) or annual catch to 
the overfishing limit (OFL). 50 CFR 
600.310(e)(2)(i)(B)–(C). In either case, 
under the current guidelines, 
overfishing determinations are made for 
the most recent year for which there is 
information. For example, if the F-based 
approach is used, the last available year 
of data in a stock assessment will be 
used to determine whether a stock will 
be declared subject to overfishing. 

NMFS first adopted an annual 
approach to overfishing in its 1998 
revision to the NS Guidelines. See 63 FR 
24212, May 1, 1998. In those revisions, 
NMFS required Councils to establish 
status determination criteria for 
determining overfishing; in particular, 
NMFS required the establishment of a 
MFMT. Fishing in excess of the MFMT 
for a period of 1 or more years would 
constitute overfishing (63 FR 24230). 
Prior to these revisions, NMFS had 
deliberately chosen not to ‘‘mandate a 
particular form for all specific 
overfishing definitions,’’ leaving it to 
the discretion of the Councils to decide 
how to determine if overfishing was 
occurring. See 54 FR 30826, 30829 
(response to comment 7), July 24, 1989. 
NMFS based the decision to take a more 
prescriptive approach in 1998 on the 
legislative changes made by Congress in 
the 1996 amendments to the MSA, 
which NMFS viewed as changing the 
statute’s emphasis on and timeframe for 
addressing overfishing. See 63 FR 24215 
(response to comment 2), May 1, 1998. 
When Congress amended the MSA in 
2007 to add new ACL and AM 
requirements, NMFS revised its 
requirements for SDCs, providing the 
option to Councils to either compare 
annual fishing mortality rates against 
the MFMT or the annual level of catch 
against the OFL. 50 CFR 
600.310(e)(2)(i)(B)–(C); see also 74 FR 
3192 (response to comment 27), Jan. 16, 
2009, (describing relative advantages of 
each methodology). 

These current methods for 
determining overfishing do not consider 
the extent to which F exceeded the 
MFMT or catch exceeded the OFL. For 
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2 The proposed rule does not revise the regulatory 
text at § 600.310(e)(3)(i)(B) (describing achievement 
of OY) except for minor grammatical corrections. 

many stocks, a small amount of fishing 
effort above MFMT or catch in excess of 
OFL in a single year may not jeopardize 
the stocks’ ability to produce MSY over 
the long term, though for other stocks a 
small overage may be significant. 
Another concern with the current 
approach of comparing F to MFMT, is 
that the terminal year’s estimate of F in 
a stock assessment is often more 
uncertain than the estimates of F in 
prior years (NRC 1998). In some cases, 
subsequent assessments have revised 
the previous assessment’s terminal 
year’s estimate of F to a much greater 
degree than the prior years’ estimates of 
F. 

To address this issue, NMFS is 
proposing to give Councils the option to 
use a method for determining the 
overfishing status of a stock that is 
based on a multi-year approach (that 
may not exceed 3 years) that examines 
whether a stock’s ability to produce 
MSY over the long term has been 
jeopardized (see § 600.310(e)(2)(ii)(A) of 
the proposed action). The proposed 
revisions to the NS1 guidelines would 
still allow Councils to have overfishing 
SDCs that are based on single year 
comparisons of F to MFMT or catch to 
OFL. A Council may develop 
overfishing SDCs that use a multi-year 
approach, so long as it provides a 
comprehensive analysis based on the 
best scientific information available that 
supports that the approach will not 
jeopardize the capacity of the fishery to 
produce the MSY on a continuing basis. 
The rationale for choosing 3 years as a 
maximum, versus some shorter or 
longer time period, was based on the 
fact that many stocks (57 percent) are 
assessed every 1, 2, or 3 years. Thus it 
is NMFS’s assumption that using a 2- or 
3-year time period will be sufficiently 
long as to capture the recent impacts of 
fishing on a stock and help smooth out 
retrospective bias in our understanding 
of stock status. Additionally, using a 2- 
or 3-year time period will dampen the 
effects of outliers within the data and 
help provide a more consistent 
determination of when the capacity of 
the stock to produce MSY on a 
continuing basis has been jeopardized. 
A single year’s data point may not 
reflect the overall status of the stock. 
Were Councils to use a longer time 
period, there could be a longer delay 
between exceeding limit reference 
points and a subsequent management 
response, which could jeopardize the 
stocks ability to produce MSY on a 
continuing basis. 

Although the current approach to 
single year overfishing determinations 
has been in place since 1998 and has the 
benefit of simplicity in calculation and 

use, NMFS believes that multi-year 
overfishing SDCs can, in appropriate 
cases, be used effectively to protect the 
stock while providing stability to the 
fishery. Multi-year overfishing SDCs, if 
used, would be based on the best 
scientific information available and 
would not impact the timeliness of 
Council and agency response to any 
overfishing. ACL and AM mechanisms 
are in place for all fisheries, and they 
would continue to constrain fishing 
mortality on an annual basis. The multi- 
year approach would only be used for 
overfishing determinations, where the 
focus appropriately is on the impact of 
fishing over a set period of time and the 
capacity of the stock to produce MSY. 

X. Revising Optimum Yield (OY) 
Guidance 

The MSA defines OY as an ‘‘amount 
of fish which: (A) Will provide the 
greatest overall benefit to the Nation, 
particularly with respect to food 
production and recreational 
opportunities, and taking into account 
the protection of marine ecosystems; (B) 
is prescribed as such on the basis of the 
maximum sustainable yield from the 
fishery, as reduced by any relevant 
economic, social, or ecological factor; 
and (C) in the case of an overfished 
fishery, provides for rebuilding to a 
level consistent with producing the 
maximum sustainable yield in such 
fishery.’’ 16 U.S.C. 1802(33). Setting and 
describing OY continues to be a 
challenge for fishery managers. OY is 
specified in several different ways by 
Councils (e.g., the catch corresponding 
to 75 percent of Fmsy, all catch harvested 
pursuant to the FMP, OY is less than or 
equal to ABC, etc.), and the economic, 
social, and ecological factors required to 
be considered in the specification of OY 
are often not explicitly described by 
Councils. The proposed revisions to the 
NS1 guidelines (see § 600.305(e)(3) of 
this proposed action) are intended to 
provide greater clarity and guidance to 
the Councils in how to determine and 
specify OY. Once specified, OY may be 
achieved by different management 
programs.2 

Prior to the requirement for ACLs, the 
concept of treating OY as a target was 
prominent in fisheries management. The 
Sustainable Fisheries Act, passed in 
1996, revised the definition of OY to its 
current definition—notably these 
revisions required that OY can only be 
reduced from MSY upon consideration 
of any relevant economic, social or 
ecological factors. When NMFS revised 

the NS1 guidelines in 1998 (63 FR 
24212, May 1, 1998), OY was described 
as a target reference point which should 
be set safely below limit reference 
points, and preference was placed on 
specifying OY in terms of numbers or 
weight of fish. Councils were 
encouraged to specify OY control rules, 
and Restrepo et al. (1998) recommended 
a default OY control rule of fishing at 
75 percent of FMSY. After passage of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management 
Reauthorization Act of 2006, NMFS 
revised the NS1 guidelines to provide 
guidance on implementing ACLs (74 FR 
3178, Jan. 16, 2009). With the 
requirement for setting OFL, ABC, and 
ACLs in fisheries, the concept of 
specifying OY as an annual target 
became less relevant. However, OY 
remains a key concept and requirement 
of the MSA, and NMFS believes that 
further revisions to the NS1 guidelines 
may assist Councils in better specifying 
and integrating OY into their 
management regimes. 

NMFS received many comments in 
response to the ANPR requesting that 
NMFS provide further guidance to the 
Councils on addressing the economic, 
social, and ecological factors used in 
determining OY. NMFS believes that 
one impediment to Councils addressing 
these factors is the perception that the 
Councils must quantify their analysis of 
these factors. Such an analysis may not 
be possible in all cases, so NMFS 
proposes revising § 600.310(e)(3)(iv)(A) 
to provide that where it is not possible 
to specify OY quantitatively, Councils 
may instead provide a qualitative 
description of OY that explains how OY 
accounts for the economic, ecological, 
and social factors that are important to 
the fishery. 

In the comments received on the NS1 
ANPR, several stakeholders asked for 
clarification of the relationship of OY to 
the ACL framework—a relationship that 
is not discussed in the current 
guidelines. In response to these 
comments, proposed § 600.310(f)(4)(iv) 
of the NS1 guidelines includes a new 
explanation of the relationship between 
OY and the ACL framework. The dual 
goals of NS1 are to prevent overfishing 
and achieve OY on a continuing basis. 
The ABC is an upper limit on catch and 
is designed to prevent overfishing. ACLs 
(or ACTs if used) can be reduced from 
ABC based upon OY considerations for 
the fishery. Additionally, economic, 
social, or ecological trade-offs may be 
evaluated when determining the risk 
policy for an ABC control rule. 

While OY is a long-term average 
amount of desired yield, there is, for 
each year, an amount of fish that is 

VerDate Sep<11>2014 14:51 Jan 16, 2015 Jkt 235001 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 4701 Sfmt 4702 E:\FR\FM\20JAP2.SGM 20JAP2rlj
oh

ns
on

 o
n 

D
S

K
3V

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 P
R

O
P

O
S

A
LS

2



2793 Federal Register / Vol. 80, No. 12 / Tuesday, January 20, 2015 / Proposed Rules 

consistent with achieving the long-term 
OY. A Council can choose to express 
OY on an annual basis, in which case 
the FMP or FMP amendment should 
indicate that the OY is an ‘‘annual OY.’’ 
An annual OY cannot exceed the ACL. 
If there is a desire to obtain a yield that 
is higher than the ACL, then a Council 
needs to determine if a change in the 
management regime (e.g., improved data 
collection to reduce scientific and 
management uncertainty, minimized 
bycatch in mixed-stock fisheries, etc.) is 
needed in order to increase yield. 

NMFS proposes to remove current 
§ 600.310(e)(3)(v)(C) (which states that 
all catch must be counted against OY, 
including that resulting from bycatch, 
scientific research, and all fishing 
activities) and instead incorporate the 
concept within § 600.310(e)(2)(ii)(C) of 
the proposed action by stating that 
where practicable, all sources of 
mortality should be accounted for in the 
evaluation of stock status. The current 
language implies that catch accounting 
occurs at the level of OY, while in 
practice it typically occurs at the level 
of the ACL. However, the concept of 
accounting for all sources of mortality is 
critical to fisheries management; 
therefore NMFS proposes to retain the 
concept but incorporate it within the 
guidance on SDCs. NMFS uses the term 
‘‘where practicable’’ because it 
recognizes that data on scientific 
research catch may not always be 
available. To the extent that data is 
available on scientific research catch, it 
should be accounted for within the 
system of reference points. For example, 
it could be accounted for within stock 
assessments, as a set-aside within the 
ACL framework, or by other methods. 

NMFS is also proposing minor 
revisions and consolidations of 
redundant guidance. To remove 
repetition and improve clarity, NMFS 
proposes merging the guidance on 
determining the greatest benefits to the 
Nation and the considerations for 
economic, ecological, and social (EES) 
factors (currently contained in 
§ 600.310(e)(3)(ii)–(iv)) together into a 
paragraph on assessing OY (see 
§ 600.310(e)(3)(iii)(A) and (B) of the 
proposed action). Both are important for 
assessing OY. Additionally, NMFS 
proposes minor revisions to the 
guidance on the total allowable level of 
foreign fishing and domestic annual 
harvest at § 600.310(e)(3)(v)(D) and (H) 
to improve clarity and consolidate it 
with the rest of the guidance on foreign 
fishing (see § 600.310(e)(3)(v)(A) and (B) 
of this proposed action). NMFS also 
proposes removing § 600.310(e)(3)(v)(G) 
(stating that there should be a 
mechanism in the FMP for periodic 

reassessment of OY), and instead 
explain in proposed § 600.310(e)(3)(iii) 
that, consistent with MSA section 
302(h)(5), the assessment and 
specification of OY should be reviewed 
on a continuing basis, so that it is 
responsive to the changing 
circumstances in the fishery. Lastly, 
NMFS proposes that for internationally 
managed stocks, fishing levels that are 
agreed upon by the U.S. at the 
international level are consistent with 
achieving OY (see § 600.310(e)(3)(iv)(D) 
of this proposed action). 

XI. Acceptable Biological Catch and 
Annual Catch Limit Guidance 

In general, NMFS proposes revisions 
to the guidance regarding ABC in 
section § 600.310(f) to minimize 
redundancy and improve clarity. For 
example, the ABC control rule 
(§ 600.310(f)(4)) was moved forward in 
the guidelines (see § 600.310(f)(2) of this 
proposed action) so that the guidance on 
ABC control rules is provided before the 
guidance on specifying ABC, and 
statements about providing a proxy for 
the uncertainty in estimate of MSY 
(§ 600.310(e)(1)(v)) was moved to the 
ABC control rule section of the 
guidelines to consolidate guidance on 
accounting for uncertainty (see 
§ 600.310(f)(2)(ii) of this proposed 
action). More substantial revisions to 
the ABC guidance are listed below. 

Definitions 
NMFS proposes to modify the 

definition of the annual catch limit 
(ACL) to improve clarity. The ACL is 
currently defined as the level of annual 
catch of a stock or stock complex that 
serves as a basis for invoking AMs. ACL 
cannot exceed the ABC, but may be 
divided into sector-ACLs. 50 CFR 
600.310(f)(2)(iv). This definition, while 
accurate, failed to include reference to 
the fact that an ACL is a limit on the 
total annual catch for a stock or stock 
complex. NMFS proposes clarifying that 
an ACL is a limit on the total annual 
catch for a stock or stock complex, 
which cannot exceed the ABC, that 
serves as the basis for invoking AMs. An 
ACL may be divided into sector-ACLs 
(see § 600.310(f)(1)(iii) of this proposed 
action). 

NMFS also proposes adding three 
new definitions for the following terms: 
control rule, management uncertainty, 
and scientific uncertainty (see 
§ 600.310(f)(1)(iv)–(vi) of this proposed 
action). These terms are currently used 
throughout the guidelines, but were 
never separately defined. To reduce 
redundancy, NMFS proposes deleting 
the ABC control rule and ACT control 
rule definitions, since these definitions 

were very similar to the definitions of 
ABC and ACT, and there is a more 
general definition of control rule 
provided. Lastly, NMFS is proposing to 
move the definition of ‘‘ACT’’ to 
§ 600.310 (g)(4) of this proposed rule, 
because ACTs are a type of AM, and 
thus better suited in the AMs section of 
the guidelines. 

Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) Risk 
Policy 

Section 302(g)(1)(B) of the MSA states 
that the Scientific and Statistical 
Committee (SSC) for each Council shall 
provide its Council with ongoing 
scientific advice for fishery management 
decisions, including recommendations 
for ABC. 16 U.S.C. 1852(g)(1)(B). In 
2009, the NS1 guidelines described ABC 
as the level of a stock or stock complex’s 
annual catch that accounts for the 
scientific uncertainty in the estimate of 
the overfishing limit and any other 
scientific uncertainty, and should be 
specified based on the ABC control rule. 
When these provisions began to be 
implemented in 2009, Councils were 
uncertain as to whether or not the SSC 
could specify the ABC without input 
from the Council on its risk preferences. 
At that time, NMFS referred Councils 
and their SSCs to the response to 
comments section of the 2009 final 
guidelines, which noted that the ‘‘SSC 
must recommend an ABC to the Council 
after the Council advises the SSC what 
would be the acceptable probability that 
a catch equal to the ABC would result 
in overfishing. This risk policy is part of 
the required ABC control rule.’’ 74 FR 
at 3191–92 (response to comment 42), 
Jan. 16, 2009. NMFS also addressed this 
issue within its NS1 guidelines 
frequently asked questions document, 
which was published online (http://
www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/laws_policies/
national_standards/ns1_
resources.html). 

When the NS1 provisions began to be 
implemented in 2009, Councils were 
interested in using alternative methods 
to specify ABC, which were not based 
on ‘‘the probability that an actual catch 
equal to the stock’s ABC would result in 
overfishing’’ even though such an 
approach could be calculated. In 
particular, in their comment to the NS1 
ANPR, the North Pacific Council 
expressed interest in using a decision 
theoretic approach, which is similar in 
concept but is not the same as the 
probabilistic approach (Thompson 
2011). Thompson (2011) suggests that 
the use of a decision theoretic approach 
may actually be more effective at 
accounting for scientific uncertainty 
than the recommended probabilistic 
approach. 
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To address the above issues, NMFS is 
proposing revisions to existing guidance 
on ABC control rules to state that the 
Council’s risk policy could be based, on 
an acceptable probability (at least 50 
percent) that catch equal to the stock’s 
ABC will not result in overfishing, but 
other appropriate methods can be used. 
When determining the risk policy, 
Councils could consider the economic, 
social, and ecological trade-offs between 
being more or less risk averse. (See 
§ 600.310(f)(2)(i) of this proposed 
action.) References to the Council’s risk 
policy were also included in the 
definition of ABC (see 
§ 600.310(f)(1)(ii)). 

Phase-In ABC Control Rules 
In practice, the management system 

described in the NS1 guidelines has led 
managers to adjust ABCs and ACLs in 
lock-step with assessment results 
through the use of control rules. A 
manager’s understanding about the 
status of a stock may change from one 
assessment to another, but some of that 
change could be due to scientific 
uncertainty. Scientific uncertainty, 
particularly regarding the data from the 
most recent years within the 
assessment, can produce perceived 
fluctuations in stock abundance that do 
not match the actual, but unknown, 
status of the stock (NRC 1998). In the 
time period between stock assessments, 
Councils often hold ACLs constant 
because, absent stock forecasts, 
information is lacking on which to 
justify changes to the ACL. The result is 
that an ACL could be left unchanged for 
several years when there is no 
assessment update, but upon 
completion of a new assessment, 
reference points could change 
dramatically (Methot 2014). This type of 
dramatic change could be the result of 
a changed understanding of the stock or 
due to a change in the level of scientific 
uncertainty; it may be extremely 
difficult to parse the cause of such 
changes. 

Making large reductions in catch 
limits to prevent overfishing may cause 
negative short-term impacts on fishery 
participants, while large increases in 
catch limits due to a favorable 
assessment result may have negative 
short-term impacts by flooding markets 
and reducing profitability. Patrick et al. 
(2013) has also shown that management 
uncertainty (i.e., the inability of 
managers to control catch) increases 
when quotas vary substantially (i.e., >20 
percent) from year to year. The ability 
to make ACL adjustments that provide 
more stability to fishing participants, yet 
do not jeopardize the capacity of the 
stock or stock complex to produce MSY 

on a continuing basis, would be useful 
to Councils. 

NMFS proposes revising the NS1 
guidelines to allow Councils to develop 
an ABC control rule that would phase 
in changes to the ABC over a period of 
time not to exceed 3 years, so long as 
overfishing is prevented (see § 600.310 
(f)(2)(ii)(A) of this action). The rationale 
for choosing 3 years is similar to that 
described in Section IX of this 
preamble. For example, choosing a 
shorter time frame may not be that 
helpful in stabilizing catches, while a 
longer time frame that spans multiple 
stock assessments does not seem logical 
or transparent. 

Phase-in approaches to management 
are currently being used successfully 
elsewhere in the world. For example, 
the International Pacific Halibut 
Commission (IPHC) currently adjusts its 
quotas according to a ‘‘slow up/full 
down’’ policy. Under IPHC policy, 1/3 
of the indicated annual increases are 
taken and 100 percent of decreases are 
taken (Hare and Clark 2008, Hare 2011). 
Similarly, multi-annual plans for some 
European Union marine fisheries limit 
annual change in catch quota to 15 
percent (Marchal et al. 2009). When 
fishing effort needs to be reduced in the 
fishery, using a phase-in approach will 
likely result in the use of a less risk 
averse ABC control rule; whereas, when 
fishing effort can be increased in the 
fishery, a phase-in approach will likely 
result in a more risk averse ABC control 
rule. For example, if a 15 percent 
reduction is needed to set the ABC at 
the Council’s preferred level of risk (i.e., 
using the Council’s regular ABC control 
rule), using the phase-in control rule, a 
Council could incrementally reduce the 
ABC by 5 percent each year over a 
period of 3 years, and still prevent 
overfishing. Alternatively if a 15 percent 
increase is allowed, using the phase-in 
control rule a Council could 
incrementally increase the ABC by 5 
percent each year over a period of 3 
years. To ensure that phase-in ABC 
control rules do not lead to overfishing, 
NMFS also proposes that Councils must 
provide a comprehensive analysis of the 
control rules and articulate within an 
FMP or FMP amendment when a phase- 
in ABC control rule can and cannot be 
used and demonstrate how the control 
rule prevents overfishing (see § 600.310 
(f)(2)(ii) of this action). 

Carry-Over ABC Control Rules 
The term carry-over is often used in 

the context of catch share programs, 
where unused allocation from one year 
can be carried over to the next. 
Historically, carry-over provisions have 
allowed fishermen to carry over a 

portion of the quota they had available 
at the end of the year. Carry-over 
provisions can reduce the likelihood 
that quotas are exceeded by minimizing 
incentives to catch every last pound. 
Similarly, carry-over provisions can 
relieve pressure on fishermen to fish in 
potentially unsafe conditions to ensure 
full utilization of quota. The amount of 
carry-over historically allowed has been 
relatively small compared to the total 
ACL, and could well be offset, in a 
typical year, with under-harvest by 
other fishermen. 

Some Councils have expressed 
interest in carrying over significant 
levels of catch that could result in the 
previously specified ACL and in some 
cases the ABC being exceeded. The NS1 
guidelines currently do not provide any 
guidance regarding carry-over. In 
Conservation Law Foundation v. 
Pritzker, the U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia found that 
Framework 50 of the Northeast 
Multispecies FMP violated the MSA by 
allowing sectors to carry over unused 
catch in an amount that would exceed 
the SSC’s recommendation of ABC for 
several stocks. The court held that MSA 
section 302(h)(6) requires that carryover 
plus ACLs cannot exceed a stock’s 
specified ABC. Consistent with this 
court decision, NMFS proposes revising 
the NS1 guidelines at proposed 
§ 600.310(f)(2)(ii)(B) to state that an ABC 
control rule may include provisions for 
carry-over of some of the unused 
portion of the ACL from one year to 
increase the ABC for the next year, 
based on increased stock abundance 
resulting from the fishery harvesting 
less than the full ACL. The resulting 
ABC recommended by the SSC must 
prevent overfishing and consider 
scientific uncertainty consistent with 
the Council’s risk policy. In cases where 
an ACL has been reduced from the ABC, 
carry-over provisions may not require 
the ABC to be re-specified if the ACL 
can be adjusted upward so that it is 
equal to or below the existing ABC. Like 
phase-in control rules, to ensure that 
carry-over ABC control rules do not lead 
to overfishing, NMFS proposes that 
Councils must provide a comprehensive 
analysis and articulate within an FMP 
or FMP amendment when a carry-over 
ABC control rule can and cannot be 
used and demonstrate how the control 
rule prevents overfishing (see 
§ 600.310(f)(2)(ii) of this proposed 
action). 

XII. Accountability Measures 
NMFS proposes minor revisions to 

consolidate and clarify the guidance on 
accountability measures (see 
§ 600.310(g) of this proposed action). 
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NMFS proposes moving the guidance on 
ACT and ACT control rules from current 
paragraph (f) into the section of the 
guidelines that provides guidance on 
accountability measures (see 
§ 600.310(g)(4) of this proposed action), 
as ACTs and ACT control rules are types 
of accountability measures. NMFS is 
also proposing to simplify the guidance 
on ACT control rules, as they are an 
optional tool that managers can use. 
Additionally, NMFS is moving the 
description of management uncertainty 
out of the description of the ACT 
control rule and other sections of the 
guidelines (§ 600.310(f)(1) and (f)(6)(i)) 
into a definition of management 
uncertainty (see § 600.310(f)(1)(v) of this 
proposed action). Consistent with the 
current NS1 guidelines, some Councils 
have chosen to account for management 
uncertainty when setting ACLs. NMFS 
acknowledges and encourages this 
practice by adding a sentence in 
proposed § 600.310(f)(4) stating that if 
ACT is not used, management 
uncertainty should be accounted for in 
the ACL. 

Additionally, NMFS proposes moving 
the guidance on AMs that is currently 
contained in § 600.310(h)(1) into 
paragraphs (f) and (g) of the NS1 
guidelines. Specifically, NMFS proposes 
adding ‘‘if sector-ACLs are used, sector- 
AMs should also be specified’’ to 
§ 600.310(f)(4)(ii) of this proposed 
action. This concept is currently in 
§ 600.310(h)(1)(iv) and was moved into 
the discussion of sector-ACLs to 
improve clarity. NMFS also proposes to 
add ‘‘the FMP should identify what 
sources of data will be used to 
implement AMs (e.g., inseason data, 
annual catch compared to the ACL, or 
multi-year averaging approach)’’ into 
the introductory paragraph on AMs (see 
§ 600.310(g)(1) of this proposed action). 
This concept is currently in 
§ 600.310(h)(1)(iii) and was moved into 
the discussion on AMs to consolidate 
the guidance on AMs. 

NMFS also proposes to consolidate 
the guidance regarding the ACL 
performance standard from current 
§§ 600.310(g)(3) and (g)(4) into one 
section (see § 600.310(g)(7) of this 
proposed action). However, the 
guidance regarding the performance 
standard remains the same; if catch 
exceeds the ACL for a given stock or 
stock complex more than once in the 
last four years, the system of ACLs and 
AMs should be reevaluated, and 
modified if necessary to improve its 
performance and effectiveness. 

NMFS also proposes to clarify in the 
guidance for AMs when ACL is 
exceeded that the type of AM chosen by 
a Council will likely vary depending on 

the sector of the fishery, status of the 
stock, the degree of the overage, 
recruitment patterns of the stock, or 
other pertinent information (see 
§ 600.310(g)(3) of this proposed action). 
For example, some stocks have highly 
variable recruitment and when 
environmental conditions are favorable, 
the catches may exceed the ACL 
because the abundance of the stock is 
higher than anticipated. When deciding 
on the appropriate AM, Councils could 
consider if higher than expected 
recruitment played a role in catches 
exceeding the ACL. Another example of 
how the type of AM may vary is that a 
Council may choose to use a more 
stringent AM as the biomass of the stock 
declines. 

Lastly, within the guidance on AMs 
for when the ACL is exceeded, NMFS 
proposes that, if an ACL is set equal to 
zero and the AM for the fishery is a 
closure that prohibits fishing for a stock, 
additional AMs are not required if (1) 
only small amounts of catch or bycatch 
occur, and (2) that catch or bycatch is 
unlikely to result in overfishing (see 
§ 600.310(g)(3) of this proposed action). 
Under these circumstances, NMFS 
believes that a closure that prohibits 
fishing for a stock is an adequate AM for 
a fishery, and in some cases, it may be 
the only option available for a Council. 

XIII. Establishing Annual Catch Limit 
(ACL) and Accountability Measure 
(AM) Mechanisms 

NMFS is proposing minor revisions to 
reduce redundancy and improve clarity 
within § 600.310(h). NMFS proposes to 
remove the guidance on stock 
complexes and indicator stocks within 
current paragraph (h) because it is 
redundant; similar guidance is 
contained in § 600.310(d)(2)(ii) of the 
proposed action. 

NMFS proposes to remove current 
§§ 600.310(h)(1)(i) and (h)(1)(ii), because 
they are redundant with the guidance in 
§§ 600.310(f)(4)(i) and (f)(4)(ii), 
respectively, of this proposed action. As 
described above in preamble section XII, 
NMFS proposes to remove the guidance 
on AMs in current §§ 600.310(h)(1)(iii) 
and (iv), and consolidate it into 
§§ 600.310(g)(1) and (f)(4)(ii), 
respectively, of this proposed action to 
improve clarity. 

The MSA provides a statutory 
exception to the requirements for ACLs 
and AMs for ‘‘a fishery for species that 
have a life cycle of approximately 1 year 
unless the Secretary has determined the 
fishery is subject to overfishing of that 
species.’’ 16 U.S.C. 1853. Section 
600.310(h)(2) of the current NS1 
guidelines further explains that the life 
cycle exception applies to ‘‘a stock for 

which the average length of time it takes 
for an individual to produce a 
reproductively active offspring is 
approximately 1 year and that 
individual has only one breeding season 
in its lifetime.’’ NMFS believes that the 
current guidance is confusing and that 
the requirement to only have one 
breeding season in a lifetime is overly 
restrictive. Some short lived species 
have multiple breeding cycles in a 
lifetime. NMFS proposes to revise this 
exception to apply to ‘‘a stock for which 
the average age of spawners in the 
population is approximately 1 year or 
less’’ (see § 600.310(h)(1)(i) of the 
proposed action). NMFS believes that 
this is a more scientifically correct 
description of a species that has a life 
cycle of approximately 1 year. 

Lastly, as described above in 
preamble section V, NMFS proposes 
amending the ‘‘Flexibility in application 
of NS1 guidelines’’ provision of the 
guidelines by adding two additional 
examples of circumstances that may not 
fit the standard approaches to 
specification of reference points as those 
described in the NS1 guidelines (see 
§ 600.310(h)(2) of this proposed action). 

XIV. Adding Flexibility in Rebuilding 
The topic of rebuilding plans has been 

discussed extensively in a number of 
public forums. NMFS received several 
comments in response to the NS1 ANPR 
stating that the 10-year rebuilding 
requirement is arbitrary and expressing 
a desire for more flexibility in meeting 
the statutory rebuilding requirements, 
while other commenters supported the 
use of the 10-year rebuilding 
requirement. Similar comments were 
provided at the Managing Our Nation’s 
Fisheries III conference held in 
Washington, DC, in 2013. The National 
Research Council also published a 
report on U.S. rebuilding plans in 2013 
(NRC 2013), which provided several 
findings and recommendations on 
improving rebuilding guidance. Below 
is a summary of the proposed revisions 
to the NS1 guidelines related to 
providing flexibility in developing 
effective rebuilding plans. 

Calculating Tmax 

When the biomass of a stock has 
declined below a level that jeopardizes 
the capacity of the stock to produce 
MSY on a continuing basis, the stock is 
considered overfished. Section 304(e)(4) 
of the MSA requires Councils to specify 
a time period for rebuilding overfished 
stocks within 10 years, except in cases 
where the biology of the stock, other 
environmental conditions, or 
management measures under an 
international agreement in which the 
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United States participates dictate 
otherwise. 16 U.S.C. 1854(e)(4). 
Currently, the NS1 guidelines provide 
guidance on determining the minimum 
(Tmin), maximum (Tmax), and target 
(Ttarget) time to rebuild a stock to a level 
that supports MSY (Bmsy). Tmin is 
defined as the amount of time the stock 
or stock complex is expected to take to 
rebuild to Bmsy in the absence of any 
fishing mortality. If Tmin for the stock or 
stock complex is 10 years or less, then 
Tmax for that stock is 10 years. 
Otherwise, Tmax is calculated as Tmin 
plus the length of time associated with 
one generation time for that stock or 
stock complex. ‘‘Generation time’’ is 
defined in the proposed NS1 guidelines 
at § 600.310(j)(3)(i)(B)(2)(i) as the 
average length of time between when an 
individual is born and the birth of its 
offspring. 

In the past, Councils have had 
difficulties calculating Tmax (i.e., Tmin + 
1 generation time), because it requires 
life history information on the natural 
mortality, age at maturity, fecundity, 
and maximum age of the stock 
(Restrepo, et al. 1998). As a result, 
several Councils have had to rely on 
proxies of generation time, which can 
sometimes lead to either overly 
conservative or exaggerated estimates of 
Tmax. To address the data requirement 
issues of calculating generation time, 
NMFS is proposing to add two 
additional ways of calculating Tmax (see 
§ 600.310(j)(3)(i)(B) of the proposed 
rule). Thus, Councils will have three 
options for calculating Tmax: (1) Tmin 
plus one generation time; (2) the amount 
of time the stock is expected to take to 
rebuild to its MSY biomass level if 
fished at 75 percent of MFMT; and (3) 
Tmin multiplied by two. These 
alternative methods of calculating Tmax 
rely on different life history parameters, 
and provide similar timelines for 
rebuilding when compared to Tmin plus 
one generation time. The 75 percent of 
MFMT approach is potentially 
advantageous in that MFMT is highly 
correlated with the productivity of a 
stock, meaning there is a reduced 
probability of calculating less 
conservative or exaggerated estimates of 
Tmax. Whereas, Tmin multiple by two, is 
the most simplistic method of 
calculating Tmax, and it is has been 
applied elsewhere in the world. For 
example, the New Zealand’s Ministry of 
Primary Industries uses this method to 
calculate Tmax for their overfished 
stocks. When selecting a method for 
determining Tmax, a Council must 
provide a rationale for its decision based 
on the best scientific information 
available. 

NMFS does not expect that drastically 
different estimates of Tmax will result 
from one option to another. Rather, 
NMFS expects the method selected will 
largely depend on the best scientific 
information available for calculating 
Tmax. It is also important to note, that an 
overfished stock is expected to have a 
Ttarget that is less than Tmax, which 
rebuilds the stock in as short a time as 
possible (see § 600.310(j)(3)(i)(C) of this 
proposed rule). 

Adequate Progress and Extending 
Rebuilding Timelines 

MSA section 304(e)(7) requires the 
Secretary to review rebuilding plans to 
ensure that adequate progress toward 
ending overfishing and rebuilding 
affected fish stocks is being made. 16 
U.S.C. 1854(e)(7). The current NS1 
guidelines do not provide any guidance 
on this provision, and NMFS received 
several comments in response to the 
ANPR requesting additional guidance 
on this provision. NMFS proposes 
adding guidance to clarify that the 
review of rebuilding progress could 
include the review of recent stock 
assessments, comparisons of catches to 
the ACL, or other appropriate 
performance measures. NMFS also 
proposes that the Secretary may find 
that adequate progress in rebuilding is 
not being made if: Frebuild or the ACL 
associated with Frebuild are being 
exceeded and AMs are not effective at 
correcting for the overages; or when the 
rebuilding expectations of the stock or 
stock complex have significantly 
changed due to new and unexpected 
information about the status of the stock 
(see § 600.310(f)(3)(iv) of this proposed 
action). 

NMFS also proposes clarifying that, 
while a stock or stock complex is 
rebuilding, revising rebuilding 
timeframes (i.e., Ttarget and Tmax) or 
Frebuild is not necessary, unless the 
Secretary finds that adequate progress is 
not being made (see § 600.310(f)(3)(v) of 
this proposed action). As highlighted in 
the NRC (2013) report on rebuilding, the 
primary objective of a rebuilding plan 
should be to maintain fishing mortality 
at or below Frebuild. By doing so, 
managers can avoid issues with 
updating timelines that are based on 
biomass milestones, which are subject 
to uncertainty (see § 600.310(j)(3)(i)(A)) 
and changing environmental conditions 
that are outside the control of fishery 
managers. 

Emergency Actions and Interim 
Measures 

The NS1 guidelines provide guidance 
on emergency actions and interim 
measures to reduce overfishing that can 

be taken under sections 304(e)(6) and 
305(c) of the MSA. NMFS is proposing 
to delete §§ 600.310(j)(4)(i) and (ii) 
because: (1) The guidance simply 
repeats the language in the MSA; (2) 
NMFS has separately published a policy 
on implementing the provisions of MSA 
305(c) (NMFS Policy Directive 01–101– 
07, Policy Guidelines on the Use of 
Emergency Rules, 62 FR 44421 (Aug. 21, 
1997)); and (3) NS1 guidance should 
only provide guidance on the 304(e)(6) 
provisions of the MSA, because it 
pertains to rebuilding stocks. NMFS 
proposes to clarify in § 600.310(j)(4) of 
this proposed action that the Secretary’s 
ability to implement interim measures 
to reduce, but not necessarily end, 
overfishing should rarely be used and 
require that the following three criteria 
be met before the interim measure can 
be used: (1) The interim measure is 
needed to address an unanticipated and 
significantly changed understanding of 
the stock’s status; (2) ending overfishing 
immediately is expected to result in 
severe social and/or economic impacts 
to a fishery; and (3) the interim 
measures will at least ensure that the 
stock will increase its current biomass 
through the duration of the interim 
measure. 

Discontinuing a Rebuilding Plan Based 
on New Information 

Due to scientific uncertainty in the 
biomass estimate of fish stocks, 
occasionally a stock is identified as 
overfished, but is later determined to 
have never been overfished. The recent 
NRC (2013) study on rebuilding 
estimated that approximately 30 percent 
of rebuilding stocks are later discovered 
to have never been overfished. In the 
past, it has been NMFS’ policy that once 
a rebuilding plan has been 
implemented, the rebuilding plan 
cannot be discontinued until the stock 
has rebuilt to Bmsy, regardless of new 
information about the status of the stock 
when it was originally declared 
overfished. This policy was in place 
because a future stock assessment could 
find that the stock actually had been 
overfished, and rebuilding to Bmsy is 
consistent with the MSA’s objective that 
fisheries produce MSY on a continuing 
basis. 

However, NMFS realizes that 
rebuilding stocks are sometimes 
restricted to relatively low Frebuilds, 
which can have negative impacts on 
fishery participants due to the reduced 
landings of the overfished stock, as well 
as reduced catch of other stocks in 
mixed-stock fisheries. Therefore, NMFS 
is proposing to allow a Council to 
discontinue a rebuilding plan before it 
reaches Bmsy so long as the stock meets 
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the following criteria: (1) The Secretary 
determines that the stock was not 
overfished in the year that the MSA 
section 304(e)(3) overfished 
determination was based on; and (2) the 
biomass of the stock is not currently 
below the MSST (see § 600.310(j)(5) of 
this proposed action). This proposed 
revision is based on the rationale that 
the terminal year of a stock assessment 
(i.e., the most recent year) is often the 
most uncertain, while subsequent 
reviews of that same year by stock 
assessments conducted several years 
later are often more accurate (NRC 
1998). Thus, if a subsequent assessment 
shows that the stock was not overfished 
in the year that the overfished 
determination was based on, it is more 
likely that the stock was never 
overfished. However, in such a 
situation, a Council may always opt to 
continue following the rebuilding plan 
to further the conservation and 
management needs of a stock or stock 
complex that remains below Bmsy. 

Other Revisions 
In § 600.310(j)(2), NMFS proposes 

deleting text that referred to the 2010 
and 2011 implementation dates for 
ACLs and AMs, given that these 
deadlines have passed and all 46 FMPs 
have implemented ACLs and AMs (see 
§§ 600.310(j)(2)(i) and (ii) of this 
proposed action). NMFS also proposes 
adding guidance to clarify that, when a 
Council is notified that a stock or stock 
complex is undergoing overfishing, it 
should work with its SSC to ensure that 
the ABC is set appropriately to end 
overfishing. Councils should evaluate 
the cause of the overfishing, address the 
issue that caused overfishing, and 
reevaluate their ACLs and AM to make 
sure they are adequate (see 
§ 600.310(j)(2)(i) of this proposed 
action). 

XV. Recreational Fisheries 
Since the reauthorization of the MSA 

in 2007, many recreational stakeholders 
have commented that the ACL 
requirements of the MSA do not 
recognize the different ways in which 
recreational and commercial fisheries 
are managed and prosecuted. The 
recreational community has provided 
comments through a variety of forums, 
such as: the 2012 NS1 ANPR; NMFS’s 
Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee’s 
White Paper on Recommendations for 
MSA by the Recreational Working 
Group; NMFS’s Recreational Regional 
Roundtable discussions of 2013; 
Managing Our Nations Fisheries III 
(2013); The Commission on Saltwater 
Recreational Fisheries Management, A 
Vision for Managing America’s 

Saltwater Recreational Fisheries (Morris 
and Deal 2014); and NMFS Recreational 
Saltwater Fishing Summits in 2010 and 
2014. In general, the recreational 
community has expressed an interest in 
increased fishing opportunities; having 
the opportunity to catch larger fish; 
flexibility in setting ACLs for 
recreational fisheries; managing for 
greater abundance; and, managing 
forage fish more conservatively to 
improve the resiliency of recreationally 
important fish stocks. While not 
highlighted in a separate or specific 
section, these issues are addressed in 
various sections of this proposed rule. 

Recreational Fishing Objectives 
NMFS recognizes that recreational 

and commercial sectors of a fishery will 
sometimes have different objectives for 
a fishery. Existing guidelines note that 
it is the Councils’ responsibility to 
integrate the objectives of these various 
sectors or fishery participants into their 
fishery management plans, and 
prioritize among these objectives when 
they are in conflict (see §§ 600.305(b) 
and 600.310(e)(3)). However, in practice 
the process of identifying and 
prioritizing the objectives of a fishery 
are rarely reexamined once defined; 
there are some exceptions like the Mid- 
Atlantic and South-Atlantic Councils’ 
recent visioning processes (for more 
information on these projects, see: 
http://safmc.net/resource-library/
council-visioning-project and http://
www.mafmc.org/strategic-plan/). 
Because the needs and objectives of a 
fishery change over time, NMFS is 
proposing that Councils reassess the 
objectives of the fishery on a regular 
basis (see § 600.305(b)(2) of this 
proposed action). Recreational 
fishermen should work with their 
Councils to advance their sector specific 
objectives, such as increasing the 
opportunity to catch larger fish. 

Flexibility in Setting ACLs and AMs 
The MSA requires ACLs and AMs for 

all managed fisheries; however, the NS1 
guidelines do not require Councils to 
specify or implement AMs in the same 
manner among the sectors of a fishery. 
For example, in several cases, Councils 
have chosen to monitor the commercial 
catch using daily or weekly reporting 
mechanisms and use in-season 
management measures to close the 
commercial sector when it is expected 
to reach its ACL. In contrast, in some 
recreational fisheries, catch can only be 
monitored in 2-month increments, and 
ACL overages can only be addressed 
through post-season AMs. So as not to 
be constrained to one type of AM, the 
Mid-Atlantic and South Atlantic 

Councils have developed conditional 
AMs that implement different AMs 
depending on the status of the stock 
and/or degree of ACL overage. These 
conditional AMs provide flexibility in 
managing sectors of the fishery 
differently. NMFS encourages the use of 
conditional AMs and proposes 
clarifying that the type of AM chosen by 
a Council will likely vary depending on 
the sector of the fishery, the status of the 
stock, degree of overage, recruitment 
patterns of the stock, and other 
pertinent information (see 
§ 600.310(g)(3) of this proposed action). 

NMFS also recognizes that an 
impediment to implementing ACLs for 
many recreationally important fish 
stocks is the lack of life history 
information to calculate MSY (or a 
standard proxy), as well as the lack of 
timely information on the catch levels of 
the stock. As noted above in section V 
of the preamble, NMFS is proposing to 
revise the NS1 guidelines to make clear 
that, when data are not available to 
specify MSY or MSY proxies, 
alternative types of SDCs that promote 
sustainability of the stock or stock 
complex can be used (see 
§ 600.310(e)(2)(ii) of this proposed 
action). For example, SDCs could be 
based on recent average catch, fish 
densities derived from visual census 
surveys, length/weight frequencies or 
other methods. NMFS also proposes to 
allow alternative approaches to 
satisfying the NS1 requirements for 
stocks for which data are not available 
to either set MSY or MSY based 
reference points or manage to MSY or 
MSY based reference points (see 
§ 600.310(h)(2) of this proposed action). 

NMFS understands that many of the 
fish stocks captured in recreational 
fisheries are not targeted, but retained 
because they are valued by the 
fishermen. In the current NS1 
guidelines, these ‘‘often retained’’ non- 
target stocks are considered to be ‘‘in the 
fishery’’ and are therefore required to 
have ACLs. Many stakeholders 
including recreational fishery 
participants have noted that, while 
these non-target stocks are often 
retained, many of these stocks may not 
be in need of conservation and 
management. As noted above in section 
IV of the preamble, NMFS is revising its 
guidance on stocks in the fishery and 
ecosystem component species to 
provide further guidance to Councils in 
determining whether stocks require 
conservation and management based on 
several factors. Therefore, some non- 
target fish stocks may no longer need 
ACLs based on this proposed rule. 

Some stakeholders have also 
recommended that, where appropriate, 
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NMFS should consider allowing 
fisheries (in their entirety) to be 
managed at the state level. They have 
expressed that Federal agencies are not 
always the most appropriate 
organizations to manage fisheries, and, 
where applicable, states or fishery 
management commissions should take 
control of managing fish populations. 
NMFS agrees that Federal management 
is not required for all stocks, and has in 
the past provided guidance on when 
Federal management was and was not 
needed within its NS7 guidelines. As 
explained in Section IV, NMFS is 
consolidating guidance on stocks that 
require conservation and management 
in proposed § 600.305(c). 

Forage Fish 
NMFS is not proposing any new 

revisions to the NS guidelines related to 
forage fish, as the importance of forage 
fish to fisheries and the marine 
ecosystem was adequately highlighted 
in the 2009 revisions of the NS1 
guidelines. For example, in current 
§ 600.310(e)(3)(iii)(C), NMFS notes that 
maintaining adequate forage for all 
components of the ecosystem is one 
consideration that could be taken by the 
Council when determining the greatest 
benefit to the Nation. Additionally, 
current § 600.310(e)(3)(iv)(C) describes 
that, when specifying OY, consideration 
should be given to managing forage 
stocks for higher biomass than Bmsy to 
enhance and protect the marine 
ecosystem. NMFS is not proposing to 
change these concepts within the 
guidelines. 

XVI. Republishing Codified Text in Its 
Entirety 

For clarity and convenience to the 
reader, this proposed rule would revise 
§ 600.305 (National Standard General), 
§ 600.310 (National Standard 1 
guidelines), § 600.320 (National 
Standard 3 guidelines) and § 600.340 
(National Standard 7 guidelines) in their 
entirety. The following describes the 
changes to these guidelines that are 
being proposed, and a tracked changes 
copy of the proposed rule is also 
available at: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/ 
sfa/laws_policies/national_standards/
ns1_revisions.html. 

In the proposed revisions to 
§ 600.305, paragraph (b)—Fishery 
management objectives, is revised. 
Current paragraph (c)—Word usage is 
revised and redesignated paragraph (d). 
A new paragraph (c)—Stocks that 
require conservation and management, 
is added to describe which stocks are in 
need of conservation and management. 

In the proposed revisions to 
§ 600.310, paragraph (b)—General, is 

revised. Paragraph (c)—Summary of 
items to include in FMPs related to NS1, 
is revised. Current paragraph (d)— 
Classifying stocks in an FMP, is retitled 
Stocks and stock complexes. Paragraph 
(d)(1)—Introduction, is revised. Current 
paragraphs (d)(2)—Stocks in a fishery, 
(d)(4)—Non-target species, and (d)(5)— 
Ecosystem component (EC) species were 
deleted. Current paragraph (d)(3)— 
Target stocks, was revised and 
redesignated (d)(11) in § 600.305. 
Current paragraph (d)(6)— 
Reclassification, was revised and 
redesignated (c)(5) in § 600.305. Current 
paragraph (d)(7)—Stocks or species 
identified in more than on FMP, was 
revised and redesignated (c)(4) in 
§ 600.305. Current paragraph (d)(8)— 
Stock complex was revised and 
redesignated (d)(2)(i) and (d)(2)(ii)(B). 
Current paragraph (d)(9)—Indicator 
stocks, was revised and redesignated 
(d)(2)(ii)(A),(C)–(D). Current paragraph 
(d)(10)—Vulnerability, was revised and 
redesignated (b)(4). Current paragraph 
(e)(1)—MSY, was revised. Current 
paragraph (e)(1)(iii)—MSY for stock 
complexes, was revised and portions 
therein were redesignated in 
(d)(2)(ii)(E). Current paragraph 
(e)(1)(iv)—Specifying MSY, was revised 
and redesignated (e)(1)(v)(A)–(D). A new 
paragraph (e)(1)(iv)—Methods of 
estimating MSY for an aggregate group 
of stocks, was added to describe 
alternative methods of calculating MSY 
for a group of stocks. Paragraphs 
(e)(2)(i)(A)—Status determination 
criteria (SDC), (e)(2)(i)(B)—Overfishing, 
(e)(2)(i)(C)—Maximum Fishing Mortality 
Threshold (MFMT), (e)(2)(i)(D)— 
Overfishing limit, (e)(2)(i)(E)— 
Overfished were revised. Current 
paragraph (e)(2)(i)(F)—Minimum stock 
size threshold (MSST), was revised and 
redesignated (e)(2)(i)(G). Current 
paragraph (e)(2)(i)(G)—Approaching an 
overfished condition, was redesignated 
(e)(2)(i)(H). A new paragraph 
(e)(2)(i)(F)—Depleted, was added to 
defined the term depleted. Paragraphs 
(e)(2)(ii)—Specification of SDC and 
overfishing and overfished 
determinations and subsections therein 
(e)(2)(ii)(A)–(B) were revised. Paragraph 
(e)(2)(ii)(A)(3) was added to describe 
multiyear periods to determine 
overfishing status. Paragraph (e)(2)(ii)(C) 
was added to describe that sources of 
mortality should be accounted for in the 
evaluation of stock status with respect 
to reference points. Current paragraph 
(e)(2)(iii)—Relationship of SDC to 
environmental change, is retitled 
Relationship of SDC to environmental 
and habitat change. Current paragraphs 
(e)(2)(iii)(C), (e)(2)(iv)(A), (e)(3)— 

Optimum yield, (e)(3)(i)(A)–(B), and 
(e)(3)(ii)—General were revised. Current 
paragraph (e)(3)(iii)—Determining the 
greatest benefit to the Nation, was 
revised and redesignated (e)(3)(iii)(A). 
Current paragraphs (e)(3)(iii)(A)–(C), 
were revised and redesignated 
(e)(3)(iii)(A)(1)–(3), respectively. A new 
paragraph (e)(3)(iii)—Assessing OY, was 
added to described the OY assessment 
process. Current paragraph (e)(3)(iv)— 
Factors to consider in OY specification, 
was revised, redesignated (e)(3)(iii)(B) 
and retitled Economic, Ecological, and 
Social Factors. Current paragraphs 
(e)(3)(iv)(A)–(C), were revised and 
redesignated (e)(3)(iii)(B)(1)–(3). Current 
paragraph (e)(3)(v)—Specification of 
OY, was revised, redesignated (e)(3)(iv), 
and retitled Specifying OY. Current 
paragraph (e)(3)(v)(A) was revised and 
redesignated (e)(3)(iv)(A). Current 
paragraph (e)(3)(v)(B), was deleted, and 
the content was incorporated into 
(e)(3)(v)(A). Current paragraph 
(e)(3)(v)(C), was revised and 
redesignated (e)(3)(ii)(C). Current 
paragraph (e)(3)(v)(D), was redesignated 
to (e)(3)(v)(A). Current paragraph 
(e)(3)(v)(E), was redesignated 
(e)(3)(iv)(B). Current paragraph 
(e)(3)(v)(F), was revised and 
redesignated (e)(3)(iv)(C). Current 
paragraph (e)(3)(v)(G), was deleted and 
the concept was moved to (e)(3)(iii). 
Current paragraph (e)(3)(v)(H), was 
redesignated (e)(3)(v)(B). A new 
paragraph (e)(3)(iv)(D), was added to 
address issues with internationally 
managed stocks. Current paragraph 
(e)(3)(vi)—OY and foreign fishing, was 
redesignated (e)(3)(v). Current 
paragraphs (e)(3)(vi)(A)–(C), were 
redesignated (e)(3)(v)(C)–(E), 
respectively. Paragraph (f)—Acceptable 
biological catch, annual catch limits, 
and annual catch targets, is revised and 
retitled Acceptable biological catch and 
annual catch limits. Paragraph (f)(1)— 
Introduction, was deleted. Current 
paragraph (f)(2)—Definitions and 
(f)(2)(i), are redesignated (f)(1) and 
(f)(1)(i), respectively. Current paragraph 
(f)(2)(ii)—Acceptable biological catch 
(ABC), is revised and redesignated 
(f)(1)(ii). Current paragraph (f)(2)(iii)— 
ABC control rule, is deleted. Current 
paragraph (f)(2)(iv)—Annual catch limit 
(ACL), is revised and redesignated 
(f)(1)(iii). Current paragraphs (f)(2)(v)— 
Annual catch target (ACT) and 
(f)(2)(vi)—ACT control rule, were 
deleted and the content was moved to 
paragraph (g)(4). New paragraphs 
(f)(1)(iv)—Control rule, (f)(1)(v)— 
Management uncertainty, and 
(f)(1)(vi)—Scientific uncertainty, were 
added because the terms were not 
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clearly defined in the current 
guidelines. Current paragraphs (f)(3)— 
Specification of ABC and (f)(3)(ii) were 
revised. Current paragraph (f)(4)—ABC 
control rule, was revised and 
redesignated (f)(2)(i)–(ii). Paragraphs 
(f)(2)(ii)(A)&(B) were added to describe 
phase-in and carry-over ABC control 
rules. Current paragraph (f)(5)—Setting 
the annual catch limit, was redesignated 
(f)(4). Current paragraphs (f)(5)(i)–(iii) 
were revised and redesignated (f)(4)(i)– 
(iii), respectively. A new paragraph 
(f)(4)(iv)—Relationship between OY and 
the ACL framework, was added. Current 
paragraphs (f)(6)—ACT control rule, 
(f)(6)(i)—Determining management 
uncertainty and (f)(6)(ii)—Establishing 
tiers and corresponding ACT control 
rules, were revised and redesignated 
(g)(4)—Annual catch target (ACT) and 
ACT control rule. Paragraph (f)(7) was 
deleted. Paragraph (g)—Accountability 
measures, was revised and retitled 
Accountability measures (AMs). 
Paragraph (g)(1)—Introduction, and 
(g)(2)—Inseason AMs were revised. 
Paragraph (g)(3)—AMs for when the ACL 
is exceeded, was revised and portions 
therein were redesignated to a new 
paragraph (g)(7)—Performance 
standard. Current paragraphs (g)(4)— 
AMs based on multi-year average data, 
was revised and redesignated (g)(5). 
Current paragraph (g)(5)—AMs for State- 
Federal Fisheries, was redesignated 
(g)(6). Paragraph (h)—Establishing ACL 
mechanisms and AMs in FMPs, was 
revised. Current paragraphs (h)(1)(i)–(ii) 
were deleted. Current paragraphs 
(h)(1)(ii) and (h)(1)(iv) were deleted and 
incorporated in (g)(1) and (f)(4)(ii), 
respectively. Current paragraph (h)(2)— 
Exceptions from ACL and AM 
requirements and (h)(2)(ii)— 
International fishery agreements, were 
redesignated (h)(1) and (h)(1)(ii), 
respectively. Current paragraphs 
(h)(2)(i)—Life cycle and (h)(3)— 
Flexibility in application of NS1 
guidelines, were revised and 
redesignated (h)(1)(i) and (h)(2), 
respectively. Paragraphs (i)—Fisheries 
data and (i)(3), were revised. Paragraph 
(j)—Council actions to address 
overfishing and rebuilding for stocks 
and stock complex in the fishery, was 
retitled Council actions to address 
overfishing and rebuilding for stocks 
and stock complexes. Paragraph 
(j)(2)(i)—If a stock or stock complex is 
undergoing overfishing, was revised. 
Paragraphs (j)(2)(i)(A)–(C), were deleted. 
Paragraph (j)(2)(ii)—If a stock or stock 
complex is overfished or approaching 
an overfished condition, was revised. 
Paragraph (j)(3)(i)(A), was revised. 
Paragraph (j)(3)(i)(B), was deleted but 

portions therein were revised and 
incorporated into paragraph (j)(3)(i)(A). 
Current paragraph (j)(3)(i)(C), was 
revised and redesignated (j)(3)(i)(B)(1). 
Current paragraph (j)(3)(i)(D), was 
revised and redesignated (j)(3)(i)(B)(2), 
(j)(3)(i)(B)(2)(i)–(iii) and (j)(3)(i)(B)(3). 
Current paragraph (j)(3)(i)(E), is revised 
and redesignated (j)(3)(i)(C)—Target 
time to rebuilding a stock or stock 
complex (Ttarget). Paragraph (j)(3)(ii), 
was revised and redesignated (j)(4)— 
Adequate progress, and (j)(4)(i)–(ii). 
Current paragraphs (j)(3)(iii) and 
(j)(3)(iv), were redesignated (j)(3)(ii) and 
(j)(3)(iii), respectively. Current 
paragraph (j)(4)—Emergency actions 
and interim measures, was revised and 
redesignated (j)(4). Current paragraphs 
(j)(4)(i) and (j)(4)(ii), were deleted. New 
paragraphs (j)(5)—Discontinuing a 
rebuilding plan based on new scientific 
information, (j)(5)(i)–(ii), and (j)(6)— 
Management measures for depleted 
stocks, were added. 

In the proposed revisions to 
§ 600.320, paragraphs (d)—Management 
unit and (d)(1)—Basis, were revised. 
Paragraphs (d)(1)(i)–(vi), were deleted. 
Paragraphs (d)(2)—Conservation and 
management measures, and (e)— 
Analysis were revised. 

In the proposed revisions to 
§ 600.340, paragraphs (b)—Necessity of 
Federal management, (b)(1)—General, 
and (b)(2)—Criteria were deleted. 
Current paragraphs (b)(2)(i)–(iii), were 
revised and redesignated paragraphs 
(c)(2)(vi), (c)(2)(iii), and (c)(2)(x), 
respectively, in § 600.305. Current 
paragraphs (b)(2)(iv)–(vi) were 
redesignated paragraphs (c)(2)(vii)–(ix) 
in § 600.305. Paragraph (b)(2)(vii), was 
deleted. Current paragraphs (c)— 
Alternative management measures, and 
(d)—Analysis, were redesignated (b)— 
Alternative management measures, and 
(c)—Analysis. 

XVII. References Cited 
A complete list of all the references 

cited in this final action is available 
online at: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/
sfa/laws_policies/national_standards/
ns1_revisions.html or upon request from 
Wesley Patrick (see FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT). 

XIII. Classification 
Pursuant to section 304(b)(1)(A) of the 

Magnuson-Stevens Act, the NMFS 
Assistant Administrator has determined 
that this proposed rule is consistent 
with the Act, and other applicable law, 
subject to further consideration after 
public comment. 

This rule has been determined to be 
significant for purposes of Executive 
Order 12866. 

The Chief Counsel for Regulation of 
the Department of Commerce certified 
to the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the 
Small Business Administration that this 
rule, if adopted, would not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
The factual basis for this determination 
is as follows. 

The purpose of the rule is to facilitate 
compliance with requirements of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act to end and 
prevent overfishing, rebuild overfished 
stocks, and achieve optimum yield (OY) 
without establishing new requirements 
or requiring the Councils or Secretary to 
revise their Fishery Management Plans 
(FMPs). The objectives of the rule are to 
improve and clarify the guidance within 
the NS guidelines, address concerns that 
have been raised during the 
implementation of annual catch limits 
(ACLs) and accountability measures 
(AMs), and provide flexibility to address 
fishery management issues. Pursuant to 
MSA section 301(b), the NS guidelines 
are advisory in nature and do not have 
the force and effect of law. The 
Magnuson-Stevens Act serves as the 
legal basis for the rule. 

Small entities include ‘‘small 
businesses,’’ ‘‘small organizations,’’ and 
‘‘small governmental jurisdictions.’’ The 
Small Business Administration has 
established size standards for all major 
industry sectors in the U.S. including 
commercial finfish harvesters (NAICS 
code 114111), commercial shellfish 
harvesters (NAICS code 114112), other 
commercial marine harvesters (NAICS 
code 114119), for-hire businesses 
(NAICS code 487210), marinas (NAICS 
code 713930), seafood dealers/
wholesalers (NAICS code 424460), and 
seafood processors (NAICS code 
311710). A business primarily involved 
in finfish harvesting is classified as a 
small business if it is independently 
owned and operated, is not dominant in 
its field of operation (including its 
affiliates), and has combined annual 
receipts not in excess of $20.5 million 
for all its affiliated operations 
worldwide. For commercial shellfish 
harvesters, the other qualifiers apply 
and the receipts threshold is $5.5 
million. For other commercial marine 
harvesters, for-hire businesses, and 
marinas, the other qualifiers apply and 
the receipts threshold is $7.5 million. A 
business primarily involved in seafood 
processing is classified as a small 
business if it is independently owned 
and operated, is not dominant in its 
field of operation (including its 
affiliates), and has combined annual 
employment not in excess of 500 
employees for all its affiliated 
operations worldwide. For seafood 
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dealers/wholesalers, the other qualifiers 
apply and the employment threshold is 
100 employees. A small organization is 
any not-for-profit enterprise which is 
independently owned and operated and 
is not dominant in its field. Small 
governmental jurisdictions are 
governments of cities, counties, towns, 
townships, villages, school districts, or 
special districts, with populations of 
less than 50,000. 

The actions in this rule make 
technical changes to the general section 
to the National Standard Guidelines, 
and the Guidelines for National 
Standard 1 (NS 1), National Standard 3 
(NS 3), and National Standard 7 (NS 7). 
Specifically, this rule would: (1) Revise 
the general section of the NS guidelines 
regarding the importance of identifying 
fishery management objectives within 
an FMP, (2) consolidate guidance on 
identifying whether stocks need 
conservation and management, (3) 
revise the guidelines to provide 
flexibility in managing data limited 
stocks, (4) revise the guidance on stock 
complexes to encourage the use of 
complexes and indicator stocks, (5) 
revise the guidelines to promote the use 
of aggregate MSY estimates, (6) revise 
the guidelines by adding a definition for 
a depleted stock, (7) revise the 
guidelines to allow multi-year 
overfishing determinations, methods to 
phase-in adjustments to ABC, and 
methods to carry-over of all or some of 
an unused portion of the ACL, (8) revise 
guidance on OY to improve clarity and 
describe the role of OY under the ACL 
framework, (9) revise the acceptable 
biological catch (ABC) guidance, (10) 
revise guidance on AMs, (11) revise 
guidance on establishing ACL and AM 
mechanisms, and (12) provide flexibility 
in rebuilding stocks. 

Because the proposed changes to the 
guidelines do not create new 
requirements and thus are technical in 
nature, this rule would allow but does 
not require the Councils or the Secretary 
to make changes to their FMPs. Further, 
because the guidelines do not directly 
regulate any entities, the proposed 
changes will not directly alter the 
behavior of any entities operating in 
federally managed fisheries, and thus no 
direct economic effects on commercial 
harvesting businesses, for-hire 
businesses, marinas, seafood dealers/ 
wholesalers, or seafood processors are 
expected to result from this action. 
Therefore, no small entities would be 
directly affected by this rule. 

As a result of the information above, 
a reduction in profits for a substantial 
number of small entities is not expected. 
Because this rule, if implemented, is not 
expected to have a significant adverse 

economic effect on the profits of a 
substantial number of small entities, an 
initial regulatory flexibility analysis is 
not required and none has been 
prepared. 

No duplicative, overlapping, or 
conflicting Federal rules have been 
identified. This rule would not establish 
any new reporting or record-keeping 
requirements. 

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 600 

Administrative practice and 
procedure, Confidential business 
information, Fisheries, Fishing, Fishing 
vessels, Foreign relations, 
Intergovernmental relations, Penalties, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Statistics. 

Dated: January 12, 2015. 
Samuel D. Rauch III, 
Deputy Assistant Administrator for 
Regulatory Services, National Marine 
Fisheries Service. 

For the reasons stated in the 
preamble, 50 CFR part 600 is proposed 
to be amended as follows: 

PART 600—MAGNUSON-STEVENS 
ACT PROVISIONS 

■ 1. The authority citation for part 600 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 5 U.S.C. 561 and 16 U.S.C. 1801 
et seq. 
■ 2. Section 600.305 is revised to read 
as follows: 

§ 600.305 General. 

(a) Purpose. (1) This subpart 
establishes guidelines, based on the 
national standards, to assist in the 
development and review of FMPs, 
amendments, and regulations prepared 
by the Councils and the Secretary. 

(2) In developing FMPs, the Councils 
have the initial authority to ascertain 
factual circumstances, to establish 
management objectives, and to propose 
management measures that will achieve 
the objectives. The Secretary will 
determine whether the proposed 
management objectives and measures 
are consistent with the national 
standards, other provisions of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act, and other 
applicable law. The Secretary has an 
obligation under section 301(b) of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act to inform the 
Councils of the Secretary’s 
interpretation of the national standards 
so that they will have an understanding 
of the basis on which FMPs will be 
reviewed. 

(3) The national standards are 
statutory principles that must be 
followed in any FMP. The guidelines 
summarize Secretarial interpretations 

that have been, and will be, applied 
under these principles. The guidelines 
are intended as aids to decision-making; 
FMPs formulated according to the 
guidelines will have a better chance for 
expeditious Secretarial review, 
approval, and implementation. FMPs 
that are in substantial compliance with 
the guidelines, the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act, and other applicable law must be 
approved. 

(b) Fishery management objectives. (1) 
Each FMP, whether prepared by a 
Council or by the Secretary, should 
identify what the FMP is designed to 
accomplish (i.e., the management 
objectives to be attained in regulating 
the fishery under consideration). In 
establishing objectives, Councils 
balance biological constraints with 
human needs, reconcile present and 
future costs and benefits, and integrate 
the diversity of public and private 
interests. If objectives are in conflict, 
priorities should be established among 
them. 

(2) To reflect the changing needs of 
the fishery over time, Councils should 
reassess the objectives of the fishery on 
a regular basis. 

(3) How objectives are defined is 
important to the management process. 
Objectives should address the problems 
of a particular fishery. The objectives 
should be clearly stated, practicably 
attainable, framed in terms of definable 
events and measurable benefits, and 
based upon a comprehensive rather than 
a fragmentary approach to the problems 
addressed. An FMP should make a clear 
distinction between objectives and the 
management measures chosen to 
achieve them. The objectives of each 
FMP provide the context within which 
the Secretary will judge the consistency 
of an FMP’s conservation and 
management measures with the national 
standards. 

(c) Stocks that require conservation 
and management. (1) Magnuson- 
Stevens Act section 302(h)(1) requires a 
Council to prepare an FMP for each 
fishery under its authority that requires 
(or in other words, is in need of) 
conservation and management. Not 
every fishery requires Federal 
management. Any stocks that are 
predominately caught in Federal waters 
and are overfished or subject to 
overfishing, or likely to become 
overfished or subject to overfishing, are 
considered to require conservation and 
management. In addition, the following 
non-exhaustive list of factors should be 
used by a Council when deciding 
whether stocks require conservation and 
management: 

(i) The stock is an important 
component of the marine environment. 

VerDate Sep<11>2014 14:51 Jan 16, 2015 Jkt 235001 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 4701 Sfmt 4702 E:\FR\FM\20JAP2.SGM 20JAP2rlj
oh

ns
on

 o
n 

D
S

K
3V

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 P
R

O
P

O
S

A
LS

2



2801 Federal Register / Vol. 80, No. 12 / Tuesday, January 20, 2015 / Proposed Rules 

(ii) The stock is caught by the fishery. 
(iii) Whether an FMP can improve or 

maintain the condition of the stocks. 
(iv) The stock is a target of a fishery. 
(v) The stock is important to 

commercial, recreational, or subsistence 
users. 

(vi) The fishery is important to the 
Nation and to the regional economy. 

(vii) The need to resolve competing 
interests and conflicts among user 
groups and whether an FMP can further 
that resolution. 

(viii) The economic condition of a 
fishery and whether an FMP can 
produce more efficient utilization. 

(ix) The needs of a developing fishery, 
and whether an FMP can foster orderly 
growth. 

(x) The extent to which the fishery 
could be or is already adequately 
managed by states, by state/Federal 
programs, by Federal regulations 
pursuant to other FMPs or international 
commissions, or by industry self- 
regulation, consistent with the policies 
and standards of the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act. 

(2) When considering adding a new 
stock to an FMP or keeping an existing 
stock within an FMP, Councils should 
prepare a thorough analysis of the 
factors, and any additional 
considerations that may be relevant to 
the particular stock. No single factor is 
dispositive, but Councils should 
consider weighting the factors as 
follows. Factors in paragraphs (c)(1)(i) 
through (iii) of this section should be 
considered first, as they address 
maintaining a fishery resource and the 
marine environment. See 16 U.S.C. 
1802(5)(A). These factors weigh in favor 
of including a stock in an FMP. 
Councils should next consider factors in 
paragraphs (c)(1)(iv) through (ix) of this 
section, which set forth key economic, 
social, and other reasons contained 
within the MSA for an FMP action. See 
16 U.S.C. 1802(5)(B). Regardless of 
whether any of the first nine factors 
indicates a conservation and 
management need, a Council should 
consider factor in paragraph (c)(1)(x) of 
this section before deciding to include 
or maintain a stock in an FMP. In many 
circumstances, adequate management of 
a fishery by states, state/Federal 
programs, or another Federal FMP 
would weigh heavily against a Federal 
FMP action. See, e.g., 16 U.S.C. 
1851(a)(7) and 1856(a)(3). In evaluating 
the above criteria, a Council should 
consider the specific circumstances of a 
fishery, based on the best scientific 
information available; to determine 
whether there are biological, economic, 
social and/or operational concerns that 

can be addressed by Federal 
management. 

(3) Councils may choose to identify 
stocks within their FMPs as ecosystem 
component (EC) species (see 
§ 600.310(d)(1)) if they do not require 
conservation and management. EC 
species may be identified at the species 
or stock level, and may be grouped into 
complexes. Consistent with National 
Standard 9, Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act 
(MSA) section 303(b)(12), and other 
applicable MSA sections, management 
measures can be adopted in order to, for 
example, collect data on the EC species, 
minimize bycatch or bycatch mortality 
of EC species, protect the associated role 
of EC species in the ecosystem, or for 
other reasons. 

(4) A stock or stock complex may be 
identified in more than one FMP. In this 
situation, the relevant Councils should 
choose which FMP will be the primary 
FMP in which reference points for the 
stock or stock complex are established. 
In other FMPs, the stock or stock 
complex may be identified as ‘‘other 
managed stocks’’ and management 
measures that are consistent with the 
objectives of the primary FMP can be 
established. 

(5) Councils should periodically 
review their FMPs and the best 
scientific information available and 
determine if the stocks are appropriately 
identified. As appropriate, stocks 
should be reclassified within a FMP, 
added to or removed from an existing 
FMP, or added to a new FMP, through 
a FMP amendment that documents the 
rationale for the decision. 

(d) Word usage within the National 
Standard Guidelines. The word usage 
refers to all regulations in this subpart. 

(1) Must is used, instead of ‘‘shall’’, to 
denote an obligation to act; it is used 
primarily when referring to 
requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act, the logical extension thereof, or of 
other applicable law. 

(2) Shall is used only when quoting 
statutory language directly, to avoid 
confusion with the future tense. 

(3) Should is used to indicate that an 
action or consideration is strongly 
recommended to fulfill the Secretary’s 
interpretation of the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act, and is a factor reviewers will look 
for in evaluating a SOPP or FMP. 

(4) May is used in a permissive sense. 
(5) Will is used descriptively, as 

distinguished from denoting an 
obligation to act or the future tense. 

(6) Could is used when giving 
examples, in a hypothetical, permissive 
sense. 

(7) Can is used to mean ‘‘is able to’’, 
as distinguished from ‘‘may’’. 

(8) Examples are given by way of 
illustration and further explanation. 
They are not inclusive lists; they do not 
limit options. 

(9) Analysis, as a paragraph heading, 
signals more detailed guidance as to the 
type of discussion and examination an 
FMP should contain to demonstrate 
compliance with the standard in 
question. 

(10) Council includes the Secretary, as 
applicable, when preparing FMPs or 
amendments under section 304(c) and 
(g) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 

(11) Target stocks are stocks or stock 
complexes that fishers seek to catch for 
sale or personal use, including 
‘‘economic discards’’ as defined under 
Magnuson-Stevens Act section 3(9). 
■ 3. Section 600.310 is revised to read 
as follows: 

§ 600.310 National Standard 1—Optimum 
Yield. 

(a) Standard 1. Conservation and 
management measures shall prevent 
overfishing while achieving, on a 
continuing basis, the optimum yield 
(OY) from each fishery for the U.S. 
fishing industry. 

(b) General. (1) The guidelines set 
forth in this section describe fishery 
management approaches to meet the 
objectives of National Standard 1 (NS1), 
and include guidance on: 

(i) Specifying maximum sustainable 
yield (MSY) and OY; 

(ii) Specifying status determination 
criteria (SDC) so that overfishing and 
overfished determinations can be made 
for stocks and stock complexes that 
require, or are in need of, conservation 
and management; 

(iii) Preventing overfishing and 
achieving OY, incorporation of 
scientific and management uncertainty 
in control rules, and adaptive 
management using annual catch limits 
(ACL) and measures to ensure 
accountability (i.e., accountability 
measures (AMs)); and 

(iv) Rebuilding stocks and stock 
complexes. 

(2) Overview of Magnuson-Stevens 
Act concepts and provisions related to 
NS1— (i) MSY. The Magnuson-Stevens 
Act establishes MSY as the basis for 
fishery management and requires that: 
The fishing mortality rate must not 
jeopardize the capacity of a stock or 
stock complex to produce MSY; the 
abundance of an overfished stock or 
stock complex must be rebuilt to a level 
that is capable of producing MSY; and 
OY must not exceed MSY. 

(ii) OY. The determination of OY is a 
decisional mechanism for resolving the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act’s conservation 
and management objectives, achieving a 
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fishery management plan’s (FMP) 
objectives, and balancing the various 
interests that comprise the greatest 
overall benefits to the Nation. OY is 
based on MSY as reduced under 
paragraphs (e)(3)(iii)(A) and (B) of this 
section. The most important limitation 
on the specification of OY is that the 
choice of OY and the conservation and 
management measures proposed to 
achieve it must prevent overfishing. 

(iii) ACLs and AMs. Any FMP shall 
establish a mechanism for specifying 
ACLs in the FMP (including a multiyear 
plan), implementing regulations, or 
annual specifications, at a level such 
that overfishing does not occur in the 
fishery, including measures to ensure 
accountability (Magnuson-Stevens Act 
section 303(a)(15)). 

(iv) Reference points. SDC, MSY, OY, 
acceptable biological catch (ABC), and 
ACL, which are described further in 
paragraphs (e) and (f) of this section, are 
collectively referred to as ‘‘reference 
points.’’ 

(v) Scientific advice. The Magnuson- 
Stevens Act has requirements regarding 
scientific and statistical committees 
(SSC) of the Regional Fishery 
Management Councils, including but 
not limited to, the following provisions 
(paragraphs (b)(2)(v)(A) through (D) of 
this section). See the National Standard 
2 guidelines for further guidance on 
SSCs and the peer review process 
(§ 600.315). 

(A) Each Regional Fishery 
Management Council shall establish an 
SSC as described in section 302(g)(1)(A) 
of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 

(B) Each SSC shall provide its 
Regional Fishery Management Council 
recommendations for ABC as well as 
other scientific advice, as described in 
Magnuson-Stevens Act section 
302(g)(1)(B). 

(C) The Secretary and each Regional 
Fishery Management Council may 
establish a peer review process for that 
Council for scientific information used 
to advise the Council about the 
conservation and management of a 
fishery (see Magnuson-Stevens Act 
section 302(g)(1)(E)). If a peer review 
process is established, it should 
investigate the technical merits of stock 
assessments and other scientific 
information to be used by the SSC or 
agency or international scientists, as 
appropriate. For Regional Fishery 
Management Councils, the peer review 
process is not a substitute for the SSC 
and should work in conjunction with 
the SSC. For the Secretary, which does 
not have an SSC, the peer review 
process should provide the scientific 
information necessary. 

(D) Each Council shall develop ACLs 
for each of its managed fisheries that 
may not exceed the ‘‘fishing level 
recommendations’’ of its SSC or peer 
review process (Magnuson-Stevens Act 
section 302(h)(6)). The SSC 
recommendation that is the most 
relevant to ACLs is ABC, as both ACL 
and ABC are levels of annual catch. 

(3) Approach for setting limits and 
accountability measures, including 
targets, for consistency with NS1. When 
specifying limits and accountability 
measures, Councils must take an 
approach that considers uncertainty in 
scientific information and management 
control of the fishery. These guidelines 
describe how the Councils could 
address uncertainty such that there is a 
low risk that limits are exceeded as 
described in paragraphs (f)(2) and (g)(4) 
of this section. 

(4) Vulnerability. A stock’s 
vulnerability to fishing pressure is a 
combination of its productivity, which 
depends upon its life history 
characteristics, and its susceptibility to 
the fishery. Productivity refers to the 
capacity of the stock to produce MSY 
and to recover if the population is 
depleted or overfished, and 
susceptibility is the potential for the 
stock to be impacted by the fishery, 
which includes direct captures, as well 
as indirect impacts of the fishery (e.g., 
loss of habitat quality). 

(c) Summary of items to include in 
FMPs related to NS1. This section 
provides a summary of items that 
Councils must include in their FMPs 
and FMP amendments in order to 
address ACL, AM, and other aspects of 
the NS1 guidelines. Councils must 
describe fisheries data for the stocks and 
stock complexes in their FMPs, or 
associated public documents such as 
Stock Assessment and Fishery 
Evaluation (SAFE) Reports. For all 
stocks and stock complexes that require 
conservation and management (see 
§ 600.305(c)), the Councils must 
evaluate and describe the following 
items in their FMPs and amend the 
FMPs, if necessary, to align their 
management objectives to end or 
prevent overfishing and to achieve OY: 

(1) MSY and SDC (see paragraphs 
(e)(1) and (2) of this section). 

(2) OY at the stock, stock complex, or 
fishery level and provide the OY 
specification analysis (see paragraph 
(e)(3) of this section). 

(3) ABC control rule (see paragraph 
(f)(2) of this section). 

(4) Mechanisms for specifying ACLs 
(see paragraph (f)(4) of this section). 

(5) AMs (see paragraph (g) of this 
section). 

(6) Stocks and stock complexes that 
have statutory exceptions from ACLs 
and AMs (see paragraph (h)(1) of this 
section) or which fall under limited 
circumstances which require different 
approaches to meet the Magnuson- 
Stevens Act requirements (see 
paragraph (h)(2) of this section). 

(d) Stocks and stock complexes—(1) 
Introduction. As described in 
§ 600.305(c), Councils should identify in 
their FMPs the stocks that require 
conservation and management. Such 
stocks must have ACLs, other reference 
points, and accountability measures. 
Other stocks that are identified in an 
FMP (i.e., ecosystem component species 
or stocks that the fishery interacts with 
but are managed primarily under 
another FMP, see § 600.305(c)(3) and 
(4)) do not require ACLs, other reference 
points, and accountability measures. 

(2) Stock complex. Stocks that require 
conservation and management can be 
grouped into stock complexes. A ‘‘stock 
complex’’ is a tool to manage a group of 
stocks within a FMP. 

(i) At the time a stock complex is 
established, the FMP should provide, to 
the extent practicable, a full and explicit 
description of the proportional 
composition of each stock in the stock 
complex. Stocks may be grouped into 
complexes for various reasons, 
including where stocks in a 
multispecies fishery cannot be targeted 
independent of one another; where 
there is insufficient data to measure a 
stock’s status relative to SDC; or when 
it is not feasible for fishermen to 
distinguish individual stocks among 
their catch. Where practicable, the 
group of stocks should have a similar 
geographic distribution, life history 
characteristics, and vulnerabilities to 
fishing pressure such that the impact of 
management actions on the stocks is 
similar. The vulnerability of individual 
stocks should be considered when 
determining if a particular stock 
complex should be established or 
reorganized, or if a particular stock 
should be included in a complex. 

(ii) Indicator stocks. (A) An indicator 
stock is a stock with measurable and 
objective SDC that can be used to help 
manage and evaluate more poorly 
known stocks that are in a stock 
complex. 

(B) Where practicable, stock 
complexes should include one or more 
indicator stocks (each of which has SDC 
and ACLs). Otherwise, stock complexes 
may be comprised of: Several stocks 
without an indicator stock (with SDC 
and an ACL for the complex as a whole), 
or one or more indicator stocks (each of 
which has SDC and management 
objectives) with an ACL for the complex 
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as a whole (this situation might be 
applicable to some salmon species). 
Councils should review the available 
quantitative or qualitative information 
(e.g., catch trends, changes in 
vulnerability, fish health indices, etc.) of 
stocks within a complex on a regular 
basis to determine if they are being 
sustainably managed. 

(C) If an indicator stock is used to 
evaluate the status of a complex, it 
should be representative of the typical 
vulnerability of stocks within the 
complex. If the stocks within a stock 
complex have a wide range of 
vulnerability, they should be 
reorganized into different stock 
complexes that have similar 
vulnerabilities; otherwise the indicator 
stock should be chosen to represent the 
more vulnerable stocks within the 
complex. In instances where an 
indicator stock is less vulnerable than 
other members of the complex, 
management measures should be more 
conservative so that the more vulnerable 
members of the complex are not at risk 
from the fishery. 

(D) More than one indicator stock can 
be selected to provide more information 
about the status of the complex. 

(E) When indicator stocks are used, 
the stock complex’s MSY could be listed 
as ‘‘unknown,’’ while noting that the 
complex is managed on the basis of one 
or more indicator stocks that do have 
known stock-specific MSYs, or suitable 
proxies, as described in paragraph 
(e)(1)(v) of this section. 

(e) Features of MSY, SDC, and OY— 
(1) MSY. Each FMP must include an 
estimate of MSY for the stocks and stock 
complexes that require conservation and 
management. MSY may also be 
specified for the fishery as a whole. 

(i) Definitions—(A) MSY is the largest 
long-term average catch or yield that can 
be taken from a stock or stock complex 
under prevailing ecological, 
environmental conditions and fishery 
technological characteristics (e.g., gear 
selectivity), and the distribution of catch 
among fleets. 

(B) MSY fishing mortality rate (Fmsy) is 
the fishing mortality rate that, if applied 
over the long term, would result in 
MSY. 

(C) MSY stock size (Bmsy) means the 
long-term average size of the stock or 
stock complex, measured in terms of 
spawning biomass or other appropriate 
measure of the stock’s reproductive 
potential that would be achieved by 
fishing at Fmsy. 

(ii) MSY for stocks. MSY should be 
estimated for each stock based on the 
best scientific information available (see 
§ 600.315). 

(iii) MSY for stock complexes. When 
stock complexes are used, MSY should 
be estimated for one or more indicator 
stocks or for the complex as a whole 
(see paragraph (d)(2)(ii) of this section). 

(iv) Methods of estimating MSY for an 
aggregate group of stocks. Estimating 
MSY for an aggregate group of stocks 
(including stock complexes and the 
fishery as a whole) can be done using 
models that account for multi-species 
interactions, composite properties for a 
group of similar species, common 
biomass (energy) flow and production 
patterns, or other relevant factors (see 
paragraph (e)(3)(iv)(C) of this section). 

(v) Specifying MSY. (A) Because MSY 
is a long-term average, it need not be 
estimated annually, and should be re- 
estimated as required by changes in 
long-term environmental or ecological 
conditions, fishery technological 
characteristics, or new scientific 
information. 

(B) When data are insufficient to 
estimate MSY directly, Councils should 
adopt other measures of reproductive 
potential that can serve as reasonable 
proxies for MSY, Fmsy, and Bmsy. 

(C) The MSY for a stock or stock 
complex is influenced by its 
interactions with other stocks in its 
ecosystem and these interactions may 
shift as multiple stocks in an ecosystem 
are fished. Ecological and 
environmental information should be 
taken into account, to the extent 
practicable, when assessing stocks and 
specifying MSY. Ecological and 
environmental information that is not 
directly accounted for in the 
specification of MSY can be among the 
ecological factors considered when 
setting OY below MSY. 

(D) As MSY values are estimates or 
are based on proxies, they will have 
some level of uncertainty associated 
with them. The degree of uncertainty in 
the estimates should be identified, when 
practicable, through the stock 
assessment process and peer review (see 
§ 600.335), and should be taken into 
account when specifying the ABC 
Control rule (see paragraph (f)(2) of this 
section). 

(2) Status determination criteria—(i) 
Definitions—(A) Status determination 
criteria (SDC) mean the measurable and 
objective factors, MFMT, OFL, and 
MSST, or their proxies, that are used to 
determine if overfishing has occurred, 
or if the stock or stock complex is 
overfished. Magnuson-Stevens Act 
(section 3(34)) defines both 
‘‘overfishing’’ and ‘‘overfished’’ to mean 
a rate or level of fishing mortality that 
jeopardizes the capacity of a fishery to 
produce the MSY on a continuing basis. 
To avoid confusion, this section clarifies 

that ‘‘overfished’’ relates to biomass of 
a stock or stock complex, and 
‘‘overfishing’’ pertains to a rate or level 
of removal of fish from a stock or stock 
complex. 

(B) Overfishing occurs whenever a 
stock or stock complex is subjected to a 
level of fishing mortality or total catch 
that jeopardizes the capacity of a stock 
or stock complex to produce MSY on a 
continuing basis. 

(C) Maximum fishing mortality 
threshold (MFMT) means the level of 
fishing mortality (F) above which 
overfishing is occurring. The MFMT or 
reasonable proxy may be expressed 
either as a single number (a fishing 
mortality rate or F value), or as a 
function of spawning biomass or other 
measure of reproductive potential. 

(D) Overfishing limit (OFL) means the 
annual amount of catch that 
corresponds to the estimate of MFMT 
applied to a stock or stock complex’s 
abundance and is expressed in terms of 
numbers or weight of fish. 

(E) Overfished. A stock or stock 
complex is considered ‘‘overfished’’ 
when its biomass has declined below 
MSST. 

(F) Depleted. An overfished stock or 
stock complex is considered depleted 
when it has not experienced overfishing 
at any point over a period of two 
generation times of the stock and its 
biomass has declined below MSST, or 
when a rebuilding stock or stock 
complex has reached its targeted time to 
rebuild and the stock’s biomass has 
shown no significant signs of growth 
despite being fished at or below catch 
levels that are consistent with the 
rebuilding plan throughout that period 
(see paragraphs (j)(3)(i)(B)(2)(i) and (j)(6) 
of this section). 

(G) Minimum stock size threshold 
(MSST) means the level of biomass 
below which the capacity of the stock or 
stock complex to produce MSY on a 
continuing basis has been jeopardized. 

(H) Approaching an overfished 
condition. A stock or stock complex is 
approaching an overfished condition 
when it is projected that there is more 
than a 50 percent chance that the 
biomass of the stock or stock complex 
will decline below the MSST within 
two years. 

(ii) Specification of SDC and 
overfishing and overfished 
determinations. Each FMP must 
describe how objective and measurable 
SDCs will be specified, as described in 
paragraphs (e)(2)(ii)(A) and (B) of this 
section. To be measurable and objective, 
SDC must be expressed in a way that 
enables the Council to monitor the 
status of each stock or stock complex in 
the FMP. Applying the SDC set forth in 
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the FMP, the Secretary determines if 
overfishing is occurring and whether the 
stock or stock complex is overfished 
(Magnuson-Stevens Act section 304(e)). 
SDCs are often based on fishing rates or 
biomass levels associated with MSY or 
MSY based proxies. When data are not 
available to specify SDCs based on MSY 
or MSY proxies, alternative types of 
SDCs that promote sustainability of the 
stock or stock complex can be used. For 
example, SDC could be based on recent 
average catch, fish densities derived 
from visual census surveys, length/
weight frequencies or other methods. In 
specifying SDC, a Council must provide 
an analysis of how the SDC were chosen 
and how they relate to reproductive 
potential of stocks of fish within the 
fishery. If alternative types of SDCs are 
used, the Council should explain how 
the approach will promote 
sustainability of the stock or stock 
complex on a long term basis. A Council 
should consider a process that allows 
SDCs to be quickly updated to reflect 
the best scientific information available. 
In the case of internationally-managed 
stocks, the Council may decide to use 
the SDCs defined by the relevant 
international body. In this instance, the 
SDCs should allow the Council to 
monitor the status of a stock or stock 
complex, recognizing that the SDCs may 
not be defined in such a way that a 
Council could monitor the MFMT, OFL, 
or MSST as would be done with a 
domestically managed stock or stock 
complex. 

(A) SDC To Determine Overfishing 
Status. Each FMP must describe the 
method used to determine the 
overfishing status for each stock or stock 
complex. For domestically-managed 
stocks or stocks complexes, one of the 
following methods should be used: 

(1) Fishing Mortality Rate Exceeds 
MFMT. Exceeding the MFMT for a 
period of 1 year or exceeding a multi- 
year mortality reference point 
constitutes overfishing. 

(2) Catch Exceeds the OFL. Exceeding 
the annual OFL for 1 year or exceeding 
a multi-year catch reference point 
constitutes overfishing. 

(3) Use of Multi-Year Periods To 
Determine Overfishing Status. A multi- 
year period may not exceed three years. 
A Council may develop overfishing 
SDCs that use a multi-year approach, so 
long as it provides a comprehensive 
analysis based on the best scientific 
information available that supports that 
the approach will not jeopardize the 
capacity of the fishery to produce MSY 
on a continuing basis. A Council should 
identify in its FMP or FMP amendment 
circumstances in which the multi-year 
approach should not be used (e.g., 

because the capacity of the stock to 
produce MSY over the longer term 
could be jeopardized). 

(B) SDC to determine overfished 
status. The MSST or reasonable proxy 
must be expressed in terms of spawning 
biomass or other measure of 
reproductive potential. MSST should be 
between 1⁄2 Bmsy and Bmsy, and could be 
informed by the life history of the stock, 
the natural fluctuations in biomass 
associated with fishing at MFMT over 
the long-term, the time needed to 
rebuild to Bmsy and associated social 
and/or economic impacts on the fishery, 
the requirements of internationally- 
managed stocks, or other considerations. 

(C) Where practicable, all sources of 
mortality including that resulting from 
bycatch, scientific research catch, and 
all fishing activities should be 
accounted for in the evaluation of stock 
status with respect to reference points. 

(iii) Relationship of SDC to 
environmental and habitat change. 
Some short-term environmental changes 
can alter the size of a stock or stock 
complex without affecting its long-term 
reproductive potential. Long-term 
environmental changes affect both the 
short-term size of the stock or stock 
complex and the long-term reproductive 
potential of the stock or stock complex. 

(A) If environmental changes cause a 
stock or stock complex to fall below its 
MSST without affecting its long-term 
reproductive potential, fishing mortality 
must be constrained sufficiently to 
allow rebuilding within an acceptable 
time frame (see also paragraph (j)(3)(i) of 
this section). SDC should not be 
respecified. 

(B) If environmental, ecosystem, or 
habitat changes affect the long-term 
reproductive potential of the stock or 
stock complex, one or more components 
of the SDC must be respecified. Once 
SDC have been respecified, fishing 
mortality may or may not have to be 
reduced, depending on the status of the 
stock or stock complex with respect to 
the new criteria. 

(C) If manmade environmental 
changes are partially responsible for a 
stock or stock complex’s biomass being 
below MSST, in addition to controlling 
fishing mortality, Councils should 
recommend restoration of habitat and 
other ameliorative programs, to the 
extent possible (see also the guidelines 
issued pursuant to section 305(b) of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act for Council 
actions concerning essential fish 
habitat). 

(iv) Secretarial approval of SDC. 
Secretarial approval or disapproval of 
proposed SDC will be based on 
consideration of whether the proposal: 

(A) Is based on the best scientific 
information available; 

(B) Contains the elements described 
in paragraph (e)(2)(ii) of this section; 

(C) Provides a basis for objective 
measurement of the status of the stock 
or stock complex against the criteria; 
and 

(D) Is operationally feasible. 
(3) Optimum yield. For stocks that 

require conservation and management, 
OY may be established at the stock, 
stock complex, or fishery level. 

(i) Definitions—(A) Optimum yield 
(OY). Magnuson-Stevens Act section 
(3)(33) defines ‘‘optimum,’’ with respect 
to the yield from a fishery, as the 
amount of fish that will provide the 
greatest overall benefit to the Nation, 
particularly with respect to food 
production and recreational 
opportunities and taking into account 
the protection of marine ecosystems; 
that is prescribed on the basis of the 
MSY from the fishery, as reduced by 
any relevant economic, social, or 
ecological factor; and, in the case of an 
overfished fishery, that provides for 
rebuilding to a level consistent with 
producing the MSY in such fishery. 

(B) In NS1, use of the phrase 
‘‘achieving, on a continuing basis, the 
optimum yield from each fishery’’ 
means: Producing, from each stock, 
stock complex, or fishery, an amount of 
catch that is, on average, equal to the 
Council’s specified OY; prevents 
overfishing; maintains the long term 
average biomass near or above Bmsy; and 
rebuilds overfished stocks and stock 
complexes consistent with timing and 
other requirements of section 304(e)(4) 
of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and 
paragraph (j) of this section. 

(ii) General. OY is a long-term average 
amount of desired yield from a stock, 
stock complex, or fishery. An FMP must 
contain conservation and management 
measures, including ACLs and AMs, to 
achieve OY on a continuing basis, and 
provisions for information collection 
that are designed to determine the 
degree to which OY is achieved. These 
measures should allow for practical and 
effective implementation and 
enforcement of the management regime. 
If management measures prove 
unenforceable—or too restrictive, or not 
rigorous enough to prevent overfishing 
while achieving on a continuing basis 
OY—they should be modified; an 
alternative is to reexamine the adequacy 
of the OY specification to ensure that 
the dual requirements of NS1 are met 
(preventing overfishing while achieving, 
on a continuing basis, OY). 

(iii) Assessing OY. An FMP must 
contain an assessment and specification 
of OY, which documents how the OY 
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will produce the greatest benefits to the 
nation and prevent overfishing. The 
assessment should include a summary 
of information utilized in making such 
specification, consistent with 
requirements of section 303(a)(3) of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act and 
consideration of the economic, social, 
and ecological factors relevant to 
management of a particular stock, stock 
complex, or fishery. Consistent with 
Magnuson-Stevens Act section 
302(h)(5), the assessment and 
specification of OY should be reviewed 
on a continuing basis, so that it is 
responsive to changing circumstances in 
the fishery. 

(A) Determining the greatest benefit to 
the Nation. In determining the greatest 
benefit to the Nation, the values that 
should be weighed and receive serious 
attention when considering the 
economic, social, or ecological factors 
used in reducing MSY, or its proxy, to 
obtain OY are: 

(1) The benefits of food production 
derived from providing seafood to 
consumers; maintaining an 
economically viable fishery together 
with its attendant contributions to the 
national, regional, and local economies; 
and utilizing the capacity of the 
Nation’s fishery resources to meet 
nutritional needs. 

(2) The benefits of recreational 
opportunities reflect the quality of both 
the recreational fishing experience and 
non-consumptive fishery uses such as 
ecotourism, fish watching, and 
recreational diving. Benefits also 
include the contribution of recreational 
fishing to the national, regional, and 
local economies and food supplies. 

(3) The benefits of protection afforded 
to marine ecosystems are those resulting 
from maintaining viable populations 
(including those of unexploited 
species), maintaining adequate forage 
for all components of the ecosystem, 
maintaining evolutionary and ecological 
processes (e.g., disturbance regimes, 
hydrological processes, nutrient cycles), 
maintaining productive habitat, 
maintaining the evolutionary potential 
of species and ecosystems, and 
accommodating human use. 

(B) Economic, ecological, and social 
factors. Councils should consider the 
management objectives of their FMPs 
and their management framework to 
determine the relevant social, economic, 
and ecological factors used to determine 
OY. There will be inherent trade-offs 
when determining the objectives of the 
fishery. The following is a non- 
exhaustive list of potential 
considerations for social, economic, and 
ecological factors. 

(1) Social factors. Examples are 
enjoyment gained from recreational 
fishing, avoidance of gear conflicts and 
resulting disputes, preservation of a way 
of life for fishermen and their families, 
and dependence of local communities 
on a fishery (e.g., involvement in 
fisheries and ability to adapt to change). 
Consideration may be given to fishery- 
related indicators (e.g., number of 
fishery permits, number of commercial 
fishing vessels, number of party and 
charter trips, landings, ex-vessel 
revenues etc.) and non-fishery related 
indicators (e.g., unemployment rates, 
percent of population below the poverty 
level, population density, etc.), and 
preference for a particular type of 
fishery (e.g., size of the fishing fleet, 
type of vessels in the fleet, permissible 
gear types). Other factors that may be 
considered include the effects that past 
harvest levels have had on fishing 
communities, the cultural place of 
subsistence fishing, obligations under 
Indian treaties, proportions of affected 
minority and low-income groups, and 
worldwide nutritional needs. 

(2) Economic factors. Examples are 
prudent consideration of the risk of 
overharvesting when a stock’s size or 
reproductive potential is uncertain (see 
§ 600.335(c)(2)(i)), satisfaction of 
consumer and recreational needs, and 
encouragement of domestic and export 
markets for U.S. harvested fish. Other 
factors that may be considered include: 
The value of fisheries, the level of 
capitalization, the decrease in cost per 
unit of catch afforded by an increase in 
stock size, the attendant increase in 
catch per unit of effort, alternate 
employment opportunities, and 
economic contribution to fishing 
communities, coastal areas, affected 
states, and the nation. 

(3) Ecological factors. Examples 
include impacts on ecosystem 
component species, forage fish stocks, 
other fisheries, predator-prey or 
competitive interactions, marine 
mammals, threatened or endangered 
species, and birds. Species interactions 
that have not been explicitly taken into 
account when calculating MSY should 
be considered as relevant factors for 
setting OY below MSY. In addition, 
consideration should be given to 
managing forage stocks for higher 
biomass than Bmsy to enhance and 
protect the marine ecosystem. Also 
important are ecological or 
environmental conditions that stress 
marine organisms or their habitat, such 
as natural and manmade changes in 
wetlands or nursery grounds, and effects 
of pollutants on habitat and stocks. 

(iv) Specifying OY. If the estimates of 
MFMT and current biomass are known 

with a high level of certainty and 
management controls can accurately 
limit catch, then OY could be set very 
close to MSY, assuming no other 
reductions are necessary for social, 
economic, or ecological factors. To the 
degree that such MSY estimates and 
management controls are lacking or 
unavailable, OY should be set farther 
from MSY. 

(A) The OY can be expressed in terms 
of numbers or weight of fish, and either 
as a single value or a range. When it is 
not possible to specify OY 
quantitatively, OY may be described 
qualitatively. 

(B) The determination of OY is based 
on MSY, directly or through proxy. 
However, even where sufficient 
scientific data as to the biological 
characteristics of the stock do not exist, 
or where the period of exploitation or 
investigation has not been long enough 
for adequate understanding of stock 
dynamics, or where frequent large-scale 
fluctuations in stock size diminish the 
meaningfulness of the MSY concept, OY 
must still be established based on the 
best scientific information available. 

(C) An OY established at a fishery 
level may not exceed the sum of the 
MSY values for each of the stocks or 
stocks complexes within the fishery. 
Aggregate level MSY estimates could be 
used as a basis for specifying OY for the 
fishery (see paragraph (e)(1)(iv) of this 
section). When aggregate level MSY is 
estimated, single stock MSY estimates 
can also be used to inform single stock 
management. For example, OY could be 
specified for a fishery, while other 
reference points are specified for 
individual stocks in order to prevent 
overfishing on each stock within the 
fishery. 

(D) For internationally-managed 
stocks, fishing levels that are agreed 
upon by the U.S. at the international 
level are consistent with achieving OY. 

(v) OY and foreign fishing. Section 
201(d) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act 
provides that fishing by foreign nations 
is limited to that portion of the OY that 
will not be harvested by vessels of the 
United States. The FMP must include an 
assessment to address the following, as 
required by section 303(a)(4) of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act: 

(A) The OY specification is the basis 
for establishing any total allowable level 
of foreign fishing (TALFF). 

(B) Part of the OY may be held as a 
reserve to allow for domestic annual 
harvest (DAH). If an OY reserve is 
established, an adequate mechanism 
should be included in the FMP to 
permit timely release of the reserve to 
domestic or foreign fishermen, if 
necessary. 
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(C) DAH. Councils and/or the 
Secretary must consider the capacity of, 
and the extent to which, U.S. vessels 
will harvest the OY on an annual basis. 
Estimating the amount that U.S. fishing 
vessels will actually harvest is required 
to determine the surplus. 

(D) Domestic annual processing 
(DAP). Each FMP must assess the 
capacity of U.S. processors. It must also 
assess the amount of DAP, which is the 
sum of two estimates: The estimated 
amount of U.S. harvest that domestic 
processors will process, which may be 
based on historical performance or on 
surveys of the expressed intention of 
manufacturers to process, supported by 
evidence of contracts, plant expansion, 
or other relevant information; and the 
estimated amount of fish that will be 
harvested by domestic vessels, but not 
processed (e.g., marketed as fresh whole 
fish, used for private consumption, or 
used for bait). 

(E) Joint venture processing (JVP). 
When DAH exceeds DAP, the surplus is 
available for JVP. 

(f) Acceptable biological catch and 
annual catch limits—(1) Definitions—(i) 
Catch is the total quantity of fish, 
measured in weight or numbers of fish, 
taken in commercial, recreational, 
subsistence, tribal, and other fisheries. 
Catch includes fish that are retained for 
any purpose, as well as mortality of fish 
that are discarded. 

(ii) Acceptable biological catch (ABC) 
is a level of a stock or stock complex’s 
annual catch, which is based on an ABC 
control rule that accounts for the 
scientific uncertainty in the estimate of 
OFL, any other scientific uncertainty, 
and the Council’s risk policy. 

(iii) Annual catch limit (ACL) is a 
limit on the total annual catch of a stock 
or stock complex, which cannot exceed 
the ABC, that serves as the basis for 
invoking AMs. An ACL may be divided 
into sector-ACLs (see paragraph (f)(4) of 
this section). 

(iv) Control rule is a policy for 
establishing a limit or target catch level 
that is based on the best scientific 
information available and is established 
by the Council in consultation with its 
SSC. 

(v) Management uncertainty refers to 
uncertainty in the ability of managers to 
constrain catch so that the ACL is not 
exceeded, and the uncertainty in 
quantifying the true catch amounts (i.e., 
estimation errors). The sources of 
management uncertainty could include: 
late catch reporting; misreporting; 
underreporting of catches; lack of 
sufficient inseason management, 
including inseason closure authority; or 
other factors. 

(vi) Scientific uncertainty refers to 
uncertainty in the information about a 
stock and its reference points. Sources 
of scientific uncertainty could include: 
uncertainty in stock assessment results; 
uncertainty in the estimates of MFMT, 
MSST, the biomass of the stock, and 
OFL; time lags in updating assessments; 
the degree of retrospective revision of 
assessment results; uncertainty in 
projections; uncertainties due to the 
choice of assessment model; longer-term 
uncertainties due to potential ecosystem 
and environmental effects; or other 
factors. 

(2) ABC control rule—(i) For stocks 
and stock complexes required to have 
an ABC, each Council must establish an 
ABC control rule that accounts for 
scientific uncertainty in the OFL and 
the Council’s risk policy. The Council’s 
risk policy could be based, on an 
acceptable probability (at least 50 
percent) that catch equal to the stock’s 
ABC will not result in overfishing, but 
other appropriate methods can be used. 
When determining the risk policy, 
Councils could consider the economic, 
social, and ecological trade-offs between 
being more or less risk averse. The 
Council’s choice of a risk policy cannot 
result in an ABC that exceeds the OFL. 
The process of establishing an ABC 
control rule may involve science 
advisors or the peer review process 
established under Magnuson-Stevens 
Act section 302(g)(1)(E). 

(ii) The ABC control rule must 
articulate how ABC will be set 
compared to the OFL based on the 
scientific knowledge about the stock or 
stock complex and taking into account 
scientific uncertainty (see paragraph 
(f)(1)(vi) of this section). The ABC 
control rule should consider reducing 
fishing mortality as stock size declines 
below Bmsy and as scientific uncertainty 
increases, and may establish a stock 
abundance level below which directed 
fishing would not be allowed. When 
scientific uncertainty cannot be directly 
calculated, such as when proxies are 
used, then a proxy for the uncertainty 
itself should be established based on the 
best scientific information, including 
comparison to other stocks. The control 
rule may be used in a tiered approach 
to address different levels of scientific 
uncertainty. Councils can develop ABC 
control rules that allow for changes in 
catch limits to be phased-in over time or 
to account for the carry-over of some of 
the unused portion of the ACL from one 
year to the next; in which case, the 
Council must provide a comprehensive 
analysis and articulate within their FMP 
when the control rule can and cannot be 
used and how the control rule prevents 
overfishing. 

(A) Phase-in ABC control rules. Large 
changes in catch limits due to new 
scientific information about the status of 
the stock can have negative short-term 
effects on a fishing industry. To help 
stabilize catch levels as stock 
assessments are updated, a Council may 
choose to develop a control rule that 
phases in changes to ABC over a period 
of time, not to exceed 3 years, as long 
as overfishing is prevented. 

(B) Carry-over ABC control rules. An 
ABC control rule may include 
provisions for carry-over of some of the 
unused portion of the ACL from one 
year to increase the ABC for the next 
year, based on the increased stock 
abundance resulting from the fishery 
harvesting less than the full ACL. The 
resulting ABC recommended by the SSC 
must prevent overfishing and consider 
scientific uncertainty consistent with 
the Council’s risk policy. In cases where 
an ACL has been reduced from the ABC, 
carry-over provisions may not require 
the ABC to be re-specified if the ACL 
can be adjusted upwards so that it is 
equal to or below the existing ABC. 

(3) Specification of ABC. ABC may 
not exceed OFL (see paragraph 
(e)(2)(i)(D) of this section). Councils and 
their SSC should develop a process by 
which the SSC can access the best 
scientific information available 
regarding implementation of the ABC 
control rule. An SSC may recommend 
an ABC that differs from the result of 
the ABC control rule calculation, based 
on factors such as data uncertainty, 
recruitment variability, declining trends 
in population variables, and other 
factors, but must provide an explanation 
for the deviation. For Secretarial FMPs 
or amendments, agency scientists or a 
peer review process would provide the 
scientific advice to establish ABC. For 
internationally-assessed stocks, an ABC 
as defined in these guidelines is not 
required if stocks fall under the 
international exception (see paragraph 
(h)(1)(ii) of this section). While the ABC 
is allowed to equal OFL, NMFS expects 
that in most cases ABC will be reduced 
from OFL to reduce the probability that 
overfishing might occur in a year. 

(i) Expression of ABC. ABC should be 
expressed in terms of catch, but may be 
expressed in terms of landings as long 
as estimates of bycatch and any other 
fishing mortality not accounted for in 
the landings are incorporated into the 
determination of ABC. 

(ii) ABC for overfished stocks. For 
overfished stocks and stock complexes, 
a rebuilding ABC must be set to reflect 
the annual catch that is consistent with 
the schedule of fishing mortality rates 
(i.e., Frebuild) in the rebuilding plan. 
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(4) Setting the annual catch limit—(i) 
General. ACL cannot exceed the ABC 
and may be set annually or on a 
multiyear plan basis. ACLs in 
coordination with AMs must prevent 
overfishing (see MSA section 
303(a)(15)). If an Annual Catch Target 
(ACT) is not used, management 
uncertainty should be accounted for in 
the ACL. If a Council recommends an 
ACL which equals ABC, and the ABC is 
equal to OFL, the Secretary may 
presume that the proposal would not 
prevent overfishing, in the absence of 
sufficient analysis and justification for 
the approach. A ‘‘multiyear plan’’ as 
referenced in section 303(a)(15) of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act is a plan that 
establishes harvest specifications or 
harvest guidelines for each year of a 
time period greater than 1 year. A 
multiyear plan must include a 
mechanism for specifying ACLs for each 
year with appropriate AMs to prevent 
overfishing and maintain an appropriate 
rate of rebuilding if the stock or stock 
complex is in a rebuilding plan. A 
multiyear plan must provide that, if an 
ACL is exceeded for a year, then AMs 
are implemented for the next year 
consistent with paragraph (g)(3) of this 
section. 

(ii) Sector-ACLs. A Council may, but 
is not required to, divide an ACL into 
sector-ACLs. If sector-ACLs are used, 
sector-AMs should also be specified. 
‘‘Sector,’’ for purposes of this section, 
means a distinct user group to which 
separate management strategies and 
separate catch quotas apply. Examples 
of sectors include the commercial 
sector, recreational sector, or various 
gear groups within a fishery. If the 
management measures for different 
sectors differ in the degree of 
management uncertainty, then sector- 
ACLs may be necessary so that 
appropriate AMs can be developed for 
each sector. If a Council chooses to use 
sector-ACLs, the sum of sector-ACLs 
must not exceed the stock or stock 
complex level ACL. The system of ACLs 
and AMs designed must be effective in 
protecting the stock or stock complex as 
a whole. Even if sector-ACLs and AMs 
are established, additional AMs at the 
stock or stock complex level may be 
necessary. 

(iii) ACLs for State-Federal Fisheries. 
For stocks or stock complexes that have 
harvest in state or territorial waters, 
FMPs and FMP amendments should 
include an ACL for the overall stock that 
may be further divided. For example, 
the overall ACL could be divided into 
a Federal-ACL and state-ACL. However, 
NMFS recognizes that Federal 
management is limited to the portion of 
the fishery under Federal authority. See 

16 U.S.C. 1856. When stocks are co- 
managed by Federal, state, tribal, and/or 
territorial fishery managers, the goal 
should be to develop collaborative 
conservation and management 
strategies, and scientific capacity to 
support such strategies (including AMs 
for state or territorial and Federal 
waters), to prevent overfishing of shared 
stocks and ensure their sustainability. 

(iv) Relationship between OY and the 
ACL framework. The dual goals of NS1 
are to prevent overfishing and achieve 
on a continuing basis OY. The ABC is 
an upper limit on catch and is designed 
to prevent overfishing. As described in 
paragraph (e)(3) of this section, 
ecological, economic, and social factors, 
as well as values associated with 
determining the greatest benefit to the 
Nation, are important considerations in 
specifying OY. These OY considerations 
can also be considered in the ACL 
framework. For example, an ACL (or 
ACT) could be set lower than the ABC 
to account for OY considerations (e.g., 
needs of forage fish, promoting stability, 
addressing market conditions, etc.). 
Additionally, economic, social, or 
ecological trade-offs could be evaluated 
when determining the risk policy for an 
ABC control rule (see paragraph (f)(2) of 
this section). While OY is a long-term 
average amount of desired yield, there 
is, for each year, an amount of fish that 
is consistent with achieving the long- 
term OY. A Council can choose to 
express OY on an annual basis, in 
which case the FMP or FMP amendment 
should indicate that the OY is an 
‘‘annual OY.’’ An annual OY cannot 
exceed the ACL. 

(g) Accountability measures (AMs)— 
(1) Introduction. AMs are management 
controls to prevent ACLs, including 
sector-ACLs, from being exceeded, and 
to correct or mitigate overages of the 
ACL if they occur. AMs should address 
and minimize both the frequency and 
magnitude of overages and correct the 
problems that caused the overage in as 
short a time as possible. NMFS 
identifies two categories of AMs, 
inseason AMs and AMs for when the 
ACL is exceeded. The FMP should 
identify what sources of data will be 
used to implement AMs (e.g., inseason 
data, annual catch compared to the 
ACL, or multi-year averaging approach). 

(2) Inseason AMs. Whenever possible, 
FMPs should include inseason 
monitoring and management measures 
to prevent catch from exceeding ACLs. 
Inseason AMs could include, but are not 
limited to: an annual catch target (see 
paragraph (g)(4) of this section); closure 
of a fishery; closure of specific areas; 
changes in gear; changes in trip size or 
bag limits; reductions in effort; or other 

appropriate management controls for 
the fishery. If final data or data 
components of catch are delayed, 
Councils should make appropriate use 
of preliminary data, such as landed 
catch, in implementing inseason AMs. 
FMPs should contain inseason closure 
authority giving NMFS the ability to 
close fisheries if it determines, based on 
data that it deems sufficiently reliable, 
that an ACL has been exceeded or is 
projected to be reached, and that closure 
of the fishery is necessary to prevent 
overfishing. For fisheries without 
inseason management control to prevent 
the ACL from being exceeded, AMs 
should utilize ACTs that are set below 
ACLs so that catches do not exceed the 
ACL. 

(3) AMs for when the ACL is 
exceeded. On an annual basis, the 
Council must determine as soon as 
possible after the fishing year if an ACL 
was exceeded. If an ACL was exceeded, 
AMs must be implemented as soon as 
possible to correct the operational issue 
that caused the ACL overage, as well as 
any biological consequences to the stock 
or stock complex resulting from the 
overage when it is known. These AMs 
could include, among other things, 
modifications of inseason AMs, the use 
or modification of ACTs, or overage 
adjustments. The type of AM chosen by 
a Council will likely vary depending on 
the sector of the fishery, status of the 
stock, the degree of the overage, 
recruitment patterns of the stock, or 
other pertinent information. If an ACL is 
set equal to zero and the AM for the 
fishery is a closure that prohibits fishing 
for a stock, additional AMs are not 
required if only small amounts of catch 
or bycatch occur, and the catch or 
bycatch is unlikely to result in 
overfishing. For stocks and stock 
complexes in rebuilding plans, the AMs 
should include overage adjustments that 
reduce the ACLs in the next fishing year 
by the full amount of the overage, unless 
the best scientific information available 
shows that a reduced overage 
adjustment, or no adjustment, is needed 
to mitigate the effects of the overage. 

(4) Annual Catch Target (ACT) and 
ACT control rule. ACTs are 
recommended in the system of AMs so 
that ACL is not exceeded. An ACT is an 
amount of annual catch of a stock or 
stock complex that is the management 
target of the fishery, and accounts for 
management uncertainty in controlling 
the catch at or below the ACL. ACT 
control rules can be used to articulate 
how management uncertainty is 
accounted for in setting the ACT. ACT 
control rules can be developed by the 
Council, in coordination with the SSC, 
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to help the Council account for 
management uncertainty. 

(5) AMs based on multi-year average 
data. Some fisheries have highly 
variable annual catches and lack reliable 
inseason or annual data on which to 
base AMs. If there are insufficient data 
upon which to compare catch to ACL, 
AMs could be based on comparisons of 
average catch to average ACL over a 
three-year moving average period or, if 
supported by analysis, some other 
appropriate multi-year period. Councils 
should explain why basing AMs on a 
multi-year period is appropriate. 
Evaluation of the moving average catch 
to the average ACL must be conducted 
annually, and if the average catch 
exceeds the average ACL, appropriate 
AMs should be implemented consistent 
with paragraph (g)(3) of this section. 

(6) AMs for State-Federal fisheries. 
For stocks or stock complexes that have 
harvest in state or territorial waters, 
FMPs and FMP amendments must, at a 
minimum, have AMs for the portion of 
the fishery under Federal authority. 
Such AMs could include closing the 
EEZ when the Federal portion of the 
ACL is reached, or the overall stock’s 
ACL is reached, or other measures. 

(7) Performance standard. If catch 
exceeds the ACL for a given stock or 
stock complex more than once in the 
last four years, the system of ACLs and 
AMs should be reevaluated, and 
modified if necessary, to improve its 
performance and effectiveness. If AMs 
are based on multi-year average data, 
the performance standard is based on a 
comparison of the average catch to the 
average ACL. A Council could choose a 
higher performance standard (e.g., a 
stock’s catch should not exceed its ACL 
more often than once every five or six 
years) for a stock that is particularly 
vulnerable to the effects of overfishing, 
if the vulnerability of the stock has not 
already been accounted for in the ABC 
control rule. 

(h) Establishing ACL mechanisms and 
AMs in FMPs. FMPs or FMP 
amendments must establish ACL 
mechanisms and AMs for all stocks and 
stock complexes that require 
conservation and management (see 
§ 600.305(c)), unless paragraph (h)(1) of 
this section is applicable. These 
mechanisms should describe the annual 
or multiyear process by which ACLs, 
AMs, and other reference points such as 
OFL, and ABC will be established. 

(1) Exceptions from ACL and AM 
requirements—(i) Life cycle. Section 
303(a)(15) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act 
‘‘shall not apply to a fishery for species 
that has a life cycle of approximately 1 
year unless the Secretary has 
determined the fishery is subject to 

overfishing of that species’’ (as 
described in Magnuson-Stevens Act 
section 303 note). This exception 
applies to a stock for which the average 
age of spawners in the population is 
approximately 1 year or less. While 
exempt from the ACL and AM 
requirements, FMPs or FMP 
amendments for these stocks must have 
SDC, MSY, OY, ABC, and an ABC 
control rule. 

(ii) International fishery agreements. 
Section 303(a)(15) of the Magnuson- 
Stevens Act applies ‘‘unless otherwise 
provided for under an international 
agreement in which the United States 
participates’’ (Magnuson-Stevens Act 
section 303 note). This exception 
applies to stocks or stock complexes 
subject to management under an 
international agreement, which is 
defined as ‘‘any bilateral or multilateral 
treaty, convention, or agreement which 
relates to fishing and to which the 
United States is a party’’ (see Magnuson- 
Stevens Act section 3(24)). These stocks 
would still need to have SDC, MSY, and 
OY. 

(2) Flexibility in application of NS1 
guidelines. There are limited 
circumstances that may not fit the 
standard approaches to specification of 
reference points and management 
measures set forth in these guidelines. 
These include, among other things, 
conservation and management of 
Endangered Species Act listed species, 
harvests from aquaculture operations, 
stocks with unusual life history 
characteristics (e.g., Pacific salmon, 
where the spawning potential is 
concentrated in one year), and stocks for 
which data are not available either to set 
reference points based on MSY or MSY 
proxies, or manage to reference points 
based on MSY or MSY proxies. In these 
circumstances, Councils may propose 
alternative approaches for satisfying 
requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act other than those set forth in these 
guidelines. Councils must document 
their rationale for any alternative 
approaches in an FMP or FMP 
amendment, which will be reviewed for 
consistency with the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act. 

(i) Fisheries data. In their FMPs, or 
associated public documents such as 
SAFE reports as appropriate, Councils 
must describe general data collection 
methods, as well as any specific data 
collection methods used for all stocks 
and stock complexes in their FMPs, 
including: 

(1) Sources of fishing mortality (both 
landed and discarded), including 
commercial and recreational catch and 
bycatch in other fisheries; 

(2) Description of the data collection 
and estimation methods used to 
quantify total catch mortality in each 
fishery, including information on the 
management tools used (i.e., logbooks, 
vessel monitoring systems, observer 
programs, landings reports, fish tickets, 
processor reports, dealer reports, 
recreational angler surveys, or other 
methods); the frequency with which 
data are collected and updated; and the 
scope of sampling coverage for each 
fishery; and 

(3) Description of the methods used to 
compile catch data from various catch 
data collection methods and how those 
data are used to determine the 
relationship between total catch at a 
given point in time and the ACL for 
stocks and stock complexes that require 
conservation and management. 

(j) Council actions to address 
overfishing and rebuilding for stocks 
and stock complexes—(1) Notification. 
The Secretary will immediately notify 
in writing a Regional Fishery 
Management Council whenever it is 
determined that: 

(i) Overfishing is occurring; 
(ii) A stock or stock complex is 

overfished; 
(iii) A stock or stock complex is 

approaching an overfished condition; or 
(iv) Existing remedial action taken for 

the purpose of ending previously 
identified overfishing or rebuilding a 
previously identified overfished stock or 
stock complex has not resulted in 
adequate progress. 

(2) Timing of actions—(i) If a stock or 
stock complex is undergoing 
overfishing. Upon notification that a 
stock or stock complex is undergoing 
overfishing, a Council should 
immediately begin working with its SSC 
(or agency scientists or peer review 
processes in the case of Secretarially- 
managed fisheries) to ensure that the 
ABC is set appropriately to end 
overfishing. Councils should evaluate 
the cause of overfishing, address the 
issue that caused overfishing, and 
reevaluate their ACLs and AMs to make 
sure they are adequate. 

(ii) If a stock or stock complex is 
overfished or approaching an overfished 
condition. Upon notification that a stock 
or stock complex is overfished or 
approaching an overfished condition, a 
Council must prepare and implement an 
FMP, FMP amendment, or proposed 
regulations within two years of 
notification, consistent with the 
requirements of section 304(e)(3) of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act. Council actions 
should be submitted to NMFS within 15 
months of notification to ensure 
sufficient time for the Secretary to 
implement the measures, if approved. 

VerDate Sep<11>2014 14:51 Jan 16, 2015 Jkt 235001 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 4701 Sfmt 4702 E:\FR\FM\20JAP2.SGM 20JAP2rlj
oh

ns
on

 o
n 

D
S

K
3V

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 P
R

O
P

O
S

A
LS

2



2809 Federal Register / Vol. 80, No. 12 / Tuesday, January 20, 2015 / Proposed Rules 

(3) Overfished fishery. (i) Where a 
stock or stock complex is overfished, a 
Council must specify a time period for 
rebuilding the stock or stock complex 
based on factors specified in Magnuson- 
Stevens Act section 304(e)(4). This 
target time for rebuilding (Ttarget) shall 
be as short as possible, taking into 
account: the status and biology of any 
overfished stock, the needs of fishing 
communities, recommendations by 
international organizations in which the 
U.S. participates, and interaction of the 
stock within the marine ecosystem. In 
addition, the time period shall not 
exceed 10 years, except where biology 
of the stock, other environmental 
conditions, or management measures 
under an international agreement to 
which the U.S. participates, dictate 
otherwise. SSCs (or agency scientists or 
peer review processes in the case of 
Secretarial actions) shall provide 
recommendations for achieving 
rebuilding targets (see Magnuson- 
Stevens Act section 302(g)(1)(B)). The 
above factors enter into the specification 
of Ttarget as follows: 

(A) The minimum time for rebuilding 
a stock (Tmin). Tmin means the amount of 
time the stock or stock complex is 
expected to take to rebuild to its MSY 
biomass level in the absence of any 
fishing mortality. In this context, the 
term ‘‘expected’’ means to have at least 
a 50 percent probability of attaining the 
Bmsy, where such probabilities can be 
calculated. The starting year for the Tmin 
calculation should be the first year that 
the rebuilding plan is expected to be 
implemented. 

(B) The maximum time for rebuilding 
a stock or stock complex to its Bmsy 
(Tmax). (1) If Tmin for the stock or stock 
complex is 10 years or less, then Tmax 
is 10 years. 

(2) If Tmin for the stock or stock 
complex exceeds 10 years, then one of 
the following methods can be used to 
determine Tmax: 

(i) Tmin plus the length of time 
associated with one generation time for 
that stock or stock complex. 
‘‘Generation time’’ is the average length 
of time between when an individual is 
born and the birth of its offspring, 

(ii) The amount of time the stock or 
stock complex is expected to take to 
rebuild to Bmsy if fished at 75 percent of 
MFMT, or 

(iii) Tmin multiplied by two. 
(3) When selecting a method for 

determining Tmax, a Council must 
provide a rationale for its decision based 
on the best scientific information 
available. 

(C) Target time to rebuilding a stock 
or stock complex (Ttarget). Ttarget is the 
specified time period for rebuilding a 

stock that is considered to be in as short 
a time as possible, while taking into 
account the factors described in 
paragraph (j)(3)(i) of this section. Ttarget 
shall not exceed Tmax, and the fishing 
mortality associated with achieving 
Ttarget is referred to as Frebuild. 

(ii) Council action addressing an 
overfished fishery must allocate both 
overfishing restrictions and recovery 
benefits fairly and equitably among 
sectors of the fishery. 

(iii) For fisheries managed under an 
international agreement, Council action 
addressing an overfished fishery must 
reflect traditional participation in the 
fishery, relative to other nations, by 
fishermen of the United States. 

(iv) Adequate Progress. The Secretary 
shall review rebuilding plans at routine 
intervals that may not exceed two years 
to determine whether the plans have 
resulted in adequate progress toward 
ending overfishing and rebuilding 
affected fish stocks (MSA section 
304(e)(7)). Such reviews could include 
the review of recent stock assessments, 
comparisons of catches to the ACL, or 
other appropriate performance 
measures. The Secretary may find that 
adequate progress is not being made if 
Frebuild or the ACL associated with Frebuild 
are exceeded, and AMs are not 
correcting the operational issue that 
caused the overage and addressing any 
biological consequences to the stock or 
stock complex resulting from the 
overage when it is known (see 
paragraph (g)(3) of this section). A lack 
of adequate progress may also be found 
when the rebuilding expectations of a 
stock or stock complex are significantly 
changed due to new and unexpected 
information about the status of the 
stock. If a determination is made under 
this provision, the Secretary will notify 
the appropriate Council and recommend 
further conservation and management 
measures, and the Council must develop 
and implement a new or revised 
rebuilding plan within two years (see 
MSA sections 304(e)(3) and (e)(7)(B)). 
For Secretarially-managed fisheries, the 
Secretary would take immediate action 
necessary to achieve adequate progress 
toward ending overfishing and 
rebuilding. 

(v) While a stock or stock complex is 
rebuilding, revising rebuilding 
timeframes (i.e., Ttarget and Tmax) or 
Frebuild is not necessary, unless the 
Secretary finds that adequate progress is 
not being made. 

(vi) If a stock or stock complex has not 
rebuilt by Tmax, then the fishing 
mortality rate should be maintained at 
its current Frebuild or 75 percent of the 
MFMT, whichever is less, until the 
stock or stock complex is rebuilt or the 

Secretary finds that adequate progress is 
not being made. 

(4) Emergency actions and interim 
measures. If a Council is developing a 
rebuilding plan or revising an existing 
rebuilding plan due to a lack of 
adequate progress (see MSA section 
304(e)(7)), the Secretary may, in 
response to a Council request, 
implement interim measures that 
reduce, but do not necessarily end, 
overfishing (see MSA section 304(e)(6)) 
if all of the following criteria are met: 

(i) The interim measures are needed 
to address an unanticipated and 
significantly changed understanding of 
the status of the stock or stock complex; 

(ii) Ending overfishing immediately is 
expected to result in severe social and/ 
or economic impacts to a fishery; and 

(iii) The interim measures will ensure 
that the stock or stock complex will 
increase its current biomass through the 
duration of the interim measures. 

(5) Discontinuing a rebuilding plan 
based on new scientific information. A 
Council may discontinue a rebuilding 
plan for a stock or stock complex before 
it reaches Bmsy, if all of the following 
criteria are met: 

(i) The Secretary determines that the 
stock was not overfished in the year that 
the overfished determination (see MSA 
section 304(e)(3)) was based on; and 

(ii) The biomass of the stock is not 
currently below the MSST. 

(6) Management measures for 
depleted stocks. In cases where an 
overfished stock or stock complex is 
considered to be ‘‘depleted’’ (see 
paragraph (e)(2)(i)(F) of this section), a 
Council may identify in its rebuilding 
plan additional management measures 
or initiatives that could improve the 
status of the stock, such as: reevaluating 
SDCs to determine if they are 
representative of current environmental 
conditions, recommending the 
restoration of habitat and other 
ameliorative programs, identifying 
research priorities to improve the 
Councils understanding of the 
impediments to rebuilding, or 
partnering with Federal and state 
agencies to address non-fishing related 
impacts. 

(k) International overfishing. If the 
Secretary determines that a fishery is 
overfished or approaching a condition 
of being overfished due to excessive 
international fishing pressure, and for 
which there are no management 
measures (or no effective measures) to 
end overfishing under an international 
agreement to which the United States is 
a party, then the Secretary and/or the 
appropriate Council shall take certain 
actions as provided under Magnuson- 
Stevens Act section 304(i). The 
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Secretary, in cooperation with the 
Secretary of State, must immediately 
take appropriate action at the 
international level to end the 
overfishing. In addition, within one year 
after the determination, the Secretary 
and/or appropriate Council shall: 

(1) Develop recommendations for 
domestic regulations to address the 
relative impact of the U.S. fishing 
vessels on the stock. Council 
recommendations should be submitted 
to the Secretary. 

(2) Develop and submit 
recommendations to the Secretary of 
State, and to the Congress, for 
international actions that will end 
overfishing in the fishery and rebuild 
the affected stocks, taking into account 
the relative impact of vessels of other 
nations and vessels of the United States 
on the relevant stock. Councils should, 
in consultation with the Secretary, 
develop recommendations that take into 
consideration relevant provisions of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act and NS1 
guidelines, including section 304(e) of 
the Magnuson-Stevens Act and 
paragraph (j)(3)(iii) of this section, and 
other applicable laws. For highly 
migratory species in the Pacific, 
recommendations from the Western 
Pacific, North Pacific, or Pacific 
Councils must be developed and 
submitted consistent with Magnuson- 
Stevens Reauthorization Act section 
503(f), as appropriate. 

(3) Considerations for assessing 
‘‘relative impact’’. ‘‘Relative impact’’ 
under paragraphs (k)(1) and (2) of this 
section may include consideration of 
factors that include, but are not limited 
to: Domestic and international 
management measures already in place, 
management history of a given nation, 
estimates of a nation’s landings or catch 
(including bycatch) in a given fishery, 
and estimates of a nation’s mortality 
contributions in a given fishery. 
Information used to determine relative 
impact must be based upon the best 
available scientific information. 

(l) Relationship of National Standard 
1 to other national standards—General. 
National Standards 2 through 10 
provide further requirements for 
conservation and management measures 
in FMPs (see MSA section 301(a)), and 
guidelines for these standards are 
provided in §§ 600.315 through 600.355. 
Below is a description of how some of 
the other National Standards intersect 
with National Standard 1. 

(1) National Standard 2 (see 
§ 600.315). Management measures and 
reference points to implement NS1 must 
be based on the best scientific 
information available. When data are 
insufficient to estimate reference points 

directly, Councils should develop 
reasonable proxies to the extent possible 
(also see paragraph (e)(1)(v)(B) of this 
section). In cases where scientific data 
are severely limited, effort should also 
be directed to identifying and gathering 
the needed data. SSCs should advise 
their Councils regarding the best 
scientific information available for 
fishery management decisions. 

(2) National Standard 3 (see 
§ 600.320). Reference points should 
generally be specified in terms of the 
level of stock aggregation for which the 
best scientific information is available 
(also see paragraphs (e)(1)(ii) and (iii) of 
this section). 

(3) National Standard 6 (see 
§ 600.335). Councils must build into the 
reference points and control rules 
appropriate consideration of risk, taking 
into account uncertainties in estimating 
harvest, stock conditions, life history 
parameters, or the effects of 
environmental factors. 

(4) National Standard 8 (see 
§ 600.345). National Standard 8 
addresses economic and social 
considerations and minimizing to the 
extent practicable adverse economic 
impacts on fishing communities within 
the context of preventing overfishing 
and rebuilding overfished stocks as 
required under National Standard 1. 
Calculation of OY as reduced from MSY 
also includes consideration of economic 
and social factors, but the combination 
of management measures chosen to 
achieve the OY must principally be 
designed to prevent overfishing and 
rebuild overfished stocks. 

(5) National Standard 9 (see 
§ 600.350). Evaluation of stock status 
with respect to reference points must 
take into account mortality caused by 
bycatch. In addition, the estimation of 
catch should include the mortality of 
fish that are discarded. 

(m) Exceptions to requirements to 
prevent overfishing. Exceptions to the 
requirement to prevent overfishing 
could apply under certain limited 
circumstances. Harvesting one stock at 
its optimum level may result in 
overfishing of another stock when the 
two stocks tend to be caught together 
(This can occur when the two stocks are 
part of the same fishery or if one is 
bycatch in the other’s fishery). Before a 
Council may decide to allow this type 
of overfishing, an analysis must be 
performed and the analysis must 
contain a justification in terms of overall 
benefits, including a comparison of 
benefits under alternative management 
measures, and an analysis of the risk of 
any stock or stock complex falling 
below its MSST. The Council may 
decide to allow this type of overfishing 

if the fishery is not overfished and the 
analysis demonstrates that all of the 
following conditions are satisfied: 

(1) Such action will result in long- 
term net benefits to the Nation; 

(2) Mitigating measures have been 
considered and it has been 
demonstrated that a similar level of 
long-term net benefits cannot be 
achieved by modifying fleet behavior, 
gear selection/configuration, or other 
technical characteristic in a manner 
such that no overfishing would occur; 
and 

(3) The resulting rate of fishing 
mortality will not cause any stock or 
stock complex to fall below its MSST 
more than 50 percent of the time in the 
long term, although it is recognized that 
persistent overfishing is expected to 
cause the affected stock to fall below its 
Bmsy more than 50 percent of the time 
in the long term. 
■ 4. Section 600.320 is revised to read 
as follows: 

§ 600.320 National Standard 3— 
Management Units. 

(a) Standard 3. To the extent 
practicable, an individual stock of fish 
shall be managed as a unit throughout 
its range, and interrelated stocks of fish 
shall be managed as a unit or in close 
coordination. 

(b) General. The purpose of this 
standard is to induce a comprehensive 
approach to fishery management. The 
geographic scope of the fishery, for 
planning purposes, should cover the 
entire range of the stocks(s) of fish, and 
not be overly constrained by political 
boundaries. Wherever practicable, an 
FMP should seek to manage interrelated 
stocks of fish. 

(c) Unity of management. Cooperation 
and understanding among entities 
concerned with the fishery (e.g., 
Councils, states, Federal Government, 
international commissions, foreign 
nations) are vital to effective 
management. Where management of a 
fishery involves multiple jurisdictions, 
coordination among the several entities 
should be sought in the development of 
an FMP. Where a range overlaps 
Council areas, one FMP to cover the 
entire range is preferred. The Secretary 
designates which Council(s) will 
prepare the FMP (see section 304(f) of 
the Magnuson-Stevens Act). 

(d) Management unit. The term 
‘‘management unit’’ means a fishery or 
that portion of a fishery identified in an 
FMP as relevant to the FMP’s 
management objectives. Stocks in the 
fishery management unit are considered 
to be in need of conservation and 
management (see § 600.305(c)). 
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(1) Basis. The choice of a management 
unit depends on the focus of the FMP’s 
objectives, and may be organized 
around biological, geographic, 
economic, technical, social, or 
ecological perspectives. 

(2) Conservation and management 
measures. FMPs should include 
conservation and management measures 
for that part of the management unit 
within U.S. waters, although the 
Secretary can ordinarily implement 
them only within the EEZ. The 
measures need not be identical for each 
geographic area within the management 
unit, if the FMP justifies the differences. 
A management unit may contain stocks 
of fish for which there is not enough 
information available to specify MSY 
and OY or their proxies. 

(e) Analysis. An FMP should include 
discussion of the following: 

(1) The range and distribution of the 
stocks, as well as the patterns of fishing 
effort and harvest. 

(2) Alternative management units and 
reasons for selecting a particular one. A 
less-than-comprehensive management 
unit may be justified if, for example, 
complementary management exists or is 
planned for a separate geographic area 
or for a distinct use of the stocks, or if 
the unmanaged portion of the resource 
is immaterial to proper management. 

(3) Management activities and habitat 
programs of adjacent states and their 
effects on the FMP’s objectives and 
management measures. Where state 
action is necessary to implement 
measures within state waters to achieve 
FMP objectives, the FMP should 
identify what state action is necessary, 
discuss the consequences of state 
inaction or contrary action, and make 
appropriate recommendations. The FMP 
should also discuss the impact that 
Federal regulations will have on state 
management activities. 

(4) Management activities of other 
countries having an impact on the 
fishery, and how the FMP’s 
management measures are designed to 
take into account these impacts. 
International boundaries may be dealt 
with in several ways. For example: 

(i) By limiting the management unit’s 
scope to that portion of the stock found 
in U.S. waters; 

(ii) By estimating MSY for the entire 
stock and then basing the determination 
of OY for the U.S. fishery on the portion 
of the stock within U.S. waters; or 

(iii) By referring to treaties or 
cooperative agreements. 
■ 5. Section 600.340 is revised to read 
as follows: 

§ 600.340 National Standard 7—Costs and 
Benefits. 

(a) Standard 7. Conservation and 
management measures shall, where 
practicable, minimize costs and avoid 
unnecessary duplication. 

(b) Alternative management 
measures. Management measures 
should not impose unnecessary burdens 
on the economy, on individuals, on 
private or public organizations, or on 
Federal, state, or local governments. 
Factors such as fuel costs, enforcement 
costs, or the burdens of collecting data 
may well suggest a preferred alternative. 

(c) Analysis. The supporting analyses 
for FMPs should demonstrate that the 
benefits of fishery regulation are real 
and substantial relative to the added 
research, administrative, and 
enforcement costs, as well as costs to 
the industry of compliance. In 
determining the benefits and costs of 
management measures, each 
management strategy considered and its 
impacts on different user groups in the 
fishery should be evaluated. This 
requirement need not produce an 
elaborate, formalistic cost/benefit 

analysis. Rather, an evaluation of effects 
and costs, especially of differences 
among workable alternatives, including 
the status quo, is adequate. If 
quantitative estimates are not possible, 
qualitative estimates will suffice. 

(1) Burdens. Management measures 
should be designed to give fishermen 
the greatest possible freedom of action 
in conducting business and pursuing 
recreational opportunities that are 
consistent with ensuring wise use of the 
resources and reducing conflict in the 
fishery. The type and level of burden 
placed on user groups by the regulations 
need to be identified. Such an 
examination should include, for 
example: Capital outlays; operating and 
maintenance costs; reporting costs; 
administrative, enforcement, and 
information costs; and prices to 
consumers. Management measures may 
shift costs from one level of government 
to another, from one part of the private 
sector to another, or from the 
government to the private sector. 
Redistribution of costs through 
regulations is likely to generate 
controversy. A discussion of these and 
any other burdens placed on the public 
through FMP regulations should be a 
part of the FMP’s supporting analyses. 

(2) Gains. The relative distribution of 
gains may change as a result of 
instituting different sets of alternatives, 
as may the specific type of gain. The 
analysis of benefits should focus on the 
specific gains produced by each 
alternative set of management measures, 
including the status quo. The benefits to 
society that result from the alternative 
management measures should be 
identified, and the level of gain 
assessed. 
[FR Doc. 2015–00586 Filed 1–15–15; 4:15 pm] 
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Successful conservation efforts recognized in revised ESA Humpback Whale listing 

Contact: Jennie  Lyons 
(301) 427-8013 
(202) 603-9372 (Cell) 

FOR IMMEDIATE 
RELEASE: 
April 20, 2015 

Reclassification into 14 distinct population segments will provide more tailored management approach 

NOAA Fisheries proposed today to reclassify the humpback whale into 14 distinct population segments 
under the Endangered Species Act, providing a more tailored conservation approach for U.S. fisheries 
managers. Protection and restoration efforts over the past 40 years have led to an increase in numbers 
and growth rates for humpback whales in many areas. 

The humpback whale is currently listed as endangered throughout its range. The proposed rule finds 
that ten of those 14 populations do not warrant ESA listing. 

While commercial whaling severely depleted humpback whale numbers, population rebounds in many 
areas result in today’s larger numbers, with steady rates of population growth since the United States 
first listed the animal as endangered in 1970. 

Also under the proposal, two of the other four populations would be listed as endangered and the 
remaining two would be listed as threatened. If the proposal is finalized, the humpback whale 
populations that would no longer be listed under the ESA would remain protected under the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act. 

Table: Proposed Status of Humpback Whales under the ESA. 

 



Below figure shows approximate locations of humpback whale Distinct Population Segments. 

 

NOAA Fisheries initiated an extensive review of the status of humpback whales in 2010, the results of 
which support separating the species into distinct population segments. The review also finds that 
many of the populations are not in danger of extinction (endangered) or likely to become so in the 
foreseeable future (threatened).   

“The return of the iconic humpback whale is an ESA success story,” said Eileen Sobeck, assistant 
administrator for NOAA Fisheries. “As we learn more about the species -- and realize the populations 
are largely independent of each other -- managing them separately allows us to focus protection on the 
animals that need it the most.” 

The two populations proposed as threatened – the Central America and the Western North Pacific – at 
times enter U.S. waters. Two other populations that do not enter U.S. waters – in the Arabian Sea and 
off Cape Verde Islands/Northwest Africa – would remain listed as endangered. 

NOAA Fisheries is opening up a 90 day public comment period for this proposed rule. During this time, 
NOAA Fisheries welcomes public comments and any new information to ensure that our final 
determination is based on the best available scientific and commercial information. 

You may submit comments, information, or data on this document, identified by the code NOAA-NMFS-
2015-0035, by any of the following methods: 

 Electronic Submissions : Submit all electronic comments via the Federal eRulemaking Portal. 
Go to http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D= NOAA-NMFS-2015-0035, click the 
“Comment Now!” icon, complete the required fields, and enter or attach your comments. 

 Mail: Submit written comments to Office of Protected Resources, NMFS, 1315 East-West 
Highway, Silver Spring, MD 20910. 

For general information on humpback whales, go to: 
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/mammals/whales/humpback-whale.html 

To read the the proposal’s Federal Register notice, go to: https://federalregister.gov/a/2015-09010 

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/glossary.htm
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=NOAA-NMFS-2015-0035
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/mammals/whales/humpback-whale.html
https://federalregister.gov/a/2015-09010
http://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/pr/species/documents/humpback_dps_identification.jpg


Humpback Whale Images Slideshow and Facts vs. Fiction Information: 
http://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/stories/2015/02/02_11_14humpback_fact_vs_fiction.html 

Humpback whale B-roll: https://vimeo.com/111689294 

NOAA’s mission is to understand and predict changes in the Earth’s environment, from the depths of 
the ocean to the surface of the sun, and to conserve and manage our coastal and marine resources. 
Join us onTwitter,Facebook,Instagram, and our other social media channels. 

 

http://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/stories/2015/02/02_11_14humpback_fact_vs_fiction.html
https://vimeo.com/111689294
http://www.noaanews.noaa.gov/exit.html?https%3A%2F%2Ftwitter.com%2FNOAA
http://www.noaanews.noaa.gov/exit.html?https%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2FNOAA
http://www.noaanews.noaa.gov/exit.html?http%3A%2F%2Finstagram.com%2Fnoaa%3Fref%3Dbadge
http://www.noaa.gov/socialmedia/


 

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901-3910 

Phone: 302-674-2331 ǀ FAX: 302-674-5399 ǀ www.mafmc.org 
Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman ǀ Lee G. Anderson, Vice Chairman 

Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director 

 

 

 

M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: May 28, 2015 

To: Council 

From: Kiley Dancy, Staff 

Subject: Deep Sea Corals Materials for June Council Meeting 

 

The Council is scheduled to take final action on the Deep Sea Corals Amendment on Wednesday, 
June 10. The following documents are included in the briefing materials for this discussion: 

1. Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) Meeting Summary from May 13 webinar 

2. Law Enforcement Committee Meeting Summary from May 5 webinar 

3. Deep Sea Corals Workshop Summary from April 29-30 workshop 
4. Deep Sea Corals Public Information Document, revised as of May 27 

5. Comment email from Robert Ruhle, dated May 19 

6. Comment letter from Anglers Conservation Network, Great Egg Harbor Watershed 
Association, Natural Resources Defense Council, Oceana, Patrick Paquette, Timothy P. 
O’Brien, Wildlife Conservation Society, and Wild Oceans, dated May 27 

7. Comments from Dr. Brian Kinlan and Dr. Martha Nizinski on slope and bathymetry data, 
received May 28 
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Deep Sea Corals Fishery Management Action Team Meeting Summary 

Wednesday, May 13, 2015, 1:00 PM – 3:30 PM 

1. Broad Zone Depth Contour Simplification Methodology 

Several proposed deep sea coral protection zones include depth-contour based boundaries. These depth 
contours were derived from bathymetry data, and consist of many thousands of points (vertices) resulting in 
very complex lines. For implementation and enforcement, the contour lines must be translated into points and 
lines on a map with precise locations, and thus must be simplified from the way they are currently drawn. The 
current number of vertices must be reduced to result in line segments that are practical to implement and 
enforce. If a broad zone option is selected, the Council will also need to consider the total number of vertices or 
waypoints associated with potential contour approximations, including what is reasonable or practical for fishing 
and enforcement vessels to enter into their navigation systems.  

When the Deep Sea Corals Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) met previously, the group recommended 
using the ESRI ArcGIS tool “Simplify Line” to approximate and simplify complex depth-contour based boundaries. 
At the time, the FMAT did not make more specific recommendations regarding approximation methodology or 
tool configuration. On the May 13th call, Council staff reviewed a proposed methodology and tool configuration, 
and the FMAT discussed approximation recommendations for the Council’s consideration.   

Proposed Methodology 
The Deep Sea Corals FMAT recommends using the “Simplify Line” tool. This tool is a fast and systematic way to 
simplify complex lines using a known algorithm to remove small fluctuations or extraneous bends from it while 
preserving its essential shape (Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1: Simplify Line tool illustration. 

Simplified lines generated using this tool could be further adjusted by hand as necessary, for example, based on 
an appropriate depth buffer in either direction from the contour line (as proposed by the Law Enforcement 
Committee, described below).  

There are two simplification methods that could be selected with this GIS tool: The point remove method is a 
fast and simple method to remove redundant vertices. It keeps critical points that depict the essential shape of 
a line and removes all other points. The angularity (sharp corners) of the resulting line increases significantly as 
the tolerance increases. The bend simplify method applies shape recognition techniques that detect bends, 
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analyze their characteristics, and eliminate insignificant ones. This method typically produces results that are 
more aesthetically pleasing.  

With either method, the simplification tolerance value determines the degree of simplification. As the 
simplification tolerance increases, the complexity of the line decreases. Using the same simplification tolerance, 
“point remove” produces more angular results than “bend simplify,” with fewer points. Multiple options for the 
tolerance level were tested using both the “point remove” and “bend simplify” methods (Table 1).  

Table 1: Vertices resulting from Point Remove vs. Bend Simplify method using the “Simplify Line” tool, for several 
tolerance values. 

 Number of Resulting Vertices by Methodology 
Simplification 

Tolerance Point Remove Bend Simplify 

0.25 km 347 4,986 
0.5 km 207 4,068 
1 km 122 2,049 

1.5 km 85 2,062 
2 km 59 1,625 
4 km 33 809 
6 km 19 501 

The FMAT recommends using the “point remove” option, which results in lines that are more appropriate and 
practical for the purposes of this amendment.  The “bend simplify” method retains curved shapes in many of 
the more complex areas, resulting in a much higher number of vertices for the same simplification tolerance 
compared to “point remove,” while not necessarily producing a more accurate all-around result. “Bend simplify” 
produces curves that are more complex than necessary in many places, and overly simplified lines in other areas 
(Figure 2). The “point remove” method is more appropriate for use in this amendment (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 2: Example of “bend simplify” method using 1km simplification tolerance (left) and 4 km simplification 
tolerance (right). Green line represents original contour.  
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Figure 3: Example of “point remove” method using 0.5 km simplification tolerance (left) and 1 km simplification 
tolerance (right). Green line represents original contour.  

The FMAT discussed the possibility of making manual adjustments after generation of a simplified line using the 
GIS tool. On their May 5th call, the Law Enforcement Committee suggested using a “tolerance” or buffer 
methodology in either direction of the true contour line. That is, adjustments would be made using a certain 
specified depth tolerance in either direction of the line to be used as a guide for manual adjustment. When 
drawing straight lines to approximate depth contours, there will inevitably be gains and losses in terms of depths 
that the line will capture: the approximated line will be shallower than the true contour in some places and 
deeper in other places. The purpose of this tolerance would be to specify how far the line would be allowed to 
deviate from the true contour. This would not be a buffer for enforcement or coral protection purposes, but 
only as a guide to draw straight line segments simplified from a complex contour.  

The Law Enforcement Committee suggested a 50 meter or 25 meter depth tolerance, depending on the broad 
zone or specific area in question. Approximated lines would be drawn within 25 meters or 50 meters depth in 
either direction (shallower or deeper), depending on the relative importance of fine scale approximation in a 
given area. That is, the lines would be drawn as straight and simple as possible while staying within the specified 
tolerance depth contours. There was general agreement from the Committee on this methodology, although 
the Committee did not agree on an exact buffer that would be appropriate for all proposed broad zones. Some 
Committee members noted that shallower zones would potentially need a tighter buffer, resulting in more 
complex lines. The FMAT initially reviewed an example of this methodology using a 30 meter1 or 50 meter depth 
tolerance around the 400 meter contour, shown in Figure 4.  

 

                                                           
1 5 meter interval contours were not readily available at the time of the FMAT meeting. 
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Figure 4: Examples of possible depth-based "tolerances” (30 meters and 50 meters shown here). The 
approximated lines are shown as drawn by the ArcGIS tool, but would be hand-adjusted to fall within the specified 
tolerance contours.  

The FMAT noted that using a depth-based tolerance results in distances from the actual contour that are highly 
variable depending on the location, and strictly following this method in areas of more rapidly changing depth 
would be difficult. The FMAT discussed the possibility of using a linear distance buffer from the contour line, 
rather than a specified depth tolerance in either direction. For example, rather than using a tolerance of a certain 
number of meters depth in either direction, the lines could be drawn using a buffer of, for example, 0.5 km in 
either direction from the contour line in all areas (Figure 5). 

 

Figure 5: Example of a uniform buffer from the contour line. In this example, the tolerance extends 200 
meters or 500 meters in either direction from the contour line. The approximated lines are shown as drawn 
by the ArcGIS tool, but would be hand-adjusted to fall within the linear buffer. 
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A uniform distance buffer eliminates the problem of highly variable distances from the actual contour line. 
However, the FMAT ultimately agreed that a depth-based tolerance was likely to be more appropriate in this 
case. There was no immediately apparent basis for choosing a specific linear distance to buffer from the contour 
line. Additionally, given that the 200m, 300m, 400m, and 500m depth contours are very close together in some 
places, using a linear distance buffer would in some cases allow the lines to extend into depths that are deeper 
or shallower than the intended broad zone. Using a depth-based buffer would prevent the lines from crossing 
into areas intended to be part of other broad zone designations. In addition, fishing effort and coral presence 
are directly tied to depth, so it would be more logical to attempt to maintain a depth-based boundary.   

Before reaching conclusions on a tolerance or buffer methodology, the FMAT discussed the issue of broad and 
discrete zone intersection and overlap. The Law Enforcement Committee recommended that due to the time, 
effort, and compromise put into the Deep Sea Corals Workshop consensus boundaries, the discrete zones should 
trump any broad zone lines drawn, if both broad and discrete zones are selected by the Council. That is, the 
broad zone lines would approximate the actual depth contour until the intersection with a proposed discrete 
zone, at which point it would follow the workshop discrete zone boundaries. The FMAT supports the workshop 
discrete zone boundaries and agreed with the Law Enforcement Committee recommendation that these 
discrete zone boundaries be prioritized in areas of broad and discrete zone overlap or conflict. 

For the “simplify line” tool configuration, the FMAT originally discussed using a simplification tolerance of 0.75 
kilometers, which provided a good balance between simplicity and faithfulness to the original line. However, 
when later attempting to adjust the lines using the Law Enforcement Committee buffer methodology of 25 or 
50 meters, it became apparent that it was more appropriate to start with a more complex line and attempt to 
simplify it. In order to test the Law Enforcement Committee’s recommended tolerance method, which requires 
more complex lines in many locations, the FMAT agreed to proceed with an initial simplification tolerance of 
0.50 kilometers. 

Using the GIS-generated simplified lines, the FMAT agreed to attempt manual adjustment using a 25 meter 
depth tolerance as a target in order to stay close to the depth specified in each alternative, and a 50 meter depth 
tolerance in areas where this proved to be overly impractical. The FMAT notes that either tolerance level 
(especially 25 meters) is difficult to follow strictly without resulting in very complex lines, particularly in the 
heads of the canyons. This would prove to be less of a problem if the Council chooses to prioritize the workshop 
discrete zone boundaries, meaning that the lines would default to discrete zone boundaries in areas of overlap 
with broad zones. If discrete zone boundaries are not prioritized (i.e., only depth contours are used), a larger 
depth tolerance or alternative methodology may be required to make the lines reasonable. If the Council 
chooses to designate a broad zone, the group may consider providing further guidance on the approximation of 
contour lines, based on the desired balance between practicality/enforceability and accuracy to the contour line. 

Example 
Below is an example of this methodology used to approximate the 400 meter depth contour, shown both with 
and without the workshop discrete zones included. Without discrete zones included, this methodology results 
in a line with 277 vertices. With discrete zones included, the line contains 215 vertices.    
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Figure 4: Example of 400 meter depth contour approximation. 
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Figure 4 (continued: Example of 400 meter depth contour approximation. 
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2. Discrete Zones 
The FMAT reviewed the discrete zone boundaries resulting from the April 29-30 Deep Sea Corals Workshop (in 
which several FMAT members participated). The group strongly supports the workshop discrete zone 
boundaries. The FMAT noted that should the Council chose to mix and match different boundary options, the 
alternatives will be more difficult to analyze.  

Discrete Zone Prioritization   
The FMAT recommends that the Council adopt the full set of 15 proposed discrete zones for coral protection. 
When the FMAT met in January, the group recommended prioritizing the five canyons that incise the shelf 
significantly, including: Hudson, Washington, Wilmington, Norfolk, and Baltimore Canyons. Especially in light of 
data from recent coral surveys, it is clear that Baltimore, Norfolk, Washington and Wilmington in particular 
contain significant and unique coral communities.  

The FMAT has had multiple discussions of Hudson Canyon and its value for deep sea corals. There has been 
survey effort in the past, but relative to the size of the canyon, not very many areas have been examined for 
corals. There are relatively few records of corals in Hudson Canyon, and those that have been found are mostly 
solitary cup corals and sea pens at the head of the canyon and small true soft corals (non-gorgonian 
Alcyonaceans) and sea pens in the deeper portions of the canyon. However, the habitat suitability model shows 
a significant amount of very high predicted habitat suitability in addition to many areas of high slope. It’s also 
the largest mid-Atlantic canyon. The FMAT noted that Hudson is likely to have some deep sea corals given its 
size and predicted habitat suitability, and the group does not recommend rejecting the area as a discrete zone. 
However, the FMAT acknowledged the difficulty of evaluating the value of Hudson Canyon for corals given 
that survey evidence points to a large areas of muddy habitat and a relative lack of large coral colonies in 
areas surveyed thus far. Hudson Canyon is muddier than other canyons perhaps due to its degree of incision on 
the continental shelf, which may result in high sediment transport. FMAT members noted that many areas of 
Hudson Canyon have not been surveyed, and it’s likely that areas previously surveyed for other purposes have 
not been in areas of ideal coral habitat.  

Discrete Zone Exemptions 
At the February 2015 Council meeting, the Council moved to add exemption alternatives for the red crab and 
tilefish fisheries within the discrete zones. In January, the FMAT had agreed that an exemption to potential broad 
zone restrictions was justified given the “freeze the footprint” intention of the broad zones and the fact that the 
entirety of the red crab fishing effort takes places within the proposed broad zones. Given the different purpose 
of the discrete zones, the FMAT had a lengthy discussion about the tradeoffs associated with this proposed 
exemption. The FMAT recognizes that all bottom-tending gear has the potential to negatively impact corals, and 
notes that corals have been observed in canyon areas near the depth contour fished by the red crab industry 
(350 fathoms). However, the FMAT also considered that in the absence of an exemption, the economic impacts 
to this fishery would likely be severe enough to jeopardize the continued operation of this fishery in the mid-
Atlantic, particularly if red crab vessels were subject to restrictions in all 15 canyons. The group discussed the 
fishing methods and operational issues for the fishery based on previously gathered information as well as 
information provided at the workshop from a red crab industry representative. 

The FMAT noted that given the spatial constraints of the fishery, there would be very limited ability for the 
fishery to shift effort so as to avoid fishing in the discrete zones. There are also a small number of vessels 
participating in this fishery targeting a very narrow depth range, with each vessel setting its gear approximately 
four times per year in any given location. The short soak time (24 hours) and use of float rope somewhat limits 
potential negative impacts to corals due to unintended movement of the gear.  Also, most crab pots are set on 
soft bottom where there are fewer corals.  
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In the context of the red crab discussion, the FMAT had concerns about consistency in recommendations for 
fixed gear restrictions and exemptions. The FMAT recognizes the potential damage to corals from lobster gear, 
but the initial development of this amendment was based on the assumption that NMFS has no authority to 
regulate the use of lobster pots to protect deep-sea corals in federal waters.2 The Council could consider 
developing a framework action at some point in the future to revisit all fixed gear restrictions and exemptions. 
The FMAT also noted that the scale of the red crab and lobster fisheries are vastly different, as are the fishing 
methods, operational constraints and the ability of the two fleets to shift effort from one location to another.  

Ultimately the FMAT agreed that given the severe potential economic impacts from prohibiting red crab 
fishing and the limited spatial extent of the fishery within the proposed zones, an exemption in the discrete 
zones would be justifiable.  

On the golden tilefish exemption alternative, the FMAT noted that representatives from the golden tilefish 
fishery were present at the workshop, and an exemption for this fishery in discrete zones is not likely to be 
necessary if the Council selects the workshop discrete zone boundaries.  

The FMAT acknowledged that the Council may be considering exemptions that vary by canyon, but cautions that 
this would make the alternatives more complex and more difficult to analyze.  

3. Transit provisions  
The FMAT reviewed the comments on transit provisions from the Corals Workshop and the Law Enforcement 
Committee discussion. Industry have noted that changes in VMS declarations for transit would be burdensome 
and are not practical for the industry. Given the number of proposed discrete zones and the small size of some 
areas and protrusions, it is also not very practical to implement complex gear stowage requirements.   

Transit provisions in the current regulations3 were originally written for use in closed areas in New England, 
mainly for vessels that are done fishing and transiting back to port via closed areas. In the case of the proposed 
coral areas, vessels will more often be transiting across small closed areas on their way to fish another canyon.  

The Coast Guard has indicated that they are able to tell if a vessel is fishing, using aircraft or other means, such 
that if a vessel’s net is on the reel, they will not be pursued further for violation of fishing restrictions. If 
enforcement representatives have indicated that they can tell when a vessel is not fishing, this may indicate that 
the requirements for covering gear are not necessary in every scenario. GARFO representatives on the FMAT 
call recommended that the Council follow the transit provisions as described in the regulations, but indicated 
that it’s possible for GARFO to modify the current regulations, or write the coral regulations in such a way to 
specify that the gear does not need to be covered.  

4. Framework Provision on Anchoring Prohibition 
Regarding the February 2015 Council motion to add a framework provision alternative for prohibition on 
anchoring in coral zones, the FMAT determined that this would fall under Alternative 5C, “Option to modify 
management measures within zones via framework action.” The description of this alternative can be modified 
to make this inclusion explicit.  

                                                           
2 In 2010, the NMFS advised the New England and Mid-Atlantic Councils that they could not regulate the use of lobster gear 
independently of the ASMFC in a deep-sea coral management action.  That advice was revised in 2014 to say that such 
regulations can be proposed by fishery management councils under certain circumstances and provided some detail about 
what those circumstances might be.  Any action by the Council to regulate the use of lobster pots in the EEZ would require 
a consultation, and probably collaboration, with the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission. 
3 Described under the definition of gear “Not available for immediate use,” at http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-
bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=9f5bb83d0dd1bf6af01d7baf383b29c0&r=SUBPART&n=50y12.0.1.1.5.1  

http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=9f5bb83d0dd1bf6af01d7baf383b29c0&r=SUBPART&n=50y12.0.1.1.5.1
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=9f5bb83d0dd1bf6af01d7baf383b29c0&r=SUBPART&n=50y12.0.1.1.5.1
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Law Enforcement Committee Webinar Summary 

Tuesday, May 5, 2015, 2:00 PM – 5:00 PM 

Attendees 

John McMurray* 
Dewey Hemilright* 
Laurie Nolan* 
LCDR Patricia Bennett* 
Steve Linhard* 

Rick Robins 
Howard King 
Greg DiDomenico 
Hank Lackner 
Jeff Ray 

Brad Sewell 
Carly Bari 
Bonnie Brady 
Kiley Dancy 
 

*Law Enforcement Committee member 

The Law Enforcement Committee met on Tuesday, May 5, 2015 to discuss enforcement issues related to 
the Council’s Deep Sea Corals Amendment, including the enforceability of current amendment alternatives. 
Comments and recommendations from the Law Enforcement Committee to the Council are summarized 
below. 

Transit Provisions 

Hank Lackner expressed disappointment with the lack of public knowledge of and industry participation in 
this meeting. Given that discussions of transit provisions are likely to affect a number of fisheries, more 
participation from industry representatives should have been encouraged. Laurie Nolan agreed that transit 
discussions would affect more than just Illex or longfin squid vessels, as many vessels would want the 
ability to quickly move across canyons without having to go around discrete zone boundaries. Other 
fisheries affected may include tilefish, lobster, fluke, and others. The Council should consider all relevant 
fisheries during the discussion of transit provisions. Rick Robins noted that it ultimately depends on what 
gear types the Council decides to restrict within proposed coral zones. If a certain gear type is not prohibited, 
they would not need any specific transit provisions. Because the Committee could not predict which gear 
types would be restricted, the discussions centered on a broad range of gear types and users.   

Greg DiDomenico noted that there are two separate issues in this discussion: transit and normal operational 
issues associated with these fisheries. He also noted that this amendment is unlike most actions in recent 
history, and it comes with certain challenging aspects, but at this point it’s unclear whether there will be 
enforcement challenges. Any significant boundary incursions that do occur will likely be due to weather 
and safety or operational problems, not normal operations. Industry members request that any additional 
requirements for transit, beyond requiring that nets be on the reel, be put off until after implementation of 
this amendment. They do not anticipate considerable challenges or problems, and indicated that the 
Committee and Council should not overly complicate transit issues.  

Two general approaches to transit provisions were discussed: physical protocols such as gear stowage 
provisions, and electronic provisions such as requiring a Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) declaration 
change for transit. For gear stowage provisions, one option discussed was simply making sure the net is out 
of the water. A question was posed about whether aircraft can tell whether a vessel is fishing, and Lieutenant 
Commander Patricia Bennett explained that if a vessel is spotted in a closed area, an aircraft can descend 
to a level where they are likely to be able to easily tell whether a vessel is fishing or not. She noted that 
depending on the gear type, if vessels are transiting and the net is back on the reel, lengthy or complicated 
procedures for stowing gear for transit would likely be unnecessary. There would not be much value in 
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implementing full-fledged gear stowage requirements such as those used for groundfish closed areas in 
New England. The groundfish closed areas are also generally larger than the proposed discrete coral zones. 

Other questions were raised about the electronic options for transit, starting with the polling frequency for 
VMS systems. Currently for most fisheries, VMS units are pinged every 60 minutes (except for scallop 
vessels, which are pinged every half hour). This polling frequency makes it difficult to distinguish between 
fishing and transit, and may not be adequate to give law enforcement an idea of what a vessel is doing in 
these areas. Increased polling frequencies would mean increased costs to fishing vessels (as they pay per 
transmission). The idea of adding a separate transit declaration code for VMS was discussed. NOAA could 
pursue adding such additional codes. However, several Committee members and industry representatives 
on the call suggested that this would not be practical. VMS declarations are the responsibility of the captain, 
who may have other responsibilities or be resting during periods of transit. If many small discrete zones 
were designated, this issue may arise frequently. Captains may not be comfortable leaving VMS declaration 
responsibilities to other crew members.  

John McMurray suggested reviewing the specific protocols used for transit in the South Atlantic or other 
regions for coral protected areas, to see if any of them might be transferable to the Mid-Atlantic.  

Lieutenant Commander Patricia Bennett reiterated that in terms of gear storage, from an aircraft 
perspective, if a net is on the drum, this is clear to enforcement. They know the indications of when a vessel 
is fishing. The Council could align gear stowage requirements with other Greater Atlantic region 
regulations, but in this case, specific regulations used in New England may not be practical for fishermen 
in proposed coral areas. If the net is on the reel, vessels should be okay to transit. Other Committee members 
agreed that this was the most practical approach.  

Broad Coral Zones 

The broad coral zones as currently proposed include landward boundaries based on depth contours, which 
must be approximated and turned into enforceable points and line segments on a map. For depth contour 
approximation, the Committee discussed and generally agreed on an approach that would balance accuracy 
with simplicity by following the general contour patterns but reducing the complexity and overall number 
of vertices. A Committee member proposed that if the 500 meter broad zone is chosen, that the line 
approximation be drawn within 50 meters depth in either direction (50 meters shallower than the line and 
50 meters deeper). That is, the boundary lines would be drawn as straight as possible using the least number 
of points, but staying between the 450 and 550 meter depth contours (for the 500 meter zone). There was 
general agreement from the Committee on this methodology, although the Committee did not agree on an 
exact buffer that would be appropriate for all proposed broad zones without seeing the resulting areas. Some 
noted that this buffering methodology would probably only be acceptable for the 500 meter broad zone, 
and that any shallower zones would potentially need a tighter buffer, resulting in more complex lines. Staff 
indicated that it would be easiest to first use the FMAT-recommended ArcGIS tool to simplify the lines, 
and then adjust by hand to ensure that the lines follow this buffer methodology.  

The Committee recommended that this approach be used in combination with the discrete zone boundaries 
produced as the result of the  April 29-30 corals workshop, such that the discrete zone boundaries would 
trump the broad zone boundaries in any areas of overlap. That is, the broad zone boundaries would extend 
until they intersect with discrete zone boundaries, and continue after that discrete zone.  

The Committee also discussed the proposed VMS requirement for fishing in broad zones. Lieutenant 
Commander Patricia Bennett noted that VMS are used to tip enforcement off to activity that needs further 
investigation. The Coast Guard recommendation is that vessels actively engaged in fishing be required to 
have VMS within broad zones, assuming that there will be some vessels that are allowed to continue 
operation within broad zones (under exemptions or those not affected by the selected gear restrictions). It 
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was noted that the vast majority of fishing vessels that transit through those areas do have VMS on board 
already.   

Dewey Hemilright requested additional information on who is using these areas and whether or not they 
currently use VMS. LCDR Patricia Bennett indicated she will have someone look into current use of these 
areas for the Council’s information.  

A Committee member asked whether Automatic Identification Systems (AIS) could be used as an 
enforcement tool given that it will be required on all vessels starting in 2016. Patricia Bennett noted that 
this is a safety tool, and given that the VHF range is typically 20 to 30 miles, it’s useful for vessels that are 
closer to shore.  

Discrete Coral Zones  

The Committee supports the discrete zone boundaries produced as the result of the April 29-30 corals 
workshop. There was general agreement that these consensus boundaries should be used in their current 
form and not tweaked for ease of enforcement. As noted previously, the Committee recommends that these 
discrete boundaries trump any broad zone boundaries where there is a potential conflict or overlap. 

The Committee acknowledged enforcement difficulty in some spots but noted that compliance is expected 
to be good if there is good communication and outreach surrounding any new regulations. The Committee 
agreed that stakeholder knowledge and understanding of where the lines are is important and recommend 
an education and outreach component of this action to increase compliance. As noted at the corals 
workshop, the Coast Guard encourages vessel operators to document in the vessel’s logbook any accidental 
violations due to weather or other operational issues.  

Anchoring Prohibition Framework Item 

The Committee briefly discussed the February 2015 Council motion to add anchoring prohibitions to the 
list of frameworkable items in the amendment. The Committee determined that since this is a proposed 
frameworkable item and not yet being considered in detail by the Council, discussions of enforceability 
should be taken up at a later date if the Council decides to pursue these measures.  

Exemptions 

Law enforcement representatives noted for Council consideration that the more exemptions there are to the 
proposed management measures in the amendment, the more difficult the measures are to enforce.  
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Deep Sea Corals Workshop Summary 

Wednesday, April 29, 2015, 1:00 PM – Thursday, April 30, 2015, 3:30 PM 
Doubletree Baltimore BWI Airport, Linthicum, MD 

Workshop Overview 
The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened a workshop in conjunction with a joint meeting of the 
Council’s Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Advisory Panel (AP) and Ecosystems and Ocean Planning Advisory 
Panel. The purpose of this workshop was to review and refine the spatial alternatives for discrete coral protection 
zones proposed under the Deep Sea Corals Amendment to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Fishery 
Management Plan.1 Workshop participants included the Squid, Mackerel, and Butterfish Advisory Panel, the 
Ecosystems and Ocean Planning Advisory Panel, members of the Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT), 
deep sea coral experts, additional fishing industry representatives, and other interested stakeholders. 

Workshop Objectives  
The objectives of the workshop were to: 

• Review all proposed discrete coral zone alternatives, including alternatives proposed by industry advisors 
during the public comment period;  

• Identify key areas of importance for coral protection and fishing activity;  
• Develop recommendations for modified discrete zone boundaries for Council consideration; and  
• Summarize advisor and other stakeholder comments related to discrete zone alternatives, transit 

provisions, and proposed exemptions.  

Workshop Format 
The workshop began with an overview of the amendment purpose and development timeline to date. Following 
this overview, representatives from each group that had put forward discrete zone boundary proposals (see below) 
gave an explanation of their methodologies for developing their boundaries. The majority of the workshop was 
spent evaluating the boundary options for each individual proposed discrete zone in detail. Each canyon area was 
discussed with consideration of coral observations and predicted habitat, as well as fishing effort and operational 
needs in and around the area. Participants proposed boundary modifications, which were drawn by a GIS analyst 
in real time. Modifications were generally negotiated point-by-point or edge-by-edge, with discussions of 
tradeoffs between coral protections and the operational needs of fishing vessels. The workshop concluded with a 
discussion of the currently proposed exemption alternatives and the potential to allow transit through proposed 
coral areas.  

Discrete Zone Boundaries Considered  
Discrete zone boundaries reviewed at the workshop included several options proposed at various stages of 
amendment development. These included:  

1. Boundaries developed by the FMAT in April 2014;2 
2. Boundaries submitted during the February 2015 public comment process by Garden State Seafood 

Association (GSSA), representing a group of fishing industry stakeholders; 
3. Boundaries submitted by several Squid, Mackerel, Butterfish Advisors in 2013, for Baltimore Canyon, 

Norfolk Canyon, and the Mey-Lindenkohl Slope; and 
4. Boundaries submitted for consideration prior to the workshop by a coalition of NGO representatives and 

Ecosystems Advisory Panel members.  

Canyon discussions and workshop boundaries are summarized below in the order in which they were discussed 
at the workshop.  

                                                           
1 http://www.mafmc.org/actions/msb/am16.  
2 See Appendix A of the Public Information Document for methodology details.  

http://www.mafmc.org/actions/msb/am16


2 
Deep Sea Corals Workshop Summary 

Workshop Attendees 

Rick Robins (Council Chairman) 
Lee Anderson (Council Vice-Chairman) 
G. Warren Elliott (Council Member; Ecosystems 

Committee Chair) 
Howard King (Council Member; MSB Committee 

Chair) 
Dewey Hemilright (Council Member) 
Jeff Deem (Council Member) 
John McMurray (Council Member) 
LCDR Patricia Bennett (Council Member) 
Laurie Nolan (Council Member) 
Chris Zeman (Council Member) 
Chris Moore (Council Executive Director) 
Brad Sewell (Ecosystems & Ocean Planning AP) 
Fred Akers (Ecosystems & Ocean Planning AP) 
Greg DiDomenico (Ecosystems & Ocean Planning 

AP) 
Jud Crawford (Ecosystems & Ocean Planning AP) 
Pam Lyons Gromen (Ecosystems & Ocean Planning 

AP) 
Robert Ruhle (Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish AP) 
Eric Reid (Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish AP) 
Hank Lackner (Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish AP) 
Kristen Cevoli (Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish AP) 
Lars Axelsson (Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish AP) 
Patrick Paquette (Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish AP) 
Peter Moore (Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish AP) 
Jon Williams (NEFMC Red Crab AP) 

Dan Farnham (NEFMC Whiting AP) 
Martha Nizinski (NMFS National Systematics Lab) 
Sandra Brooke (Florida State University) 
Peter Auster (University of Connecticut & Mystic 

Aquarium) 
Dave Packer (NEFSC Coastal Ecology Branch) 
Brian Kinlan (NOAA NOS NCCOS) 
Kevin Chu (GARFO Stakeholder Engagement) 
Carly Bari (GARFO Sustainable Fisheries) 
David Stevenson (GARFO Habitat Conservation) 
Kiley Dancy (Mid-Atlantic Council Staff) 
Mary Clark (Mid-Atlantic Council Staff) 
Jessica Coakley (Mid-Atlantic Council Staff) 
Michelle Bachman (New England Council Staff) 
Glenn Goodwin (Seafreeze) 
Annie Hawkins (Fisheries Survival Fund) 
Aaron Kornbluth (Pew Charitable Trusts) 
Megan Driscoll (National Aquarium) 
Paul Ticco (NOAA/ONMS East Coast Regional 

Coordinator) 
Meghan Lapp (Seafreeze) 
Lucas Marxen (Rutgers University) 
Mark Swingle (Virginia Aquarium & Marine 

Science Center) 
Noah Chesnin (Wildlife Conservation Society) 
Jay O’Dell (The Nature Conservancy) 
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Washington Canyon 
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Washington Canyon was the first area considered. Discussions initially focused on the south side of canyon, on 
the triangular area between the GSSA and NGO coalition boundary. An NGO coalition member pointed out that 
here there were no vessel tow tracks in that area based on available data, but there were some areas of high slope. 
An industry member questioned the goal of drawing the boundaries – is it to protect 100% of corals? He indicated 
that the GSSA proposed boundary does a good job of protecting corals. The apparent absence of tow lines close 
to the boundary does not mean that they don’t tow in that area. In response, an NGO coalition representative noted 
that if the areas of steep slope in question serve as a buffer for the industry and aren’t being trawled, then it seems 
as if it could be included in a coral zone.  

However, industry representatives noted that lines drawn too far toward the sides of the canyons reduce a vessel’s 
flexibility to haul gear back and get off the bottom. If the line is drawn further out, and a vessel is fishing on a 
windy day, they would be pushed over that line. While they do not tow directly in areas of high slope, the GSSA 
boundaries are drawn with consideration of operational needs. GSSA drew their proposed lines with enforcement 
in mind, as they are looking to protect both corals and the industry.  

A scientist noted that when conducting coral surveys in the field, they combine the regional scale habitat suitability 
model with the 25m resolution slope data to find specific locations to survey. Part of the FMAT’s buffer choice 
(0.4 nautical miles) is due to the resolution of the habitat suitability model (0.4 nautical miles = approximately 2 
model grid cells), but this buffer was also chosen partly for enforcement purposes. It may not matter what 99% of 
tows do, but it only takes one miscalculated action to damage sensitive habitats. Biologically, if there’s a minute 
chance of positioning in that area, this presents risk. The multibeam bathymetry and slope data is precise and high 
resolution, and we can be very confident in the areas of high slope depicted on the map. When those high slope 
areas overlap with high and very high habitat suitability predicted by the regional model, it’s a very high likelihood 
that corals are present. 

The discussion shifted to the areas extending to deeper waters (eastern boundary). A participant questioned why 
the GSSA boundaries consistently cut off deeper areas. Because there is little to no fishing effort in most of these 
very deep areas, the industry representatives agreed to extend the eastern boundaries to follow the FMAT 
boundaries.  

On the south side of the canyon, industry participants agreed to adjust one vertex out to encompass a small area 
of high slope and suitable habitat, but this area remained an area of conflict and was not agreed to at this point.  

The proposed NGO and GSSA boundaries were identical at the canyon head and closely aligned on the northern 
edge. Industry representatives felt strongly about retaining the northern boundary as proposed by GSSA.   

An NGO coalition member proposed that participants should agree on a consistent buffer that could be applied to 
multiple areas, so that the discussion did not need to move around each canyon point by point. The NGO coalition 
would prefer the southern line to be the NGO line. In their methodology, the NGO coalition had attempted to 
apply an understanding fishing effort in each area. They indicated that they would accept the GSSA boundary on 
the northern line but would still want to look at buffers to see how consistent they are around cells of importance 
for corals. Another NGO coalition member/Ecosystems advisor indicated that the issue of a consistent buffer was 
important to their group, and that drawing the northern side boundary while maintaining a 0.2 nautical mile buffer 
from the high habitat suitability areas would come closer to the GSSA line than to the NGO line.  

An FMAT member reiterated that the FMAT boundaries were based on 0.4 nautical mile buffer, and that buffer 
was open for discussion. Both the habitat suitability model outputs and areas of high slope were buffered by this 
distance, which was chosen based on the data with poorer resolution (the habitat suitability model). FMAT 
representatives were comfortable reducing the buffer from high slope areas. The slope data are much higher 
resolution compared to the habitat suitability model.  

Another NGO coalition member agreed with previous comments regarding finding consistent methodology for 
determining buffers and drawing lines, stating that there needed to be a defensible explanation for all of the lines. 
If the Council comes down to any agreed upon lines, they would still have to justify this in a defensible way that 
would stand up to law and potential challenger review.  
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Industry representatives stated that there must be compromises made on both sides, and that none of this can be 
done uniformly given that the importance and the effects of buffers are not consistent in each area. Each area is 
different in terms of importance to the industry and corals, and fine scale adjustments need to be made to account 
for this. On the concept of a standardized buffer, one participant asked for information on the average distance 
between a vessel and their net, or similar information to have a better understanding of what is needed to operate 
gear, in order to inform discussions of a buffer. In response, fishing industry representatives stated that nothing is 
uniform and both gear configurations and fishing techniques differ.  

The discussion returned to compromising on both the northern and southern edges. Industry representatives 
indicated that they had already agreed to extend the boundaries out far to the east, extend the boundary at the head 
of the canyon shallower than necessary to protect corals, and had provided an adequate buffer in many areas. They 
had also agreed to a modification at one vertex on the southern edge to protect a spot of dispute.  

An MSB advisor pointed out the extraordinary nature of this process, and having industry members there showing 
where they fish and what they need to operate safely and without legal consequences. In addition, the proposals 
on the table still protect the overwhelming majority of model based habitat suitability. Although the model should 
be respected and used, the uncertainty associated with model hasn’t been discussed, and neither has the economic 
value of these areas.  

Industry ultimately agreed to move the southern boundary down to the NGO coalition line, on the condition that 
the northern boundary would follow the GSSA boundary.  

A coral scientist noted again that for decisions on extremely fine scales, the focus should be on areas of high slope. 
An NGO coalition member noted a point where a small area of high slope wasn’t covered by the GSSA lines and 
asked to modify the line. Industry representatives noted that they had already made many concessions, and now 
the focus of the discussion was on area less than 1% of the total discrete zone area. They noted that the 
compromises were appearing to be one-sided.  

Participants agreed to leave the boundary as previously discussed: with a southern edge following the NGO 
boundary, the northern edge following the GSSA boundary, and eastern boundaries following the FMAT 
boundary.



 

6 
Deep Sea Corals Workshop Summary 

Accomac and Leonard Canyons 

 
In Accomac and Leonard Canyons, the NGO coalition boundary extended further in the southwest corner than 
the FMAT boundaries, but participants agreed to follow the FMAT boundaries here. Industry representatives 
again agreed to extend the eastern boundaries out to follow the FMAT boundaries.  

On the northern boundary, participants agreed to draw a boundary following the GSSA line around the head 
of the canyon, and then extend it straight out to meet the NGO coalition line. From there, the line follows the 
FMAT boundary all the way around the eastern and southern edges.  
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Warr and Phoenix Canyons 

 
The western (landward) boundary of Warr and Phoenix Canyons was the only boundary that differed between the 
three proposed sets of boundaries. Because the differing boundaries were relatively close together and did not 
differ significantly in coral protections, there was not extensive debate on which to follow. The discussion focused 
on simplifying the boundary, and consensus was reached to draw a straight line from the NGO boundary in the 
southwestern corner, across areas of high slope until the line intersected the proposed edge of Baltimore Canyon. 
This boundary also encompasses a unique methane cold seep location discovered during the BOEM research 
survey, which was located near the northernmost corner of the canyon complex, near Baltimore Canyon.  
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South Vries Canyon 

 
The group went next to South Vries Canyon. Again industry representatives agreed to extend the eastern 
boundaries to follow the FMAT/NGO coalition boundaries. On the landward boundary, participants agreed to 
compromise between the GSSA and NGO boundary after it was pointed out that a strip of “high slope” area 
encompassed by the FMAT’s landward boundary was an artifact of the slope dataset, originating from the process 
of stitching together multiple bathymetry datasets (referred to as a “seam”). Although these artifacts are relatively 
uncommon, they were noted in several locations, mostly in shallower areas and typically in small patches or thin 
lines. Several seams were pointed out throughout the workshop discussions, sometimes by fishermen familiar 
with the terrain in these areas and questioning the accuracy of the slope data, and sometimes by scientists familiar 
with the bathymetry data. Seams are typically easily identifiable by their linear nature and direction opposite the 
axis of the canyon, and were able to be confirmed by zooming in on the bathymetry data. The landward boundary 
agreed upon by participants encompassed areas of high slope and predicted high habitat suitability with a small 
buffer in most areas, while staying below the 200 fathom contour, as requested by industry.  
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North Heyes and South Wilmington Canyons 

 
The group moved to North Heyes and South Wilmington Canyons. Again, the industry representatives agreed to 
extend the eastern boundaries to follow the FMAT/NGO coalition boundaries. Participants agreed to a modified 
landward boundary that initially follows the NGO coalition boundary, extends down to the GSSA boundary and 
then back up to the NGO boundary, encompassing most areas of high slope. Industry representatives indicated 
that the bight area for Wilmington Canyon, on the northern corner of this proposed area, is an important operating 
area for many fishing vessels, which is reflected in the way the boundary drops down in this area. 
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Spencer Canyon 

 
At the end of the first day, the group moved to Spencer Canyon. Although there was a TowCam dive outside all 
of the proposed boundaries, no corals were observed in the images analyzed from that dive. Industry 
representatives again agreed to extend the boundaries to the southeast to follow the FMAT/NGO coalition 
boundaries. One participant asked to look at the observer tow data, which showed many lines across the head of 
the canyon. However, it was again pointed out that these were not vessel tracks but straight lines drawn between 
observed haul start and end locations. After some discussion of the landward boundaries, the group agreed to draw 
the lines in a way that captured most of the high slope areas toward the head of the canyon. An NGO coalition 
member asked why the industry was proposing (during the discussion) to cut off some of their original boundary, 
and an industry representative responded that it had simplified the line but also encompassed more areas of high 
slope. The NGO participant asked for scientists’ perspectives on cutting off part of the predicted high habitat 
suitability area in the head of the canyon, and the response was that given the resolution and the lack of high slope 
areas here, that excluding this small portion was acceptable.  
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Wilmington Canyon  
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The group discussed boundaries for Wilmington Canyon at length. This is a very economically important canyon 
for the squid industry, and there were many operational considerations for the group to take into account. Industry 
representatives noted that accepting the NGO coalition boundary would mean putting squid vessels in jeopardy. 
The bights of Wilmington Canyon are a crucial point in the Illex fishery, and small adjustments to closed areas 
could make the difference between profitable and unprofitable trips. Others pointed out again that the nets are not 
going to hitting the bottom in these areas, but these bights are crucial areas from an operational perspective in 
terms of setting and hauling gear. The nets are not going to be a problem in these areas, but the boat will not be 
where the net is, and if these areas are to be enforced based on boat position, they need these areas to operate 
successfully.  

Brian Kinlan (NCCOS) noted again that the group should focus on buffering from the areas of high slope, not 
necessarily the red (very high habitat suitability) areas. Particularly, the focus should be on high slope areas within 
the red cells. An NGO coalition member responded that this differs from the methodology used by the FMAT, in 
which they buffered high and very high habitat suitability by two model grid cells (~750 meters). The point of 
discrete zones, he noted, is not to provide for all tows by all fishing vessels. The NGO coalition boundaries have 
been cut back significantly from the FMAT boundaries based on observed fishing effort data.  

Industry representatives stated that they had offered a lot on this canyon by extending boundaries northward and 
out to the east, which results in protection of the vast majority of corals and suitable habitat in the canyon. They 
did not see much room for further negotiation. The issue of vessel position vs. gear position was reiterated: in 
order to fish, the vessel has to be on or near these lines. The net is not in this location, but the boat has to be to get 
the net where it needs to be. Squid nets used in the current fishery are now more semi-pelagic than bottom trawls, 
and they rarely touch the bottom. What the industry is fighting for in these discussions in less than a percent of 
the total area.  

In the interest of moving the discussion along, the industry representatives considered any areas where they may 
have operational flexibility. Again, fishing industry participants discussed how these bights of these canyons are 
absolutely the most critical areas for industry, in particular for canyons like Wilmington.   

After discussions of compromise stalled at multiple points, NGO coalition representatives noted that perhaps the 
decision would be best left to the Council as the group was struggling to come to a compromise on many areas of 
this canyon. They indicated that the GSSA boundary did not meet the NGO coalition’s minimum standards for 
coral protection. In response, industry representatives attempted to revise the boundary in one additional attempt 
at negotiation. To start, on the west side, the distance between the NGO and GSSA boundary proposals was split. 
From there, the line was drawn to follow the GSSA boundary to the northern most portion of the canyon.  

An NGO coalition member noted that from their group’s perspective, they came in with a proposal for compromise 
between the FMAT and GSSA boundaries, and they viewed additional tweaks as a compromise from a 
compromise.  

On the northern side of the canyon, an industry representative noted that the piece of bottom that was under 
discussion is absolutely critical to their operation in the squid fishery. The shape of the canyon naturally protects 
coral. Making extremely small decisions on the line here could dramatically affect revenue.  

Several participants made proposals to move points on the northern edge, resulting in extensive back and forth 
discussion on this edge until the group was satisfied with the modifications. Finally, participants agreed to cut off 
the top of the canyon (where there is no predicted high habitat suitability) for the sake of simplicity and ease of 
enforcement. It was also agreed to follow the NGO boundaries on the eastern edge. 
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Jones and Babylon Canyons 

 
For Jones-Babylon Canyons, NGO coalition representatives offered that they were comfortable with the GSSA 
boundaries. There was no opposition to following the GSSA boundaries for this area. 
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Emery and Uchupi Canyons  

  
For Emery and Uchupi Canyons, discussions centered around the landward boundary. It was noted that other 
fisheries (monkfish and others) start to come into play more prominently in these northern areas, and there is a 
lobster GRA near here that should also be considered. For this reason it was suggested that the landward boundary 
stay below the 500 meter depth contour as much as possible. It was noted that the GSSA boundary is complex and 
could be simplified. As the group broke for lunch, a subset of participants finished the boundary proposal for this 
canyon, which was reviewed and approved by the full group of participants when they reconvened.   
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Mey-Lindenkohl Slope 

 
The Mey-Lindenkohl Slope is notable for having many records of observed corals, both historical and from recent 
surveys. The group began discussions in the southern corner of the landward boundary, and moved point by point 
across this edge, negotiating a compromise on each segment. Fishing industry participants noted that this area was 
complex in terms of identifying key areas for fishing effort, and it was important to spend time on this area to 
arrive at an acceptable border. After lengthy discussion of this boundary and arrival at an acceptable compromise, 
the group agreed to follow the GSSA boundaries around the eastern and southern edges.  
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The group considered the previously drawn workshop boundary for Warr-Phoenix Canyon and agreed to align 
the southwestern boundary with the northern boundary of Warr-Phoenix Canyon. The discussion then focused on 
the western boundary. Coral scientists indicated that in Baltimore Canyon, abundant and diverse colonies of coral 
have been observed, typically at 350 meters or deeper. It was requested to shift this western boundary to the NGO 
coalition line, but industry representatives indicated that this would be too far out and would negatively impact 
fishing operations. Participants agreed to compromise here by drawing a straight line between the intersection 
with Warr-Phoenix Canyon up to the GSSA line. Industry representatives indicated that this line is not ideal but 
they can live with it. NGO participants noted that this is one of the canyons they feel most strongly about in terms 
of coral protections in terms of protecting what we know exists. The remaining portions of the western boundary 
were drawn in an attempt to encompass most high slope areas and predicted high habitat suitability, with input 
from fishermen on which areas were most critical to preserve for fishing operations.  

At the head of the canyon, the group agreed to follow the GSSA boundaries, with one point removed to simplify 
the line while maintaining a buffer from areas of high habitat suitability. On the northern edge, a portion of the 
boundary was adjusted outward to encompass the location of coral colonies observed on the 2012 BOEM survey. 
The boundary along the canyon’s northern bight was adjusted to increase flexibility for fishing vessels while 
encompassing very high predicted habitat suitability. This boundary was joined to the previously drawn workshop 
boundary for South Vries Canyon. From here, the boundaries followed the FMAT/NGO coalition, GSSA 
boundaries, which were identical between the three groups. 
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Discussions for Norfolk Canyon began with the question of whether or not the boundary at the head of the canyon 
should follow the current Tilefish Gear-Restricted Area (GRA), in which the use of bottom tending gear is 
prohibited. Initially, industry representatives did not wish to incorporate the Tilefish GRA boundaries, stating that 
these represented separate actions for separate purposes and should not be combined. In the future, if changes to 
the Tilefish GRA were desired, it would complicate things to have an aligned discrete coral zone. Some industry 
members felt that the Tilefish GRAs were not necessarily drawn correctly in the first place and should eventually 
be re-evaluated. Rick Robins noted that any future review of the Tilefish GRAs would be a thorough review 
throughout the entire management unit.  

Industry representatives agreed to extend the eastern/seaward boundaries out to match the FMAT/NGO coalition 
boundaries where they aligned, with some discussion was had about whether to adopt the portion of the NGO 
coalition boundaries that jut out to the south, in order to encompass some areas of high predicted habitat suitability 
and slope. It was agreed that the boundary would follow the NGO coalition boundary here.  

After some back and forth regarding the boundaries at the head of the canyon, the full group took a break and 
several participants continued discussing Norfolk Canyon. When the group reconvened, it was agreed to by the 
full group that the landward boundaries of the coral discrete zone should follow the Tilefish GRA boundaries. The 
group then discussed where to connect the boundaries from the GRA boundary to the rest of the proposed 
boundary. It was determined that the line should follow the Tilefish GRA, then follow the NGO coalition 
boundaries on the southern side, all the way around to the northern edge. On the northern edge, the group agreed 
to extend the line from the corner of the Tilefish GRA straight out to the NGO coalition boundary.  
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Hudson Canyon 
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In Hudson Canyon, industry representatives agreed to extend the eastern boundaries out to align with the 
FMAT/NGO Coalition boundaries where they overlapped. The group discussed the extensive fishing effort in and 
around Hudson Canyon for multiple fisheries, including deeper water fisheries for whiting and monkfish. Industry 
participants requested that the boundaries be maintained below 500 meters depth. Economically, this was 
identified as the most valuable mid-Atlantic canyon. 

The group also discussed the ecological aspects of this canyon and the conservation value for coral. Areas of high 
slope and hard substrate are known to exist in Hudson Canyon. However, it’s a relatively muddier canyon 
compared to other areas, and there are likely to be large areas that are not prime habitat for corals. Surveys for 
deep sea corals have been limited, although solitary cup corals have been observed. Coral scientists suggested 
focusing on the areas of high slope along the northern edge, where coral communities are most likely to be 
observed if they exist in Hudson Canyon. NGO coalition representatives requested to work with the GSSA line to 
try to straighten it out in places where it was very complex.   

On the southern boundary, industry representatives requested that the line be kept below the 500 meter contour. 
The lines were simplified as much as possible on this edge.  

Enforcement issues were raised regarding the narrowness of the area toward the head of the canyon, where the 
distance across the proposed boundaries were very small, particularly for the GSSA boundary. To simplify the 
proposed GSSA boundary, a line was drawn straight across at the top of the proposed area, and was extended 
slightly to encompass some patches of high slope. On the northern edge, the line was drawn to stay near the 200 
fathom contour, but also to encompass the areas of high slope on the northern edge that the scientist participants 
noted as likely to be important for corals.  

Some participants wondered whether Hudson Canyon should be a priority for protection at all, given the 
tremendous economic importance and the relative lack of coral observations or known importance for corals.  
There was some reluctance to agree to a workshop boundary for this area. Staff noted that the Council may or 
may not choose not to designate Hudson Canyon as a discrete zone, but that a workshop boundary should be 
drawn to give the Council the best range of options should they choose to move forward with protections in this 
area.  
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Ryan and McMaster Canyons 

 
All three boundary proposals aligned for Ryan and McMaster Canyons along the southeastern (deepest) boundary. 
Modifications were proposed that would extend from the point of divergence on the western boundary up to the 
GSSA line, and then move straight across, encompassing most areas of high predicted habitat suitability and high 
slope. On the northeastern boundary, the line was extended straight down to the intersection of the three proposed 
boundary lines. This proposal was agreed to by the group.  
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Block Canyon 

All three boundary proposals aligned for Block Canyon along the southern (deepest) boundary. The area where 
the boundaries differed in Block Canyon surrounded small cells of high predicted habitat suitability and high 
slope. The slope data was questioned and checked to be sure it was a real representation of high slope areas.  Given 
high fishing activity at the head of this canyon and the relatively small areas of suitable coral habitat, it was agreed 
to exclude these small northern patches of habitat and slope. The northern boundary was simplified from the 
GSSA line by drawing a straight line across the FMAT proposed boundary. 



 

24 
Deep Sea Corals Workshop Summary 

Discussion of Amendment Exemption Alternatives  
Workshop participants discussed proposed exemptions for coral zones, including the red crab fishery and the 
golden tilefish fishery.  

Jon Williams, representing the red crab fishery, took a few minutes to explain the operation of their fishery. The 
red crab fishery currently consists of five boats with limited access licenses, managed by the New England Fishery 
Management Council. The fishery operates from Cape Hatteras to the US-Canadian border. Of the five limited 
access licenses, only three are active, and only three have been active for many years. The quota can be caught by 
those three boats, of which two fish full time and one fishes part time. They fish very differently than other types 
of fixed gear. They are the smallest fishery on east coast.  

The crabs come to the traps quickly, and leave the traps quickly. Soak time is typically 24 hours. If the traps soak 
for 48 hours, they lose half of the crabs. As a result, they fish along the bottom very quickly. Fishing takes place 
in all of the proposed coral areas, as they fish targeting 350 fathoms (640 meters). The crabs show up at 200 
fathoms and segregate by depth: there are predominantly females between 200 and 300 fathoms. Beyond 335 or 
340 fathoms, there are only males. Below 350 to 370 fathoms, they get a mix. Since take of female crabs is 
prohibited, vessels target a very specific depth to get only males. This is a small ribbon of area that cuts through 
every one of the proposed zones.  

The traps used are 4-foot conical traps, made out of webbing material. They have a soft bottom and weigh less 
than 40 lb in the water. There are 150 traps on one line, with a trap about every 150 feet. Each boat fishes 600 
traps, and they haul each one daily. One boat fishes from Hudson Canyon to about 50-60 miles south of Norfolk. 
This vessel sees Hudson Canyon twice a year and Norfolk twice a year, basically making four passes per year. 
The other boat fishes to the Hague line doing the same thing, making four passes per year. The third boat bounces 
in between.  

The big issue for the red crab fishery before the corals amendment was dealing with whale protection measures. 
Line interactions with whales are a huge issue for fixed gear fisheries, but the red crab fishery was exempted due 
to the depth fished, as whales don’t feed at those depth. They are also exempted from sinking groundline 
regulations, since their groundline doesn’t lie on the bottom, it floats. They use all float rope.   

Given the way that the fishery operates, the vessels need to be directly on top of the gear to haul it up to make 
fishing at this depth practical. Dragging traps along the bottom doesn’t work. They do not drag the gear around at 
all. They have been fishing this ribbon of depth (at 350 fathoms or 640 meters) for 42 years.  

The red crab fishery is arguing for an exemption because 15 discrete zones are proposed, each of which they go 
through four times per year. To skip a zone, they would have to stack 600 traps, jump over the canyon, reset the 
gear, and start fishing again. This would essentially amount to re-starting the fishing season 60 times per year, 
which would be prohibitive to the industry. Jon also stated that the entire red crab industry fishes the same amount 
of traps as a single lobster boat.  

The discussion continued with a question about monitoring in this fishery. In terms of monitoring, there are 
random observers and dockside sampling. This is not a VMS fishery.  

An NGO representative commented that with the four major incised canyons (Norfolk, Washington, Wilmington, 
and Baltimore), workshop participants and others have worked hard to protect coral habitat. Some NGO coalition 
members would be interested in excluding those four areas from any exemption alternatives.   

Several fishing industry participants indicated that gear restrictions should not be limited to one user group. If 
access is restricted, it should be restricted to everyone. The focus on mobile gear is misplaced. The discussion of 
fixed vs. mobile gear confuses people. The advantage of mobile gear is that they are driving the vessel, deploying 
the gear, and they know where it’s going. Fixed gear means that is put in a particular spot, but it still moves due 
to storms, ships, getting lost, or other reasons. If the goal is to protect coral, areas should be closed to everything 
that could possibly have an impact on coral. Others agreed that it’s not clear why one user group can get an 
exemption and another can’t. Last year, only five boats participated in the illex fishery, so they are also a small 
fishery. The Council will have to examine these options and make the decisions. Red crab isn’t the only fixed gear 
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type that could present a problem; the Council should look long and hard at lobstermen and other fixed gear such 
as sink gillnets.  

Jon Williams responded that in watching the workshop process, there was concession after concession to reach a 
compromise. The problem with the red crab fishery, however, is that there is little room to move or to draw the 
areas differently that wouldn’t impact these vessels, given the way the fishery operates at a very specific depth up 
and down the coast. If there were no red crab exemption, the proposals on the table would put them out of business. 
They wouldn’t lose half of their income, it would make it not worth fishing at all.  

An FMAT member asked whether the red crab fishery was setting pots primarily or exclusively on soft sediment. 
The response was that it depended on the captain, but there is soft sediment everywhere. The red crab vessels 
move their gear as fast as they can move it.  

An NGO coalition member commented that habitat protection areas in the northeast were drawn with protection 
in mind, but then exemption after exemption was made for them to the point where they’re almost meaningless. 
Corals are fragile, and the proposed coral areas should not have exemptions for anything. If the Council is serious 
about coral protection, they will keep gear out of there.  

A Council member pointed that out that there may be a number of different ways to look at exemptions. The 
document offers a range of options, and it might be possible to look at them in a stepwise way: some canyons may 
be greater priorities for protection and the Council may consider applying exemptions differently to different 
areas.  

Discussion of Transit Provisions 
Workshop participants next discussed options for allowing transit through any proposed gear-restricted areas.  

Multiple industry representatives noted that a transit-specific VMS declaration would not work well for the 
industry in the context of this amendment. Sometimes vessels cross five or six (or more) canyons in a day in search 
of fish or steaming. It would be a big burden to ask captains to switch a VMS declaration every time they cross a 
small canyon area and is not practical by any means.  

The gear stowage provisions used for the groundfish closed areas are not practical either. These are applicable to 
vessels that stay relatively within the same area for multiple days. Industry representatives indicated that transit 
should be simple: if the nets are on the boat, they should be fine. They are able to be seen from aircraft. If it’s on 
the boat, they are not towing. They can’t deploy gear quickly to “sneak” in a tow. Setting the gear out and hauling 
it back are both 30 to 40 minute procedures. They jump over canyons all the time. Especially in the smaller 
proposed areas such as Hudson, they are going to leave the gear on the drum and jump across. The squid fishery 
is a daylight fishery and the crew needs to make every minute count. Another fishing industry representative 
pointed out that they already have multiple gear-restricted areas to deal with now, including scup and lobster 
GRAs. Lobster closed areas are already a problem as winds often blow them into closed areas. They do not need 
more areas off limits to transit.  

A squid fisherman noted that a lot of coral is already protected by the way the Illex fishermen work, including the 
way that captains use their “snagbooks” and collective knowledge of hard bottom areas to avoid. Industry should 
be given credit for steering clear of it, and should not be subject to unnecessary transit burdens. Their transit is 
not impacting coral, and it’s a waste of fuel to travel around these areas.  
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Deep sea corals are fragile and slow-growing organisms that serve an important role in unique and diverse 
deep sea ecosystems. Given recent and historical findings of deep sea corals off the Mid-Atlantic Coast, 
the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC or Council) initiated this Amendment in 2012 
to consider measures to protect deep sea corals from the impacts of fishing gear. After reviewing initial 
public comments, the Council developed a range of alternatives and associated analyses. The Council will 
select from the alternatives described in this document at its June 2015 Council meeting. The Council will 
consider comments received during public hearings and a written comment period (comment summaries 
are available on the Council’s website at www.mafmc.org). During the selection of alternatives, the 
Council can also modify the alternatives as long as sufficient information and rationale exists to support 
the final selected options.   

The Council will then recommend the selected alternatives to NOAA Fisheries. Assuming the Council 
recommends some action alternatives, NOAA Fisheries will then publish a proposed rule along with an 
Environmental Assessment for public comment. After considering public comments on the proposed rule, 
NOAA Fisheries will publish a final rule with implementation details.       

The purpose of this amendment is “to identify and implement measures that reduce, to the extent 
practicable, impacts of fishing gear on deep sea corals in the Mid-Atlantic region.” The Council recognizes 
the value of deep sea corals and is exercising its authority under the reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens Act 
(MSA) to recommend management measures to minimize fishery impacts to deep sea corals in the Mid-
Atlantic region. At the same time, the importance and value of commercial fisheries that operate in or near 
areas of deep sea coral habitat is also recognized by the Council. As such, measures in this amendment 
will be considered in light of their benefit to corals as well as the cost to commercial fisheries. The 
information presented in this document is designed to assist the public in commenting on the proposed 
measures and ultimately to support the Council in achieving an appropriate balance between protecting 
deep sea corals and minimizing negative economic impacts to fisheries.  

Given this approach, this document first provides general background and describes the alternatives. It 
then describes the environment (including deep sea corals) and the fisheries that may be affected, and 
concludes with information about how corals and the relevant fisheries may be impacted by the 
alternatives under consideration.  

The range of alternatives includes designations for “deep sea coral zones” in which fishing gear use would 
be restricted, including potential for both “broad” coral zones and “discrete” coral zones. Broad coral 
zones would consist of large, less heavily fished areas (especially the deeper broad zones) where measures 
would limit and prevent the expansion of commercial gear use. Discrete coral zones would consist of 
smaller areas of known coral presence or highly likely coral habitat. These areas primarily consist of 
offshore canyons or slope areas along the continental shelf edge. 

The range of alternatives proposed in this document is associated with a range of potential impacts, both 
for deep sea corals and the relevant fisheries (Boxes ES-1 and ES-2). Generally, the more total area that 
is restricted and the more fishing activity that is restricted, the greater the predicted benefits are for corals. 
However, as more areas are restricted and more fishing activities are restricted, social and economic 
impacts to those who fish in these areas is also expected to increase.  

Although some combinations of alternatives contained in this document would restrict current fishing 
activity in areas of high or highly likely coral presence, many of the alternatives, particularly the broad 
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zone alternatives, are primarily precautionary in nature and are intended to protect corals from future 
expansion of fishing effort. Many deep sea corals exist in areas with some degree of natural protection 
from fishing gear, i.e., they inhabit areas where little or no fishing effort is currently taking place due to 
extreme depths or areas of very high seafloor slope. Corals also exist in some areas with hard bottom or 
structure that fishermen tend to avoid due to the potential for lost or damaged fishing gear. The coral 
protection zone alternatives proposed in this document would expand protections in and around some of 
these areas, as well as protect corals from expansion of effort into deeper water or areas of steeper slopes.  

Additional alternative sets in this amendment include options to modify the Framework provisions of the 
Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish (MSB) Fishery Management Plan (FMP), as well as the option to require 
use of Vessel Monitoring Systems (VMS) for Illex squid vessels. The impacts of these additional 
alternatives are expected to be primarily administrative in nature (Box ES-3).  

Box ES-1. Summary comparison of the differences in Broad Coral Zone Alternatives in this amendment.  

Issue Alternatives Main Differences in Alternatives 

Broad Coral 
Zone 

Designation  

Alternative 1A                                        
(No action/Status Quo) No action. Neutral impacts expected (relative to status quo).  

Alternative 1B                                      
(Landward Boundary ~ 
200 m  Depth Contour) 

Size of Designation Area: Largest (100,372 km2); greatest number of coral records. Impacts 
on Corals: Designation alone affords some additional benefits/attention via project 
consultation by NMFS; greatest benefits. Fishery Economic Impacts: None (designation 
alone)                                                                                              

Alternative 1C                              
(Landward Boundary ~ 
300 m Depth Contour) 

Size of Designation Area: Second Largest (100,165 km2)                                                                                                    
Impacts on Corals: Designation alone affords some additional benefits/attention via project 
consultation by NMFS; next to greatest benefits. Fishery Economic Impacts: None 
(designation alone)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

Alternative 1D                           
(Landward Boundary ~ 
400 m Depth Contour) 

Size of Designation Area: Next to Smallest (99,218 km2)                                                                                                                                                                                                          
Impacts on Corals: Designation alone affords some additional benefits/attention via project 
consultation by NMFS; next to least benefits. Fishery Economic Impacts: None 
(designation alone)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

Alternative 1E                           
(Landward Boundary ~ 
500 m Depth Contour) 

Size of Designation Area: Smallest (98,444 km2); smallest number of coral records                                                                                                                                                                                                    
Impacts on Corals: Designation alone affords some additional benefits/attention via project 
consultation by NMFS; least benefits. Fishery Economic Impacts: None (designation alone)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

(Continued on next page) 
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Box ES-1, continued. Summary comparison of the differences in Broad Coral Zone Alternatives in this amendment. 

Issue Alternatives Main Differences in Alternatives 

Broad Coral 
Zone 

Restrictions 

Alternative 2A                                        
(No action/Status Quo) No action. Neutral impacts expected (relative to status quo).  

Alternative 2B                                
(Prohibit All Bottom-

tending Gear) 

Impacts on Corals: Greatest positive impacts on corals by reducing potential for gear impacts 
the most (when compared to alts. 2C or 2D)                                                                                               
Fishery Economic Impacts: The larger the broad coral zone, the greater the impacts because of 
the number of historic hauls taken in the areas are greatest; impacts are expected to be greatest 
under this alternative (when compared to alts. 2C or 2D), because it prohibits the greatest 
numbers of gears and fisheries in the offshore fishing areas.   
Sub-option 2B-1: Exempt red crab fishery                                                                                                  
Fishery Economic Impacts: The larger the broad coral zone, the greater the impacts; primary 
gears impacted include bottom otter trawls, sea scallop dredges, crab pots and traps, lobster 
pots, and bottom longlines. Impacted species excluding red crab would be: longfin squid, Illex 
squid, sea scallops, summer flounder, silver hake (whiting), golden tilefish, Jonah crab, scup, 
and black sea bass.  
Sub-option 2B-2: Exempt golden tilefish fishery                                                                                                  
Fishery Economic Impacts: Impacts are similar to 2B-1, exempt the red crab fishery would be 
impacted, and the golden tilefish fishery would not.                                                                                                                         

Alternative 2C                                         
(Prohibit Mobile 

Bottom-tending Gear) 

Impacts on Corals: Smaller positive impacts to corals as just some gears are prohibited, 
although mobile gears are believed to have the greatest negative impact on corals.                                                                                                
Fishery Economic Impacts: Impacts similar to alternative 2B but traps, sink gillnets and bottom 
longlines would not be impacted.                                                             

Alternative 2D                                  
(Require VMS for 

Vessels in Broad Coral 
Zones) 

Impacts on Corals: Indirect slight positive impacts likely due to increased ability to enforce 
gear-restricted coral zones (if gear restriction alternatives are also selected).             
Fishery Economic Impacts: Low fishery economic impacts; many vessels operating in these 
areas are already required to use VMS.                                    

Alternative 2E (Allow 
transit with gear 

stowage requirements) 

Impacts on Corals: Indirect slight negative impacts possible due to increased complication of 
enforcement of gear-restricted coral zones (if gear restriction alternatives are also selected).  
Fishery Economic Impacts: Positive fishery economic impacts; vessels would not have to 
expend time and fuel transiting around gear-restricted areas.                                                

Alternative 2F (Allow 
transit via change in 
VMS declaration) 

Impacts on Corals: Indirect slight negative impacts possible due to increased complication of 
enforcement of gear-restricted coral zones (if gear restriction alternatives are also selected).  
Fishery Economic Impacts: Positive fishery economic impacts; vessels would not have to 
expend time and fuel transiting around gear-restricted areas.                                                

(Continued on next page) 
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Box ES-2. Summary comparison of the differences in Discrete Coral Zone Alternatives under consideration in this amendment.  

Issue Alternatives Main Differences in Alternatives 

Discrete Coral 
Zone Designation 

Alternative 3A                                        
(No action/Status Quo) No action. Neutral impacts expected (relative to status quo). 

Alternative 3B                                      
(Designation of Discrete Coral 

Zones) 

Impacts on Corals: Designation alone affords some additional benefits/attention via 
potential project consultation by NMFS; Wilmington and Baltimore Canyons have the 
highest percentages of coral habitat; the Mey-Lindenkohl Slope and Hudson Canyon 
have the greatest areas of high/very high habitat suitability.  Fishery Economic 
Impacts: None (designation alone)                                                           

Discrete Coral 
Zone Restrictions 

Alternative 4A                                        
(No action/Status Quo) No action. Neutral impacts expected (relative to status quo). 

Alternative 4B                          
(Prohibit All Bottom-tending 

Gear) 

Impacts on Corals: Greatest positive impacts on corals by reducing potential for gear 
impacts the most; impacts depend on the canyons selected. Some degree of coral 
benefits may be offset by effort shifts into non-restricted areas.                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
Fishery Economic Impacts: Depends on total number of discrete zones selected and 
the economic importance of the selected zones. Hudson Canyon, Wilmington Canyon, 
and Mey-Lindenkohl Slope are the areas associated with the greatest fishery revenues. 
Some degree of revenue loss is expected to be offset by effort shifts into non-restricted 
areas. 

Alternative 4C                           
(Prohibit Mobile Bottom-

tending Gear) 

Impacts on Corals: Smaller positive impacts to corals (compared to 4B) as just some 
gears are prohibited. Depends on the canyons selected (see section 5.0 for Canyon area 
sizes).                                                                                                                                                                                               
Fishery Economic Impacts: Smaller fishery impacts as fewer gear types are prohibited.                                                 

Alternative 4D (Allow transit 
with gear stowage 

requirements) 

Impacts on Corals: Indirect slight negative impacts possible due to increased 
complication of enforcement of gear-restricted coral zones (if gear restriction 
alternatives are also selected).  
Fishery Economic Impacts: Positive fishery economic impacts; vessels would not have 
to expend time and fuel transiting around gear-restricted areas.                                                

Alternative 4E (Allow transit 
via change in VMS 

declaration) 

Impacts on Corals: Indirect slight negative impacts possible due to increased 
complication of enforcement of gear-restricted coral zones (if gear restriction 
alternatives are also selected).  
Fishery Economic Impacts: Positive fishery economic impacts; vessels would not have 
to expend time and fuel transiting around gear-restricted areas.                                                

 
Box ES-3. Summary comparison of the differences in Framework and Vessel Monitoring Alternatives under consideration in this 
amendment. 

Issue Alternatives Main Differences in Alternatives 

Framework 
Provisions 

Alternative 5A (No action/Status Quo) No action. Neutral impacts expected. 

Alternative 5B (Modify Zone Boundaries via 
Framework) 

Administrative in nature; some time savings; neutral impacts expected; 
any proposed action will be analyzed through a separate NEPA process. 
 

Alternative 5C (Modify Management 
Measure via Framework) 

Alternative 5D (Modify Add Additional 
Coral Zones via Framework) 

Alternative 5E (Implement Special Access 
Program via Framework) 

Vessel 
Monitoring 
Alternatives 

Alternative 6A (No action/Status Quo) No action. Neutral impacts expected. 

Alternative 6B (VMS Requirement for Illex 
Squid Moratorium Vessels) 

Impacts on Corals: No direct impacts on corals; indirect slight positive 
impacts likely due to increased ability to enforce gear-restricted coral 
zones.  
Fishery Economic Impacts: Low; few Illex moratorium vessels are not 
already required to use VMS related to other permits they possess. 

 



6 

2.0 LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
ACUMEN Atlantic Canyons Undersea Mapping Expedition 
ASMFC Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (Commission) 
BOEM Bureau of Ocean and Energy Management 
CEA  Cumulative Effects Assessment 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
DMNH Delaware Museum of Natural History 
DOC Department of Commerce 
DSCRTP Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program 
EA Environmental Assessment 
EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone 
EFH Essential Fish Habitat 
EFP Exempted Fishing Permit 
EIS  Environmental Impact Statement 
EO Executive Order 
ESA Endangered Species Act 
FMAT Fishery Management Action Team 
FMP Fishery Management Plan 
FR  Federal Register 
GARFO Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office (formerly Northeast Regional Office/NERO) 
GRA Gear restricted area 
GSSA Garden State Seafood Association 
IFQ Individual Fishing Quota 
LAGF Limited Access General Category 
LOA Letter of Acknowledgement 
MAFMC Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) 
MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act 
MOU Memorandum of Understanding 
MSA Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (as currently amended) 
MSB Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish 
MT Metric tons 
NCCOS National Centers for Coastal Ocean Science 
NEFMC New England Fishery Management Council 
NEFOP Northeast Fisheries Observer Program  
NEFSC Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NGO Non-governmental organization 
NGOM Northern Gulf of Maine 
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NOAA OER NOAA Office of Exploration and Research 
NOS National Ocean Service 
ROV Remotely Operated Vehicle 
TAL Total Allowable Landings 
US United States 
USD U.S. Dollars 
VMS Vessel Monitoring System 
VTR Vessel Trip Report 
WHOI Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution 
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4.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
Deep sea corals are unique, fragile, slow-growing marine organisms that are valued for their function as 
habitat for many fish and invertebrates, as well as for a variety of ecosystem and cultural services they 
provide. These corals occupy deep, largely unexplored offshore areas that include the continental shelf 
break and marine canyons in the Mid-Atlantic, and are considered to be very vulnerable to human 
activities such as fishing.1 When commercial fishing gears, such as trawls or pots, contact the sea floor 
in areas where deep sea corals occur, they become a potential threat to coral ecosystems through scarring, 
crushing or complete removal of corals.  Deep sea corals can live for hundreds or even thousands or 
years, and damaged or destroyed deep sea corals may take many years to become re-established, if they 
are able to do so at all (See Appendix C for a review of information on fishery gear impacts to deep sea 
coral).  

Deep sea coral habitats are among the most biologically diverse ecosystems in the deep sea, and may 
increase the resilience of deep water ecosystems to external shocks. Corals provide habitat for many 
species of fish and invertebrates including nursery grounds, protection, reproduction, and feeding. 
Additionally, deep sea corals may sequester atmospheric carbon dioxide, and can serve as long-term 
indicators of climate change by serving as a record for ocean temperature changes. Corals also offer 
opportunities for pharmaceutical, engineering, and medical research. Finally, deep sea corals have 
cultural value, including non-use benefits such as existence value.2 The general public has seen 
increasing opportunities in recent years to view and appreciate deep sea ecosystems by engaging virtually 
in deep sea exploration streamed via the internet.  

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) recognizes the value of deep sea corals and is 
exercising its authority under the reauthorized Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA) to recommend 
management measures to minimize fishery impacts to deep sea corals in the Mid-Atlantic region. This 
amendment is a regulatory vehicle initiated by the Council to identify and develop fishery management 
measures that will limit the negative impacts of commercial fishing on deep sea corals. At the same time, 
the importance and value of commercial fisheries that operate in or near areas of deep sea coral habitat 
is recognized by the Council. As such, measures in this amendment will be considered in light of their 
benefit to corals as well as the cost to commercial fisheries. The information presented in this document 
is designed to assist the public in commenting on the proposed measures and ultimately to support the 
Council in achieving an appropriate balance between protecting deep sea corals and minimizing negative 
economic impacts to fisheries.  

4.1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 
The purpose of this amendment is to identify and implement measures that reduce, to the extent 
practicable, impacts of fishing gear on deep sea corals in the Mid-Atlantic region.  The measures, or 
some subset of the measures, developed in the amendment are necessary to protect valued deep sea corals 
and their dependent ecosystem components while also considering the operational needs and long term 
sustainability of commercial fisheries. 

Deep sea corals are fragile and slow-growing organisms that are highly vulnerable to various types of 
disturbance of the sea floor, including fishing activities. Corals are valued for their habitat, ecosystem, 

                                                 
1 E.g., Hourigan 2009 - http://www.int-res.com/articles/theme/m397p333.pdf.  Managing fishery impacts on deep-water 
coral 
ecosystems of the USA: emerging best practices. Marine Ecology Progress Series. Vol. 397: 333–340, 2009.   
2 Foley, Naomi S., van Rensburg, Tom M., and Claire W. Armstrong. 2010. The ecological and economic value of cold-
water coral ecosystems. Ocean & Coastal Management 53:313-326. 

http://www.int-res.com/articles/theme/m397p333.pdf
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cultural, and other values, yet remain largely unprotected from human disturbance in the Mid-Atlantic. 
Research on commercial fishing gear impacts to deep sea corals indicates that fishing gear can damage 
corals in variety of ways, including scarring, breaking, smothering, or complete destruction. This 
amendment contains alternatives that aim to protect corals by restricting fishing in select areas where 
fishing effort and prime coral habitats overlap, as well as by restricting expansion of effort into less 
heavily fished areas where corals are known or are highly likely to be present.  

4.2 REGULATORY AUTHORITY 
The range of alternatives in this document is based on application of discretionary provisions related to 
deep sea corals contained in the 2007 reauthorization of the MSA.3 These provisions give the Regional 
Fishery Management Councils the authority to designate zones where, and periods when, fishing may 
be restricted in order to protect deep sea corals. Under the authority of the MSA, designated deep sea 
coral zones may include areas beyond known coral locations, if necessary, to ensure their effectiveness. 
Management measures applied to deep sea coral zones may include restrictions on the location and 
timing of fishing activity, allowing fishing for only certain vessel types, and/or complete closure to 
fishing. The Council seeks to balance the exercise of this authority with the management objectives of 
the Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish (MSB) Fishery Management Plan (FMP) and the value of potentially 
affected commercial fisheries. 

4.3 FMP HISTORY AND MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 
Bottom trawls have been consistently identified as the gear type with the greatest potential to negatively 
affect deep sea corals. Any measures to protect deep sea corals will, therefore, likely include gear 
restrictions affecting bottom trawl fisheries, especially those operating near areas identified as prime 
deep sea coral habitat. Among the Council’s management plans, the FMP that directly governs major 
offshore trawl fisheries operating in areas of likely coral habitat in the Mid-Atlantic is the MSB FMP. 
As such, measures to protect deep sea corals are being considered through an amendment to this plan. 
Nevertheless, and as detailed below (Section 4.4) alternatives developed in this amendment are not 
limited to the activities of the MSB fisheries, and may apply to other federally regulated fishing activities 
as well. 

Management of the MSB fisheries began through the implementation of three separate FMPs (one each 
for mackerel, squid, and butterfish) in 1978. The plans were merged in 1983. Over time a wide variety 
of management issues have been addressed including stock rebuilding, habitat conservation, bycatch 
minimization, and limiting participation in the fisheries. The history of the plan and its amendments can 
be found at http://www.mafmc.org/fisheries/fmp/msb.  

The management goals and objectives, as described in the current FMP are listed below.   

1. Enhance the probability of successful (i.e., the historical average) recruitment to the fisheries. 
2. Promote the growth of the U.S. commercial fishery, including the fishery for export. 
3. Provide the greatest degree of freedom and flexibility to all harvesters of these resources 

consistent with the attainment of the other objectives of this FMP. 
4. Provide marine recreational fishing opportunities, recognizing the contribution of recreational 

fishing to the national economy. 
5. Increase understanding of the conditions of the stocks and fisheries.  
6. Minimize harvesting conflicts among U.S. commercial, U.S. recreational, and foreign fishermen. 

                                                 
3 http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/act_draft.pdf#page=82.  

http://www.mafmc.org/fisheries/fmp/msb
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/msa2007/docs/act_draft.pdf%23page=82
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4.4 MANAGEMENT UNIT AND SCOPE OF ALTERNATIVES 
The management unit (fish stock definition) for the MSB FMP is all Atlantic mackerel (Scomber 
scombrus), Longfin squid (Doryteuthis (Amerigo) pealeii ),4 Illex squid (Illex illecebrosus), and 
butterfish (Peprilus triacanthus) under U.S. jurisdiction in the northwest Atlantic, with a core fishery 
management area from Maine to North Carolina.  

Although gear restrictions are being developed within the MSB FMP, the alternatives listed in this 
document aim to achieve protection of deep sea corals and are not limited to the activities of the MSB 
fisheries.  Management measures developed under the regulatory authority described in Section 4.2 and 
implemented via this amendment could be applied to any federally regulated fishing activity within the 
range of the MSB fisheries, including activity or gears that are not used in these fisheries. Management 
measures developed in this amendment would not apply to any species managed solely by the Atlantic 
States Marine Fisheries Commission (Commission), such as American lobster, unless the Commission 
takes complementary action.  

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council, the New England Fishery Management Council 
(NEFMC), and the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council have signed a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) identifying areas of consensus and common strategy related to conservation of 
corals and mitigation of the negative impacts of fishery interactions with corals.5 As per the terms of the 
MOU, the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council has agreed to develop alternatives applicable only 

to areas within the Mid-Atlantic Council region 
boundary as defined in the current regulations 
(Figure 1).6 The NEFMC has agreed to develop 
management measures applicable within the 
boundaries of their Council region, and the 
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
will continue to manage deep sea corals via its 
Coral, Coral Reef and Live/Hardbottom FMP.  

To promote continuity and consistency in 
regional protection of deep sea corals, the 
alternatives contained in this document were 
developed with consideration of consistency in 
approach to deep sea coral protections to that 
being considered by the NEFMC. The NEFMC 
began developing deep sea coral alternatives as 
part of their Essential Fish Habitat Omnibus 
Amendment 2, which has since been split into a 
separate Omnibus Deep Sea Corals 
Amendment.7    

Figure 1: Mid-Atlantic and New England Council regions. 

                                                 
4 For longfin squid there was a scientific name change from Loligo pealeii to Doryteuthis (Amerigo) pealeii.  To avoid 
confusion, this document will utilize the common name “longfin squid” wherever possible, but this squid is often referred to 
as "Loligo" by interested parties.           
5 The full Memorandum of Understanding is available on the Council’s website, at http://www.mafmc.org/actions/msb/am16.  
6 Council boundaries are defined in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), at 50 C.F.R. §§ 600.105(a) and (b), available at 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/granule/CFR-2001-title50-vol3/CFR-2001-title50-vol3-sec600-105/content-detail.html. 
7 For more information, see http://nefmc.org/habitat/index.html.  

http://www.mafmc.org/actions/msb/am16
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/granule/CFR-2001-title50-vol3/CFR-2001-title50-vol3-sec600-105/content-detail.html
http://nefmc.org/habitat/index.html
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5.0 MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES8 
This amendment attempts to achieve the Council’s desired deep sea coral protections while considering 
the social and economic value of potentially affected fisheries. In recognition of the diversity of potential 
solutions to these two goals, a range of alternative management measures (“alternatives”) has been 
developed so that each alternative’s effectiveness and practicability can be considered. This approach 
also complies with the statutory requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for a 
consideration of a “range of alternatives” in evaluating the environmental impacts of federal actions. The 
range of alternatives is presented below.  

Deep Sea Coral Zones 
In identifying and developing the alternatives, the general approach is to apply the discretionary 
provisions of the MSA for designating “deep sea coral zones.” Once these zones have been designated, 
any federally regulated fishing activities within them could then be restricted, and those restrictions could 
be further modified in the future. Two types of deep sea coral zones are currently envisioned, as described 
below.  

Broad deep sea coral zones would encompass large, mostly unfished and unexplored areas and 
measures would limit and prevent expansion of commercial gear use where little or no fishing has 
historically occurred. The concept of these broad coral zones is in line with the “freeze the footprint” 
approach outlined in NOAA’s Strategic Plan for Deep Sea Corals:  

“The expansion of fisheries using mobile bottom-tending gear beyond current areas has the 
potential to damage additional deep-sea coral and sponge habitats. Potentially, many 
undocumented and relatively pristine deep-sea coral and sponge ecosystems may exist in 
unmapped areas untouched, or relatively untouched, by mobile bottom-tending gear. This 
objective takes a precautionary approach to “freeze the footprint” of fishing that uses mobile 
bottom-tending gear in order to protect areas likely to support deep-sea coral or sponge 
ecosystems until research surveys demonstrate that proposed fishing will not cause serious or 
irreversible damage to such ecosystems in those areas. Special emphasis is placed on mobile 
bottom-tending gear (e.g., bottom trawling), as this gear is the most damaging to these habitats. 
This objective applies to areas where use of such gear is allowed or might be allowed in the 
future. If subsequent surveys identify portions of these areas that do not contain deep-sea corals 
or sponges, NOAA may recommend that suitable areas be opened for fishing using such gear.” 9 

Discrete deep sea coral zones would consist of smaller areas of known coral presence or highly likely 
coral habitat. These areas primarily consist of offshore canyons or slope areas along the continental shelf 
edge.  Fishing activity occurs nearby these areas, and to some extent within them. Therefore, restrictions 
applied to these areas would mainly reduce or eliminate current fishing activities rather than just prevent 
their expansion.   

These two types of deep sea coral zones could be implemented simultaneously. Depending on the 
alternatives selected by the Council, different types of zones could have different management measures 
or the same management measures applied within each type of zone. If both broad and discrete zones 

                                                 
8 Range of alternatives as modified May 2015 to reflect February 2015 Council motions regarding transit provisions, discrete 
zone exemptions, and a framework provision to prohibit anchoring in coral zones.  
9National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Coral Reef Conservation Program. 2010. NOAA Strategic Plan for 
Deep-Sea Coral and Sponge Ecosystems: Research, Management, and International Cooperation. Silver Spring, MD: NOAA 
Coral Reef Conservation Program. NOAA Technical Memorandum CRCP 11. 67 pp. 
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are implemented and management measures differ between the two types, the more restrictive 
management measures would apply in any areas of overlap. 

Six sets of alternatives are presented below:  

1) Designation of broad deep sea coral zones,  
2) Restrictions within broad zones,  
3) Designation of discrete deep sea coral zones,  
4) Restrictions within discrete zones,  
5) Framework provisions for future refinements to deep sea coral zone measures,  
6) Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) requirements. 

5.1 BROAD CORAL ZONE DESIGNATION ALTERNATIVES 
Except for the no action alternative, all broad zone alternatives would begin with a landward 
boundary approximating a depth contour and extend into deeper waters to the edge of the EEZ 
and the MAFMC region boundaries. Because depth contours resulting directly from bathymetry 
data are very complex with many thousands of vertices, these contours would need to be 
approximated in order to draw boundary lines on a map that could be entered into navigation 
systems as a series of coordinates. A proposed methodology for simplifying and approximating 
depth contour lines is described in the May 2015 Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) 
report, available on the Council’s website at www.mafmc.org.   

Alternative 1A: No Action/Status Quo 
Under this alternative, no action would be taken to designate a broad deep sea coral zone. This 
option is equivalent to the status quo. Several canyons have been closed for tilefish habitat 
protection, and as was noted in the analysis for those actions, deep sea corals do receive some 
protection from those closures. In the Mid-Atlantic region, tilefish gear-restricted areas include 
part of Norfolk Canyon. 

Alternative 1B: Landward boundary approximating 200 meter depth contour 
Under this alternative, a broad coral zone would be designated with the landward boundary 
approximating the 200 meter (109 fathom) depth contour and extending out to the northern and 
southern boundaries of the MAFMC management region, and to the edge of the EEZ (Figure 2). 

Alternative 1C: Landward boundary approximating 300 meter depth contour 
Under this alternative, a broad coral zone would be designated with the landward boundary 
approximating the 300 meter (164 fathom) depth contour and extending out to the northern and 
southern boundaries of the MAFMC management region, and to the edge of the EEZ (Figure 2). 

Alternative 1D: Landward boundary approximating 400 meter depth contour 
Under this alternative, a broad coral zone would be designated with the landward boundary 
approximating the 400 meter (219 fathom) depth contour and extending out to the northern and 
southern boundaries of the MAFMC management region, and to the edge of the EEZ (Figure 2). 

Alternative 1E: Landward boundary approximating 500 meter depth contour 
Under this alternative, a broad coral zone would be designated with the landward boundary 
approximating the 500 meter (273 fathom) depth contour and extending out to the northern and 
southern boundaries of the MAFMC management region, and to the edge of the EEZ (Figure 2). 

http://www.mafmc.org/
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Figure 2: Broad coral zone alternatives. 

5.2 RESTRICTIONS WITHIN BROAD CORAL ZONES 
Alternative 2A: No Action  
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Under this alternative, no action would be taken to implement management measures in any 
designated broad deep sea coral zones. Several canyons have been closed for tilefish habitat 
protection, and as was noted in the analysis for those actions, deep sea corals do receive some 
protection from those closures. In the Mid-Atlantic region, tilefish gear-restricted areas include 
part of Norfolk Canyon. 

Alternative 2B: Prohibit all bottom-tending gear 
Under this alternative, vessels would be prohibited from using any bottom-tending gear within 
designated broad coral zones. "Bottom-tending gear" includes any mobile bottom-tending gear 
(as defined in Alternative 2C below), as well as any stationary or passive gear types that contact 
the bottom, including bottom longlines, pots and traps10, and sink or anchored gill nets. 

Sub-alternative 2B-1: Exempt red crab fishery from broad zone restrictions 
If selected in conjunction with Alternative 2B, sub-alternative 2B-1 would exempt the red crab 
fishery from restrictions on all bottom-tending gear. The red crab fishery currently consists of 
only a few vessels, which harvest crabs using traps. These vessels focus effort along the center 
of a narrow range of depth (targeting 350 fathoms or 640 meters; see Section 6.3.7 for a 
description of the fishery). Thus, any prohibition on all bottom-tending gear within the proposed 
broad zones, absent an exemption, would impact all fishing activity for red crab within the Mid-
Atlantic Council region.  

Sub-alternative 2B-2: Exempt golden tilefish fishery from broad zone restrictions 
If selected in conjunction with Alternative 2B, sub-alternative 2B-2 would exempt the golden 
tilefish fishery from restrictions on all bottom-tending gear. Golden tilefish are primarily 
harvested using bottom longlines. Selecting sub-alternative 2B-2 would allow the golden tilefish 
bottom longline fishery to continue operation within a designated broad zone, but prevent current 
or future use of stationary or passive bottom-tending gear targeting other species (with the 
exception of red crab trap gear if sub-alternative 2B-1 above is also selected).  

Alternative 2C: Prohibit all mobile bottom-tending gear 
Under this alternative, vessels would be prohibited from using any mobile bottom-tending gear 
within designated broad coral zones. Mobile bottom-tending gear (as defined at 50 C.F.R. 
§648.200 with respect to the Northeast multispecies and tilefish fisheries) means gear in contact 
with the ocean bottom, and towed from a vessel, which is moved through the water during fishing 
in order to capture fish, and includes otter trawls, beam trawls, hydraulic dredges, non-hydraulic 
dredges, and seines (with the exception of a purse seine). 

Alternative 2D: Require VMS for vessels within broad coral zones  
Under this alternative, vessels would be required to use an approved Vessel Monitoring System 
(VMS) as a condition for operating within any broad coral zones. This alternative could be 
selected alone or in combination with any of the gear restriction alternatives above. Currently, 
VMS is required for vessels issued various types of permits for: Northeast multispecies, 
monkfish, scallop, herring, surfclam, ocean quahog, mackerel, and longfin squid/butterfish.11  

                                                 
10As indicated in section 4.4, alternatives contained in this document would not apply to non-federally managed fisheries, 
including species managed solely by the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, such as American lobster.  
11 Current regulations for vessels required to use VMS are detailed at: http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-
bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=9f5bb83d0dd1bf6af01d7baf383b29c0&r=SUBPART&n=50y12.0.1.1.5.1#se50.12.648_110.  

http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=9f5bb83d0dd1bf6af01d7baf383b29c0&r=SUBPART&n=50y12.0.1.1.5.1%23se50.12.648_110
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=9f5bb83d0dd1bf6af01d7baf383b29c0&r=SUBPART&n=50y12.0.1.1.5.1%23se50.12.648_110
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Alternative 2E: Allow for transit with gear stowage requirements  
Under this alternative, vessels would be allowed to transit through gear-restricted broad coral 
areas provided that the gear is not available for immediate use.12  

Alternative 2F: Allow for transit via change in VMS declaration 
Under this alternative, vessels would be allowed to transit through gear-restricted broad coral 
areas if they submit a VMS declaration specific to transit. This alternative would require NMFS 
to create a “transit” VMS declaration.  

5.3 DISCRETE CORAL ZONE DESIGNATION ALTERNATIVES 
Alternative 3A: No Action/Status Quo 
Under this alternative, no action would be taken to designate discrete deep sea coral zones. This 
option is equivalent to the status quo.  

Alternative 3B: Designation of Discrete Coral Zones  
Under this alternative, specific submarine canyons and/or slope areas would be designated as 
discrete coral zones based on observed coral presence or highly likely coral presence indicated 
by modeled suitable habitat. Proposed discrete zones are listed in Table 1 as sub-options to this 
alternative (see also: Figure 3). The Council could select any combination of these specific areas 
to designate as discrete coral zones.  

Table 1: Discrete zones proposed under Alternative 3B.  
Canyon or Complex 

1 Block Canyon 
2 Ryan and McMaster Canyons 
3 Emery and Uchupi Canyons 
4 Jones and Babylon Canyons 
5 Hudson Canyon 

6 
Mey-Lindenkohl Slope (encompassing several canyons, including Mey, Hendrickon, 
Toms, South Toms, Berkley, Carteret, and Lindenkohl Canyons, and the slope area 
between them) 

7 Spencer Canyon 
8 Wilmington Canyon 
9 North Heyes and South Wilmington Canyons 

10 South Vries Canyon 
11 Baltimore Canyon 
12 Warr and Phoenix Canyon Complex 
13 Accomac and Leonard Canyons 
14 Washington Canyon 
15 Norfolk Canyon 

 

Multiple boundary options have been proposed for each discrete zone, as described in sub-
alternatives 3B-1 through 3B-5. These options are in chronological order based on when they 
were developed or refined. The geographic coordinates of discrete zone alternatives are listed in 
Appendix B. 

                                                 
12 “Not available for immediate use” is defined in the current regulations at: http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-
bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=9f5bb83d0dd1bf6af01d7baf383b29c0&r=SUBPART&n=50y12.0.1.1.5.1#se50.12.648_12.  

http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=9f5bb83d0dd1bf6af01d7baf383b29c0&r=SUBPART&n=50y12.0.1.1.5.1%23se50.12.648_12
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=9f5bb83d0dd1bf6af01d7baf383b29c0&r=SUBPART&n=50y12.0.1.1.5.1%23se50.12.648_12
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Sub-alternative 3B-1: Advisor-proposed boundaries for three discrete zones (2013) 
Under this sub-alternative, modified discrete zone boundaries are proposed for Norfolk Canyon, 
Baltimore Canyon, and the Mey-Lindenkohl Slope, as developed by a member of the Council’s 
MSB Advisory Panel following an April 2013 Deep Sea Corals Alternatives workshop.  

Sub-alternative 3B-2: FMAT boundaries (revised 2014) 
These boundaries were developed in 2014 by the FMAT, primarily using a NOAA-developed 
habitat suitability model for deep sea corals,13 as well as areas of very high slope (>30 degrees). 
Recent research has indicated that the coral habitat suitability model has been very successful in 
predicting coral habitat, and additionally has confirmed that areas of slope greater than 30 degrees 
almost always contain hardbottom habitat and deep sea corals. Areas of high and very high 
habitat suitability and areas of high slope were buffered by approximately 0.4 nautical miles to 
account for spatial uncertainties associated with the current resolution of the habitat model. 
Specific locations of historical and recent coral observations were also considered when 
developing boundaries, especially where recent data was available for observations that have not 
yet been incorporated into the habitat model. The specific criteria for how the FMAT boundaries 
were developed are further detailed in Appendix A.  

Sub-alternative 3B-3: Garden State Seafood Association (GSSA) boundaries (February 2015) 
These boundaries were developed and submitted to the Council during the amendment’s public 
comment period in February 2015 by a group of fishing industry stakeholders, through GSSA.  

Sub-alternative 3B-4: NGO Coalition boundaries (April 2015) 
These boundaries were developed and submitted to the Council by a coalition of NGO 
representatives and Ecosystems and Ocean Planning AP members, in advance of the Council’s 
April 2015 Deep Sea Corals Workshop.14  

Sub-alternative 3B-5: Corals Workshop boundaries (April 2015) 
These boundaries were developed cooperatively by participants at the Council’s April 29-30, 
2015 Deep Sea Corals Workshop. Participants included the Squid, Mackerel, and Butterfish 
Advisory Panel, the Ecosystems and Ocean Planning Advisory Panel, members of the Fishery 
Management Action Team (FMAT), deep sea coral experts, additional fishing industry 
representatives, and other interested stakeholders. Workshop details and a summary report are 
available on the Council’s website. 15   

 

 

                                                 
13 Kinlan BP, Poti M, Drohan A, Packer DB, Nizinski M, Dorfman D, Caldow C. 2013. Predictive models of deep-sea coral 
habitat suitability in the U.S. Northeast Atlantic and Mid-Atlantic regions. Downloadable digital data package. National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Ocean Service (NOS), National Centers for Coastal Ocean 
Science (NCCOS). August 2013. Available at: <http://coastalscience.noaa.gov/projects/detail?key=35>. 
14 A memo describing the group’s methodology for these proposed zones can be found at: http://www.mafmc.org/s/NGO-
Alternative-Methodology-for-Discrete-Zone-Designation.pdf.  
15 http://www.mafmc.org/workshop/2015/deep-sea-corals.  

http://coastalscience.noaa.gov/projects/detail?key=35
http://www.mafmc.org/s/NGO-Alternative-Methodology-for-Discrete-Zone-Designation.pdf
http://www.mafmc.org/s/NGO-Alternative-Methodology-for-Discrete-Zone-Designation.pdf
http://www.mafmc.org/workshop/2015/deep-sea-corals
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Figure 3: Discrete coral zone alternatives.
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5.4 RESTRICTIONS WITHIN DISCRETE CORAL ZONES 
Alternative 4A: No Action 
Under this alternative, no action would be taken to implement management measures in any 
potential discrete deep sea coral zones.  

Alternative 4B: Prohibit all bottom-tending gear 
Under this alternative, vessels would be prohibited from using any bottom-tending gear within 
designated discrete coral zones. This prohibition could include any or all of the discrete coral 
zones listed in Table 1. "Bottom-tending gear" includes any mobile bottom-tending gear (as 
defined in Alternative 4C below), as well as any stationary or passive gear types that contact the 
bottom, including bottom longlines, pots and traps,16 and sink or anchored gill nets. 

Sub-alternative 4B-1: Exempt red crab fishery from discrete zone restrictions 
If selected in conjunction with Alternative 4B, sub-alternative 4B-1 would exempt the red crab 
fishery from restrictions on all bottom-tending gear in discrete zones. The red crab fishery 
currently consists of only three active vessels, which harvest crabs using traps. These vessels 
focus effort along the center of a narrow range of depth (targeting 350 fathoms, or 640 meters). 
This depth contour runs through all 15 proposed discrete zones. An exemption was proposed 
given that the operational needs of this fishery (see section 7.X) may make jumping over multiple 
closed areas prohibitively burdensome for these vessels.  

Sub-alternative 4B-2: Exempt golden tilefish fishery from discrete zone restrictions 
If selected in conjunction with Alternative 4B, sub-alternative 4B-2 would exempt the golden 
tilefish fishery from restrictions on all bottom-tending gear in discrete zones. Golden tilefish are 
primarily harvested using bottom longlines. Selecting sub-alternative 4B-2 would allow the 
golden tilefish bottom longline fishery to continue operation within designated discrete zones.  

Alternative 4C: Prohibit mobile bottom-tending gear 
Under this alternative, vessels would be prohibited from using any mobile bottom-tending gear 
within designated discrete coral zones. This prohibition could include any or all of the discrete 
coral zones listed in Table 1. Mobile bottom-tending gear (as defined at 50 C.F.R. §648.200 with 
respect to the Northeast multispecies and tilefish fisheries) means gear in contact with the ocean 
bottom, and towed from a vessel, which is moved through the water during fishing in order to 
capture fish, and includes otter trawls, beam trawls, hydraulic dredges, non-hydraulic dredges, 
and seines (with the exception of a purse seine). 

Alternative 4D: Allow for transit with gear stowage requirements  
Under this alternative, vessels would be allowed to transit through gear-restricted discrete areas 
provided that the gear is not available for immediate use.17  

Alternative 4E: Allow for transit via change in VMS declaration 
Under this alternative, vessels would be allowed to transit through gear-restricted discrete areas 
if they submit a VMS declaration specific to transit. This alternative would require NMFS to 
create a “transit” VMS declaration.  

                                                 
16As indicated in section 4.4, alternatives contained in this document would not apply to non-federally managed fisheries, 
including species managed solely by the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, such as American lobster.  
17 “Not available for immediate use” is defined in the current regulations at: http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-
bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=9f5bb83d0dd1bf6af01d7baf383b29c0&r=SUBPART&n=50y12.0.1.1.5.1#se50.12.648_12.  

http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=9f5bb83d0dd1bf6af01d7baf383b29c0&r=SUBPART&n=50y12.0.1.1.5.1%23se50.12.648_12
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=9f5bb83d0dd1bf6af01d7baf383b29c0&r=SUBPART&n=50y12.0.1.1.5.1%23se50.12.648_12


22 

5.5 FRAMEWORK PROVISIONS TO ALLOW FUTURE MODIFICATIONS TO 
MANAGEMENT MEASURES 
Framework actions facilitate expedient modifications to certain management measures.  
Framework actions can only modify existing measures and/or those that have been previously 
considered in an FMP amendment. While amendments may take several years to complete and 
address a variety of issues, frameworks generally can be completed in 5-8 months and address 
one or a few issues in a fishery. The MSB FMP contains a list of actions that are able to be taken 
via framework action. The following alternatives would modify that list to allow framework 
actions related to the proposed deep sea coral measures in this amendment.   

Recently completed research surveys have observed deep sea corals in several submarine 
canyons within the Mid-Atlantic Council management area. Additional research is planned or 
ongoing and many data products will not be available within the planned timeline for this 
amendment. Modifying the framework provisions of the FMP would allow the Council to modify 
deep sea coral zones or management measures in response to new information or issues arising 
after implementation of the amendment. 

Alternative 5A: No Action 
Under this alternative, no changes would be made to the framework provisions of the MSB FMP. 
Any future modifications to the deep sea coral zones or associated management measures would 
likely have to be accomplished through an amendment to the FMP.  

Alternative 5B: Option to modify coral zone boundaries via framework action 
This alternative would give the Council the option to modify the boundaries of deep sea coral 
zones through a framework action. 

Alternative 5C: Option to modify management measures within zones via framework 
action 
This alternative would give the Council the option to modify fishing restrictions, exemptions, 
monitoring requirements, and other management measures within deep sea coral zones through 
a framework action. This would also include the ability to add a prohibition on anchoring (as 
discussed at the February 2015 Council meeting). 

Alternative 5D: Option to add additional discrete coral zones via framework action 
This alternative would allow the Council to add discrete coral zones through a framework action. 

Alternative 5E: Option to implement special access program via framework action 
This alternative would give the Council the option to design and implement a special access 
program for commercial fishery operations in deep sea coral zones through a framework action. 

5.6 VESSEL MONITORING ALTERNATIVES 
Alternative 6A: No Action 
Under this alternative, no changes would be made to the VMS requirements for Illex squid 
moratorium vessels.  

Alternative 6B: Vessel Monitoring Systems (VMS) requirement for Illex squid moratorium 
vessels 
This option would require use of VMS for all Illex squid moratorium vessels (regardless of 
whether fishing activity is occurring within or outside of any potential deep sea coral zones).  
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5.7 CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS 

The following section contains options that were previously included in the range of 
alternatives, but have been removed from further consideration at this time.  

1. Require Council review and approval for fishing within broad zones  
• Sub-alternative:  Implement special access program (for existing fisheries) 
• Sub-alternative: Implement exploratory fishing access program (for potential new 

fisheries) 
• Sub-alternative: Implement research/experimental access program (for scientific 

research) 

The Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) recommended moving this alternative set to 
considered but rejected primarily due to existing exemption and access programs that would 
serve essentially the same purpose as these proposed alternatives. Specifically, Exempted Fishing 
Permits (EFPs) issued through the Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office (GARFO) would 
cover many of the intended activities described under the sub-alternatives above. An EFP is a 
permit that authorizes a fishing vessel to conduct fishing activities that would be otherwise 
prohibited under the regulations at 50 CFR part 648 or part 697. Generally, EFPs are issued for 
activities in support of fisheries-related research, including seafood product development and/or 
market research, compensation fishing, and the collection of fish for public display. Exploratory 
fishing as described in the sub-alternative above would be covered by the existing EFP program.  

For a special access program within any potential broad zones, if the Council wishes to permit 
special access for any fishing activities, it is possible that such a system could be designed. 
However, the Council would need to give specific direction as to how such a system would 
operate, including who would be eligible, the types of fishing and species to be harvested. 
Because this alternative would need further development to be included in the amendment, the 
FMAT recommends moving this sub-alternative to “considered but rejected.” However, a 
Council special access program could be considered at a later date via a framework action, 
provided that Alternative 5E, the option to implement a special access program via framework 
action, is selected by the Council. 

For the purposes of scientific research, a statutory exemption is provided within the MSA, 
meaning scientific research activities are exempt from any and all MSA regulations. A Letter of 
Acknowledgement (LOA) can be obtained from the Regional Office that acknowledges certain 
activities as scientific research conducted from a scientific research vessel. An LOA is not 
required for scientific research, but serves as a convenience to the researcher and to law 
enforcement entities. To be considered a scientific research vessel, a vessel must be conducting 
scientific research activity under the direction of a foreign government agency, a U.S. 
government agency, a U.S. state or territorial agency, university or other accredited educational 
institution, international treaty organization, or scientific institution.  

More information about EFPs, LOAs, and other exempted activity summarized above is 
available at: 
http://www.nero.noaa.gov/permits/forms/EFPLOAEEAAPossessionLOAGuidance.pdf.  

2. Require observers on vessels fishing in broad coral zones 
The FMAT recommended moving this alternative to “considered but rejected” due to ongoing 
efforts to resolve issues related to observer coverage funding and industry cost-sharing. 
Specifically, an Omnibus Observer Coverage Funding Amendment is currently being developed 

http://www.nero.noaa.gov/permits/forms/EFPLOAEEAAPossessionLOAGuidance.pdf
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jointly between the Mid-Atlantic and New England Councils, and is directly related to proposed 
requirements like the one under this alternative. The Omnibus amendment was initiated 
following NMFS’s partial disapproval of both Amendment 5 to the Atlantic Herring FMP and 
Amendment 14 to the MSB FMP, which contained recommendations for 100 percent observer 
coverage for certain vessels and provisions for cost-sharing with industry participants. There is 
no current legal mechanism that allows NMFS and the fishing industry to share observer costs, 
and budget uncertainties have prevented NMFS from being able to commit to funding for 
increased observer coverage for particular fisheries. Without a clear and viable funding source 
for this requirement, this alternative is not practical at this time. Once the Omnibus Observer 
Coverage Funding Amendment is completed, the Council could address observer coverage 
requirements within broad coral zones through a future framework action (provided that 
Alternative 5C to modify management measures within coral zones via Framework is selected 
by the Council). 

3. Require gear monitoring electronics on board to fish within broad or discrete zones 
(equipment monitoring gear distance from seafloor) 

This alternative was proposed at the August 2013 Council meeting, and would require vessels 
operating in broad or discrete zones to have gear monitoring electronics on board that are able to 
read the distance from the seafloor at which the vessel’s gear is operating. The FMAT 
recommended that this alternative be moved to “considered but rejected” due to the need for 
further development, including clarification on how such a requirement would work and the 
specific purpose it would serve. Specifically, whether this alternative would serve as a tool for 
enforcement purposes, or simply as a tool for the vessel operator’s knowledge (i.e., to facilitate 
avoiding bottom contact). More information is needed on how these systems would operate in 
the context of the proposed measures in this amendment, and the potential benefits to requiring 
them on board, including any potential intersection with enforcement.  

The FMAT recognizes that this proposed alternative is at least partially related to concerns 
regarding vessel movement in and around zones when fishing gear is not fully deployed. The 
FMAT also recognizes the need for more information and development of measures to address 
these issues. Specifically, there is a need to consider vessel needs for deployment and haulback 
of gear (which for squid trawl vessels often extends significantly behind the vessel). Squid 
trawlers target specific high productivity areas in and around the heads of the canyons, near the 
continental shelf-slope break. If any of the proposed coral zones are implemented, future fishing 
activity near these zones would likely occur very near the coral zone boundaries, posing a 
potential problem for vessels when positioning for gear deployment or haulback, or drifting into 
closed areas during these processes. Additionally, there is a need to consider potential allowances 
and associated restrictions for transit through any potential coral zones (for example, transit 
allowances for vessels with stowed gear, etc.). The Council is soliciting feedback and suggestions 
from the public and the Council’s advisors on these issues during the public hearing process.  

4. Exempt Illex and longfin squid fisheries from broad zone restrictions AND 
5. Exempt Illex and longfin squid fisheries from discrete zone restrictions 
The FMAT recommended that the alternatives exempting the Illex and longfin squid fisheries 
from both broad and discrete zone be moved to “considered but rejected.” If the Council wishes 
to avoid negative economic impacts to the squid fisheries, the FMAT believes that there is a 
sufficient range of options within the document that would allow this to occur, including the “no 
action” option under each alternative set as well as the option to designate the deepest depth-
based broad zone (500m). For analysis purposes under the National Environmental Policy Act 
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(NEPA), when the above exemption alternatives are included in any set of alternatives taken in 
combination, the result is essentially a status quo situation in terms of impacts to the affected 
environment. Thus, these exemption alternatives would appear to be contrary to the “purpose and 
need” of the amendment if they would result in a lack of meaningful action in combination with 
other alternatives.  

6.  Depth-contour based boundaries for discrete coral zones 
Under this alternative, the landward boundary designations of the discrete coral zones would 
follow one of the following depth contours: 200 m, 300 m, 400 m, or 500 m. The boundary would 
follow the contour until the point at which the depth contour boundary intersects with the original 
boundaries of the sides of the canyon, and follow the original boundaries on the seaward side. 
The FMAT recommended that these options be moved to “considered but rejected” for several 
reasons. The discrete zones are intended to encompass areas of coral presence and highly likely 
coral habitat, and therefore the revised discrete zone boundaries were drawn based on the best 
available scientific information about coral presence and suitable habitat. In the course of re-
drawing the boundaries, the FMAT attempted to align any landward boundaries with one of the 
proposed depth contours. The FMAT found that the vast majority of proposed depth-contour 
based boundaries did not meet or approximate the criteria for drawing the boundaries based on 
coral presence and habitat suitability (see Appendix A). Given the differences across canyon and 
slope areas, there was additionally no consistent depth contour across proposed areas which 
would approximate areas of high coral habitat suitability. Finally, analysis of all proposed depth-
contour based boundaries in combination with the model-based boundaries and additional 
advisor proposed boundaries would mean analyzing five to seven different sets of boundaries for 
each area. This would overly complicate any cumulative effects analysis given the need to 
analyze all alternatives in combination with each other alternative, and delay amendment 
development.  
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6.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
The affected environment consists of those resources expected to experience environmental impacts if 
the actions under consideration in this amendment are implemented. The actions being considered are 
generally expected to reduce commercial fishing effort below current levels for some offshore fisheries 
that operate within or near potentially designated coral zones. However, some of this effort is likely to 
be displaced to areas outside any implemented coral zones. From this perspective, the affected 
environment consists of those physical, biological, and human components of the environment that are 
or will be meaningfully connected to commercial fishing operations in those zones. These environmental 
components are described below. 

6.1 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 
The managed resources inhabit the Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem, which has been described as 
including the area from the Gulf of Maine south to Cape Hatteras, extending from the coast seaward to 
the edge of the continental shelf, including the slope sea offshore to the Gulf Stream. The continental 
slope includes the area east of the shelf, out to a depth of 2000 m. Four distinct sub-regions comprise the 
NOAA Fisheries Northeast Region: the Gulf of Maine, Georges Bank, the Mid-Atlantic Bight, and the 
continental slope. The areas of interest in this action include the Mid-Atlantic Bight and the continental 
slope. The Mid-Atlantic Bight is comprised of the sandy, relatively flat, gently sloping continental shelf 
from southern New England to Cape Hatteras, NC. The continental slope begins at the continental shelf 
break and continues eastward with increasing depth until it becomes the continental rise.  

The continental shelf slopes gently from shore out to between 100 and 200 km offshore where it 
transforms to the slope at the shelf break (100-200 m water depth), continuing eastward with increasing 
depth until it becomes the continental rise, and finally the abyssal plain. The width of the slope varies 
from 10-50 km, with an average gradient of 3-6°; however, local gradients can be nearly vertical. The 
base of the slope is defined by a marked decrease in seafloor gradient where the continental rise begins. 
The slope is cut by at least 70 large canyons between Georges Bank and Cape Hatteras and numerous 
smaller canyons and gullies, many of which may feed into the larger canyon systems. 

On the slope, silty sand, silt, and clay predominate. A “mud line” occurs on the slope at a depth of 250-
300 m, below which fine silt and clay-size particles predominate. Localized coarse sediments and rock 
outcrops are found in and near canyon walls, and occasional boulders occur on the slope because of 
glacial rafting. Sand pockets may also be formed because of downslope movements.  

Submarine canyons are not spaced evenly along the slope, but tend to decrease in areas of increasing 
slope gradient. Canyons are typically “v” shaped in cross section and often have steep walls and 
outcroppings of bedrock and clay. The canyons are continuous from the canyon heads to the base of the 
continental slope. Some canyons end at the base of the slope, but others continue as channels onto the 
continental rise. Larger and more deeply incised canyons are generally significantly older than smaller 
ones, and there is evidence that some older canyons have experienced several episodes of filling and re-
excavation.  

Canyons can alter the physical processes in the surrounding slope waters. Fluctuations in the velocities 
of the surface and internal tides can be large near the heads of the canyons, leading to enhanced mixing 
and sediment transport in the area. 

More information on the physical properties of the Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem and the submarine 
canyon environments relevant to this action can be found in the NOAA Technical Memo 
“Characterization of the Fishing Practices and Marine Benthic Ecosystems of the Northeast U.S. Shelf, 
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and an Evaluation of the Potential Effects of Fishing on Essential Fish Habitat” (Stevenson et al. 2004, 
available at: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/tm/tm181/.)  

6.2 BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT 
6.2.1 Description of the Managed Resource 
Atlantic mackerel is a semi-pelagic/semi-demersal (may be found near the bottom or higher in the water 
column) schooling fish species primarily distributed between Labrador (Newfoundland, Canada) and 
North Carolina.  Additional life history information is detailed in the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 
document for the species, located at: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/. The status of Atlantic 
mackerel is unknown with respect to being overfished or not, and unknown with respect to experiencing 
overfishing or not.  Recent results from the Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) Spring Trawl 
survey (the spring survey catches the most mackerel) are highly variable, and are graphed in the “NEFSC 
Biological Update” that is created as part of the annual quota setting process. These are available at: 
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meeting-documents/ (see May 2014 Meeting Materials).   

Atlantic butterfish is a semi-pelagic/semi-demersal schooling fish species primarily distributed 
between Nova Scotia, Canada and Florida. Additional life history information is detailed in the EFH 
document for the species, located at: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/. The status of 
butterfish is not overfished (above target biomass) with no overfishing occurring according to a recently 
accepted assessment (NEFSC 2014, available at: http://nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/crd/crd1403/).   

Longfin squid is a semi-pelagic/semi-demersal schooling cephalopod species primarily distributed 
between Georges Bank and Cape Hatteras, NC. Additional life history information is detailed in the EFH 
document for the species, located at: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/. Based on a new 
biomass reference point from a 2010 stock assessment, the longfin squid stock was not overfished in 
2009, but overfishing status was not determined because no overfishing threshold was recommended 
(though the assessment did describe the stock as “lightly exploited’). The assessment documents are 
available at: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/saw/reports.html.  Recent results from the NEFSC Trawl 
surveys are highly variable, and are graphed in the “NEFSC Biological Update” that is created as part of 
the annual quota setting process. These are available at: http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meeting-documents/ 
(see May 2014 Meeting Materials).   

Illex squid is a semi-pelagic/semi-demersal schooling cephalopod species distributed between 
Newfoundland and the Florida Straits.  Additional life history information is detailed in the EFH 
document for the species, located at: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/. The status of Illex is 
unknown with respect to being overfished or not, and unknown with respect to experiencing overfishing 
or not. Recent results from the NEFSC Trawl surveys are highly variable, and are graphed in the “NEFSC 
Biological Update” that is created as part of the annual quota setting process. These are available at: 
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meeting-documents/ (see May 2014 Meeting Materials).  

6.2.2 Deep Sea Corals 
Deep sea corals, or cold water corals, are generally defined as corals occurring at ocean depths below 50 
meters. Deep sea corals are unlike shallow water corals in that they do not possess the symbiotic 
photosynthetic algae known as zooxanthellae, which produce food for corals found in shallow waters. 
Deep sea corals exist mainly in areas where photosynthesis cannot occur due to lack of light, and so 
instead they must obtain food from their environment. Several types of deep sea corals are found in U.S. 
waters of the northwestern Atlantic Ocean. The major orders of deep sea corals found in the Mid-Atlantic 
region include stony corals (Scleractinians), sea pens (Pennatulaceans), true soft corals and gorgonians 
(Alcyonaceans and Gorgonaceans), and black corals (Antipatharians). Types of deep sea corals observed 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/tm/tm181/
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meeting-documents/
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/
http://nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/crd/crd1403/
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/saw/reports.html
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meeting-documents/
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/nefsc/habitat/efh/
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meeting-documents/
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to date in the Mid-Atlantic range from small, solitary corals to larger colonies including complex 
structure-forming corals. Deep sea corals, in particular types that form complex structures, provide 
habitat for many species of fishes and invertebrates.  

Deep Sea Coral Distribution and Abundance Data 
Records of deep sea coral observations are maintained in a database by NOAA’s Deep Sea Coral 
Research and Technology Program (DSCRTP). These records include historical and current data from a 
variety of sources, including peer-reviewed literature, research surveys, museum records, and incidental 
catch records. The records contained in this database are mostly presence-only. Many areas have not 
been adequately surveyed for the presence of deep sea corals. There is very little absence or 
abundance information available for deep sea corals, although usable absence data may become available 
as data is processed from recent research.  

Several recent (2012-2014) research efforts have resulted in new observations of deep sea corals in the 
Mid-Atlantic. Although general locations of observations and some qualitative and quantitative survey 
results are available, some data are available only in preliminary form, and some data still being 
processed. Detailed reports of coral diversity and abundance are not yet available for all recent surveys, 
though preliminary observation data and dive locations have been considered where possible. New 
information has been incorporated into the range of alternatives to the extent possible. Available findings 
from these surveys, relative to proposed coral zones, are described in Section 7.1.2. 

The Northeast Fishery Science Center’s fishery independent surveys have been assessed for deep sea 
coral bycatch. Neither the NEFSC’s trawl survey nor their scallop survey “catch” deep-sea corals in any 
meaningful quantities, nor is any catch of corals recorded in any meaningfully quantitative way. For 
example, prior to the year 2000, bycatch quantity in the Atlantic sea scallop surveys were estimated by 
cursory visual inspection or “eyeballing” only. Since that time, the survey has gathered more quantitative 
bycatch information. The bycatch data, referred to as “trash,” is divided up into 3 categories: substrate, 
shell, and other invertebrates, but the log sheets still only record percent composition and total volume 
(bushels), and methods and accuracy of this quantification may vary. The NEFSC trawl surveys also 
have a “trash” component – trash being defined as any substrate or non-coded invertebrate species. The 
trash is loosely described and roughly quantified to the whole liter. 

The general lack of deep-sea coral in both of these surveys may be due to the surveys fishing too shallow 
to encounter the larger deep-sea coral species (e.g., nearly all the scallop surveys fish < 100 m and all 
are < 140 m) and the possibility that some of these larger corals (e.g., Paragorgia, Primnoa) may have 
been “fished out” in the relevant areas earlier in the 19th and 20th centuries. Nevertheless, the NEFSC is 
planning to improve their quantification of invertebrate bycatch in their groundfish and scallop surveys, 
including the identification and enumeration of any deep-sea corals encountered.  

Records of deep sea coral bycatch in the Northeast Fisheries Observer Program (NEFOP) data have 
historically been sparse and inconsistently recorded, although there has been an attempt to improve this 
in recent years. In the spring of 2013, NEFOP implemented database and protocol changes related to the 
documentation of deep sea coral interactions. The NEFOP Program Manual and NEFOP database now 
include more specific categories of coral, including: soft coral, hard coral, sea pens, and sponges (as 
opposed to several inconsistent, more generic categories applied in prior years).  

A deep sea coral training module was developed based on a completed identification guide (Packer and 
Drohan 2013, unpublished), and has been successfully incorporated into all current observer certification 
programs offered at the NEFOP Training Center (including the At-Sea Monitor certification, Industry 
Funded Scallop Observer certification, and the NEFOP certification). This program includes basic coral 
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identification skills, sampling protocols, and how corals interface with the NEFOP Species Verification 
Program (SVP). In addition to initial general identification, observers are now instructed on proper 
photographic logging of any deep sea coral bycatch. These photos are to be uploaded for species 
identification or confirmation by NOAA coral experts. All observer-issued reference materials are now 
uploaded with the most current Coral ID guide and sampling protocols. Additionally, all NEFOP editing 
staff have also been trained on the NEFOP Coral Program.  

When reviewing observer data for deep sea coral interactions, it is important to keep in mind that the 
percentage of commercial fishing trips actually covered by observers or the observer program varies 
depending on the fishery (gear type, fishing area, target species, etc.). Additionally, because the observer 
program observes thousands of trips every year in dozens of different fisheries, with each fishery having 
its own regulations for mesh size and configuration, a reported absence of deep-sea coral at a location 
may simply be a function of the catchability of the gear used. This is also a problem with the NEFSC 
surveys; fishing gear is not designed to “catch” deep-sea corals. Some level of gear impacts may be 
occurring that do not result in corals or coral fragments being retained or entangled in the gear, able to 
be viewed by an observer or scientists on the NEFSC trawl surveys. Deep sea coral records from the 
NEFSC Fishery Independent Surveys, relative to proposed coral zones, are described in Section 7. 

6.3 HUMAN COMMUNITIES AND ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

This section describes the socio-economic importance of the MSB fisheries, as well as the importance 
of several other fisheries that may be impacted by measures proposed in this action (see section 7 for 
more information on how these fisheries were identified). Information was compiled from various FMPs 
and associated documents to describe the human and economic environments of each fishery, and data 
presented for each fishery may vary based on the information source. The fisheries described below 
include the managed fisheries (MSB), as well as summer flounder/scup/black sea bass, golden tilefish, 
red crab, silver hake (whiting), and scallops. These are the fisheries that the analysis in section 7 
suggested may be impacted by this action. (While a very small percentage of the scallop-dredge revenues 
may be impacted, this fishery is included given the high value of the scallop fishery.)      

Recent Amendments to the MSB FMP contain additional information about the MSB fisheries, 
especially demographic information on ports that land MSB species. See Amendments 11 and 14 at 
http://www.mafmc.org/msb/ for more information or visit NMFS’ communities page at: 
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/community_profiles/.  In general, the MSB fisheries saw high 
foreign landings in the 1970s followed by a domestication of the fishery, and domestic landings have 
been lower than the foreign landings.  Detailed information on historical landings is available in the 
briefing materials for the most recent SSC meeting on MSB, at http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-
meetings/2014/may-7-8-2014.    

6.3.1 Atlantic Mackerel 
US commercial landings of mackerel increased steadily from roughly 3,000 metric tons (mt) in the early 
1980s to greater than 31,000 mt by 1990. US mackerel landings declined to relatively low levels 1992-
2000 before increasing in the early 2000s. The most recent years have seen a significant drop-off in 
harvest.   

Nominal ex-vessel price has generally varied between about $200-$700 per mt, but when inflation is 
taken into account, erosion is observed in the ex-vessel per-pound value of mackerel from 1982-2010. 
The 2011 and 2012 prices increased substantially (near $700/mt), which is likely at least partially related 
to the low levels of mackerel landed. The 2013 ex-vessel prices were about $436/mt. Total ex-vessel 
value tracks both price and the quantity of fish landed (see Council’s Advisory Panel Fishery Information 

http://www.mafmc.org/msb/
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/community_profiles/
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2014/may-7-8-2014
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2014/may-7-8-2014
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Document at http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2013/april-may). Landings in 2013 totaled 4,372 mt 
and generated $1.9 million in ex-vessel revenues. 

The mackerel fishery became a limited access fishery in 2013, except for open-access incidental catch 
permits. The current numbers of permits are 32 Tier 1 permits, 24 Tier 2 permits, and 90 Tier 3 permits.   

Table 2: 2013 vessel dependence on mackerel (revenue-based). 
Dependence on Mackerel Number of Vessels in Each 

Dependency Category 
1%-5% 23 
5%-25% 13 
25%-50% 4 
More than 50% 5 

Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports. Not at state level due to data confidentiality issues. 

Table 3: Recent mackerel landings by gear type (mt).  

Year Gill Nets Bottom 
Trawl 

Single Mid-
Water Trawl 

Pair Mid-
Water 
Trawl 

Trap/Pots/
Pound 
Nets/Weir 

Other/ 
Unknown 

2011 27 327 69 72 5 30 
2012 4 3,059 576 1,488 24 181 
2013 6 965 166 2,338 15 883 

Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports. 

Because of data confidentiality issues, details for port revenues from mackerel cannot be provided. Ports 
that had at least $100,000 in ex-vessel revenues from mackerel over 2011-2013 (combined) included 
(from more mackerel dollars to less): North Kingstown, RI; Gloucester, MA;  New Bedford, MA;  Cape 
May, NJ; Portland, ME, and Point Judith, RI. (Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports.) Additional 
information on this fishery can be found in the specifications’ Environmental Assessment, available at 
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/2014/November/14msb2015174specspr.html.   

6.3.2 Illex Squid 
Landings of Illex squid are heavily influenced by year-to-year availability and world-market activity.  
Nominal ex-vessel price has increased from $200-$500 per metric ton in the 1980s to $600-$1,000 per 
mt in recent years. In inflation adjusted dollars, prices have varied from $600-$1,000 per mt without 
trend.  2013 ex-vessel prices were about $610/mt. Total ex-vessel value tracks both price and the quantity 
of fish landed (see Council’s Advisory Panel Fishery Information Document at 
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2013/april-may for details). Landings in 2013 totaled 3,835 mt and 
generated $2.3 million in ex-vessel revenues. 

The Illex fishery is a limited access fishery with 74 current permits except for open access incidental 
permits.  As long as the fishery is open there is no trip limit for moratorium permits - open access 
incidental permits have a 20,000 pound per trip limit. Only a few vessels accounted for most Illex 
landings in 2013.  Landings are usually provided by state but since there are few dealers that buy Illex, 
confidentiality rules do not allow precise descriptions.  However, it can be reported that most Illex 
landings occur in New Jersey and Rhode Island. 

http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2013/april-may
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/2014/November/14msb2015174specspr.html
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2013/april-may
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Table 4: 2013 Vessel dependence on Illex squid (revenue-based). 
Dependence on Illex Number of Vessels in Each 

Dependency Category 
1%-5% 9 
5%-25% 5 
25%-50% 2 
More than 50% 0 
 
Table 5: Recent Illex landings by gear type (mt). 

Year Bottom 
Trawl 

Mid-Water 
Trawl 

Other/ 
Unknown 

2011 18,192 486 118 
2012 11,390 319 0 
2013 3,597 5 190 

Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports. 

Because of data confidentiality issues, details for port revenues from mackerel cannot be provided.  Ports 
that had at least $100,000 in ex-vessel revenues from Illex over 2011-2013 (combined) included (from 
more mackerel dollars to less): North Kingstown, RI; May, NJ; Hampton, VA; and Wanchese, NC. 
(Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports.)   

Table 6.  Recent numbers of active dealers.  

Year 
Number of dealers 
buying at least $10,000 
Illex 

Number of dealers 
buying at least $100,000 
Illex 

2011 2 3 
2012 2 2 
2013 2 3 

Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports. 
 
Additional information on this fishery can be found in the specifications’ Environmental Assessment at 
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/2014/November/14msb2015174specspr.html.   

6.3.3 Longfin Squid 
The development and expansion of the US squid fishery occurred relatively slowly as the US industry 
did not develop the appropriate technology to catch and process squid in offshore waters until the 1980's. 
Price has increased fairly steadily since 1982 to $2,365/mt in 2013, even taking inflation into account 
(see Fishery Information Document at http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2013/april-may for details).  
Landings in 2013 totaled 10,940 mt and generated $25.9 million in ex-vessel revenues.   

http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/2014/November/14msb2015174specspr.html
http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2013/april-may
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Table 7: 2013 Vessel dependence on Longfin squid (revenue-based). 
Dependence on Longfin Number of Vessels in Each 

Dependency Category 
1%-5% 49 
5%-25% 68 
25%-50% 35 
More than 50% 31 
 
Table 8: Recent Longfin landings by gear type (mt).  

Year Bottom 
Trawl Unknown Mid-Water 

Trawl Dredge 
Trap/Pots/
Pound 
Nets/Weir 

Other 

2011 8,051 1,319 91 54 13 26 
2012 10,879 1,621 99 131 48 40 
2013 9,890 990 19 184 1 5 

Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports. 
 
Table 9.  Recent numbers of active dealers.  

Year 
Number of dealers 
buying at least $10,000 
Longfin 

Number of dealers 
buying at least $100,000 
Longfin 

Number of dealers 
buying at least 
$1,000,000 Longfin 

2011 21 22 6 
2012 20 25 8 
2013 20 18 6 

Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports. 
 
Table 10.  Recent Longfin squid ex-vessel revenues by port for all ports with at least $200,000 Longfin 
squid ex-vessel sales combined over last three years. CI = Confidential Information.  

YEAR POINT 
JUDITH, RI 

MONTAUK, 
NY 

CAPE MAY, 
NJ 

HAMPTON 
BAYS, NY 

NORTH 
KINGSTOWN, 
RI 

NEW 
BEDFORD, 
MA 

NEW 
LONDON, CT 

2011 $8,206,277 $3,792,870 $2,932,800 $2,643,944 $2,321,291 $1,128,010 $141,030 
2012 $10,661,735 $4,739,505 $3,666,660 $3,080,859 $1,837,346 $1,195,242 $998,311 
2013 $9,842,003 $3,250,471 $4,390,149 $2,234,447 $3,251,086 $848,885 $725,914 

YEAR BARNSTABLE, 
MA 

STONINGTON, 
CT 

POINT 
LOOKOUT, 
NY 

BELFORD, 
NJ 

WOODS 
HOLE, MA 

POINT 
PLEASANT, 
NJ 

SHINNECOCK, 
NY 

2011 $331,584 $360,612 $488,106 CI CI CI CI 
2012 $1,100,494 $689,303 $537,550 CI CI CI CI 
2013 $71,755 $403,915 $161,679 CI CI CI  CI 

YEAR NEWPORT, 
RI 

HAMPTON, 
VA 

FALMOUTH, 
MA 

EAST 
LYME, CT   

2011 CI CI CI CI 
 2012 CI CI CI CI 

2013 CI CI CI CI 
Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports.  

Additional information on this fishery can be found in the specifications’ Environmental Assessment at 
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/2014/November/14msb2015174specspr.html.   

6.3.4 Butterfish 
During the period 1965-1976, US Atlantic butterfish landings averaged 2,051 mt.  From 1977-1987, 
average US landings doubled to 5,252 mt, with a historical peak of slightly less than 12,000 mt landed 
in 1984. Since then US landings have declined sharply.  Low abundance and reductions in Japanese 

http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/2014/November/14msb2015174specspr.html
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demand for butterfish probably had a negative effect on butterfish landings in the 1990s-early 2000s but 
regulations kept butterfish catches low from 2005-2012. Price (nominal) has increased fitfully since 1982 
to about $1481/mt in 2013, but taking inflation into account erodes most of that price increase (see 
Fishery Information Document at http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2013/april-may for details).  
Landings in 2013 totaled 1074 mt and generated $1.6 million in ex-vessel revenues. 

Table 11: 2013 vessel dependence on butterfish (revenue-based). 
Dependence on Butterfish Number of Vessels in Each 

Dependency Category 
1%-5% 108 
5%-25% 19 
25%-50% 0 
More than 50% 0 
 
Table 12: Recent butterfish landings by gear type (mt). 

Year Bottom 
Trawl Dredge Unknown/

Other 
2011 452 27 185 
2012 456 20 163 
20130 940 14 137 
 
Table 13.  Recent numbers of active dealers.  

Year 
Number of dealers 
buying at least $10,000 
butterfish 

Number of dealers 
buying at least $50,000 
butterfish 

2011 16 7 
2012 13 6 
2013 17 7 

Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports. 
 
Table 14: Recent butterfish ex-vessel revenues by port for all ports with at least $100,000 butterfish ex-
vessel sales combined over last three years. CI = Confidential Information.  

YEAR 
POINT 
JUDITH, 
RI 

MONTAUK, 
NY 

NORTH 
KINGSTOWN, 
RI 

NEW 
BEDFORD, 
MA 

HAMPTON 
BAYS, NY 
 

STONINGTON, 
CT 

AMAGANSETT, 
NY 

2011 373,268 281,011 31,224 58,929 47,095 
CI 

49,144 
2012 302,847 231,844 27,466 75,764 59,724 35,268 
2013 376,089 300,094 536,403 67,917 39,704 22,090 

Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports. 

Additional information on this fishery can be found in the specifications’ Environmental Assessment at 
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/2014/November/14msb2015174specspr.html.   

6.3.5 Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass 
Otter trawls are utilized in the commercial fisheries for all three species. In addition, floating traps and 
pots/traps are used to capture scup and black sea bass, respectively. Information on commercial landings 
and economic value is provided below. Additional information on these fisheries can be found on the 
Council website at: http://www.mafmc.org. 

http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2013/april-may
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/2014/November/14msb2015174specspr.html
http://www.mafmc.org/
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Table 15: Landings (million lb) and revenues (millions of US dollars) for summer flounder, scup, and 
black sea bass, 2008-2013.  
 Summer Flounder Scup Black Sea Bass 
 Landings Ex-vessel value Landings Ex-vessel value Landings Ex-vessel value 

2008 9.21 21.89 5.22 5.81 1.93 5.62 
2009 11.05 21.05 8.20 6.27 1.17 3.52 
2010 13.55 27.44 10.73 7.11 1.75 5.34 
2011 16.57 29.86 15.03 8.23 1.69 5.40 
2012 12.91 30.23 14.88 10.43 1.72 5.75 
2013 12.49 29.17 17.87 9.79 2.26 7.36 

Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports. 
 
The ex-vessel value of summer flounder landings in 2013 was approximately $29.2 million resulting 
from commercial landings of 12.5 million lb, with an average ex-vessel price estimated at $2.33/lb. 
Based on VTR data for 2013, the bulk of the summer flounder landings were taken by bottom otter trawls 
(97 percent), followed by bottom scallop trawls (1 percent), with other gear types (e.g. hand lines, scallop 
dredges, sink gill nets) each accounting for 1 percent or less of landings. In Federal waters, commercial 
fishermen holding a moratorium permit may fish for summer flounder. Permit data for 2013 indicates 
that 824 vessels held commercial permits for summer flounder. Top ports of landing in 2013 included 
Newport News, VA (2.20 mil lb), Hampton, VA (1.92 mil lb), and Pt. Judith, RI (1.92 mil lb).  

Commercial scup landings were approximately 17.9 million lb (from ME to Cape Hatteras, NC) and 
valued at $9.80 million in 2011 ($0.55/lb). Based on VTR data for 2013, the bulk of scup landings were 
taken by bottom otter trawls (97 percent), followed by pots and traps (~1.3 percent). In Federal waters, 
commercial fishermen holding a moratorium permit may fish for scup. Permit data indicate that 697 
vessels held commercial permits for scup in 2013. The top ports of landing for scup in 2013 included 
Point Judith, RI (6.19 mil lb), Montauk, NY (3.38 mil lb), and Cape May, NJ (0.91 mil lb).  

Commercial black sea bass landings were approximately 1.74 million lb (from ME to Cape Hatteras, 
NC) and valued at $5.7 million in 2012 ($3.30/lb). Based on VTR data for 2013, the majority of black 
sea bass landings were reported to be taken by bottom otter trawls (61 percent), followed by pots and 
traps (26 percent), offshore lobster pots (7 percent), and hand lines (5 percent). Other gear types each 
accounted for less than 1 percent of landings. In Federal waters, commercial fishermen holding a 
moratorium permit may fish for black sea bass. Permit data for 2013 indicate that 736 vessels held 
commercial permits for black sea bass. Top ports of landing for black sea bass in 2013 included Ocean 
City, MD (0.22 mil lb), Pt. Pleasant, NJ (0.21 mil lb), and Cape May, NJ (0.19 mil lb).  

Additional information on this fishery can be found in the specifications’ Environmental Assessment at 
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/2014/March/14sfsbsb20142015specspr.html.   

6.3.6 Golden Tilefish  
A detailed description of the social and economic aspects of the fishery for tilefish was presented in 
Amendment 1 to the FMP (2009; available at 
http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/pdf/Tilefish_Amend_1_Vol_1.pdf). Montauk, NY and Barnegat Light, NJ 
continue to be the ports with the most landings.  

Commercial tilefish ex-vessel revenues have ranged from $2.5 to $5.5 million for the 1999 through 2013 
period (calendar year). The mean price for tilefish (adjusted) has ranged from $1.03/lb in 2004 to 
$3.27/lb in 2013. The 2009 through 2013 coastwide average ex-vessel price per pound for all market 

http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/2014/March/14sfsbsb20142015specspr.html
http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/pdf/Tilefish_Amend_1_Vol_1.pdf
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categories combined was $2.98, $3.31 for extra large, $3.71 for large, $2.86 for medium, $2.21 for 
kittens, $1.92 for small-kittens; $1.83 for small, and $3.29 for unclassified. 

Over 56 percent of the landings for 2013 were caught in statistical area 537, which includes Atlantis and 
Block Canyons. Statistical area 616, which includes Hudson Canyon, had 36 percent of the landings. 

The ports and communities that are dependent on tilefish are fully described in Amendment 1 to the 
FMP available at: http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/pdf/Tilefish_Amend_1_Vol_1.pdf). Additional 
information on "Community Profiles for the Northeast U.S. Fisheries" can be found at 
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/community_profiles/.  

Table 16: Top ports of landing (in lb) for golden tilefish, based on NMFS 2012 - 2013 dealer data. Since 
this table includes only the “top ports,” it may not include all of the landings for the year. (Note: values 
in parenthesis correspond to IFQ vessels). C=Confidential. 

Port 2012 2013 
Landings # Vessels Landings # Vessels 

MONTAUK, NY 
1,193,294 

(1,188,394) 
17 
(4) 

1,183,535 
(1,179,437)) 

14 
(4) 

BARNEGAT LIGHT/LONG BEACH, NJ 397,610 
(396,054) 

12 
(9) 

357,360 
(355,845) 

8 
(6) 

HAMPTON BAYS, NY 
213,948 

(C) 
3 

(C) 
250,941 

(C) 
4 

(C) 

POINT JUDITH, RI 7,789 
(0) 

48 
(0) 

13,868 
(0) 

53 
(0) 

Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports. 

Table 17: Dealer dependence on tilefish, 2009-2013. 

Number of Dealers Relative Dependence 
on Tilefish 

82 <5% 
3 5%-10% 
2 10% - 25% 
3 25% - 50% 
1 50% - 75% 
1 90%+ 

Source: Unpublished NMFS dealer reports. 

Additional information on this fishery can be found in the specifications’ Environmental Assessment at 
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/2014/September/14tilefish20152017specspr.html.   

6.3.7 Red Crab18 
The red crab fishery is managed by the New England Fishery Management Council, and currently 
consists of five vessels with limited access permits, three of which are currently active (two active full-
time vessels and one active part-time vessel). The fishery operates from Cape Hatteras to the US-
Canadian border. The vessels use conical mesh traps, set about 150 feet apart with 150 traps on each 
line. Each vessel fishes 600 traps, and haul each line daily. Traps are set along the 350 fathom (640 
meter) depth contour. This depth is targeted because red crabs segregate by sex and depth, and take of 
female crabs is prohibited. Targeting this depth allows for male-only harvest. Vessels move north or 

                                                 
18 Unless otherwise noted, information is from 2013 Red Crab Specifications, available at 
http://www.nefmc.org/management-plans/red-crab, and Pers. Comm. with Jon Williams (red crab fishery).  

http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/pdf/Tilefish_Amend_1_Vol_1.pdf
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/community_profiles/
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/regs/2014/September/14tilefish20152017specspr.html
http://www.nefmc.org/management-plans/red-crab
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south fishing along this contour several times per year, resulting in a relatively even distribution of 
reported landings (Figure 4). 

 
Figure 4: Locations of reported red crab trips, 2002-2009 (partial). Note some reported trip locations 
overlap and some reported trip locations are obviously incorrect.19 
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The fishery is a small, market-driven fishery, and landings are very closely tied to market demand. As a 
result, the landings have been lower than the Total Allowable Landings recently. Almost all red crab 
landings occur in New Bedford, MA. The few boats with limited access permits in the red crab fishery 
have overlapping ownership and operate as a voluntary cooperative. The cooperative relationship fosters 
a strong incentive to harvest red crab in a way that maximizes profits for the fleet as a whole. It is 
understood that primarily the current market conditions, not the landings limit, constrain the catch of red 
crab.   

Since implementation of the FMP, four vessels have harvested the total red crab landings.  Although this 
is a small fishery in terms of the number of vessels that participate, the individuals that are involved in 
this fishery have a very high dependence on the red crab resource. The handful of vessels that received 
limited access permits were surveyed during the development of the FMP, and the majority of harvesters 
reported that revenues from the red crab fishery make up the vast majority of their annual income. Since 
implementation of the FMP, vessel owners still report red crab as the primary fishery that supports their 
annual income.  The figure and table below describe landings and revenues for red crab.  

 
Figure 5.  Red Crab Landings 2002-2012. 

 

                                                 
19 Figure from Red Crab Amendment 3, available at: http://www.nefmc.org/library/amendment-3-4.  

http://www.nefmc.org/library/amendment-3-4
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Table 18. Red crab price per pound, inflation adjusted price (based on 2010 dollars), Vessel Trip Report 
(VTR) landings in pounds and estimated revenue, fishing years 2002-2012. 

 

6.3.8 Silver Hake (Whiting)20 
Prior to 1960, the commercial exploitation of silver hake in the Northwest Atlantic was exclusively by 
U.S. fleets. Distant water fleets reached the banks of the Scotian Shelf by the late 1950s, and by 1961, 
scouting/research vessels from the former USSR were fishing on Georges Bank. By 1962, factory freezer 
fleets (ranging from 500 to 1,000 GRT) intensively exploited the whiting and red hake stocks on the 
Scotian Shelf and on Georges Bank. Led by the former USSR, the distant water fleet landed an 
increasingly larger share of silver hake catch from the Gulf of Maine, Georges Bank, and northern Mid- 
Atlantic waters. In 1962, the distant water fleet landed 41,900 tons of silver hake (43% of the total silver 
hake landings), but that number had increased to 299,200 tons (85% of the total silver hake landings) in 
1965. That year marked the year of the highest total commercial silver hake landings, 351,000 tons. 
Unable to sustain such high rates of fishing, the abundance of silver hake off the U.S. Atlantic coast 
began to decline. As a result, total commercial catches decreased significantly after 1965 and reached a 
20-year low of 55,000 tons in 1970. U.S. recreational landings also dropped after 1965 to about half the 
levels of previous years. 

After 1970, catches of silver hake by the distant water fleet in U.S. waters increased again, especially in 
southern New England and the Mid-Atlantic. Between 1971 and 1977, distant water fleet landings from 
the southern stock averaged 75,000 tons annually and accounted for 90% of the total harvest from the 
southern stock. The size and efficiency of distant water fleet factory ships also increased, many ranging 
between 1,000 and 3,000 GRT. In 1973, the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic 
Fisheries established temporal and spatial restrictions that reduced the distant water fleet to small 
“windows” of opportunity to fish for U.S. silver hake. These windows restricted the distant water fleet 
to the continental slope of Georges Bank and the Mid-Atlantic. As effort control regulations increased, 
foreign fleets gradually left most areas of Georges Bank. 

                                                 
20 Taken from http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/SAFE-Report-for-Fishing-Year-2013.pdf.   

http://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/SAFE-Report-for-Fishing-Year-2013.pdf
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Although foreign fishing had ceased on Georges Bank by about 1980 and in the Mid-Atlantic by about 
1986, the U.S. groundfish fleet’s technologies and fishing practices began to advance, and between 1976 
and 1986, fishing effort (number of days) increased by nearly 100% in the Gulf of Maine, 57% on 
Georges Bank, and 82% in southern New England (Anthony, 1990). Such increases in effort, although 
directed primarily towards principal groundfish species (cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder), were 
accompanied by a 72% decline in silver hake biomass. In turn, U.S. East Coast landings of silver hake 
began to decline, dropping to 16,100 tons in 1981. Since that time, landings have remained relatively 
stable, but at much lower levels in comparison to earlier years. U.S. East Coast silver hake catches are 
taken almost exclusively by otter trawls, either as bycatch from other fisheries or through directed 
fisheries targeting a variety of sizes of silver hake.  The figures below describe silver hake landings, and 
vessel dependence on silver hake.  

Figure 6.  Northern Silver Hake Catch. 
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Figure 7.  Southern Silver Hake Catch.  

 

Table 19.  Silver hake landings and revenues. 
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Figure 8.  Total number of vessels, by dependence on small mesh (hake) multispecies fishery. 

 

6.3.9 Sea Scallops21 
In the fishing years 2003-2011, the landings from the northeast sea scallop fishery stayed above 50 
million pounds, surpassing the levels observed historically. The recovery of the scallop resource and 
consequent increase in landings and revenues was striking given that average scallop landings per year 
were below 16 million pounds during the 1994-1998 fishing years, less than one-third of the present 
level of landings.   Recent landings and revenues are described in the figures below. 

The limited access scallop fishery consists of 347 vessels. It is primarily full-time, with 250 full-time 
dredge, 52 full-time small dredge vessels and 11 full-time net boats. Since 2001, there has been 
considerable growth in fishing effort and landings by vessels with general category permits, primarily 
as a result of resource recovery and higher scallop prices.  Most limited access category effort is from 
vessels using scallop dredges, including small dredges. The number of vessels using scallop trawl gear 
has decreased continuously and has been at 11 full-time trawl vessels since 2006. In comparison, there 
has been an increase in the numbers of full-time and part-time small dredge vessels after 2002. About 
80% of the scallop pounds are landed by full-time dredge and about 13% landed by full-time small 
dredge vessels since the 2007 fishing year.  Both full-time and part-time limited access vessels had a 
high dependence on scallops as a source of their income. Full-time limited access vessels had a high 
dependence on scallops as a source of their income and the majority of the full-time vessels (94%) 
derived more than 90% of their revenue from the scallop fishery in 2011. Comparatively, part-time 
limited access vessels were less dependent on the scallop fishery in 2011, with only 37% of part-time 
vessels earning more than 90% of their revenue from scallops. 

Amendment 11 implemented a limited entry program for the general category fishery reducing the 
number of general category permits after 2007. In 2011, there were 288 LAGC IFQ permits, 103 

                                                 
21 Taken from Framework 25, available at http://www.nefmc.org/management-plans/scallops   
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Northern Gulf of Maine (NGOM) and 279 incidental catch permits in the fishery totaling 670 permits. 
Although not all vessels with general category permits were active in the years preceding 2008, the 
number of vessels (and owners) that hold a limited access general category permit under the Amendment 
11 regulations are less than the number of general category vessels that were active prior to 2008.  Most 
general category effort is, and has been, from vessels using scallop dredge and other trawl gear. The 
percentages of scallop landings show that landings made with a scallop dredge in 2012 continue to be 
the highest compared to other general category gear types.  General category permit holders (IFQ and 
NGOM) are less dependent on scallops compared to vessels with limited access permits. In 2011, less 
than half (43%) of IFQ permitted vessels earned greater than 50% of their revenue from scallops. Among 
active NGOM permitted vessels (that did not also have a limited access permit), 88% had no landings 
with scallops in 2011. Scallops still comprise the largest proportion of the revenue for IFQ general 
category vessels, accounting for 38.6% of these vessels revenue. Scallops still comprise the largest 
proportion of the revenue for IFQ general category vessels, accounting for 38.6% of these vessels 
revenue.  For NGOM vessels (that did not also have a limited access permit) scallop landings accounted 
for less than 1% of revenue in 2011. 

 
Figure 9.  Scallop landings by permit category and fishing year (in lb., dealer data). 
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Figure 10.  Trends in total scallop revenues (left bar, left axis), landings (right bar, left axis) and ex-
vessel price (line, right axis) by fishing year (including limited access and general category fisheries, 
revenues and prices are expressed in 2011 constant prices. 
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7.0 IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 
7.1 DEEP SEA CORALS IN THE MID-ATLANTIC 
Impacts to deep sea corals were analyzed by mapping and quantifying available data for coral presence 
and suitable habitat relative to all proposed coral zones (broad and discrete). The sections below describe 
this analysis relative to several data sources for deep sea corals and their habitat, including historical 
records, observations from recent research surveys, Northeast Fisheries Observer Program (NEFOP) 
records, and modeled deep sea coral habitat. 

7.1.1 Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program (DSCRTP) Records 
Coral presence data from NOAA’s Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program database were 
analyzed using ArcGIS software and Microsoft Excel to determine how records of known corals overlap 
with proposed management areas. The DSCRTP database22 contains 870 records of deep sea corals within 
the MAFMC management region. Of these, 635 records are included within proposed broad coral zones 
(73%; Table 20). There is only one coral record in the database that is contained within a proposed discrete 
zone that is not also encompassed by a broad zone alternative (one observation of Dasmosmilia lymani, a 
stony coral, in Baltimore Canyon). Within the proposed discrete zones, the areas of highest coral 
observations are contained within Baltimore Canyon, Norfolk Canyon, and the Mey-Linedenkohl Slope 
(Table 23).  

The coral records within the total area of the proposed zones are composed of sea pens (40%), soft 
corals/gorgonians (34%), and hard/stony corals (26%). Outside of the proposed zones, there are 232 total 
records, the majority of which are stony corals or sea pens (Table 22). However, the data below should be 
interpreted with caution. The data presented for coral records are presence-only, as little absence or 
abundance information is available. Many areas in the mid-Atlantic have not been explored for the 
presence of corals, thus, a lack of historical records does not necessarily indicate a lack of deep sea corals. 
Although each record is associated with a set of geographic coordinates, some historical records have 
uncertainties associated with their exact position. Furthermore, identifying deep sea coral taxa down to 
genus and species levels is difficult and problematic, especially through the use of photographs or video 
alone, and deep sea coral taxonomy is constantly evolving. Additionally, given the nature of this type of 
data collection, many of the records tend to be spatially clustered and may display a bias toward areas that 
have been more heavily sampled. This analysis does not include the results of recent survey work, as data 
from these cruises have not yet been added to the DSCRTP database (however, some information is 
available; see Section 7.1.2 for additional discussion of recent research findings).  

 

 

 

                                                 
22 As of June 10, 2013.  
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Table 20: Deep sea coral presence records within proposed MAFMC broad coral zones, in number (a) 
and percent (b). Data from DSCRTP database as of June 2013. 

a. 
Total 

records  
(all types) 

Soft corals 
and 

gorgonians 

Stony 
corals Sea pens 

Broad zone  
(depth 

contour as 
landward 
boundary) 

[Shallower than 200 m] 235 24 118 93 
200 meter broad zone 635 214 167 255 

[between 200 m and 300 m] 40 1 17 23 
300 meter broad zone 595 213 150 232 

[between 300 m and 400 m] 51 10 26 15 
400 meter broad zone 544 203 124 217 

[between 400 m and 500 m] 25 15 4 6 
500 meter broad zone 519 188 120 211 

TOTAL (MAFMC Region) 870 238 285 348 
 

b. 
% of total 

records  
(all types) 

% Soft 
corals and 
gorgonians 

% Stony 
corals % Sea pens 

Broad zone 
(depth 

contour as 
landward 
boundary) 

[Shallower than 200 m] 27% 10% 38% 27% 
200 meter broad zone 73% 90% 62% 73% 

[between 200 m and 300 m] 5% 0% 6% 7% 
300 meter broad zone 68% 89% 56% 67% 

[between 300 m and 400 m] 6% 4% 10% 4% 
400 meter broad zone 62% 85% 46% 62% 

[between 400 m and 500 m] 3% 6% 5% 2% 
500 meter broad zone 60% 79% 40% 61% 

TOTAL (MAFMC Region) 100% 100% 100% 100% 
 

Table 21: Composition of deep sea corals presence records by type within proposed broad and discrete 
zones. Data from DSCRTP database as of June 2013. 

 Broad Zones Discrete Zonesa 

Coral Type 

Number of 
Records 

within Broad 
Zones 

% Composition 
of Broad Zone 

Records by 
Coral Type  

Number of 
Records 
within 

Discrete 
Zones 

% Composition of 
Discrete Zone 

Records by Coral 
Type 

Soft corals and gorgonians 213 33.5% 82 35.6% 
Stony corals 167 26.3% 64 27.8% 

Sea pens 255 40.2% 84 36.5% 
TOTAL 635 100% 230 100% 

a Based on FMAT (2014) boundaries. All records within proposed discrete zones are also contained within the shallowest broad 
zone option (200 m), with the exception of two records in Norfolk Canyon (one sea pen and one stony coral).  
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Table 22: Deep sea coral presence records within the Mid-Atlantic region but NOT within any of the 
proposed zones. Data from DSCRTP database as of June 2013. 

Coral Type Number of Records OUTSIDE of 
proposed coral zones % by Coral Type 

Soft corals and gorgonians 23 10% 
Stony corals 117 50% 

Sea pens 92 40% 
TOTAL 232 100% 

 
Table 23: Deep sea coral historical presence records by proposed discrete zone (based on 2014 FMAT 
boundaries). Note that these records reflect varying spatial concentrations of survey effort, and many 
areas have not been surveyed for corals. This data also does not contain any new records from recent 
research surveys (2012-2013).  

 Coral Type (Order)  

Canyon or Complex Alcyonacea Gorgonacea Pennatulacea Scleractinia Total 
Records 

Block Canyon     0 
Ryan-McMaster Canyons  5 7 4 16 
Emery-Uchupi Canyons 1  3 2 6 
Jones-Babylon Canyons    1 1 
Hudson Canyon 1 1  3 5 
Mey-Lindenkohl Slope 9 13 40 12 74 
Spencer Canyon  1 9 2 12 
Wilmington Canyon   2  2 
North Heyes-South 
Wilmington Canyons     0 

South Vries Canyon 1   1 2 
Baltimore Canyon 7 21 1 25 54 
Warr-Phoenix Canyon 
Complex   14  14 

Accomac-Leonard Canyons 1  3 2 6 
Washington Canyon    1 1 
Norfolk Canyon 5 16 5 11 37 
Grand Total 25 57 84 64 230 

7.1.2 Coral Observations from Recent Research 
As noted previously, deep sea corals have recently been observed within the boundaries of several 
proposed discrete coral zones, including Block Canyon, Ryan and McMaster Canyons, the Mey-
Lindenkohl Slope, Spencer Canyon, Wilmington Canyon, Baltimore Canyon, Phoenix Canyon, Accomac 
and Leonard Canyons, Washington Canyon, and Norfolk Canyon (Table 24). Although general survey 
locations and some qualitative and preliminary quantitative results are available, some processed and/or 
georeferenced data from recent cruises are not yet available. However, new information has been 
incorporated into the evaluation of alternatives to the extent possible. Findings from each survey relative 
to proposed coral zones are briefly described below.  
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Table 24: Summary of recent (2012-2014) research expeditions in proposed discrete areas.  
Expedition 
Identifier Name Date Survey 

Type Vessel Proposed Discrete Areas Surveyed 

BOEM 

Atlantic 
Deepwater 
Canyons 

Expedition 

Aug.-
Sept. 
2012 

ROV Nancy 
Foster Baltimore Canyon, Norfolk Canyon 

HB1204 Deep Sea 
Coral Survey 

July 
2012 

Towed 
Camera 

Henry 
Bigelow 

Mey-Lindenkohl Slope (Middle Toms Canyon, 
Toms-Hendrickson inter-canyon Area, Toms 
Canyon, edge of Hendrickson Canyon) 

HB1302 Deep Sea 
Coral Survey 

June 
2013 

Towed 
Camera 

Henry 
Bigelow Ryan Canyon 

EX1304 

Okeanos 
Explorer 
Northeast 
Canyons 

Expedition 

Jul.-
Aug. 
2013 

ROV Okeanos 
Explorer Block Canyon and surrounding areas 

HB1404 Deep Sea 
Coral Survey 

Aug. 
2014 

Towed 
Camera 

Henry 
Bigelow 

Mey-Lindenkohl Slope (Lindenkohl Canyon, 
Toms Canyon, Carteret Canyon), Washington 
Canyon, Accomac Canyon, Leonard Canyon, 
Wilmington Canyon, Spencer Canyon 

EX1404 

Okeanos 
Explorer Our 
Deepwater 
Backyard 

Expedition 

Sept.-
Oct. 
2014 

ROV Okeanos 
Explorer 

Mey-Lindenkohl Slope (Lindenkohl Canyon, 
Hendrickson Canyon), Washington Canyon, 
Norfolk Canyon, Phoenix Canyon, McMaster 
Canyon, Ryan Canyon 

2012 BOEM Survey 
In 2012, research cruises funded by the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) explored Mid-
Atlantic deepwater hard bottom habitat, focusing on canyon habitats and coral communities. This survey 
included many dives in Baltimore Canyon using a remotely operated vehicle (ROV), and a few dives in 
Norfolk Canyon. Deep sea corals were locally abundant in both Baltimore and Norfolk Canyons, and the 
surveys resulted in the first observations of the species Lophelia pertusa in the Mid-Atlantic (Figure 11). 
L. pertusa is a structure-forming coral commonly found off the coast of the southeastern U.S., and 
occasionally observed in New England, but has not previously been observed in the Mid-Atlantic. In 
September 2012, L. pertusa was observed in live colonies on steep walls in both Baltimore and Norfolk 
Canyons, at depths between 381 and 434 m.23 Several other coral types were observed in both Baltimore 
and Norfolk Canyons, including dense areas of Paragorgia, Anthothela, Primnoa, and Acanthogorgia 
communities (general locations shown in figure below; precise georeferenced coral locations not yet 
available). Sightings of lost fishing gear were also recorded in the two canyons, including traps, fishing 
lines, and nets. Baltimore and Norfolk Canyons are currently included in the range of possible deep sea 
coral discrete zones under Alternative 3B.  

                                                 
23 Brooke, S., and Ross, S.W. In press. First observations of the cold-water coral Lophelia pertusa in mid-Atlantic canyons of 
the USA. Deep-Sea Res. II. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dsr2.2013.06.011.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dsr2.2013.06.011
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Figure 11: Observations of Lophelia pertusa from BOEM cruises in Baltimore and Norfolk Canyons, 
2012 and 2013. Source: Brooke and Ross (2013). 

2012 ACUMEN Survey 
In the summer of 2012, the Atlantic Canyons Undersea Mapping Expeditions (ACUMEN) surveys 
concluded with a deep-sea coral survey funded by NOAA and the Deep-Sea Coral Research and 
Technology Program from aboard the NOAA ship Henry Bigelow.24 Areas sampled in the Mid-Atlantic 
included Middle Toms Canyon, the edge of Hendrickson Canyon, the slope area between Toms and 
Hendrickson Canyons, and Toms Canyon. Using a towed camera system, high-resolution images were 
taken to collect data on deep-sea coral diversity, abundance, and distribution, as well as ground-truth 
locations of predicted deep-sea coral habitat (based on habitat suitability model outputs), historical 
records, and multibeam bathymetry collected by NOAA ships Okeanos Explorer and Ferdinand Hassler. 
Deep-sea corals were observed in many locations within the Toms Canyon complex, which is currently 
included in the range of proposed deep sea coral zones (the Mey-Lindenkohl slope area) under Alternative 
3B. Corals were observed during every tow with fewest coral observations at the head of Toms Canyon 
and the most coral observations made in Middle Toms Canyon (Table 25). The majority of corals were 
octocorals, with fewer observations of stony corals and sea pens. Differences among individual canyons 

                                                 
24 http://oceanexplorer.noaa.gov/okeanos/explorations/acumen12/bigelow/welcome.html.  

http://oceanexplorer.noaa.gov/okeanos/explorations/acumen12/bigelow/welcome.html
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likely reflect differences in depth and substrate type in the area where tows were conducted. These factors 
are hypothesized to influence coral abundance and distribution. 

2013 Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program Survey 
In the summer of 2013, scientists from NOAA, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution (WHOI), and the 
Delaware Museum of Natural History (DMNH) conducted another deep-sea coral survey cruise aboard 
NOAA ship Henry Bigelow. This cruise, a logical follow-on to the successful ACUMEN initiative, utilized 
the same towed camera system and methodologies as the previous cruise. Only one Mid-Atlantic canyon, 
Ryan Canyon, was surveyed during this cruise. Five tows were made, covering shallow, mid, and deeper 
depths within the canyon. Based on data collected from approximately 9,000 bottom images, corals were 
virtually nonexistent along the shallowest (closest to the canyon head) tow tracks. Corals were much more 
abundant at the deepest tow (Table 25). Similar to results from the 2012 expedition, in the areas surveyed, 
the majority of corals observed were octocorals and differences in coral distribution within Ryan Canyon 
likely reflect differences in depth and substrate type. One camera tow survey, following the 500 m contour, 
was made in the inter-canyon area between Ryan and McMaster canyon, where corals were observed in 
only one image.  

2013-2014 Northeast Canyons and Seamounts Okeanos Explorer Expeditions 
In the summer of 2013, the NOAA vessel Okeanos Explorer explored northeast submarine canyons using 
an ROV. In the Mid-Atlantic, this included work in and around Block Canyon, where deep sea corals were 
observed in July of 2013. This ROV dive began at approximately 1,870 meters depth and transitioned 
upslope, where numerous coral colonies were observed on the faces and tops of large hard features. Cup 
corals were also observed on the underside of ledges. The dominant species was Acanella sp., a type of 
bamboo coral that commonly occurs on both soft and hard substrates.25  

Another Okeanos Explorer expedition was conducted in September and October of 2014.26 This 
expedition included ROV dives in Lindenkohl and Hendrickson Canyons (within the Mey-Lindenkohl 
Slope proposed discrete zone), as well as in Washington, Norfolk, Phoenix, McMaster, and Ryan 
Canyons. In Washington Canyon, scientists observed colonies of deep sea including Anthothela and both 
white and pink bubblegum corals. In Norfolk Canyon, several colonies of octocorals (including 
Acanthagorgia, Anthothela, and bubble gum corals), were observed in addition to many species of fish 
and invertebrates, including monkfish, red crab, and several schools of squid. In Phoenix Canyon, the dive 
began at about 1,135 meters depth, and many large rocks and outcrops encrusted with corals were 
observed, as well as several species of squid, skate, and flounder. High densities of cup corals under ledges 
were also observed. In Hendrickson Canyon, the ROV began at about 1,670 meters and observed abundant 
cup corals during this dive, generally located under frequent overhangs and outcrops. Also noted were 
octocorals, black corals, stony corals, sea pens, and several species of fish. In McMaster canyon, 
octocorals were observed in high density, as well as groups of cup corals. Similar to Hendrickson Canyon, 
large groups of corals were observed living under overhangs and outcrops along the steep canyon walls. 
In Ryan Canyon, human debris was observed, in addition to shrimp, fish, eels, hake, dogfish, some cup 
corals, and coral rubble. Diversity of corals along the transect in Ryan Canyon was low. Photos, videos, 
logs, and maps from these dives are publicly available at: 
http://oceanexplorer.noaa.gov/okeanos/explorations/ex1404/welcome.html.  

                                                 
25 http://oceanexplorer.noaa.gov/okeanos/explorations/ex1304/dailyupdates/dailyupdates.html 
26 http://oceanexplorer.noaa.gov/okeanos/explorations/ex1404/welcome.html.  

http://oceanexplorer.noaa.gov/okeanos/explorations/ex1404/welcome.html
http://oceanexplorer.noaa.gov/okeanos/explorations/ex1304/dailyupdates/dailyupdates.html
http://oceanexplorer.noaa.gov/okeanos/explorations/ex1404/welcome.html
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2014 Towed Camera Survey 
A research survey aboard the Henry Bigelow using towed cameras took place in August 2014. Researchers 
surveyed portions of Lindenkohl, Toms, and Carteret Canyons (within the Mey-Lindenkohl Slope 
proposed discrete zone), as well as areas in Washington Canyon, Accomac and Leonard Canyons, 
Wilmington Canyon, and Spencer Canyon. Deep sea corals were observed in a number of analyzed images 
in all of these canyons (Table 26). These camera surveys were also used to further ground truth NOAA’s 
coral habitat suitability model. Scientists noted that the abundance, distribution, and diversity of deep sea 
corals varied between and within canyons, exhibiting different trends correlating with different geological 
characteristics.  
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Table 25: Preliminary image survey of NE canyon fauna from TowCam surveys, 2012-2013. Images were captured at 10 second 
intervals through each dive. Each bottom image was visually screened for hard and soft corals, sponges, and fish fauna. 
Presence/absence information was logged for each image. 

TowCam 
Dive # Canyon Location Date Launch Lat 

N 
Launch 
Lon W 

Recovery 
Lat 

Recovery 
Lon 

No. of 
Images 

on 
bottom 

No. 
images 

with 
corals 

No. 
images 

with 
sponges 

% 
images 

with 
corals 

% 
images 

with 
sponges 

Nominal 
Depth 

(m) 

HB1204-
01 Toms Canyon SE 7/7/2012 38 56.3823 72 25.7944 38 55.5772 72 25.6275 1734 828 2 47.75 0.12 1802 

HB1204-
02 

Toms Canyon Lower 
West 7/8/2012 38 57.1788 72 27.2815 38 57.5213 72 27.5442 2067 557 121 26.95 5.85 1736 to 

1694 
HB1204-
03 

Toms Canyon Canyon 
Head 7/8/2012 39 06.2975 72 38.0914 39 05.8721 72 38.1695 1226 11 16 0.90 1.31 553 to 

861 
HB1204-
04 

Hendrickson Canyon  
Lower East Scarp 7/9/2012 38 57.6673 72 26.3203 38 57.5940 72 26.5532 1148 291 264 25.35 23.00 175 to 

1705 
HB1204-
05 

Middle Toms Canyon 
Mid 7/10/2012 38 56.9385 72 35.3163 38 56.8551 72 35.0058 1963 1016 522 51.76 26.59 1337 to 

1591 
HB1204-
06 

Toms Canyon Mid-
East 7/10/2012 39 01.6231 72 33.2098 39 01.7749 72 33.1740 1781 154 83 8.65 4.66 1115 to 

1216 
HB1302-
001 Ryan Canyon 6/10/2013 39 46.4979 71 41.9049 39 46.3115 71 41.9738 649 0 0 0.00 0.00 599 

HB1302-
002 Ryan Canyon 6/11/2013 39 43.8514 71 42.6188 39 43.9435 71 41.9149 420 2 0 0.48 0.00 771 

HB1302-
003 Ryan Canyon 6/12/2013 39 43.8357 71 42.1705 39 43.3885 71 41.3225 2262 48 497 2.12 21.97 992 

HB1302-
004 Ryan Canyon 6/12/2013 39 42.3582 71 38.6827 39 41.5694 71 38.3807 2079 62 496 2.98 23.86 1135 

HB1302-
005 Ryan Canyon 6/13/2013 39 34.7145 71 33.3316 39 35.317 71 32.6441 1358 584 9 43.00 0.66 1965 

HB1302-
006 

Ryan-McMaster Inter-
canyon area 6/13/2013 39 47.5719 71 42.7850 39 47.3285 71 40.5977 2230 1 52 0.04 2.33 498 
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Table 26: Preliminary image survey of NE canyon fauna from TowCam surveys, 2014. Images were captured at 10 second intervals. 
Each bottom image was visually screened for hard and soft corals, sponges, and fish. Presence/absence information was logged for 
each image. 

TowCam 
Dive # Canyon Location Date Launch 

Lat N 
Launch 
Lon W 

Recovery 
Lat 

Recovery 
Lon 

Depth 
range (m) 

No. of 
bottom 
images 

No. 
images w/ 

corals 

No. 
images w/ 
sponges 

% 
images 

w/corals 

% images 
w/ 

sponges 
HB1404- 01 Washington Canyon 8/6/2014 37 25.087 74 24.824 37 247125 74 24.4262 491-874 1680 70 74 4.17 4.40 

HB1404- 02 Washington Canyon 8/7/2014 37 22.5827 74 17.2213 37 22.5846 74 17.2227 DIVE 
ABORTED x x x x x 

HB1404- 03 Washington Canyon 8/7/2014 37 22.5858 74 17.2234 37 22.7155 74 17.3077 DIVE 
ABORTED x x x x x 

HB1404- 04 Washington Canyon 8/7/2014 37 22.5815 74 17.2256 37 22.5437 74 17.8913 1126-1294 1004 81 47 8.07 4.68 
HB1404- 05 Washington Canyon 8/8/2014 37 18.6327 74 13.0820 37 18.7444 74 12.4163 1515-1637 748 745 94 99.60 12.57 
HB1404- 06 Accomac Canyon 8/8/2014 37 49.5832 74 03.0897 37 49.4621 74 03.3781 497-825 424 66 227 15.57 53.54 
HB1404- 07 Leonard Canyon 8/8/2014 37 49.5877 73 55.7825 37 49.4592 73 55.4191 1167-1235 446 43 43 9.64 9.64 
HB1404- 08 Leonard Canyon 8/9/2014 37 47.5576 73 55.4035 37 47. 5836 73 54.7282 1348-1522 707 574 118 81.19 16.69 
HB1404- 09 Wilmington Canyon 8/9/2014 38 26.2101 73 32.5511 38 25.6822 73 31.8554 370-540 1321 401 1149 30.36 86.98 
HB1404- 10 Wilmington Canyon 8/10/2014 38 19.9080 73 26.4575 38 19.2323 73 25.4968 1130-1492 1156 124 226 10.73 19.55 
HB1404- 11 Wilmington Canyon 8/10/2014 38 22.7823 73 30.3828 38 22.6162 73 30.8392 640-818 700 0 0 0.00 0.00 
HB1404- 12 Wilmington Canyon 8/10/2014 38 21.2480 73 26.7960 38 20.6120 73 26.5101 574-1031 1362 4 303 0.29 22.25 
HB1404- 13 Wilmington Canyon 8/11/2014 38 17.1090 73 24.7006 38 17.5566 73 24.0859 1466-1610 932 737 35 79.08 3.76 
HB1404- 14 Wilmington Canyon 8/11/2014 38 19.2628 73 30.9987 38 19.3828 73 31.4621 661-847 671 1 88 0.15 13.11 
HB1404- 15 Spencer Canyon 8/12/2014 38 36.7995 73 07.9232 38 36.6291 73 7.7906 526-700 796 0 162 0.00 20.35 
HB1404- 16 Spencer Canyon 8/12/2014 38 35.7369 73 08.8504 38 35.0430 73 09.0364 757-1020 659 286 410 43.40 62.22 
HB1404- 17 Spencer Canyon 8/12/2014 38 34.4928 73 07.2639 38 34.1771 73 07.1344 1035-1313 1117 122 470 10.92 42.08 

HB1404- 18 Spencer Canyon 8/13/2014 38 33.9234 73 06.3917 38 33.9026 73 04.8420 DIVE 
ABORTED   x x x 

HB1404- 19 Spencer Canyon 8/13/2014 38 33.6988 73 06.1232 38 33.3535 73 05.9664 1302-1522 472 268 180 56.78 38.14 

HB1404- 20 Spencer Canyon, 
very deep 8/13/2014 38 29.5745 73 04.1680 38 29.5526 73 03.9679 2002-2121 440 0 52 0.00 11.82 

HB1404- 21 Lindenkohl Canyon, 
Shallow 8/14/2014 38 47.6467 73 01.2698 38 47.7220 73 00.8393 546-664 390 13 0 3.33 0.00 

HB1404- 22 Lindenkohl Canyon, 
Mid 8/14/2014 38 46.1905 72 56.5147 38 45.9626 72 56.6090 945-1139 576 288 345 50.00 59.90 

HB1404- 23 Lindenkohl Canyon, 
Deep 8/14/2014 38 44.0860 72 53.6111 38 43.9139 72 53.5711 1527-1607 238 206 35 86.55 14.71 

HB1404- 24 Lindenkohl Canyon, 
Very deep 8/14/2014 38 42.0646 72 50.8507 38 41.9557 72 50.8198 1762-1946 390 215 110 55.13 28.21 

HB1404- 25 Carteret Canyon, 
Deep 8/14/2014 38 50.9024 72 45.6454 38 50.7350 72 45.5056 1373-1478 309 105 107 33.98 34.63 

HB1404- 26 Carteret Canyon, 
Very Deep 8/15/2014 38 48.6365 72 43.8868 38 48.5267 72 43.9589 1651-1724 288 144 17 50.00 5.90 

HB1404- 27 Carteret Canyon, 
Mid 8/15/2014 38 51.2950 72 47.1788 38 51.3254 72 47.2947 1200-1286 382 33 95 8.64 24.87 

HB1404- 28 Carteret Canyon, 
Shallow 8/15/2014 38 53.7168 72 51.3923 38 53.4874 72 51.3237 627-823 909 0 55 0.00 6.05 
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7.1.3 Northeast Fisheries Observer Program Records 
Records of deep-sea coral bycatch in the Northeast Fisheries Observer Program (NEFOP) data were 
obtained for the years 1994 to 2014. The data contains limited records with limited taxonomic information: 
there were 65 confirmed coral entries in the database collected from 1994-2014. Most of these records 
were identified as stony corals, with the remaining records composed primarily of sea pens (Table 27). 
Historically, observers did not record numbers or density; instead, corals tended to be discarded and the 
total weight simply estimated. Gear types in these recorded observations included otter trawls, scallop 
dredges, lobster pots and sink gill nets, at beginning haul depths ranging from 5.5 to 464 meters (3 to 254 
fathoms). Estimated or actual weights for the deep-sea coral in a given haul ranged from 0.1 to 100 kg.  

Within the Mid-Atlantic Council region, only 11 records of deep sea corals have been reported in the 
observer data since 1994 (Table 28). Of these, six of were recorded as interactions with gill nets in state 
waters in the Chesapeake Bay area. Of the remaining 5 records in federal waters, none occur within any 
of the currently proposed deep sea coral zones (Figure 12). 

Table 27: NEFOP records of deep sea interactions in the Northeast region, by coral type and gear type, 
1994-2014. NK= not known. 

Coral Type and Gear Type Number of observations Total weight 
(kg) 

CORAL, SOFT, NK 2 0.7 
TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,FISH 2 0.7 

CORAL, STONY, NK 46 562.9 
DREDGE, SCALLOP,SEA 3 10.6 
GILL NET, DRIFT-SINK, FISH 1 0.1 
GILL NET, FIXED OR ANCHORED,SINK, 

OTHER/NK SPECIES 26 315.2 

TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,FISH 16 237 
SEA PEN, NK 17 7.8 

GILL NET, DRIFT-SINK, FISH 6 1.8 
GILL NET, FIXED OR ANCHORED,SINK, 

OTHER/NK SPECIES 5 1.7 

POT/TRAP, LOBSTER OFFSH NK 2 0.6 
TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,FISH 4 3.7 

Grand Total 65 571.4 
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Table 28: NEFOP records of deep sea corals within the Mid-Atlantic Council Region, 1994-2014. NK= 
not known. 

Coral Records by Gear Type Number of 
observations 

Total weight 
(kg) 

DREDGE, SCALLOP,SEA 3 10.6 
CORAL, STONY, NK 3 10.6 

GILL NET, FIXED OR ANCHORED,SINK, OTHER/NK 
SPECIES 6 120 

CORAL, STONY, NK 6 120 
TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,FISH 2 100.1 

CORAL, SOFT, NK 1 0.1 
CORAL, STONY, NK 1 100 

Grand Total 11 230.7 
 

 
Figure 12: NEFOP records of deep sea corals in the Mid-Atlantic, 1994-2014.  
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7.1.4 Deep Sea Coral Habitat Suitability Model  
A main limitation of point data for deep sea coral observations is that this data is mostly presence-only, and 
many areas have not been surveyed for the presence of deep sea corals. Surveying deep offshore habitats 
using Remotely Operated Vehicles (ROVs) or towed cameras is expensive and often logistically difficult. 
However, existing coral observation data, together with associated environmental data, are useful for 
developing models that can predict deep sea coral habitat based on known coral locations. The following 
summarizes the results of a habitat suitability model for deep sea corals in the Northeast region, developed 
in partnership between NOAA's National Centers for Coastal Ocean Science (NCCOS) and NOAA 
Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC).27 This predictive habitat model was developed by relating 
two types of data: 1) known deep sea coral presence locations from the Deep Sea Coral Research & 
Technology Program database, and 2) environmental and geological predictor variables. A variety of 
environmental variables were incorporated, including slope, depth, depth change, rugosity, salinity, oxygen, 
substrate, temperature, turbidity, and others.  

In the Northeast Region, several different taxonomic groups of deep sea corals were modeled. Some of 
these model outputs are better predictors of coral presence than others, due to different sample sizes of coral 
records of each type in the DSCRTP database. The model output for Gorgonian and Alcyonacean corals is 
expected to be the model with the best predictive ability for structure-forming deep sea corals, as it is based 
on a sizeable number of data points from known structure-forming species. Therefore, the model outputs 
for Gorgonian and Alcyonacean corals were used to evaluate the habitat suitability of each proposed discrete 
zone (Figures 13-21; Table 29). Model outputs are displayed in the figures below, and reflect the predicted 
likelihood of deep sea coral habitat for a given area. In these maps, the values for predicted likelihood of 
coral habitat suitability are displayed by the following likelihood categories: very low, low, medium, high, 
and very high.  

In July 2012, the NOAA ship Bigelow visited three "hotspots" predicted by the model, and surveyed the 
sites using WHOI's TowCam. Data collected during this cruise was used to refine model predictions. The 
model was qualitatively validated: all camera tow sites that were observed to be hotspots of coral abundance 
and diversity were also predicted hotspots of habitat suitability based on the regional model. The model 
was further validated during the August 2014 towed camera surveys previously described. Each attempt 
has indicated that this habitat suitability model performs well in predicting areas of likely deep sea coral 
habitat, as well as predicting areas where corals are unlikely to be found.   

It should be noted that the exact location of deep coral hotspots on the seafloor often depends on fine-scale 
seabed features (e.g., ridges or ledges of exposed hard substrate) that are smoothed over in this regional-
scale model. The current resolution of the model is grid cells of approximately 370 m2 (although there are 
plans to improve the model by increasing resolution to 25 m2 within the next several years, as well as 
incorporate more recent coral observations). These maps should be viewed as representing only the general 
locations of predicted suitable coral habitat (within approximately 350-750 meters, or approximately two 
model grid cells). This is the primary reason why proposed FMAT discrete zone boundaries were buffered 
by 0.4 nautical miles (approximately 741 meters). Also, model predictions are of coral presence, and high 
likelihood of presence will not necessarily correlate with high abundance. 

                                                 
27 Kinlan BP, Poti M, Drohan A, Packer DB, Nizinski M, Dorfman D, Caldow C. 2013. Digital data: Predictive models of deep-
sea coral habitat suitability in the U.S. Northeast Atlantic and Mid-Atlantic regions. Downloadable digital data package. 
Department of Commerce (DOC), National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Ocean Service (NOS), 
National Centers for Coastal Ocean Science (NCCOS), Center for Coastal Monitoring and Assessment (CCMA), Biogeography 
Branch. Released August 2013. Available at: <http://coastalscience.noaa.gov/projects/detail?key=35>.  Funding for this research 
was provided by the National Marine Fisheries Service - Northeast Fisheries Science Center, the NOAA Deep Sea Coral Research 
and Technology Program, and the National Ocean Service - National Centers for Coastal Ocean Science. 

http://coastalscience.noaa.gov/projects/detail?key=35
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Figure 13: Block Canyon and Ryan-McMaster Canyons, showing areas of high slope, modeled deep sea coral habitat suitability, and discrete 
zone boundaries. 



57 

 

Figure 14: Emery-Uchupi Canyons and Jones-Babylon Canyons, showing areas of high slope, modeled deep sea coral habitat suitability, and 
discrete zone boundaries. 
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Figure 15: Hudson Canyon and the Mey-Lindenkohl Slope, showing areas of high slope, modeled deep sea coral habitat suitability, and discrete 
zone boundaries. 
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Figure 16: Spencer Canyon and Wilmington Canyon, showing areas of high slope, modeled deep sea coral habitat suitability, and discrete zone 
boundaries. 
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Figure 17: North Heyes-South Wilmington Canyons and South Vries Canyon, showing areas of high slope, modeled deep sea coral habitat 
suitability, and discrete zone boundaries. 
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Figure 18: Baltimore Canyon and Warr-Phoenix Canyons, showing areas of high slope, modeled deep sea coral habitat suitability, and discrete 
zone boundaries. 
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Figure 19: Accomac and Leonard Canyons showing areas of high slope, modeled deep sea coral habitat suitability, and discrete zone boundaries. 
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Figure 20: Washington Canyon showing areas of high slope, modeled deep sea coral habitat suitability, and discrete zone boundaries. 
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Figure 21: Norfolk Canyon areas of high slope, deep sea coral habitat suitability, and discrete zone boundaries.   
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7.2 Impacts to Deep Sea Corals 
In general terms, deep sea corals are expected to benefit from any alternative that reduces the likelihood of 
damage by commercial fishing gear. However, many corals growing on steep slopes are likely to have a 
degree of natural protection from some commercial fishing gear, as very steep slopes cannot be trawled. 
Areas of higher three-dimensional complexity tend to be avoided by fishermen for fear of damage and loss 
of their gear. In other areas, fishing may be occurring in or near areas of deep sea coral habitats. Thus, the 
exact nature of potential impacts to corals are difficult to define, but it should be noted that many of the 
proposed measures are precautionary in nature and are designed to protect corals from future expansion of 
fishing effort. Given its small overall scope and the small physical footprint of gear contact with the 
seafloor, it is believed that the red crab fishery may currently have a small impact on corals.  As such, an 
exemption from the broad zones is being considered for the red crab fishery.   

Under the status-quo, one would expect some ongoing negative impacts to deep water corals and any 
potential expansion of effort into new deep water areas would be unconstrained and could increase impacts.  
Evidence of gear impacts to deep water corals in the Mid-Atlantic is sparse and generally limited to 
occasional observations of fishing gear during remote vehicle coral surveys and coral observations in the 
limited NEFOP data described above.  However, trawling’s detrimental impact on deep water corals is well 
documented.28 Appendix C provides a review of information on the vulnerability of deep sea corals to 
fishing gear impacts. 

As shown above, for areas where the presence of deep sea corals is likely but not proven, the presence of 
modeled deep sea coral habitat provides the best measure for inferring deep sea coral occurrence. Deep sea 
research dives have, however, validated that coral is likely to be found in areas predicted to have suitable 
habitat by the model. Therefore, for any of the coral zones defined in the alternatives, the total area of likely 
deep sea coral habitat serves as a measure of the importance of the zone for deep sea corals. The impacts of 
the alternatives can be assessed as the protection afforded to corals by eliminating or reducing access to 
those areas by vessels using bottom tending fishing gear.  

Table 29 displays each boundary option for proposed canyon areas, with total area of modeled high/very 
high suitable habitat (the left side of the “Habitat Suitability” columns). This area represents the total area 
of modeled “high” or “very high” habitat suitability within each boundary. The adjacent percentage column 
represents the percent of modeled high and very high habitat suitability divided by the total area of the 
boundary option.    

While slope is a variable included in the habitat suitability model, areas of high slope (>30 degrees) are also 
believed to be an important indicator of coral habitat, so the amount of high slope areas in the potential 
coral zones is also provided in the table below. These follow the same initial trend as modeled habitat 
suitability, with the Mey-Lindenkohl Slope and Hudson Canyon areas having the greatest areas of high 
slope, but also identify some canyons as potentially having more or less coral than suggested by the 
suitability model.  For example, based on high slope areas, the Norfolk and Spencer Canyon areas may have 
relatively more coral habitat than suggested by the suitability model. 

As discussed in the economic impacts section, if some canyon areas are closed, it would be expected that 
effort would shift near/around canyons that remain open to some degree. This reduces both the positive 
biological and negative fishery socio-economic impacts of canyon closures.   

As can be seen in the maps above for the canyons, the 500 m broad zone would cover most of the high/very 
high suitability areas. The exceptions are the heads of longer canyons that incise the shelf/slope break (e.g. 

                                                 
28For example, see references in Hourigan 2014, p. 128 in Interrelationships Between Corals and Fisheries, Ed. Stephen 
Bortone. 
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Hudson, Baltimore, Washington, and Norfolk), where high/very high suitability areas extend into the 
shallower heads of the canyons (400m/300m). Based on the outputs of the habitat suitability model in the 
Mid-Atlantic Region, the 200m broad zone would protect nearly 100% of areas predicted as having a high 
or very high likelihood of coral habitat suitability, the 300m broad zone would protect 99% of high/very 
high likelihood areas, the 400m broad zone would protect 97% of high/very high likelihood areas, and the 
500m broad zone would protect 93% of high/very high likelihood areas.  
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Table 29: Summary of analysis across proposed discrete zones under alternative 3B for coral observations, habitat suitability, and areas of 
high slope. Note: recent fieldwork observations are not included in the DSCRTP historical database.  

 

Canyon or Complex
Total area 

(km2)

Historical 
Coral Records 

(all) 

Encompasses 
recent 

fieldwork?

Total Area of 
High/Very 

High Habitat 
Suitability

Percent 
High/Very 

High Habitat 
Suitability 

Total area of 
slope >30 

degrees (km2)

Percent area 
of slope >30 

degrees

Block Canyon
FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 231.6 0 Some, not all 19.2 8.3% 7.7 3.3%
GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 206.9 0 Some, not all 17.4 8.4% 7.7 3.7%
NGO boundaries (3B-4) 222 0 Some, not all 19.2 8.4% 7.7 3.5%

Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 200.6 0 Some, not all 17.4 8.7% 7.7 3.8%

Ryan and McMaster Canyons
FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 390.3 16 Yes 121.0 31.0% 6.3 1.6%

GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 356.1 16 Yes 115.0 32.3% 6.3 1.8%

NGO boundaries (3B-4) 400.4 20 Yes 145.5 36.3% 6.3 1.6%
Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 365.2 16 Yes 143.8 39.4% 6.3 1.7%

Emery and Uchupi Canyons
FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 369.2 6 NA 80.6 21.8% 2.1 0.6%
GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 349.2 6 NA 78.3 22.4% 2.1 0.6%
NGO boundaries (3B-4) 370.6 7 NA 86.5 23.3% 2.1 0.6%

Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 323.5 6 NA 77.3 23.9% 2.1 0.7%

Jones and Babylon Canyons
FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 166.1 1 NA 46.8 28.2% 1.6 1.0%
GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 159.5 1 NA 46.8 29.3% 1.6 1.0%
NGO boundaries (3B-4) 162.4 1 NA 53.3 32.8% 1.6 1.0%

Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 159.4 1 NA 53.2 33.4% 1.6 1.0%

Hudson Canyon
FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 770.8 5 NA 445.4 57.8% 12.7 1.7%
GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 237.2 0 NA 210.7 88.8% 6.3 2.6%
NGO boundaries (3B-4) 718.7 5 NA 543.4 75.6% 12.7 1.8%

Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 606.5 3 NA 492.7 81.2% 12.0 2.0%

Habitat Suitability SlopeCoral Observations
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Table 29 (continued):  

 

Canyon or Complex
Total area 

(km2)

Historical 
Coral Records 

(all) 

Encompasses 
recent 

fieldwork?

Total Area of 
High/Very 

High Habitat 
Suitability

Percent 
High/Very 

High Habitat 
Suitability 

Total area of 
slope >30 

degrees (km2)

Percent area 
of slope >30 

degrees

Mey-Lindenkohl Slope
2013 Advisor boundaries: Depth-

based landward boundary 
approximating 250 ftm/457m (3B-1)

2445.3 62
Yes

503.9 20.6% 49.0 2.0%

2014 Advisor boundaries: Straight line 
landward boundary (3B-1) 2458.8 65 Some, not all 443.5 18.0% 48.5 2.0%

FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 2818.2 74 Yes 550.5 19.5% 50.2 1.8%
GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 2500.9 73 Yes 496.6 19.9% 50.1 2.0%
NGO boundaries (3B-4) 2934.5 76 Yes 635.6 21.7% 50.5 1.7%

Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 2495 69 Yes 575.1 23.0% 50.1 2.0%

Spencer Canyon
FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 163.3 12 Yes 28.4 17.4% 8.3 5.1%
GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 50 0 Yes 25.7 51.4% 6.1 12.3%
NGO boundaries (3B-4) 149.1 12 Yes 29.7 19.9% 8.3 5.6%

Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 142.5 12 Yes 27.2 19.1% 8.3 5.8%

Wilmington Canyon 0.0%
FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 268.1 2 Yes 180.9 67.5% 6.2 2.3%
GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 103.9 2 Some, not all 90.9 87.5% 1.5 1.4%
NGO boundaries (3B-4) 270.7 2 Yes 208.3 77.0% 6.6 2.4%

Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 242.6 2 Yes 202.3 83.4% 6.6 2.7%

North Heyes and South 
Wilmington Canyon 0.0%

FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 183.4 0 NA 74.6 40.7% 1.4 0.8%
GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 50.6 0 NA 27.1 53.6% 0.8 1.6%
NGO boundaries (3B-4) 176.8 0 NA 76.2 43.1% 1.4 0.8%

Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 174.5 0 NA 76.1 43.6% 1.4 0.8%

Coral Observations Habitat Suitability Slope
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Table 29 (continued):  

 

Canyon or Complex
Total area 

(km2)

Historical 
Coral Records 

(all) 

Encompasses 
recent 

fieldwork?

Total Area of 
High/Very 

High Habitat 
Suitability

Percent 
High/Very 

High Habitat 
Suitability 

Total area of 
slope >30 

degrees (km2)

Percent area 
of slope >30 

degrees

South Vries Canyon 0.0%
FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 142.6 2 NA 61.4 43.1% 1.1 0.8%
GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 27.6 0 NA 11.7 42.4% 0.1 0.4%
NGO boundaries (3B-4) 138.1 2 NA 61.4 44.5% 1.1 0.8%

Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 129.2 2 NA 61.5 47.6% 1.1 0.8%

Baltimore Canyon
2013 Advisor boundaries (3B-1) 220.7 50 Some, not all 130.6 59.2% 3.2 1.5%

FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 231 54 Yes 141.1 61.1% 3.4 1.5%
GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 189.7 53 Yes 135.3 71.3% 3.3 1.7%
NGO boundaries (3B-4) 211.3 54 Yes 160.7 76.1% 3.3 1.6%

Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 197.6 54 Yes 160.5 81.2% 3.3 1.7%

Warr and Phoenix Canyons
FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 511.6 14 Yes 207.0 40.5% 2.5 0.5%
GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 475.5 14 Yes 203.5 42.8% 2.4 0.5%
NGO boundaries (3B-4) 501.9 14 Yes 223.5 44.5% 2.5 0.5%

Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 480.9 14 Yes 220.4 45.8% 2.5 0.5%

Accomac and Leonard Canyons
FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 538.2 6 Yes 200.6 37.3% 1.6 0.3%
GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 30.9 0 Some, not all 19.2 62.1% 0.1 0.5%
NGO boundaries (3B-4) 528.7 6 Yes 220.2 41.6% 1.7 0.3%

Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 486.2 6 Yes 202.4 41.6% 1.6 0.3%

Washington Canyon
FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 554.1 1 Yes 98.1 14.7% 3.3 0.6%
GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 43.3 0 Some, not all 25.7 59.4% 0.8 1.9%
NGO boundaries (3B-4) 550.4 1 Yes 118.2 21.5% 3.3 0.6%

Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 546.8 1 Yes 117.9 21.6% 3.3 0.6%

Coral Observations Habitat Suitability Slope
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Table 29 (continued):  

 
 

 

Canyon or Complex
Total area 

(km2)

Historical 
Coral Records 

(all) 

Encompasses 
recent 

fieldwork?

Total Area of 
High/Very 

High Habitat 
Suitability

Percent 
High/Very 

High Habitat 
Suitability 

Total area of 
slope >30 

degrees (km2)

Percent area 
of slope >30 

degrees

Norfolk Canyon
2013 Advisor boundaries (3B-1) 598.4 37 Yes 132.4 22.1% 11.9 2.0%

FMAT boundaries (3B-2) 543.7 37 Yes 145.9 26.8% 12.1 2.2%
GSSA boundaries (3B-3) 57 7 Some, not all 48.8 85.5% 3.9 6.9%
NGO boundaries (3B-4) 576.3 38 Yes 190.8 33.1% 12.4 2.1%

Workshop boundaries (3B-5) 548.7 35 Yes 181.3 33.0% 12.3 2.2%

Coral Observations Habitat Suitability Slope
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7.2 FISHERY EFFORT AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

Impacts to fishing effort and thus also economic impacts were analyzed by mapping and quantifying 
recent fishing effort relative to all proposed coral zones (broad and discrete). Several data sources are 
available to analyze past effort.  None of the sources are complete, and their strengths and weaknesses 
are discussed below.    

7.2.1 VTR Revenue Mapping Model  
Economic impacts of proposed coral zones were analyzed using a Vessel Trip Report (VTR)-based 
revenue mapping model produced by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center. A Technical Memo 
outlining the methodology behind this model is forthcoming from the NEFSC, and an overview is 
provided here.  

Federally permitted vessels are required to submit a VTR for each trip, the requirements of which include 
indicating a general fishing location as a set of geographic coordinates. These self-reported coordinates 
do not precisely indicate the location of fishing effort, given that only one point is provided regardless 
of trip length or distance covered during the trip. In the absence of spatially explicit fishery effort data 
for many fisheries, this model allows for more robust analysis using VTR data by taking into account 
some of the uncertainties around each reported point. Using observer data, for which precise locations 
are available, the model was developed to derive probability distributions for actual fishing locations, 
around a provided VTR point. Other variables likely to impact the precision of a given VTR point, such 
as trip length, vessel size, and fishery, were also incorporated into the model. This model allows for 
generation of maps that predict the spatial footprint of fishing. Price information from dealer reports was 
used to transform VTR catches into revenues. Trip information was used to incorporate information 
about revenue generated from each trip, resulting in a model that can produce maps of revenue generated 
for a given set of specified parameters such as gear type, species, or port of landing. The revenue-
mapping model covers the years 2007-2012, and can be used to identify areas important to specific 
fishing communities, species, gears, and seasons to establish a baseline of commercial fishing effort.   

For this analysis, first, gear and species combinations likely to be impacted by the proposed measures 
were identified. VTR-point data were used to identify the primary gear-species combinations that occur 
within proposed broad and discrete zones. The primary gear types reported within the proposed coral 
zones (broad and discrete combined) include bottom otter trawls, sea scallop dredges, crab pots and 
traps, lobster pots, and bottom longlines. The primary species caught include longfin squid, Illex squid, 
sea scallops, deepsea red crab, American lobster, summer flounder, silver hake (whiting), golden tilefish, 
Jonah crab, scup, and black sea bass.   

Of these gear-species combinations, American lobster and Jonah crab were not included in further 
analysis due to the nature of the regulatory authority under which the alternatives in this document are 
proposed. Management measures applied under the discretionary provisions of the MSA to designate 
deep sea coral zones would be applicable to Federally-managed fisheries only, meaning they would not 
impact lobster pots, since lobster is managed solely by the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 
(i.e., not jointly managed with NMFS or the Councils). Jonah crabs are caught as bycatch within the 
lobster pot fishery, and generally retained for sale. 

Thus the primary gear-species combinations identified for further analysis in the revenue-mapping 
model included:  

1. Bottom otter trawl – Squid (Illex and longfin) 
2. Bottom otter trawl – Hake 
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3. Bottom otter trawl – Summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass (BOT – FLUKE) 
4. Pots/Traps – Red crab 
5. Bottom longline – Golden tilefish 
6. Dredge – Sea scallops 

 

The data in Tables 30 and 31 are also illustrated in revenue intensity maps shown in Figures 22-27 and 
both are a direct product of the VTR model. The data reveal spatial concentrations of effort that provide 
additional context for the estimates in the tables. When interpreting the maps, the appropriate 
interpretation is that most revenues would be contained by the areas of intense color, but it would not be 
correct to interpret the model as saying high effort definitely occurred in all areas of intense color.   

This model does have important caveats. The probability distributions generated from each reported 
VTR point create a likelihood of actual fishing locations in all directions from a given point, and do not 
take into account any specific directionality that may be associated with specific fishing methods or 
specific locations. For example, the model does not take into account fishing behavior along depth 
contours or other specific habitat features. The model-estimated distribution of fishing effort would tend 
to be expanded beyond the shelf break or into the middle of canyons to deeper areas that are not actually 
fished. As such, the model likely overstates effort and revenue dependence in those deeper areas, 
suggesting that the values (i.e. contributions to overall revenue) in Tables 32 and 33 are overestimates. 
The model should still illustrate the approximate relative value among potential closure areas and 
facilitate approximate relative comparisons.  
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Table 30: VTR model-estimated revenue (USD) by proposed discrete zone, shown as a percentage of coastwide revenues for each species-gear 
combination, 2007-2012, Maine through North Carolina. BOT = bottom otter trawl; BLL = bottom longline; DRG = dredge.  

 
*Norfolk Canyon revenue estimates for trawl and dredge fisheries were adjusted to exclude the Norfolk Canyon Tilefish GRA, which is closed to mobile bottom-tending 
gear. 
Table 31: VTR model-estimated cumulative revenue (USD) by proposed broad zone, shown as a percentage of coastwide revenues for each 
species-gear combination, 2007-2012, Maine through North Carolina. BOT = bottom otter trawl; BLL = bottom longline; DRG = dredge. Note 
that percentages are not additive given the significant overlap in area across all broad zones. 

 

DISCRETE ZONE AREA (km2) BOT-SQUID DRG-SCALL BOT-FLUKE POT-RCRAB LL-TILE BOT-HAKE Total

Mobile 
gears only 

(trawl/ 
dredge)

Mey-Lindenkohl Slope 2,818 2.14% 0.19% 1.17% 3.47% 1.65% 0.32% 0.42% 0.39%
Hudson Canyon 770 1.27% 0.04% 0.56% 1.13% 3.50% 1.20% 0.22% 0.18%
Wilmington Canyon 268 1.64% 0.08% 0.17% 0.77% 0.13% 0.02% 0.21% 0.20%
Baltimore Canyon 231 0.73% 0.05% 0.16% 0.80% 0.02% 0.01% 0.11% 0.11%
Warr & Phoenix Canyon Complex 512 0.62% 0.05% 0.10% 0.98% 0.03% 0.01% 0.10% 0.09%
Accomac & Leonard Canyons 539 0.33% 0.05% 0.10% 0.87% 0.02% 0.01% 0.08% 0.07%
North Heyes & South Wilmington Canyon 183 0.53% 0.03% 0.06% 0.42% 0.02% 0.01% 0.07% 0.07%
Washington Canyon 554 0.22% 0.05% 0.10% 0.64% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 0.06%
Spencer Canyon 163 0.46% 0.02% 0.09% 0.24% 0.01% 0.00% 0.06% 0.06%
South Vries Canyon 143 0.36% 0.02% 0.04% 0.28% 0.01% 0.00% 0.05% 0.05%
Norfolk Canyon* 544 0.34% 0.01% 0.03% 0.88% 0.01% 0.00% 0.04% 0.04%
Ryan & McMaster Canyons 390 0.13% 0.00% 0.18% 0.30% 0.22% 0.34% 0.03% 0.03%
Emery & Uchupi Canyons 369 0.12% 0.00% 0.14% 0.33% 0.32% 0.23% 0.03% 0.02%
Jones & Babylon Canyons 166 0.08% 0.01% 0.06% 0.17% 0.44% 0.12% 0.02% 0.02%
Block Canyon 231 0.06% 0.00% 0.10% 0.13% 0.14% 0.22% 0.02% 0.01%
All Discrete Zones 7,881 9.00% 0.60% 3.06% 11.43% 6.51% 2.48% 1.50% 1.40%
Coastwide 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

BROAD ZONE
APPROX. AREA 

(km2) BOT-SQUID DRG-SCALL BOT-FLUKE POT-RCRAB LL-TILE BOT-HAKE Total

Mobile 
gears only 

(trawl/ 
dredge)

200 Broad Zone 101,372 24.56% 1.25% 7.44% 42.15% 16.83% 7.80% 3.80% 3.47%
300 Broad Zone 100,165 22.13% 1.12% 6.35% 40.31% 12.31% 6.10% 3.37% 3.09%
400 Broad Zone 99,218 20.29% 1.03% 5.62% 38.63% 10.07% 4.84% 3.07% 2.81%
500 Broad Zone 98,444 19.06% 0.97% 5.14% 37.29% 8.83% 4.07% 2.86% 2.62%



74 

 
Figure 22: Areas of high cumulative estimated revenue (USD) for red crab caught using pots, 2007-2012, 
Maine through Virginia.  

 
Figure 23: Areas of high cumulative estimated revenue (USD) for scallops caught using dredge gear, 2007-
2012, Maine through Virginia. 
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Figure 24: Areas of high cumulative estimated revenue (USD) for Illex and longfin squid caught using 
bottom otter trawls, 2007-2012, Maine through Virginia. 

 
Figure 25: Areas of high cumulative estimated revenue (USD) for summer flounder, scup, and black sea 
bass caught using bottom otter trawl gear, 2007-2012, Maine through Virginia. 



76 

 
Figure 26: Areas of high cumulative estimated revenue (USD) for silver hake (whiting) caught using 
bottom otter trawl gear, 2007-2012, Maine through Virginia. 

 
Figure 27: Areas of high cumulative estimated revenue (USD) for golden tilefish caught using bottom 
longline gear, 2007-2012, Maine through Virginia. 
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Because of the limitations of the VTR revenue-mapping model, raw VTR catch data and observer data 
were also analyzed to provide additional information on how fishing activity might be impacted by the 
proposed coral zones. For both of these additional investigations, a broader range of years was also used, 
2000-2013.  

7.2.2 VTR Point Data 
An analysis of VTR point data, based on reported locations, was conducted to support for the model 
results. However, additional years were considered (2000-2013), and only catch data were used (i.e., 
they were not transformed into revenues as was done for the model). Additionally, the summer 
flounder/scup/black sea bass group was broken up into a summer flounder/black sea bass group and scup 
alone due to the lower value of scup. Unlike the above model, this analysis focused on the reported point 
location alone rather than spreading the effort around the point based on other information. 

The initial dataset was all Northeast VTR reports for the gears described in the table below. Not all VTR 
reports include location information that can be mapped, so records lacking this information were 
removed. As discussed above, the VTR location information is approximate for a trip overall, but likely 
gives an approximate indication of whether areas are important for fishing, especially when considered 
over a range of years. The following table reports the percentage of catches that did have location 
information that could be mapped.     

Table 32.  Percent of VTR catch data with associated location information, 2000-2013. 

  

Fishery
Percent of 

Catch 
Mappable

1.      Bottom otter trawl – Squid (Illex 
and longfin) 94%
2.      Bottom otter trawl – Hake 93%
3a.   Bottom otter trawl – Summer 
flounder and black sea bass 93%
3b.   Bottom otter trawl – Scup 95%
4.      Pots/Traps – Red crab 87%
5.      Bottom longline – Golden tilefish 92%
6.      Dredge – Sea scallops 95%  

Catches were analyzed with ArcGIS to determine the amounts of catch (totaled over all years) that are 
associated with the various areas being considered in this amendment.  The table below describes the 
results. The percentages in the table are only of the total available to be mapped. So for example, from 
the 94% of all VTR squid catches (pounds) that could be mapped, 1.3% of those trips reported locations 
on their VTRs deeper than 500m (i.e. in the 500m broad zone), and those 1.3% of trips accounted for 
15% of reported VTR catches. Since each trip only is associated with one general latitude/longitude 
point, these values are not necessarily the catches that actually occurred in the area, but should indicate 
relative importance of the various areas if the VTR locations are generally reported near where fishing 
actually occurred. 
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Table 33.  Fishing activity in potential coral zones based on Vessel Trip Report (VTR) point data, 2000-2013. 

Area

*The catch percents  assume that a l l  of the 
catch from a  given trip occurred in the area  
encompassed by the reported VTR location

% of 
Trips  in 
Area

% of 
Catch 
from 
Area*

% of 
Trips  in 
Area

% of 
Catch 
from 
Area*

% of 
Trips  in 
Area

% of 
Catch 
from 
Area*

% of 
Trips  in 
Area

% of 
Catch 
from 
Area*

% of 
Trips  in 
Area

% of 
Catch 
from 
Area*

% of 
Trips  in 
Area

% of 
Catch 
from 
Area*

% of 
Trips  in 
Area

% of 
Catch 
from 
Area*

All Areas Not Under Consideration 93.4% 44.5% 93.7% 88.1% 97.7% 93.8% 98.3% 92.7% 36.9% 21.9% 75.8% 78.1% 99.3% 99.0%
500m broad zone 1.3% 15.0% 0.6% 0.7% 0.5% 1.7% 0.3% 1.3% 29.8% 42.6% 2.8% 2.5% 0.3% 0.6%
400m broad zone (includes deeper zones) 1.7% 19.9% 1.1% 1.8% 0.6% 2.0% 0.4% 1.7% 31.3% 43.7% 3.1% 2.8% 0.4% 0.6%
300m broad zone (includes deeper zones) 3.0% 30.5% 2.6% 5.6% 1.0% 2.8% 0.6% 2.3% 33.2% 44.7% 9.3% 8.6% 0.4% 0.7%
200m broad zone (includes deeper zones) 4.7% 40.7% 4.6% 9.5% 1.6% 3.8% 1.0% 3.7% 35.2% 44.9% 16.5% 15.2% 0.4% 0.7%
Baltimore Canyon (Industry) 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 1.7% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Mey-Lindenkohl Slope-Depth (Industry) 0.1% 0.6% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.5% 3.6% 5.5% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.1%
Mey-Lindenkohl Slope-Straight (Industry) 0.2% 1.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 0.1% 0.7% 3.0% 4.6% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.1%
Norfolk Canyon (Industry) 0.1% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 0.5% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Accomac & Leonard Canyons 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Baltimore Canyon 0.1% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 2.1% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Block Canyon 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Emery & Uchupi Canyons 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Hudson Canyon 0.7% 1.1% 1.0% 1.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 1.0% 2.0% 3.2% 5.3% 5.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Jones & Babylon Canyons 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 1.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Mey-Lindenkohl Slope 0.3% 2.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.2% 1.2% 3.6% 5.5% 0.6% 0.4% 0.0% 0.1%
Norfolk Canyon 0.1% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 0.7% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
North Heyes & South Wilmington Canyon 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Ryan & McMaster Canyons 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
South Vries Canyon 0.1% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Spencer Canyon 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Warr & Phoenix Canyon Complex 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Washington Canyon 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 0.9% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Wilmington Canyon 0.1% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 1.0% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

6.      Dredge – Sea 
scallops

1.      Bottom otter 
trawl – Squid (Illex 

and longfin)

2.      Bottom otter 
trawl – Hake

3a.   Bottom otter 
trawl – Summer 

flounder and black 
sea bass

3b.   Bottom otter 
trawl – Scup

4.      Pots/Traps – 
Red crab

5.      Bottom 
longline – Golden 

tilefish
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7.2.3 Northeast Fisheries Observer Program Data (NEFOP) 
Observer data from NEFOP were obtained for bottom trawl, bottom longline, and sink/anchored gillnet 
gear types for years 2000 through 2013 for the Mid-Atlantic region. Records with incomplete geographic 
coordinates were removed. Observed hauls were analyzed relative to proposed broad zones. While 
coverage of trips is much lower with the observer data compared to the Vessel Trip Report (VTR) data, 
the observer data generally provides very precise location data for each tow/set. Observer coverage also 
varies by fishery and by year, however, aggregating the data over many years likely reveals relative 
patterns in fishing effort. Accordingly, NEFOP data was used to consider effort across the potential coral 
zones.   

Observed Bottom Trawl Effort 
Within the Mid-Atlantic management region, there were 25,073 total observed hauls (on 3,967 trips) 
using bottom trawl gear within this time period (Table 34; Figure 28). Tables 35-38 show the number of 
bottom trawl hauls intersecting each of the proposed broad coral zones, with associated number of trips 
and the average depth taken at the start of each haul. Depth information is meant to provide an 
approximation of the depth at which these fisheries are prosecuted, but may not provide a complete 
picture (especially for longer hauls), given that it is based on haul start location. 

Hauls were analyzed by selecting those intersecting each broad zone, and many records are duplicated 
across Tables 35-38 if they intersect more than one broad zone alternative. In the vicinity of the proposed 
coral zones, bottom trawl effort is concentrated along the continental shelf and shelf break, and at the 
heads of canyons (Figure 28). For observed bottom trawl hauls over this time period, 14% intersect the 
200 meter broad zone, 6% intersect the 300 meter broad zone, 3% intersect the 400 meter broad zone, 
and 1% intersect the 500 m broad zone. Tables are also provided that describe how many hauls intersect 
the discrete zones, and Figure 28 overlays the haul track data on a map with the proposed coral zones.   

Table 34: All NEFOP observed bottom trawl hauls and trips, by gear type, within the Mid-Atlantic 
Council region from 2000-2013. 
Gear Type Number of 

trips 
Number of 

hauls Average Haul Start Depth 

TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,FISH 3,959 24,985 86 m (47 ftm) 
TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,SCALLOP 2 20 51 m (28 ftm) 
TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,SHRIMP 6 68 340 m (186 ftm) 
Total 3,967 25,073 Average: 87 m (48 ftm) 
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Table 35: NEFOP observed bottom trawl hauls, trips, and average haul start depth, by gear type and 
target species, intersecting the 200 meter broad zone alternative, 2000-2013. Records removed for 
species observed on less than 5 hauls.  

200 meter broad zone 
Gear Type; Target Species Number of 

trips 
Number of 

hauls Average Haul Start Depth 

TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,FISH 637 3,414 199 m (109 ftm) 
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 1,257 163 m (89 ftm) 
SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 1,248 199 m (109 ftm) 
MONKFISH (GOOSEFISH) -- 449 267 m (146 ftm) 
HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) -- 245 279 m (152 ftm) 
FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 67 109 m (60 ftm) 
WHITING, BLACK (HAKE, OFFSHORE) -- 46 362 m (198 ftm) 
SCUP -- 32 133 m (73 ftm) 
SQUID, NK -- 23 152 m (83 ftm) 
SEA BASS, BLACK -- 20 100 m (55 ftm) 
GROUNDFISH, NK -- 18 262 m (143 ftm) 

TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,SHRIMP 6 67 343 m (188 ftm) 
SHRIMP, ROYAL RED -- 31 344 m (188 ftm) 
HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) -- 15 338 m (185 ftm) 
SHRIMP, PANDALID (NORTHERN) -- 9 353 m (193 ftm) 
WHITING, BLACK (HAKE, OFFSHORE) -- 9 350 m (191 ftm) 

Grand Total 643 3,481 Average: 202 m (110 ftm) 
 
Table 36: NEFOP observed bottom trawl hauls, trips, and average haul start depth, by gear type and 
target species, intersecting the 300 meter broad zone alternative, 2000-2013. Records removed for 
species observed on less than 5 hauls. 

300 meter broad zone 
Gear Type; Target Species Number 

of trips 
Number of 

hauls Average Haul Start Depth 

TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,FISH 432 1,486 217 m (119 ftm) 
SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 640 207 m (113 ftm) 
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 441 162 m (88 ftm) 
MONKFISH (GOOSEFISH) -- 172 323 m (176 ftm) 
HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) -- 121 323 m (177 ftm) 
WHITING, BLACK (HAKE, OFFSHORE) -- 42 371 m (203 ftm) 
FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 31 101 m (55 ftm) 
SEA BASS, BLACK -- 13 91 m (50 ftm) 
SCUP -- 11 126 m (69 ftm) 
GROUNDFISH, NK -- 7 289 m (158 ftm) 
SQUID, NK -- 5 147 m (81 ftm) 

TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,SHRIMP 6 67 343 m (188 ftm) 
SHRIMP, ROYAL RED -- 31 344 m (188 ftm) 
HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) -- 15 338 m (185 ftm) 
SHRIMP, PANDALID (NORTHERN) -- 9 353 m (193 ftm) 
WHITING, BLACK (HAKE, OFFSHORE) -- 9 350 m (191 ftm) 

Grand Total 438 1,553 Average: 222 m (122 ftm) 
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Table 37: NEFOP observed bottom trawl hauls, trips, and average haul start depth, by gear type and 
target species, intersecting the 400 meter broad zone alternative, 2000-2013. Records removed for 
species observed on less than 5 hauls. 

400 meter broad zone 
Gear Type; Target Species Number of 

trips 
Number of 

hauls Average Haul Start Depth 

TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,FISH 272 627 221 m (121 ftm) 
SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 291 208 m (113 ftm) 
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 166 158 m (86 ftm) 
HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) -- 63 348 m (190 ftm) 
MONKFISH (GOOSEFISH) -- 56 378 m (207 ftm) 
FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 19 91 m (50 ftm) 
WHITING, BLACK (HAKE, 

OFFSHORE) -- 14 395 m (216 ftm) 

SEA BASS, BLACK -- 10 86 m (47 ftm) 
SCUP -- 7 126 m (69 ftm) 

TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,SHRIMP 5 13 357 m (195 ftm) 
SHRIMP, ROYAL RED -- 5 345 m (189 ftm) 

Grand Total 277 640 Average: 225 m (123 ftm) 
 
Table 38: NEFOP observed bottom trawl hauls, trips, and average haul start depth, by gear type and 
target species, intersecting the 500 meter broad zone alternative, 2000-2013. 

500 meter broad zone 
Gear Type; Target Species Number of 

trips 
Number of 

hauls Average Haul Start Depth 

TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,FISH 170 299 192 m (105 ftm) 
FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 13 81 m (44 ftm) 
HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) -- 12 341 m (186 ftm) 
MONKFISH (GOOSEFISH) -- 9 338 m (185 ftm) 
SCUP -- 6 123 m (67 ftm) 
SEA BASS, BLACK -- 10 86 m (47 ftm) 
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 95 157 m (86 ftm) 
SQUID, NK -- 1 106 m (58 ftm) 
SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 153 212 m (116 ftm) 

TRAWL,OTTER,BOTTOM,SHRIMP 1 1 349 m (191 ftm) 
SHRIMP, ROYAL RED -- 1 349 m (191 ftm) 

Grand Total 171 300 Average: 192 m (105 ftm) 
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Table 39: NEFOP observed bottom trawl hauls, trips, and average haul start depth, by target species, 
intersecting the discrete zones under alternative 3B.  

Bottom Otter Trawl 
Canyon or Complex 

TARGET SPECIES Trips Hauls Avg. Haul Start Depth 
meters fathoms 

Block Canyon 26 51 329.7 180.3 
GROUNDFISH, NK -- 3 249.9 136.7 

HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) -- 14 360.9 197.4 
MONKFISH (GOOSEFISH) -- 33 327.5 179.1 

SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 1 206.7 113.0 
Ryan-McMaster Canyons 8 13 261.9 143.2 

HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) -- 4 334.7 183.0 
MONKFISH (GOOSEFISH) -- 5 303.6 166.0 

SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 4 137.2 75.0 
Emery-Uchupi Canyons 6 12 365.2 199.7 

HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) -- 7 368.1 201.3 
MONKFISH (GOOSEFISH) -- 2 299.9 164.0 

WHITING, BLACK (HAKE, OFFSHORE) -- 3 401.7 219.7 
Jones-Babylon Canyons 4 6 390.8 213.7 

HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) -- 4 388.6 212.5 
WHITING, BLACK (HAKE, OFFSHORE) -- 2 395.0 216.0 
Hudson Canyon 197 488 154.1 84.3 

DORY, BUCKLER (JOHN) -- 1 135.3 74.0 
FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 15 119.4 65.3 

HAKE, RED (LING) -- 1 40.2 22.0 
HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) -- 41 214.0 117.0 
MONKFISH (GOOSEFISH) -- 2 138.1 75.5 

SCUP -- 21 127.8 69.9 
SEA BASS, BLACK -- 3 134.1 73.3 

SHRIMP, ROYAL RED -- 12 356.3 194.8 
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 373 137.0 74.9 

SQUID, NK -- 2 139.9 76.5 
SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 5 186.2 101.8 

WHITING, BLACK (HAKE, OFFSHORE) -- 12 376.0 205.6 
Mey-Lindenkohl Slope 172 571 153.2 83.8 

FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 66 109.8 60.0 
HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) -- 14 246.2 134.6 

SCUP -- 13 113.8 62.2 
SEA BASS, BLACK -- 14 105.9 57.9 

SHRIMP, ROYAL RED -- 1 365.8 200.0 
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 349 141.7 77.5 

SQUID, NK -- 8 151.1 82.6 
SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 104 212.7 116.3 

WHITING, BLACK (HAKE, OFFSHORE) -- 2 343.8 188.0 
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Table 39, continued: 
Spencer Canyon 91 248 169.9 92.9 

FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 1 118.9 65.0 
SCUP -- 4 134.9 73.8 

SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 119 156.8 85.7 
SQUID, NK -- 6 133.8 73.2 

SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 118 186.5 102.0 
Wilmington Canyon 112 215 156.8 85.8 

FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 15 86.6 47.3 
MACKEREL, ATLANTIC -- 1 76.8 42.0 

SCUP -- 4 107.9 59.0 
SEA BASS, BLACK -- 5 99.1 54.2 

SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 108 154.3 84.4 
SQUID, NK -- 1 168.2 92.0 

SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 81 180.1 98.5 
North Heyes-South Wilmington 
Canyons 33 49 183.2 100.2 

SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 15 173.6 94.9 
SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 34 187.4 102.5 

South Vries Canyon 58 121 183.4 100.3 
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 41 169.4 92.6 

SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 80 190.5 104.2 
Baltimore Canyon 117 267 150.3 82.2 

FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 80 81.3 44.5 
SEA BASS, BLACK -- 13 89.0 48.7 

SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 89 152.6 83.4 
SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 85 222.4 121.6 

Warr-Phoenix Canyon Complex 30 72 185.8 101.6 
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 43 176.2 96.3 

SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 29 200.1 109.4 
Accomac-Leonard Canyons 37 87 168.6 92.2 

FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 5 66.2 36.2 
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 40 161.7 88.4 

SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 42 187.4 102.5 
Washington Canyon 47 93 150.3 82.2 

FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 19 93.1 50.9 
SCUP -- 1 107.9 59.0 

SEA BASS, BLACK -- 11 104.9 57.4 
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 27 143.5 78.5 

SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 35 202.1 110.5 
Norfolk Canyon 50 178 193.1 105.6 

CROAKER, ATLANTIC -- 1 20.1 11.0 
FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 2 77.7 42.5 

SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 49 174.7 95.5 
SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 126 203.5 111.3 
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Table 40: NEFOP observed bottom trawl hauls, trips, and average haul start depth, by target species, 
intersecting the advisor-proposed discrete zones under sub-alternative 3B-1. 

 

*Differences in hauls and trips in the depth-based vs. straight line option for advisor-proposed boundaries of Mey-Lindenkohl are largely 
due to a very small area in the western corner of the proposed area, where the straight-line boundary extends slightly into an area where 
the depth-based boundary does not. 

  

Bottom Otter Trawl 

Canyon or Complex Trips Hauls Avg. Haul Start Depth 
meters Fathoms 

Baltimore Canyon 34 45 192 105 
FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 8 77 42 

SEA BASS, BLACK -- 1 106 58 
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 12 153 83 

SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 24 254 139 
Mey-Lindenkohl Slope (Depth-based)* 24 30 182  99 

FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 2  131 72 
HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) -- 2  221  121 

SCUP -- 1  57  31 
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 16  135  74 

SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 9  281  154  
Mey-Lindenkohl Slope Straight* 69 151 179 98 

FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 8 125 69 
HAKE, SILVER (WHITING) -- 1 132 72 

SCUP -- 4 113 62 
SEA BASS, BLACK -- 1 90 49 

SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 83 156 85 
SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 54 229 125 

Norfolk Canyon 36 86 209 114 
CROAKER, ATLANTIC -- 1 20 11 

FLOUNDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) -- 2 59 32 
SQUID, ATL LONG-FIN -- 20 186 102 

SQUID, SHORT-FIN -- 63 224 122 
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Figure 28: NEFOP observed bottom trawl hauls in the Mid-Atlantic region by gear type, 2000-2013.
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Observed Gillnet Effort 
Observer data indicate that in the Northeast Region from 2000-2013, there were 63,494 observed hauls 
(on 14,160 trips) using gillnet gear. Geographic coordinates for gillnet set location were present for only 
about 33% of the records in the database; therefore, haul coordinates were analyzed. Records with 
incomplete geographic location for haul were removed (6% of hauls; 4% of trips).  

Within the Mid-Atlantic region, there were 13,928 observed hauls using gillnet gear, on 3,432 trips (Table 
41a). Of these observed hauls, only six intersected any of the proposed coral zones (a small fraction of 
one percent). All six of these were hauls targeting monkfish using sink gillnets in 2004. These hauls 
occurred on two trips northeast of Block Canyon along the 300 meter depth contour (Figure 29). No 
observed gillnet hauls during this time period intersected any of the proposed discrete zones. 

The vast majority of observed gillnet effort since 2000 has occurred in waters much shallower than the 
depths of any of the proposed coral zones in the Mid-Atlantic (Table 41). Only about 0.6% of observed 
gillnet trips and 0.5% of observed gillnet hauls occurred deeper than 75 fathoms (137 meters) in the Mid-
Atlantic region, according to haul depth information recorded in the observer data.  

Table 41: NEFOP Observer records of gillnet gear a) in the MAFMC region and b) intersecting proposed 
coral zones, 2000-2013. 

a) Within MAFMC Region    

Gear Type Trips Hauls Average Haul Start 
Depth 

GILL NET, ANCHORED-FLOATING, FISH 32 135 10 m (5 ftm) 

GILL NET, DRIFT-FLOATING, FISH 197 621 20 m (11 ftm) 

GILL NET, DRIFT-SINK, FISH 496 2,045 8 m (15 ftm) 
GILL NET, FIXED OR ANCHORED,SINK, OTHER/NK 
SPECIES 2,707 11,127 12 m (22 ftm) 

Total 3,432 13,928 11 m (21 ftm) 

b) Within proposed coral zones    

Gear Type Trips Hauls Average Haul Start 
Depth 

GILL NET, FIXED OR ANCHORED,SINK, OTHER/NK 
SPECIES 2 6 282 m (154 ftm) 

Total 2 6 282 m (154 ftm) 
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Figure 29: NEFOP observer hauls for gillnet gear in the Mid-Atlantic, 2000-2013, and area of intersection 
with proposed MAFMC broad coral zones.  

Observed Bottom Longline Effort 
For years 2000-2013, a total of 885 trips and 4,791 hauls using bottom longline gear were recorded for 
the Northeast Region in the NEFOP database. The majority of these records occurred within the 
management region of the NEFMC, and primarily targeted Atlantic cod, haddock, and other groundfish. 
Records with missing or incomplete geographic coordinates were unable to be plotted and were removed 
(about 1% of trips; 8% of hauls).  

Within the MAFMC region, a total of 130 hauls using bottom longline gear were recorded in the observer 
data for 2000-2013. All of these records indicated tilefish as the target species, and occurred in northern 
areas of the MAFMC management region between 2004 and 2008 (Table 42; Figure 30).  

In total, the proposed coral zones are intersected by most of these observed longline trips occurring within 
the MAFMC region (92%), and only about half of the hauls (53%). At the 300 meter broad zone, the 
number of observed trips within proposed zones drops to 4. Only one trip extends into the 400 meter and 
500 meter broad zones (Figure 30). This would suggest that longline effort in these areas tends to be 
concentrated around the 200 meter depth contour or shallower at the heads of the canyon.  
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Table 42: NEFOP Observer data records of hauls using bottom longline gear from 2000-2013 a) in the 
MAFMC region, and b) within proposed broad coral zones.  

a) Within MAFMC Region    

Gear Type, Target Species Trips Hauls Average Haul Start Depth 

LONGLINE, BOTTOM    
TILEFISH, GOLDEN 10 98 180 m (99 ftm) 
TILEFISH, NOT KNOWN 3 32 166 m (91 ftm) 

Grand Total 13 130 177 m (97 ftm) 

b) Within proposed broad coral zones    

Broad Zone, Target Species  Trips Hauls Average Haul Start Depth 

200 Meter Broad Zone 12 69 203 m (111 ftm) 
TILEFISH, GOLDEN  54 205 m (112 ftm) 
TILEFISH, NOT KNOWN  15 195 m (106 ftm) 

300 Meter Broad Zone  5 229 m (125 ftm) 
TILEFISH, GOLDEN  4 193 m (106 ftm) 
TILEFISH, NOT KNOWN  1 375 m (205 ftm) 

400 Meter Broad Zone  2 144 m (79 ftm) 
TILEFISH, GOLDEN  2 144 m (79 ftm) 

500 Meter Broad Zone  1 146 m (80 ftm) 
TILEFISH, GOLDEN  1 146 m (80 ftm) 
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Figure 30: Observed bottom longline hauls in the MAFMC region, 2000-2013.  
 

7.2.4 Summary of Economic Impacts 
In general terms, fisheries that operate in offshore areas are expected to be negatively affected by any 
alternative that reduces access to those fishing areas. Of the fisheries that operate in the area, the squid 
and red crab fisheries are most likely to be affected. The potential for revenue losses at gross fleet-wide 
levels should be proportionate to the relative reduction in areas that can be fished, though the exact losses 
would depend on which areas are closed and how vessels respond to area closures, given that participants 
would be expected to relocate harvest effort into areas that remain open to some degree. Net losses are 
then dependent on the degree of reduced efficiencies, i.e., if lower catches are made in the remaining areas 
and/or if it costs more to fish in those areas. Many of the fisheries operate in specific environments and 
locations, such as in specific areas near/around canyons that are known for being highly productive. Thus, 
alternative locations may be limited depending on the measures selected by the Council. However, in 
general, effort would be expected to shift near/around other areas/canyons not impacted by the proposed 
measures. This effect would reduce both the negative socio-economic impacts to commercial fishermen 
and the protections to corals from closing particular areas.   
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Alternatively, socio-economic effects may be increased because of how fishermen deploy and fish their 
nets to account for bottom contours, current, wind, and area restrictions, which may prevent them from 
fishing a greater area than is mapped. For example, if they cannot have gear in the water (but not in contact 
with the bottom) while their vessel is above a canyon during net deployment and/or retrieval, they may 
not be able to fish the non-restricted shelf areas immediately adjacent to the closed areas. They also report 
that these areas are sometimes the most productive areas. While it is not possible to quantify the exact 
impacts relative to this fishing behavior, it would suggest that fishery impacts may be greater than is 
otherwise apparent because the effective closed area would be bigger than the mapped closed area.    

7.4 SYNTHESIS OF CORAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

The information provided in the above sections reflects the best scientific information on the distribution 
of deep sea coral and coral habitat. For the discrete zones, the measure of coral presence in individual 
canyon areas is quantitatively expressed as the area of high/very high coral habitat suitability within each 
canyon. This allows for a ranking of the canyons relative to their potential value if closed. The broad zones 
include portions of all of the discrete zones/canyons - their protective value and economic impacts 
diminish as the defining depth contours increase in depth.  

The relative values of the discrete zones provided in Tables 29 (total coral habitat area) and 32 and 33 (ex-
vessel revenue) are illustrated in Figure 31. Note that when the canyons are ranked by descending coral 
habitat area, the decline in percent revenue corresponds fairly well. Exceptions include Spencer Canyon, 
which is important economically, for its size, but comprises the second lowest coral habitat position, and 
Norfolk Canyon which has a high coral habitat rank, but a low economic value, largely due to the fact that 
a Tilefish GRA currently closes part of Norfolk Canyon to mobile bottom-tending gear, which was 
accounted for in revenue estimates.   

This figure can be used to rank individual discrete zones - areas that result in higher coral protection 
relative to fishery revenues potentially have a higher rank given that more coral would be protected while 
impacting relatively less fishery revenue. However, results should be interpreted with caution, as there are 
uncertainties associated with both the habitat model and the revenue mapping model. In addition, effort 
redistribution by commercial fishermen as a reaction to any closed area may partially reduce the expected 
impacts.  
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Figure 31: Ranked discrete zones as percentage of coastwide revenue (all gears, species) and coral habitat. 
*Note: Norfolk Canyon revenue estimates for trawl and dredge fisheries were adjusted to exclude the 
Norfolk Canyon Tilefish GRA, which is closed to mobile bottom-tending gear.  
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APPENDIX A: Criteria for FMAT discrete coral zone boundaries 
The Council’s Deep Sea Corals FMAT met in April 2014 to discuss revisions to the original discrete zone 
boundaries based on new scientific information. Original boundaries were developed by the NEFMC 
Habitat Plan Development Team (PDT) during development of the NEFMC’s Omnibus Habitat 
Amendment 2 (prior to splitting deep sea coral alternatives into a separate omnibus amendment).  

The FMAT reviewed the boundaries relative to new information available from a deep sea coral habitat 
suitability model, new high resolution bathymetry data, and recent observations of corals from research 
surveys. The following criteria were developed by the FMAT and used to guide the re-drawing of 
boundaries:  

1. Identify the major geomorphological features of each canyon or slope area (major axes; overall shape) 
within the current range of alternatives, based on examination of high resolution slope, bathymetry 
and other data describing canyon features and morphology. 

2. Encompass areas of high and very high habitat suitability1 from the deep sea coral habitat suitability 
model outputs for Alcyonacean corals (gorgonian and non-gorgonian combined), within the 
geographic range of each proposed canyon or slope area. Note: the Alcyonacean model output is 
expected to be the best predictor of habitat suitability for structure-forming corals.  

3. For each proposed canyon or slope area, encompass areas of slope greater than 30 degrees, with 
emphasis on areas of slope greater than 36 degrees2, within approximately 0.4 nautical miles (2 habitat 
suitability model grid cells) of high or very high suitable habitat. Note: during 2012-2013 TowCam 
and Okeanos Explorer cruises, areas of slope >=36 degrees contained exposed hard bottom almost 
100% of the time, and areas of slope >=30 degrees often contained hardbottom habitat.  

4. Draw boundaries to approximate a buffer of 0.4 nautical miles (2 model grid cells) from target areas 
of high slope and areas of high habitat suitability (as described in steps 2 and 3 above).  

5. Incorporate available data for coral observations from 2012-2013 fieldwork in Baltimore Canyon, 
Norfolk Canyon, Toms Canyon complex, Block Canyon, and Ryan Canyon. Ensure that boundaries 
encompass areas where corals were observed within the proposed canyons, if location data is available. 
Note: These observations have not yet been incorporated into the habitat suitability model or the 
DSCRTP coral database.  

6. Identify additional areas of conservation interest based on database (historical) records of deep sea 
corals, with an emphasis on records of Alcyonaceans (soft corals and gorgonians) and Scleractinians 
(stony corals), particularly larger and/or structure-forming (including colonial) coral types.  

7. For adjacent canyons or slope areas with identified conservation areas of interest, identify whether 
such adjacent areas should be collapsed into a single area. Eliminate overlap between proposed 
discrete zone boundaries. Simplify boundary lines where possible. 

8. Identify whether these coral data-based boundaries conflict with any of the industry-proposed 
boundaries, and where there are major discrepancies, consider sub-options. 

                                                 
1 “High” and “very high” likelihood classes for habitat suitability were taken directly from thresholded versions of the model 
output provided by NOAA/NCCOS model developers.  
2 Slope data derived from ACUMEN 25m resolution multibeam data. 
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APPENDIX B: Coordinates for discrete zone alternatives 

Table B1: Number of vertices associated with each boundary option for each discrete zones.  
 Advisor 2013 

(3B-1) 
FMAT 2014 

(3B-2) 
GSSA 2015 

(3B-3) 
NGO 2015 

(3B-4) 
Workshop 

2015 (3B-5) 
Block Canyon - 9 17 17 8 
Ryan_McMaster Canyons - 10 47 12 10 
Emery_Uchupi Canyons - 7 18 10 8 
Jones_Babylon Canyons - 7 10 10 10 
Hudson Canyon - 14 49 27 19 
Mey-Lindenkohl Slope 61 19 105 32 31 
Spencer Canyon - 6 17 10 10 
Wilmington Canyon - 13 19 27 17 
North Heyes and South Wilmington 
Canyons - 7 12 10 13 

South Vries Canyon - 6 10 7 7 
Baltimore Canyon 11 12 21 20 20 
Warr_Phoenix Canyons - 10 25 12 8 
Accomac_Leonard Canyons - 8 8 19 18 
Washington Canyon - 14 17 22 19 
Norfolk Canyon 13 10 13 24 15 

 

                                                 
1 Straight-line version only shown. 
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Table B2: Geographic coordinates of discrete zone options under Alternative 3B for each boundary option (degrees minutes seconds).  
Canyon  or 
Complex 

Advisor 2013  
(3B-1) 

FMAT  
(3B-2) 

GSSA  
(3B-3) 

NGO  
(3B-4) 

Workshop  
(3B-5) 

Block Canyon -- 
 

1. 39°47'16'', -72°42'37'' 
2. 39°52'36'', -72°42'30'' 
3. 39°59'19'', -72°39'30'' 
4. 40°0'32'', -72°40'58'' 
5. 39°53'46'', -72°45'23'' 
6. 39°49'30'', -72°47'53'' 
7. 39°38'6'', -72°50'30'' 
8. 39°37'24'', -72°48'8'' 
9. 39°47'16'', -72°42'37'' 

 

1. 39°53'49'', -72°41'27'' 
2. 39°54'55'', -72°40'60'' 
3. 39°56'2'', -72°41'36'' 
4. 39°56'16'', -72°41'56'' 
5. 39°56'10'', -72°42'15'' 
6. 39°55'38'', -72°42'31'' 
7. 39°55'34'', -72°42'37'' 
8. 39°55'33'', -72°42'58'' 
9. 39°55'43'', -72°43'35'' 
10. 39°55'60'', -72°43'56'' 
11. 39°53'46'', -72°45'23'' 
12. 39°49'28'', -72°47'55'' 
13. 39°38'6'', -72°50'30'' 
14. 39°37'24'', -72°48'8'' 
15. 39°47'15'', -72°42'36'' 
16. 39°52'36'', -72°42'30'' 
17. 39°53'49'', -72°41'27'' 

 

1. 39°38'5'', -72°50'28'' 
2. 39°37'23'', -72°48'9'' 
3. 39°47'15'', -72°42'36'' 
4. 39°52'36'', -72°42'29'' 
5. 39°53'49'', -72°41'27'' 
6. 39°54'55'', -72°41'0'' 
7. 39°55'37'', -72°41'23'' 
8. 39°59'33'', -72°39'46'' 
9. 40°0'24'', -72°40'49'' 
10. 39°56'55'', -72°42'30'' 
11. 39°56'6'', -72°42'17'' 
12. 39°55'38'', -72°42'31'' 
13. 39°55'43'', -72°43'35'' 
14. 39°55'60'', -72°43'56'' 
15. 39°53'23'', -72°45'37'' 
16. 39°49'28'', -72°47'55'' 
17. 39°38'5'', -72°50'28'' 

 

1. 39°55'5'', -72°41'23'' 
2. 39°55'60'', -72°43'56'' 
3. 39°49'30'', -72°47'53'' 
4. 39°38'6'', -72°50'30'' 
5. 39°37'24'', -72°48'8'' 
6. 39°47'16'', -72°42'37'' 
7. 39°52'36'', -72°42'30'' 
8. 39°55'5'', -72°41'23'' 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ryan-
McMaster 
Canyons 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

-- 

1. 39°51'23'', -72°20'35'' 
2. 39°48'45'', -72°22'38'' 
3. 39°42'58'', -72°24'59'' 
4. 39°33'26'', -72°32'5'' 
5. 39°31'45'', -72°29'14'' 
6. 39°34'28'', -72°24'19'' 
7. 39°40'7'', -72°17'39'' 
8. 39°43'51'', -72°15'9'' 
9. 39°48'26'', -72°14'10'' 
10. 39°51'23'', -72°20'35'' 

 

1. 39°44'15'', -72°15'5'' 
2. 39°44'15'', -72°15'10'' 
3. 39°44'30'', -72°15'32'' 
4. 39°45'10'', -72°15'38'' 
5. 39°46'16'', -72°15'23'' 
6. 39°47'3'', -72°14'47'' 
7. 39°47'36'', -72°14'51'' 
8. 39°48'0'', -72°14'48'' 
9. 39°48'16'', -72°15'14'' 
10. 39°48'24'', -72°15'16'' 
11. 39°48'33'', -72°15'42'' 
12. 39°48'19'', -72°16'17'' 
13. 39°48'8'', -72°16'30'' 
14. 39°47'48'', -72°16'55'' 
15. 39°47'32'', -72°17'27'' 

1. 39°33'25'', -72°32'7'' 
2. 39°31'45'', -72°29'14'' 
3. 39°34'27'', -72°24'18'' 
4. 39°40'3'', -72°17'41'' 
5. 39°43'55'', -72°15'4'' 
6. 39°46'59'', -72°13'52'' 
7. 39°48'24'', -72°14'49'' 
8. 39°50'51'', -72°16'55'' 
9. 39°51'22'', -72°20'37'' 
10. 39°48'51'', -72°22'31'' 
11. 39°42'49'', -72°25'3'' 
12. 39°33'25'', -72°32'7'' 

 

1. 39°48'0'', -72°14'48'' 
2. 39°49'58'', -72°20'43'' 
3. 39°48'17'', -72°22'49'' 
4. 39°42'58'', -72°24'59'' 
5. 39°33'26'', -72°32'5'' 
6. 39°31'45'', -72°29'14'' 
7. 39°34'28'', -72°24'19'' 
8. 39°40'7'', -72°17'39'' 
9. 39°43'51'', -72°15'9'' 
10. 39°48'0'', -72°14'48'' 
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Ryan-
McMaster 
Canyons 
(cont.) 

16. 39°47'26'', -72°17'45'' 
17. 39°47'35'', -72°18'2'' 
18. 39°47'28'', -72°18'31'' 
19. 39°47'26'', -72°19'2'' 
20. 39°47'23'', -72°19'23'' 
21. 39°47'26'', -72°19'31'' 
22. 39°47'38'', -72°19'43'' 
23. 39°48'5'', -72°19'30'' 
24. 39°48'51'', -72°19'19'' 
25. 39°49'12'', -72°19'3'' 
26. 39°49'26'', -72°18'51'' 
27. 39°49'53'', -72°18'40'' 
28. 39°50'8'', -72°18'35'' 
29. 39°50'32'', -72°18'57'' 
30. 39°50'31'', -72°19'8'' 
31. 39°50'29'', -72°19'33'' 
32. 39°50'10'', -72°20'0'' 
33. 39°50'8'', -72°20'4'' 
34. 39°49'58'', -72°20'43'' 
35. 39°50'1'', -72°21'14'' 
36. 39°49'22'', -72°21'33'' 
37. 39°49'17'', -72°21'35'' 
38. 39°49'10'', -72°21'51'' 
39. 39°49'0'', -72°22'27'' 
40. 39°48'45'', -72°22'38'' 
41. 39°42'58'', -72°24'59'' 
42. 39°33'26'', -72°32'5'' 
43. 39°31'46'', -72°29'14'' 
44. 39°34'27'', -72°24'21'' 
45. 39°40'8'', -72°17'37'' 
46. 39°43'52'', -72°15'9'' 
47. 39°44'15'', -72°15'5'' 
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Canyon  or 
Complex 

Advisor 2013 
(3B-1) 

FMAT 
(3B-2) 

GSSA 
(3B-3) 

NGO 
(3B-4) 

Workshop 
(3B-5) 

Emery-Uchupi 
Canyons --- 

1. 39°36'6'', -72°3'40'' 
2. 39°41'45'', -72°4'47'' 
3. 39°40'45'', -72°10'44'' 
4. 39°30'47'', -72°23'46'' 
5. 39°27'15'', -72°20'52'' 
6. 39°28'60'', -72°14'32'' 
7. 39°36'6'', -72°3'40'' 

 

1. 39°35'36'', -72°4'26'' 
2. 39°35'59'', -72°4'49'' 
3. 39°36'39'', -72°4'32'' 
4. 39°38'30'', -72°5'2'' 
5. 39°40'20'', -72°5'26'' 
6. 39°40'44'', -72°5'46'' 
7. 39°40'53'', -72°6'18'' 
8. 39°40'40'', -72°6'50'' 
9. 39°40'29'', -72°7'24'' 
10. 39°40'20'', -72°7'58'' 
11. 39°40'24'', -72°8'16'' 
12. 39°40'52'', -72°8'53'' 
13. 39°41'4'', -72°8'60'' 
14. 39°40'45'', -72°10'44'' 
15. 39°30'48'', -72°23'46'' 
16. 39°27'15'', -72°20'52'' 
17. 39°28'60'', -72°14'32'' 
18. 39°35'36'', -72°4'26'' 

 

1. 39°30'47'', -72°23'45'' 
2. 39°27'15'', -72°20'52'' 
3. 39°28'54'', -72°13'53'' 
4. 39°36'8'', -72°3'39'' 
5. 39°39'3'', -72°4'60'' 
6. 39°41'20'', -72°5'7'' 
7. 39°41'14'', -72°6'53'' 
8. 39°41'3'', -72°9'2'' 
9. 39°40'44'', -72°10'49'' 
10. 39°30'47'', -72°23'45'' 

 

1. 39°37'9'', -72°4'9'' 
2. 39°39'46'', -72°6'18'' 
3. 39°39'33'', -72°12'19'' 
4. 39°30'47'', -72°23'46'' 
5. 39°27'15'', -72°20'52'' 
6. 39°28'60'', -72°14'32'' 
7. 39°33'55'', -72°7'24'' 
8. 39°37'9'', -72°4'9'' 

 

Jones-Babylon 
Canyons -- 

 

1. 39°29'1'', -73°56'24'' 
2. 39°32'11'', -73°56'9'' 
3. 39°30'22'', -72°2'17'' 
4. 39°30'37'', -72°4'52'' 
5. 39°23'48'', -72°11'51'' 
6. 39°22'60'', -72°7'31'' 
7. 39°29'1'', -73°56'24'' 

1. 39°28'15'', -73°57'49'' 
2. 39°29'53'', -73°56'29'' 
3. 39°30'34'', -73°56'32'' 
4. 39°31'17'', -73°57'22'' 
5. 39°31'28'', -73°58'36'' 
6. 39°30'22'', -72°2'17'' 
7. 39°30'37'', -72°4'52'' 
8. 39°23'48'', -72°11'51'' 
9. 39°22'60'', -72°7'31'' 
10. 39°28'15'', -73°57'49'' 

 

1. 39°31'31'', -73°57'45'' 
2. 39°31'29'', -73°58'32'' 
3. 39°30'23'', -72°2'16'' 
4. 39°30'38'', -72°4'53'' 
5. 39°23'48'', -72°11'52'' 
6. 39°22'60'', -72°7'34'' 
7. 39°29'1'', -73°56'25'' 
8. 39°30'21'', -73°56'17'' 
9. 39°31'18'', -73°57'9'' 
10. 39°31'31'', -73°57'45'' 

 

1. 39°28'16'', -73°57'48'' 
2. 39°29'53'', -73°56'29'' 
3. 39°30'34'', -73°56'32'' 
4. 39°31'17'', -73°57'22'' 
5. 39°31'28'', -73°58'36'' 
6. 39°30'22'', -72°2'17'' 
7. 39°30'37'', -72°4'52'' 
8. 39°23'48'', -72°11'51'' 
9. 39°22'60'', -72°7'31'' 
10. 39°28'16'', -73°57'48'' 
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Canyon  or 
Complex 

Advisor 2013 
(3B-1) 

FMAT 
(3B-2) 

GSSA 
(3B-3) 

NGO 
(3B-4) 

Workshop 
(3B-5) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Hudson 
Canyon (cont.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

--- 

1. 39°19'37'', -73°49'43'' 
2. 39°25'36'', -73°44'31'' 
3. 39°31'18'', -73°33'45'' 
4. 39°37'16'', -73°33'14'' 
5. 39°38'32'', -73°31'34'' 
6. 39°39'33'', -73°32'23'' 
7. 39°37'25'', -73°36'5'' 
8. 39°33'22'', -73°36'46'' 
9. 39°29'50'', -73°48'15'' 
10. 39°30'7'', -73°50'56'' 
11. 39°13'56'', -72°11'34'' 
12. 39°10'23'', -72°7'2'' 
13. 39°14'16'', -73°56'55'' 
14. 39°19'37'', -73°49'43'' 

 

1. 39°19'50'', -73°49'30'' 
2. 39°20'2'', -73°49'45'' 
3. 39°22'3'', -73°49'14'' 
4. 39°23'36'', -73°46'56'' 
5. 39°25'10'', -73°46'58'' 
6. 39°26'27'', -73°45'35'' 
7. 39°28'3'', -73°43'34'' 
8. 39°28'48'', -73°42'37'' 
9. 39°30'10'', -73°39'35'' 
10. 39°30'23'', -73°39'6'' 
11. 39°30'52'', -73°37'29'' 
12. 39°31'23'', -73°36'9'' 
13. 39°31'57'', -73°35'29'' 
14. 39°32'10'', -73°35'21'' 
15. 39°32'33'', -73°34'56'' 
16. 39°34'11'', -73°34'51'' 
17. 39°35'11'', -73°34'45'' 
18. 39°34'32'', -73°35'3'' 
19. 39°34'53'', -73°35'26'' 
20. 39°34'34'', -73°35'36'' 
21. 39°34'23'', -73°35'16'' 
22. 39°32'24'', -73°35'41'' 
23. 39°32'29'', -73°36'8'' 
24. 39°32'6'', -73°36'41'' 
25. 39°31'52'', -73°37'7'' 
26. 39°31'51'', -73°37'53'' 
27. 39°31'45'', -73°38'17'' 
28. 39°31'32'', -73°38'43'' 
29. 39°31'22'', -73°39'9'' 
30. 39°31'25'', -73°39'32'' 
31. 39°30'59'', -73°40'39'' 
32. 39°30'45'', -73°40'50'' 
33. 39°30'13'', -73°42'39'' 

1. 39°37'21'', -73°36'6'' 
2. 39°33'13'', -73°36'20'' 
3. 39°32'38'', -73°37'7'' 
4. 39°32'34'', -73°38'24'' 
5. 39°31'2'', -73°42'49'' 
6. 39°30'49'', -73°44'35'' 
7. 39°29'51'', -73°48'14'' 
8. 39°29'48'', -73°50'45'' 
9. 39°27'55'', -73°53'48'' 
10. 39°13'55'', -72°11'36'' 
11. 39°10'24'', -72°7'1'' 
12. 39°14'14'', -73°56'59'' 
13. 39°19'4'', -73°50'27'' 
14. 39°19'49'', -73°49'30'' 
15. 39°22'0'', -73°48'30'' 
16. 39°23'23'', -73°46'49'' 
17. 39°25'27'', -73°45'5'' 
18. 39°27'49'', -73°42'19'' 
19. 39°30'2'', -73°37'19'' 
20. 39°30'40'', -73°35'31'' 
21. 39°31'19'', -73°34'57'' 
22. 39°32'46'', -73°34'10'' 
23. 39°35'24'', -73°34'2'' 
24. 39°37'4'', -73°33'48'' 
25. 39°38'58'', -73°31'54'' 
26. 39°39'34'', -73°32'24'' 
27. 39°37'21'', -73°36'6'' 

 

1. 39°25'10'', -73°46'58'' 
2. 39°28'48'', -73°42'37'' 
3. 39°30'10'', -73°39'35'' 
4. 39°31'23'', -73°36'9'' 
5. 39°32'33'', -73°34'56'' 
6. 39°34'34'', -73°34'49'' 
7. 39°34'32'', -73°35'46'' 
8. 39°33'10'', -73°35'54'' 
9. 39°32'4'', -73°37'13'' 
10. 39°32'10'', -73°37'55'' 
11. 39°30'18'', -73°44'18'' 
12. 39°29'29'', -73°45'42'' 
13. 39°29'27'', -73°46'45'' 
14. 39°27'37'', -73°54'8'' 
15. 39°13'56'', -72°11'34'' 
16. 39°10'23'', -72°7'2'' 
17. 39°14'16'', -73°56'55'' 
18. 39°19'5'', -73°50'27'' 
19. 39°25'10'', -73°46'58'' 
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Hudson 
Canyon (cont.) 

34. 39°30'1'', -73°44'5'' 
35. 39°29'50'', -73°44'47'' 
36. 39°29'6'', -73°45'28'' 
37. 39°29'9'', -73°46'13'' 
38. 39°29'27'', -73°46'45'' 
39. 39°29'6'', -73°47'48'' 
40. 39°29'1'', -73°48'37'' 
41. 39°28'10'', -73°49'45'' 
42. 39°28'26'', -73°50'12'' 
43. 39°28'29'', -73°50'40'' 
44. 39°28'29'', -73°51'57'' 
45. 39°27'57'', -73°52'51'' 
46. 39°27'53'', -73°53'47'' 
47. 39°24'1'', -73°58'44'' 
48. 39°19'4'', -73°50'27'' 
49. 39°19'50'', -73°49'30'' 

 

Canyon  or 
Complex 

Advisor 2013 
(3B-1) 

FMAT 
(3B-2) 

GSSA 
(3B-3) 

NGO 
(3B-4) 

Workshop 
(3B-5) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mey-
Lindenkohl 

Slope (cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. 38°46'27'', -74°56'19'' 
2. 39°12'33'', -73°33'37'' 
3. 38°59'22'', -73°48'26'' 
4. 38°32'20'', -73°12'19'' 
5. 38°44'28'', -74°58'5'' 
6. 38°46'27'', -74°56'19'' 

(Straight-line option) 

1. 39°13'22'', -73°33'48'' 
2. 39°12'31'', -73°40'18'' 
3. 38°58'51'', -73°48'13'' 
4. 38°33'13'', -73°12'8'' 
5. 38°34'49'', -73°6'17'' 
6. 38°39'39'', -73°2'46'' 
7. 38°45'9'', -74°56'17'' 
8. 38°49'25'', -74°56'19'' 
9. 38°50'42'', -74°58'3'' 
10. 38°50'47'', -73°0'57'' 
11. 38°49'23'', -73°2'44'' 
12. 38°52'15'', -73°6'1'' 
13. 38°54'51'', -73°5'21'' 
14. 38°55'6'', -73°8'20'' 
15. 39°2'31'', -73°13'22'' 
16. 39°3'48'', -73°16'34'' 
17. 39°8'35'', -73°17'24'' 

1. 38°42'60'', -74°58'45'' 
2. 38°43'40'', -74°59'39'' 
3. 38°44'35'', -74°59'45'' 
4. 38°45'0'', -74°59'44'' 
5. 38°44'42'', -74°59'10'' 
6. 38°46'6'', -74°58'51'' 
7. 38°46'9'', -74°59'7'' 
8. 38°46'38'', -74°59'41'' 
9. 38°47'33'', -74°57'23'' 
10. 38°47'50'', -74°57'45'' 
11. 38°48'44'', -74°58'21'' 
12. 38°49'2'', -74°58'28'' 
13. 38°48'33'', -74°58'50'' 
14. 38°48'32'', -74°59'9'' 
15. 38°48'22'', -74°59'38'' 
16. 38°48'40'', -74°59'46'' 
17. 38°48'40'', -73°0'25'' 

1. 38°34'44'', -73°6'25'' 
2. 38°44'46'', -74°56'45'' 
3. 38°46'39'', -74°58'54'' 
4. 38°46'56'', -74°57'46'' 
5. 38°49'35'', -74°57'47'' 
6. 38°49'52'', -74°58'10'' 
7. 38°50'28'', -74°59'60'' 
8. 38°49'17'', -73°2'37'' 
9. 38°52'20'', -73°6'6'' 
10. 38°54'32'', -73°6'8'' 
11. 38°54'35'', -73°8'5'' 
12. 38°56'2'', -73°9'33'' 
13. 38°58'59'', -73°11'26'' 
14. 39°0'56'', -73°13'17'' 
15. 39°1'23'', -73°13'20'' 
16. 39°1'60'', -73°14'11'' 
17. 39°2'36'', -73°16'7'' 

1. 38°42'60'', -74°58'45'' 
2. 38°43'40'', -74°59'39'' 
3. 38°45'0'', -74°59'44'' 
4. 38°46'40'', -74°58'56'' 
5. 38°47'33'', -74°57'46'' 
6. 38°47'50'', -74°57'45'' 
7. 38°49'2'', -74°58'28'' 
8. 38°48'27'', -74°58'60'' 
9. 38°49'9'', -73°1'1'' 
10. 38°48'2'', -73°3'18'' 
11. 38°49'51'', -73°4'28'' 
12. 38°52'24'', -73°7'30'' 
13. 38°53'52'', -73°6'39'' 
14. 38°54'10'', -73°7'25'' 
15. 38°54'42'', -73°9'44'' 
16. 38°57'12'', -73°12'16'' 
17. 38°58'39'', -73°11'39'' 
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Mey-
Lindenkohl 

Slope (cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

18. 39°8'46'', -73°22'35'' 
19. 39°13'22'', -73°33'48'' 

 

18. 38°49'21'', -73°0'41'' 
19. 38°49'2'', -73°1'11'' 
20. 38°48'58'', -73°1'37'' 
21. 38°48'56'', -73°2'1'' 
22. 38°48'30'', -73°2'15'' 
23. 38°47'47'', -73°2'12'' 
24. 38°48'5'', -73°3'50'' 
25. 38°49'51'', -73°4'28'' 
26. 38°50'5'', -73°4'58'' 
27. 38°50'45'', -73°5'20'' 
28. 38°52'24'', -73°7'30'' 
29. 38°53'23'', -73°7'46'' 
30. 38°53'39'', -73°7'12'' 
31. 38°53'52'', -73°6'39'' 
32. 38°53'57'', -73°7'8'' 
33. 38°54'10'', -73°7'25'' 
34. 38°54'15'', -73°7'50'' 
35. 38°54'12'', -73°8'16'' 
36. 38°54'29'', -73°8'17'' 
37. 38°54'23'', -73°8'38'' 
38. 38°54'32'', -73°8'48'' 
39. 38°54'27'', -73°9'2'' 
40. 38°54'42'', -73°9'44'' 
41. 38°54'54'', -73°9'41'' 
42. 38°55'2'', -73°9'17'' 
43. 38°55'13'', -73°9'28'' 
44. 38°55'22'', -73°9'30'' 
45. 38°55'36'', -73°9'8'' 
46. 38°55'44'', -73°9'6'' 
47. 38°55'44'', -73°9'29'' 
48. 38°55'51'', -73°9'36'' 
49. 38°55'57'', -73°9'35'' 
50. 38°55'49'', -73°10'22'' 
51. 38°56'22'', -73°11'19'' 

18. 39°3'42'', -73°16'60'' 
19. 39°7'17'', -73°17'38'' 
20. 39°8'12'', -73°18'26'' 
21. 39°8'4'', -73°19'60'' 
22. 39°8'15'', -73°22'29'' 
23. 39°7'48'', -73°24'57'' 
24. 39°9'8'', -73°26'21'' 
25. 39°10'23'', -73°28'43'' 
26. 39°12'4'', -73°31'59'' 
27. 39°13'11'', -73°35'14'' 
28. 39°12'32'', -73°40'18'' 
29. 38°58'53'', -73°48'13'' 
30. 38°34'6'', -73°18'47'' 
31. 38°32'24'', -73°12'27'' 
32. 38°34'44'', -73°6'25'' 

 

18. 38°59'18'', -73°12'8'' 
19. 38°59'13'', -73°13'18'' 
20. 39°0'8'', -73°14'32'' 
21. 39°1'41'', -73°14'16'' 
22. 39°1'29'', -73°16'20'' 
23. 39°3'54'', -73°19'10'' 
24. 39°7'21'', -73°18'44'' 
25. 39°7'10'', -73°22'47'' 
26. 39°6'31'', -73°24'13'' 
27. 39°11'44'', -73°34'36'' 
28. 38°58'51'', -73°48'13'' 
29. 38°32'23'', -73°12'19'' 
30. 38°34'53'', -73°6'13'' 
31. 38°42'60'', -74°58'45'' 

 



100 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mey-
Lindenkohl 

Slope (cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

52. 38°57'5'', -73°11'30'' 
53. 38°57'12'', -73°12'16'' 
54. 38°58'5'', -73°12'21'' 
55. 38°58'34'', -73°11'49'' 
56. 38°58'49'', -73°12'6'' 
57. 38°59'9'', -73°12'19'' 
58. 38°59'13'', -73°13'18'' 
59. 39°0'8'', -73°14'32'' 
60. 39°0'36'', -73°14'29'' 
61. 39°1'12'', -73°13'58'' 
62. 39°1'37'', -73°14'21'' 
63. 39°1'26'', -73°14'44'' 
64. 39°1'18'', -73°15'26'' 
65. 39°1'22'', -73°16'25'' 
66. 39°0'50'', -73°17'3'' 
67. 39°1'8'', -73°17'17'' 
68. 39°2'11'', -73°17'29'' 
69. 39°2'22'', -73°17'20'' 
70. 39°3'22'', -73°18'7'' 
71. 39°3'20'', -73°18'57'' 
72. 39°3'54'', -73°19'10'' 
73. 39°5'6'', -73°18'50'' 
74. 39°6'1'', -73°19'38'' 
75. 39°6'56'', -73°18'27'' 
76. 39°7'21'', -73°18'44'' 
77. 39°7'7'', -73°19'23'' 
78. 39°7'17'', -73°19'50'' 
79. 39°7'1'', -73°20'15'' 
80. 39°6'32'', -73°21'23'' 
81. 39°6'39'', -73°21'53'' 
82. 39°7'25'', -73°21'54'' 
83. 39°7'16'', -73°22'47'' 
84. 39°6'58'', -73°23'25'' 
85. 39°6'31'', -73°24'13'' 



101 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mey-
Lindenkohl 

Slope (cont.) 

86. 39°7'47'', -73°26'27'' 
87. 39°9'6'', -73°26'20'' 
88. 39°8'60'', -73°27'12'' 
89. 39°9'55'', -73°28'22'' 
90. 39°10'16'', -73°28'57'' 
91. 39°9'38'', -73°29'18'' 
92. 39°9'22'', -73°29'59'' 
93. 39°9'26'', -73°30'42'' 
94. 39°10'8'', -73°31'49'' 
95. 39°10'43'', -73°31'49'' 
96. 39°11'20'', -73°31'32'' 
97. 39°11'47'', -73°32'29'' 
98. 39°11'15'', -73°33'1'' 
99. 39°10'54'', -73°33'45'' 
100. 39°11'47'', -73°34'7'' 
101. 39°11'44'', -73°34'36'' 
102. 38°58'51'', -73°48'13'' 
103. 38°32'23'', -73°12'19'' 
104. 38°34'53'', -73°6'13'' 
105. 38°42'60'', -74°58'45'' 

 



102 

Canyon  or 
Complex 

Advisor 2013 
(3B-1) 

FMAT 
(3B-2) 

GSSA 
(3B-3) 

NGO 
(3B-4) 

Workshop 
(3B-5) 

Spencer 
Canyon --- 

1. 38°38'12'', -74°49'47'' 
2. 38°28'57'', -73°1'2'' 
3. 38°26'27'', -74°56'46'' 
4. 38°35'47'', -74°47'12'' 
5. 38°38'57'', -74°47'55'' 
6. 38°38'12'', -74°49'47'' 

 

1. 38°34'12'', -74°48'48'' 
2. 38°34'20'', -74°49'2'' 
3. 38°35'6'', -74°49'34'' 
4. 38°35'41'', -74°49'40'' 
5. 38°36'3'', -74°49'2'' 
6. 38°36'44'', -74°48'40'' 
7. 38°37'0'', -74°48'27'' 
8. 38°37'16'', -74°48'58'' 
9. 38°37'4'', -74°49'32'' 
10. 38°36'56'', -74°50'9'' 
11. 38°36'33'', -74°51'0'' 
12. 38°36'28'', -74°51'12'' 
13. 38°36'26'', -74°51'25'' 
14. 38°36'35'', -74°51'45'' 
15. 38°33'58'', -74°54'57'' 
16. 38°31'36'', -74°51'29'' 
17. 38°34'12'', -74°48'48'' 

 

1. 38°28'56'', -73°1'5'' 
2. 38°26'27'', -74°56'46'' 
3. 38°34'25'', -74°48'34'' 
4. 38°35'40'', -74°48'58'' 
5. 38°36'56'', -74°47'56'' 
6. 38°37'26'', -74°48'22'' 
7. 38°37'34'', -74°49'31'' 
8. 38°37'14'', -74°50'34'' 
9. 38°36'34'', -74°51'48'' 
10. 38°28'56'', -73°1'5'' 

 

1. 38°34'8'', -74°48'52'' 
2. 38°35'6'', -74°49'34'' 
3. 38°35'57'', -74°48'45'' 
4. 38°37'34'', -74°49'31'' 
5. 38°37'13'', -74°50'35'' 
6. 38°36'44'', -74°51'9'' 
7. 38°36'35'', -74°51'45'' 
8. 38°28'57'', -73°1'2'' 
9. 38°26'27'', -74°56'46'' 
10. 38°34'8'', -74°48'52'' 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Wilmington 
Canyon 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

--- 

1. 38°19'33'', -74°25'56'' 
2. 38°23'16'', -74°25'14'' 
3. 38°24'35'', -74°23'23'' 
4. 38°26'42'', -74°24'8'' 
5. 38°26'43'', -74°26'3'' 
6. 38°29'57'', -74°29'10'' 
7. 38°28'60'', -74°31'15'' 
8. 38°26'17'', -74°30'0'' 
9. 38°23'2'', -74°31'19'' 
10. 38°15'23'', -74°40'58'' 
11. 38°14'16'', -74°39'42'' 
12. 38°14'59'', -74°35'16'' 
13. 38°19'33'', -74°25'56'' 

 

1. 38°29'43'', -74°29'21'' 
2. 38°30'6'', -74°30'28'' 
3. 38°29'55'', -74°30'41'' 
4. 38°29'7'', -74°30'13'' 
5. 38°28'39'', -74°30'38'' 
6. 38°28'11'', -74°30'32'' 
7. 38°27'14'', -74°29'56'' 
8. 38°25'48'', -74°29'28'' 
9. 38°25'12'', -74°29'47'' 
10. 38°23'44'', -74°29'30'' 
11. 38°23'28'', -74°30'15'' 
12. 38°22'46'', -74°30'40'' 
13. 38°22'30'', -74°32'22'' 
14. 38°21'39'', -74°33'17'' 
15. 38°19'5'', -74°27'16'' 
16. 38°25'17'', -74°25'6'' 

1. 38°21'35'', -74°33'8'' 
2. 38°18'31'', -74°37'3'' 
3. 38°14'25'', -74°43'22'' 
4. 38°13'14'', -74°42'41'' 
5. 38°15'16'', -74°35'12'' 
6. 38°15'47'', -74°33'37'' 
7. 38°17'3'', -74°31'1'' 
8. 38°19'14'', -74°26'35'' 
9. 38°23'11'', -74°25'34'' 
10. 38°24'42'', -74°23'42'' 
11. 38°25'49'', -74°24'1'' 
12. 38°26'42'', -74°25'8'' 
13. 38°26'44'', -74°26'3'' 
14. 38°27'54'', -74°27'12'' 
15. 38°28'35'', -74°28'19'' 
16. 38°29'46'', -74°29'23'' 

1. 38°29'43'', -74°29'21'' 
2. 38°28'39'', -74°30'38'' 
3. 38°25'31'', -74°29'4'' 
4. 38°25'16'', -74°30'2'' 
5. 38°23'45'', -74°29'50'' 
6. 38°23'28'', -74°30'18'' 
7. 38°22'46'', -74°30'40'' 
8. 38°22'30'', -74°32'22'' 
9. 38°21'35'', -74°33'8'' 
10. 38°18'31'', -74°37'3'' 
11. 38°14'25'', -74°43'22'' 
12. 38°13'14'', -74°42'41'' 
13. 38°15'47'', -74°33'37'' 
14. 38°19'3'', -74°26'59'' 
15. 38°25'5'', -74°25'0'' 
16. 38°26'19'', -74°26'33'' 



103 

 
 
 

Wilmington 
Canyon (cont.) 

17. 38°26'19'', -74°26'33'' 
18. 38°28'33'', -74°28'30'' 
19. 38°29'43'', -74°29'21'' 

 

17. 38°30'8'', -74°30'28'' 
18. 38°29'54'', -74°30'41'' 
19. 38°29'7'', -74°30'13'' 
20. 38°28'33'', -74°30'51'' 
21. 38°25'54'', -74°29'43'' 
22. 38°25'1'', -74°30'15'' 
23. 38°24'23'', -74°30'3'' 
24. 38°22'35'', -74°31'50'' 
25. 38°22'30'', -74°32'21'' 
26. 38°21'39'', -74°33'17'' 
27. 38°21'35'', -74°33'8'' 

 

17. 38°29'43'', -74°29'21'' 
 

Canyon  or 
Complex 

Advisor 2013 
(3B-1) 

FMAT 
(3B-2) 

GSSA 
(3B-3) 

NGO 
(3B-4) 

Workshop 
(3B-5) 

North Heyes-
South 

Wilmington 
Canyons 

--- 

1. 38°19'32'', -74°25'56'' 
2. 38°14'59'', -74°35'16'' 
3. 38°12'19'', -74°38'47'' 
4. 38°11'4'', -74°37'48'' 
5. 38°11'7'', -74°31'17'' 
6. 38°16'7'', -74°22'15'' 
7. 38°19'32'', -74°25'56'' 

 

1. 38°19'8'', -74°27'23'' 
2. 38°17'26'', -74°30'16'' 
3. 38°13'42'', -74°26'38'' 
4. 38°15'14'', -74°23'47'' 
5. 38°15'32'', -74°24'9'' 
6. 38°15'49'', -74°23'52'' 
7. 38°16'48'', -74°24'10'' 
8. 38°17'38'', -74°24'39'' 
9. 38°17'57'', -74°25'18'' 
10. 38°18'3'', -74°26'38'' 
11. 38°18'54'', -74°27'18'' 
12. 38°19'8'', -74°27'23'' 

 

1. 38°11'3'', -74°37'47'' 
2. 38°11'6'', -74°31'18'' 
3. 38°15'15'', -74°23'49'' 
4. 38°16'12'', -74°23'5'' 
5. 38°16'53'', -74°23'20'' 
6. 38°18'32'', -74°25'33'' 
7. 38°19'0'', -74°27'2'' 
8. 38°14'55'', -74°35'22'' 
9. 38°12'19'', -74°38'49'' 
10. 38°11'3'', -74°37'47'' 

 

1. 38°14'59'', -74°35'16'' 
2. 38°12'19'', -74°38'47'' 
3. 38°11'4'', -74°37'48'' 
4. 38°11'7'', -74°31'17'' 
5. 38°15'15'', -74°23'48'' 
6. 38°16'11'', -74°23'5'' 
7. 38°16'53'', -74°23'20'' 
8. 38°16'54'', -74°23'39'' 
9. 38°17'38'', -74°24'39'' 
10. 38°18'33'', -74°25'34'' 
11. 38°18'23'', -74°26'36'' 
12. 38°19'0'', -74°27'1'' 
13. 38°14'59'', -74°35'16'' 

 



104 

Canyon  or 
Complex 

Advisor 2013 
(3B-1) 

FMAT 
(3B-2) 

GSSA 
(3B-3) 

NGO 
(3B-4) 

Workshop 
(3B-5) 

South Vries 
Canyon --- 

1. 38°7'18'', -74°13'10'' 
2. 38°9'54'', -74°15'55'' 
3. 38°3'13'', -74°30'47'' 
4. 38°2'23'', -74°30'13'' 
5. 38°2'33'', -74°23'16'' 
6. 38°7'18'', -74°13'10'' 

 

1. 38°6'0'', -74°15'53'' 
2. 38°6'38'', -74°15'49'' 
3. 38°6'56'', -74°15'36'' 
4. 38°8'19'', -74°16'12'' 
5. 38°8'22'', -74°17'16'' 
6. 38°8'35'', -74°17'49'' 
7. 38°9'4'', -74°17'48'' 
8. 38°7'46'', -74°20'42'' 
9. 38°5'20'', -74°17'19'' 
10. 38°6'0'', -74°15'53'' 

 

1. 38°3'12'', -74°30'48'' 
2. 38°2'23'', -74°30'14'' 
3. 38°2'32'', -74°23'17'' 
4. 38°7'6'', -74°13'34'' 
5. 38°9'16'', -74°15'42'' 
6. 38°9'14'', -74°17'23'' 
7. 38°3'12'', -74°30'48'' 

 

1. 38°6'21'', -74°15'12'' 
2. 38°7'30'', -74°14'48'' 
3. 38°9'14'', -74°17'23'' 
4. 38°3'13'', -74°30'47'' 
5. 38°2'23'', -74°30'13'' 
6. 38°2'33'', -74°23'16'' 
7. 38°6'21'', -74°15'12'' 

 

 
 

Baltimore 
Canyon 

 
 
 

 

1. 38°9'2'', -74°9'51'' 
2. 38°6'26'', -74°12'59'' 
3. 38°4'7'', -74°27'19'' 
4. 37°58'37'', -74°25'27'' 
5. 38°4'24'', -74°10'36'' 
6. 38°9'54'', -74°8'12'' 
7. 38°10'48'', -74°7'12'' 
8. 38°13'21'', -74°9'6'' 
9. 38°14'30'', -74°9'24'' 
10. 38°13'9'', -74°10'14'' 
11. 38°9'2'', -74°9'51'' 

 

1. 38°7'35'', -74°7'10'' 
2. 38°11'52'', -74°6'55'' 
3. 38°12'8'', -74°5'38'' 
4. 38°13'58'', -74°6'41'' 
5. 38°13'20'', -74°10'15'' 
6. 38°10'21'', -74°10'27'' 
7. 38°8'23'', -74°10'50'' 
8. 38°2'33'', -74°23'14'' 
9. 37°59'11'', -74°19'20'' 
10. 38°3'33'', -74°10'22'' 
11. 38°5'22'', -74°8'36'' 
12. 38°7'35'', -74°7'10'' 

 

1. 38°4'24'', -74°10'35'' 
2. 38°6'12'', -74°8'25'' 
3. 38°9'40'', -74°8'1'' 
4. 38°11'59'', -74°7'21'' 
5. 38°13'44'', -74°9'16'' 
6. 38°13'9'', -74°10'14'' 
7. 38°11'57'', -74°10'6'' 
8. 38°10'55'', -74°9'38'' 
9. 38°10'12'', -74°10'22'' 
10. 38°9'15'', -74°10'19'' 
11. 38°8'34'', -74°10'45'' 
12. 38°7'31'', -74°11'53'' 
13. 38°7'31'', -74°11'52'' 
14. 38°7'5'', -74°12'25'' 
15. 38°6'32'', -74°12'59'' 
16. 38°5'41'', -74°14'27'' 
17. 38°6'0'', -74°15'53'' 
18. 38°2'33'', -74°23'16'' 
19. 37°59'13'', -74°19'21'' 
20. 38°3'4'', -74°11'22'' 
21. 38°4'24'', -74°10'35'' 

 

1. 38°7'52'', -74°11'42'' 
2. 38°6'58'', -74°12'32'' 
3. 38°6'57'', -74°13'53'' 
4. 38°6'0'', -74°15'53'' 
5. 38°2'33'', -74°23'15'' 
6. 37°59'12'', -74°19'20'' 
7. 38°3'34'', -74°10'23'' 
8. 38°5'31'', -74°8'42'' 
9. 38°7'37'', -74°7'24'' 
10. 38°9'43'', -74°7'2'' 
11. 38°11'60'', -74°7'21'' 
12. 38°13'10'', -74°8'27'' 
13. 38°13'44'', -74°9'16'' 
14. 38°13'19'', -74°10'15'' 
15. 38°11'60'', -74°10'7'' 
16. 38°11'12'', -74°9'47'' 
17. 38°10'12'', -74°10'21'' 
18. 38°9'16'', -74°10'20'' 
19. 38°8'30'', -74°10'48'' 
20. 38°7'52'', -74°11'42'' 

 
 

1. 38°6'12'', -74°8'25'' 
2. 38°7'40'', -74°7'48'' 
3. 38°9'3'', -74°7'36'' 
4. 38°10'6'', -74°7'41'' 
5. 38°11'59'', -74°7'21'' 
6. 38°13'44'', -74°9'16'' 
7. 38°13'9'', -74°10'14'' 
8. 38°10'55'', -74°9'38'' 
9. 38°10'12'', -74°10'22'' 
10. 38°9'15'', -74°10'19'' 
11. 38°8'23'', -74°10'30'' 
12. 38°7'35'', -74°12'5'' 
13. 38°6'58'', -74°12'45'' 
14. 38°6'31'', -74°13'0'' 
15. 38°5'41'', -74°14'27'' 
16. 38°6'21'', -74°15'11'' 
17. 38°2'33'', -74°23'14'' 
18. 37°59'11'', -74°19'20'' 
19. 38°3'17'', -74°10'54'' 
20. 38°6'12'', -74°8'25'' 

 



105 

Canyon  or 
Complex 

Advisor 2013 
(3B-1) 

FMAT 
(3B-2) 

GSSA 
(3B-3) 

NGO 
(3B-4) 

Workshop 
(3B-5) 

Warr-Phoenix 
Canyon 

Complex 
 

--- 

1. 37°59'11'', -74°19'20'' 
2. 37°52'30'', -74°24'43'' 
3. 37°50'55'', -74°23'25'' 
4. 37°49'50'', -74°12'53'' 
5. 37°54'10'', -74°1'16'' 
6. 37°58'33'', -74°4'47'' 
7. 38°0'18'', -74°4'50'' 
8. 38°0'34'', -74°7'39'' 
9. 38°3'33'', -74°10'22'' 
10. 37°59'11'', -74°19'20'' 

 

1. 37°53'41'', -74°2'36'' 
2. 37°54'41'', -74°2'45'' 
3. 37°55'39'', -74°3'30'' 
4. 37°56'23'', -74°4'9'' 
5. 37°56'56'', -74°4'44'' 
6. 37°57'23'', -74°4'58'' 
7. 37°57'53'', -74°5'17'' 
8. 37°58'8'', -74°5'30'' 
9. 37°58'27'', -74°6'6'' 
10. 37°59'19'', -74°6'21'' 
11. 37°59'14'', -74°7'1'' 
12. 37°59'55'', -74°7'50'' 
13. 38°0'34'', -74°8'12'' 
14. 38°0'34'', -74°8'48'' 
15. 38°1'11'', -74°9'13'' 
16. 38°1'27'', -74°9'50'' 
17. 38°2'3'', -74°9'49'' 
18. 38°2'23'', -74°10'60'' 
19. 38°2'39'', -74°11'32'' 
20. 38°3'4'', -74°11'22'' 
21. 37°59'11'', -74°19'20'' 
22. 37°52'30'', -74°24'43'' 
23. 37°50'56'', -74°23'26'' 
24. 37°49'50'', -74°12'53'' 
25. 37°53'41'', -74°2'36'' 

 

1. 37°50'54'', -74°23'25'' 
2. 37°49'50'', -74°12'53'' 
3. 37°53'46'', -74°2'19'' 
4. 37°54'39'', -74°2'25'' 
5. 37°55'57'', -74°3'3'' 
6. 37°58'33'', -74°5'12'' 
7. 37°59'33'', -74°5'33'' 
8. 38°0'38'', -74°7'42'' 
9. 38°3'34'', -74°10'24'' 
10. 37°59'12'', -74°19'22'' 
11. 37°52'31'', -74°24'42'' 
12. 37°50'54'', -74°23'25'' 

 

1. 37°53'41'', -74°2'36'' 
2. 37°55'4'', -74°2'44'' 
3. 38°3'17'', -74°10'54'' 
4. 37°59'11'', -74°19'20'' 
5. 37°52'30'', -74°24'43'' 
6. 37°50'55'', -74°23'25'' 
7. 37°49'50'', -74°12'53'' 
8. 37°53'41'', -74°2'36'' 
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Canyon  or 
Complex 

Advisor 2013 
(3B-1) 

FMAT 
(3B-2) 

GSSA 
(3B-3) 

NGO 
(3B-4) 

Workshop 
(3B-5) 

Accomac-
Leonard 
Canyons 

--- 

1. 37°50'7'', -75°51'23'' 
2. 37°52'13'', -75°52'56'' 
3. 37°50'24'', -74°7'39'' 
4. 37°42'46'', -74°15'8'' 
5. 37°39'58'', -74°11'40'' 
6. 37°40'3'', -74°1'45'' 
7. 37°44'8'', -75°53'2'' 
8. 37°50'7'', -75°51'23'' 

 

1. 37°49'37'', -75°57'43'' 
2. 37°46'42'', -75°54'1'' 
3. 37°49'37'', -75°53'58'' 
4. 37°51'15'', -75°54'31'' 
5. 37°51'59'', -75°55'29'' 
6. 37°51'22'', -75°56'42'' 
7. 37°50'38'', -75°57'19'' 
8. 37°49'37'', -75°57'43'' 

 

1. 37°51'22'', -75°56'43'' 
2. 37°50'36'', -75°57'19'' 
3. 37°50'12'', -75°59'50'' 
4. 37°50'31'', -74°1'24'' 
5. 37°51'0'', -74°2'50'' 
6. 37°50'24'', -74°7'40'' 
7. 37°42'47'', -74°15'10'' 
8. 37°39'58'', -74°11'41'' 
9. 37°39'47'', -74°2'32'' 
10. 37°42'17'', -75°55'27'' 
11. 37°44'14'', -75°50'38'' 
12. 37°46'28'', -75°53'15'' 
13. 37°48'5'', -75°52'32'' 
14. 37°49'17'', -75°52'11'' 
15. 37°50'36'', -75°52'50'' 
16. 37°50'23'', -75°53'54'' 
17. 37°51'14'', -75°54'32'' 
18. 37°51'59'', -75°55'30'' 
19. 37°51'22'', -75°56'43'' 

 

1. 37°49'37'', -75°57'43'' 
2. 37°50'16'', -75°59'20'' 
3. 37°50'12'', -75°59'50'' 
4. 37°50'31'', -74°1'24'' 
5. 37°50'60'', -74°2'50'' 
6. 37°50'24'', -74°7'39'' 
7. 37°42'46'', -74°15'8'' 
8. 37°39'58'', -74°11'41'' 
9. 37°40'3'', -74°1'45'' 
10. 37°44'8'', -75°53'2'' 
11. 37°45'53'', -75°52'33'' 
12. 37°46'42'', -75°54'1'' 
13. 37°49'37'', -75°53'58'' 
14. 37°51'15'', -75°54'31'' 
15. 37°51'59'', -75°55'29'' 
16. 37°51'22'', -75°56'42'' 
17. 37°50'38'', -75°57'19'' 
18. 37°49'37'', -75°57'43'' 
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Canyon  or 
Complex 

Advisor 2013 
(3B-1) 

FMAT 
(3B-2) 

GSSA 
(3B-3) 

NGO 
(3B-4) 

Workshop 
(3B-5) 

Washington 
Canyon --- 

1. 37°29'6'', -75°30'35'' 
2. 37°26'38'', -75°32'23'' 
3. 37°26'34'', -75°33'22'' 
4. 37°25'42'', -75°34'22'' 
5. 37°16'48'', -74°7'53'' 
6. 37°11'15'', -74°5'54'' 
7. 37°15'44'', -75°47'47'' 
8. 37°24'34'', -75°30'3'' 
9. 37°28'27'', -75°29'3'' 
10. 37°29'6'', -75°30'35'' 

 

1. 37°22'51'', -75°33'50'' 
2. 37°23'45'', -75°32'28'' 
3. 37°24'26'', -75°31'26'' 
4. 37°24'40'', -75°30'17'' 
5. 37°25'56'', -75°29'52'' 
6. 37°27'15'', -75°29'48'' 
7. 37°28'36'', -75°29'24'' 
8. 37°29'26'', -75°29'43'' 
9. 37°29'32'', -75°30'3'' 
10. 37°28'6'', -75°30'55'' 
11. 37°27'41'', -75°31'12'' 
12. 37°27'4'', -75°31'14'' 
13. 37°26'23'', -75°32'15'' 
14. 37°26'18'', -75°33'8'' 
15. 37°25'42'', -75°34'22'' 
16. 37°25'50'', -75°35'47'' 
17. 37°22'51'', -75°33'50'' 

 

1. 37°26'26'', -75°33'12'' 
2. 37°25'42'', -75°34'22'' 
3. 37°25'50'', -75°35'47'' 
4. 37°25'5'', -75°36'43'' 
5. 37°16'49'', -74°7'52'' 
6. 37°11'16'', -74°5'57'' 
7. 37°15'44'', -75°47'48'' 
8. 37°20'45'', -75°37'38'' 
9. 37°22'44'', -75°33'45'' 
10. 37°22'52'', -75°33'50'' 
11. 37°24'41'', -75°30'18'' 
12. 37°25'56'', -75°29'52'' 
13. 37°27'15'', -75°29'48'' 
14. 37°28'36'', -75°29'24'' 
15. 37°29'26'', -75°29'43'' 
16. 37°29'32'', -75°30'3'' 
17. 37°28'43'', -75°30'32'' 
18. 37°28'42'', -75°30'52'' 
19. 37°27'39'', -75°31'39'' 
20. 37°27'14'', -75°31'22'' 
21. 37°26'34'', -75°32'2'' 
22. 37°26'26'', -75°33'12'' 

 

1. 37°22'52'', -75°33'50'' 
2. 37°24'40'', -75°30'17'' 
3. 37°25'56'', -75°29'52'' 
4. 37°27'15'', -75°29'48'' 
5. 37°28'36'', -75°29'24'' 
6. 37°29'26'', -75°29'43'' 
7. 37°29'32'', -75°30'3'' 
8. 37°27'41'', -75°31'11'' 
9. 37°27'4'', -75°31'14'' 
10. 37°26'23'', -75°32'15'' 
11. 37°26'18'', -75°33'8'' 
12. 37°25'42'', -75°34'22'' 
13. 37°25'50'', -75°35'47'' 
14. 37°25'5'', -75°36'43'' 
15. 37°16'49'', -74°7'52'' 
16. 37°11'16'', -74°5'57'' 
17. 37°15'44'', -75°47'48'' 
18. 37°22'44'', -75°33'45'' 
19. 37°22'52'', -75°33'50'' 
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Canyon  or 
Complex 

Advisor 2013 
(3B-1) 

FMAT 
(3B-2) 

GSSA 
(3B-3) 

NGO 
(3B-4) 

Workshop 
(3B-5) 

Norfolk 
Canyon 

1. 37°4'0'', -75°22'59'' 
2. 37°3'52'', -75°24'60'' 
3. 37°4'22'', -75°26'15'' 
4. 37°4'19'', -75°32'53'' 
5. 37°5'52'', -75°59'25'' 
6. 36°58'9'', -75°59'39'' 
7. 37°0'29'', -75°23'16'' 
8. 37°2'48'', -75°20'32'' 
9. 37°5'11'', -75°17'43'' 
10. 37°4'50'', -75°16'31'' 
11. 37°5'42'', -75°15'32'' 
12. 37°6'41'', -75°19'33'' 
13. 37°4'0'', -75°22'59'' 

 

1. 37°6'22'', -75°15'45'' 
2. 37°6'59'', -75°19'43'' 
3. 37°5'54'', -75°21'18'' 
4. 37°5'2'', -75°21'57'' 
5. 37°5'40'', -75°23'48'' 
6. 37°4'14'', -75°28'27'' 
7. 37°3'39'', -75°56'19'' 
8. 36°57'45'', -75°56'22'' 
9. 37°0'31'', -75°19'57'' 
10. 37°2'38'', -75°18'42'' 
11. 37°3'19'', -75°19'33'' 
12. 37°4'21'', -75°18'17'' 
13. 37°4'56'', -75°15'37'' 
14. 37°6'22'', -75°15'45'' 

 

1. 37°3'39'', -75°25'58'' 
2. 37°0'56'', -75°24'57'' 
3. 37°0'56'', -75°23'24'' 
4. 37°1'12'', -75°22'23'' 
5. 37°5'11'', -75°17'43'' 
6. 37°5'30'', -75°17'42'' 
7. 37°6'14'', -75°17'40'' 
8. 37°6'41'', -75°19'33'' 
9. 37°4'39'', -75°21'47'' 
10. 37°3'33'', -75°22'58'' 
11. 37°3'57'', -75°24'5'' 
12. 37°3'39'', -75°24'50'' 
13. 37°3'39'', -75°25'58'' 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

1. 37°7'0'', -75°19'44'' 
2. 37°5'54'', -75°21'19'' 
3. 37°4'30'', -75°22'22'' 
4. 37°5'13'', -75°24'2'' 
5. 37°5'12'', -75°24'36'' 
6. 37°4'10'', -75°27'38'' 
7. 37°4'24'', -75°29'25'' 
8. 37°3'39'', -75°56'20'' 
9. 36°57'45'', -75°56'23'' 
10. 36°59'46'', -75°29'60'' 
11. 36°58'14'', -75°27'3'' 
12. 36°57'59'', -75°25'49'' 
13. 36°58'38'', -75°23'2'' 
14. 37°0'23'', -75°21'48'' 
15. 37°0'44'', -75°19'49'' 
16. 37°2'38'', -75°18'42'' 
17. 37°3'20'', -75°19'32'' 
18. 37°4'21'', -75°18'17'' 
19. 37°4'55'', -75°15'39'' 
20. 37°5'27'', -75°15'40'' 
21. 37°5'50'', -75°14'26'' 
22. 37°6'8'', -75°15'45'' 
23. 37°6'22'', -75°15'46'' 
24. 37°7'0'', -75°19'44'' 

 

1. 37°4'31'', -75°26'30'' 
2. 37°4'10'', -75°27'38'' 
3. 37°4'24'', -75°29'25'' 
4. 37°3'39'', -75°56'20'' 
5. 36°57'45'', -75°56'23'' 
6. 36°59'46'', -75°29'60'' 
7. 36°58'14'', -75°27'3'' 
8. 36°57'59'', -75°25'49'' 
9. 36°58'37'', -75°23'2'' 
10. 37°4'26'', -75°18'58'' 
11. 37°5'50'', -75°14'26'' 
12. 37°6'58'', -75°19'12'' 
13. 37°4'31'', -75°22'14'' 
14. 37°4'1'', -75°26'10'' 
15. 37°4'31'', -75°26'30'' 
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APPENDIX C: Vulnerability of Corals to Fishing Gear Impacts 
The following is a review of research studies concerned with the impacts of commercial fishing on 
deepwater corals and coral reefs. This review was completed by the New England Fishery Management 
Council's Habitat Plan Development Team for their document "Deep Sea Corals of the Northeast Region: 
Species, Habitats and Proposed Coral Zones, and Vulnerability to Fishing Impacts.".32  

The literature describing impacts of fishing on deepwater corals addresses several gear types as well as study 
locations. While the studies sites cover a variety of locations globally, the impacts of commercial fishing on 
the local corals and seafloor are virtually identical throughout the literature. The disturbances seen ranged 
from scarring left by trawl gear, to complete destruction of coral and stripping of the seafloor to underlying 
rock. The surviving coral in fished areas was often located on undesirable fishing terrain, or at depths not 
targeted by fishermen. 

The conclusions drawn by these studies are that commercial fishing gear damages deep-sea corals. Trawling, 
specifically, is very detrimental to coral and the seafloor. The level of damage between trawled and untrawled 
sites is large enough to conclude that fishing has a negative impact on both the corals and the associated 
fauna. The substrates of heavily fished areas have been stripped to bare rock or reduced to coral rubble and 
sand, whereas unfished and lightly fished areas did not see such degradation (Grehan et al 2005). Passive 
gear, such as pots or longlines, while still affecting localized area of corals, were not as destructive as trawl 
gear. Coral mortality is markedly increased due to corals being crushed, buried and wounded by gear as it is 
dragged over the bottom (Fosså et al 2002). The degree of disturbance to the coral and seafloor ranges from 
lightly disturbed areas of overturned cobble with attached, living, coral, to complete stripping of the seafloor 
(Stone 2006). 

The deep water reefs attract fauna and promote areas of high diversity in an otherwise low diversity area. 
Fishermen have reported that as the damage to the reefs increase, areas that were once fertile fishing grounds 
have seen fewer successful fishing trips (Fosså et al 2002). The fauna associated with corals are primarily 
“removed” along with the destruction of the coral substrate. 

While much of the coral on fishing grounds was damaged or destroyed, there were areas that avoided contact. 
As stated previously, corals growing on steep slopes have a natural protection from commercial fishing gear 
as a slope >20 degrees cannot be trawled. Areas of higher three-dimensional complexity were also relatively 
untouched, as these were avoided by the fishermen for fear of damage and loss of their gear. 

The studies have concluded that deep water corals are especially fragile and the greatest disturbance and 
destruction occurs at depths targeted by commercial fishing (Heifetz et al 2009, Hall-Spencer et al 2002). 
Bottom contact gear is especially detrimental and there is a correlation between the highest rates of coral 
damage and the depths targeted by that industry in particular. Slow growth rates and reproductive processes 
that are so easily disrupted result in a timely recovery period of disturbed areas. 

1. Study methods 
Each of the study sites was observed using some form of photographic or continuous video transects. Several 
studies mapped the area using sidescan sonar (Wheeler et al 2005, Fosså et al 2002) or multibeam sonar in 
conjunction with a deep camera system (Althaus et al 2009, Grehan et al 2005). This technique allowed them 
to determine the damage caused by dragging gear over the seafloor. 

The logs of fishing trips, reports from fishermen, and other literature on fishing activities at each of the areas, 
were utilized by a number of the studies from each of the different regions (Althaus et al 2009, Koslow et al 
2001, Heifetz et al 2009, Fosså et al 2002, Cryer et al 2002). Anecdotal reports acted as a guide to further 

                                                 
32 Available at: http://nefmc.org/habitat/index.html  

http://nefmc.org/habitat/index.html
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research areas, as well as providing information about to the history of fishing and practices in the area (Fosså 
et al 2002). 

Samples were examined in three of the studies to determine the associated fauna in the area of the corals, as 
well as to assess the bycatch in commercial fisheries. One study (Cryer et al 2002) used previously collected 
and stored samples from other research trips to determine fauna of the area. Another (Hall-Spencer et al 2002) 
collected samples while accompanying two French trawlers on a fishing trip to examine commercial bycatch. 
A third study (Koslow et al 2001) used dredge, drop line with hooks, and traps to sample benthic, as well as 
motile, fauna associated with the corals. 

2. Gear types evaluated 
In reviewing the research there was frequently a lack of adequate gear descriptions being examined by each 
study, however, three papers gave a general description of what gears are commonly employed in each of the 
fisheries, as well as the gear used for research. While gear descriptions can be found via other sources, the 
variety of gear types as well as techniques used to fish them leaves much to be inferred when the only 
description provided by the researcher is that a “trawl” was used. A few studies were successful at providing 
gear descriptions, but the dimensions of gear size can vary and a universal description and size should not be 
assumed for all fishing effort with each gear type. It appears that the gear could be lumped into categories, 
based on door size and net width for the example of trawls, however larger boats are most likely going to 
pull larger gear, in theory causing more damage. 

The best attempt at describing the gear associated with fishing impacts provided typical gear set up and use 
for deep water fishing using long-lines, gill nets, traps, and trawls. It stated that for long-lines 85 hooks were 
typically set 3m apart on a line, and 100-120 lines were often set out (averaging 8000-9600 hooks on 28-
35km of line). Gill nets in the industry were 50m long x 12m high. These were worked in stings of 700 nets. 
Trawls were usually fitted with rockhopper gear and held open by otter boards weighing around 1000kg each, 
set at a distance of 60-70m apart. The trawls are then towed for about 4 hours at a around 5-8km/h (Grehan 
et al 2005). 

There was only one study (Cryer et al 2002) that gave a short description of the gear in use, observing that 
the trawl doors were set at about 40m apart, but when towing (at 5.0-5.4 km/h) the net had an effective width 
of around 25m. It also mentioned the use of a “Florida Flyer” net (85mm mesh and 35mm mesh) set up 
between “Bison” doors being used in the trawl. This at least provides a starting point for researching further 
descriptions of the gear used during the study. 

The gear used by two 38m commercial trawlers in another study (Hall-Spencer et al 2002) was briefly 
described, stating that both boats used trawls with rockhopper gear and 900kg otter boards, with the boards 
set at approximately 22m apart. The speed was the same 4.5-5.5 km/h towing speed that appeared to be the 
general towing speed mentioned for fishing, or camera-towed research. 

3. Study Sites and Findings 
The research area of the studies can be broken down into larger regions. Three of the studies took place in 
the southern Pacific Ocean. Two of these (Althaus et al 2009, Koslow et al 2001) focused on seamounts south 
of Tasmania while the other (Cryer et al 2002) examined the Bay of Plenty on the north shore of New Zealand. 

On the Tasmanian seamounts, areas that had never been trawled, or were lightly fished (determined via trip 
logs), were dominated by the coral Solenosmilia variabilis, making up 89-99% of coral cover in never trawled 
areas (Althaus et al 2009) as well as seamounts peaking below 1400m (Koslow et al 2001). It was found that 
active trawling at sites removed most, or all, of the coral and associated substrate, leaving bare rock in heavily 
trawled areas, and coral rubble and sand at the lower limits of fishing activity (Koslow et al 2001). This was 
supported by photographic transects by Althaus et al (2009) showing coral in less than 2% of trawled areas. 
“Trawling ceased” areas, where trawling had effectively stopped 5-10 years earlier, showed coral in 
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approximately 21% of the transects. This study also found a higher abundance of the faster growing hydroids 
colonizing cleared areas, smaller corals and octocorals, as well as noting whip-like chrysogorgiid corals 
which were flexible and could presumably bend and pass under the trawls. 

Two studies (Heifetz et al 2009, Stone 2006) were focused in the northern Pacific Ocean around the Aleutian 
Islands. In these studies, longline gear was observed on 76% of transects, but were found to only result in 
5% of the disturbed area. Trawling, on the other hand, was only seen at 28% of the transects, but disturbed 
32.7% of the observed seafloor, indicating a relatively greater impact of trawls. Overall, 22 of the 25 transects 
showed disturbance to the seafloor (approximately 39% disturbance) (Stone 2006). This was supported by 
the second study in this region (Heifetz et al 2009) with evidence of trawling, indicated by uniform parallel 
striations in the seafloor, seen on several dives. Damage caused by traps was not statistically significant 
between the fished and unfished areas at this site. Both studies observed that the most damage done to corals 
and the seafloor occurred at depths where commercial fishing intensity was the highest (100-200m), with 
higher population densities occurring at 200-300m. 

Four studies took place in the north-eastern Atlantic Ocean. Two examined the corals on raised carbonate 
mounds off the western (Grehan et al 2005) and northern coasts (Wheeler et al 2005) of Ireland. The third 
(Hall-Spencer et al 2002) focused on the West Ireland continental shelf break, and the last study (Fosså et al 
2002) dealt with deep water reefs in Norwegian waters. 

The observations made off the coasts of Ireland and Norway were both similar to, and supported, findings at 
the Aleutian Islands. Damage at the reefs (Lophelia pertusa) of Norway was most severe at shallower depths 
where commercial fishing primarily took place. The continental shelf, at approximately 200-400m (below 
the highest levels of fishing), had the highest abundance of corals. These corals were intact and developed, 
whereas the shallower sites contained crushed coral and coral rubble, where damages were estimated at 30-
50%. Accounts from local fishermen claim this is due to the fact that often the gear, chains, and otter doors 
of trawlers were used to crush and clear the seafloor prior to the start of fishing (Fosså et al 2002). 

Another study (Hall-Spencer et al 2002) found scars from trawl doors (indicated by parallel marks or furrows 
on the sea floor) that were up to 4km long, as well as coral rubble on trawled areas. Locations lacking 
observable trawl scars contain living, unbroken, L. pertusa. These findings were observed at the site off the 
northern coast of Ireland (Wheeler et al 2005) as well. Trawl marks were located on side scan sonar records, 
and video showed parallel marks left by trawl doors, as well as the net and ground line gear, on the seafloor. 
The amount of dead coral and coral rubble increased at sites that were obviously trawled. 

The various study sites of Fosså et al (2002) presented a range of disturbance due to fishing. While the deeper 
water corals were intact and living at one site, almost all corals were crushed or dead at another. A third 
demonstrated multiple stages of coral degradation, from living to dead and crushed, as well as the base 
aggregate the reefs often form and grow on being crushed and spread out. The percent of damage to the area 
was correlated with the number of reports by the fishermen of fishing activity, bycatch, and corals in the area; 
ranging from 5-52% damaged. More of these reports from an area indicated a larger coral community at that 
location, and with that, higher proportions of the area were found to be damaged. 

Hall-Spencer et al (2002) also noted that fishermen avoided uneven ground due to the loss of time and money 
from resulting gear upkeep of tangled and damaged gear. Areas of large coral bycatch were avoided in the 
future, as known trouble areas for the fishermen. Because of this only 5 of the 229 trawls in the study 
contained large amounts of coral bycatch. Thus, the areas where corals were present and undamaged tended 
to have a higher topographic complexity of the seafloor. 

The effect of seafloor topography on fishing and the resulting impact on corals was observed in a study site 
west of Ireland (Grehan et al 2005). While evidence of active trawling was seen, indicated by trawl scars in 
mud and non-coral habitat, there was no damage to corals on the mounds observed caused by fishing. This 
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was due to the fact that the slope of the mounds where coral growth occurred was greater than 20 degrees. 
This makes the terrain is too steep to trawl and the corals were naturally protected from the gear and relatively 
undamaged. 

One of the studies (Mortensen and Buhl-Mortensen 2004) examined the distribution of corals in the Northeast 
Channel in the Gulf of Maine. This site could be similar to the sites off of Ireland and Norway, however 
because of the distance and somewhat different environmental factors it was considered a separate region. 
This study was concerned with the distribution of corals relative to the benthic habitat. It found that the corals 
were located on the shelf break and along valleys. This habitat was subject to daily tidal water movement 
into and out of the Gulf of Maine, aiding in the regulation of temperature, salinity, and food supply. Similar 
water movement is found on seamounts and shelf breaks, as currents flow over the change in topography, 
providing the corals with a regulated area in which to grow (Thiem et al 2006; Pires et al 2009). 

4. Coral growth and recovery potential 
The approximate growth rates of deepwater corals have been calculated in several studies on different species 
of corals. Oculina reefs occur in waters off the east coast of Florida. By observing these corals at 6m and at 
80m it was found that the corals found at the deepwater (80m) site grew relatively more quickly (16.1 mm/yr) 
than the same corals at the 6m site (11.3 mm/yr). When transplanted from 6m to 80m the coral polyps lost 
their zooxanthellae and fed off the food supply provided by the colder deep currents containing more nutrients 
(Reed 2002). 

Two studies done off Atlantic Canada worked at finding the growth rates for Primnoa resedaeformis. The 
corals were found at approximately 200-600m and were dated to 2600-2920 years old ± 50-60 years using 
C14 dating techniques. Using the dated age and size of the colony (~0.5-0.75m in height) the average radial 
growth at the base of the coral was found to be 0.44 mm/yr and tip extension growth rates were around 1.5-
2.5 mm/yr (Risk et al 2002), slower than the estimated rate found for Oculina reefs. 

The difference in growth rates calculated in these studies can potentially be explained by the other study 
working with P. resedaeformis, as well as Paragorgia arborea. The height of colonies ranged from 5-180cm 
for P. arborea (averaging 57cm) and 5-80cm for P. resedaeformis (averaging 29.5cm). The maximum age 
of samples collected was 61 years (found by counting annual growth rings under a dissecting microscope and 
x-ray examination). It estimated that the rate of growth for the first 30 years was around 1.8-2.2 cm/yr. After 
the coral began to age (>30 years), growth slowed to 0.3-0.7 cm/yr. This shows that initially the coral grows 
at a speed concurrent with the first study, and then dramatically slows to only a few millimeters a year, 
suggested by the second study (Mortensen and Buhl-Mortensen 2005). With a growth rate of, at most, a 
centimeter or two year, the complete destruction and clearing of the seafloor of corals can result in very long 
recovery time for both the coral, and associated fauna. 

Deep water coral reproduction is a subject that has not been the topic of research until recently. While the 
physiology of reproduction in corals has been studied, little is known about the process of timing involved 
and the survival of resulting offspring. Studies have, however, shown that many of the deep water corals have 
separate sexes (Brooke and Stone 2007; Roberts et al 2006; Waller et al 2002; Waller et al 2005). Brooke 
and Stone (2007) collected samples of corals (Stylaster, Errinopora, Distichopora, Cyclohelia, and 
Crypthelia) around the Aleutian Islands and discovered that the collection held a mix of females containing 
mature eggs, developing embryos, and planulae, males producing spermatozoa, and organisms with no 
reproductive material. As was pointed out the gametes within the collection were not synchronized which 
indicates that reproduction is either continuous, or prolonged during a certain season of the year (Brook and 
Stone 2007). 

Waller et al (2002) also found Fungiacyathus marenzelleri (collected from the Northeast Atlantic at 2200m) 
to be gonochoric, with a sex ratio of near 1:1. The fecundity of F. marenzelleri was calculated to be 2892 ± 
44.4 oocytes per polyp. The mean diameter of oocytes did not vary significantly from month to month and 
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all levels of sperm development were noted. The coral was thus considered quasi-continuous reproducers, 
with gametogenesis for spermacysts and oocytes occurring continuously as in Brooke and Stone (2007). An 
interesting finding of the study was that while F. marenzelleri has separate sexes, it can also undergo asexual 
reproduction and budding was present during the study. However, this was limited to no more than one bud 
found on any individual and no more than two individuals were found to bud at the same time (Waller et al 
2002), not nearly the kind of reproductive rate to sustain a population in highly disturbed areas. 

Fecundity and reproductive traits for three other corals collected in the Northeast Atlantic were also 
determined in a study by Waller et al (2005). Caryophyllia ambrosia (collected from 1100-1300m), C. 
cornuformis (from 435-2000m), and C. seguenzae (from 960-1900m) were all found to be cyclical 
hermaphroditic. The corals possessed both sexes but only one sex was dominant at a time, corals transitioning 
between sexes were seen in the study and labeled as “intermediates”. The fecundity of the corals was 
calculated at 200-2750 oocytes per polyp for C. ambrosia, 52-940 oocytes per polyp for C. seguenzae and 
no data due to insufficient samples of C. cornuformis. As with the other studies there was no significant 
difference in the average number of oocytes per month and continuous reproduction is assumed for both C. 
ambrosia and C. cornuformis (Waller et al 2005). 

The effects of mechanical disturbance and trauma to the soft coral Gersemia rubiformis (collected from the 
Bay of Fundy) was examined in a lab setting by Henry et al (2003). In the study, eight colonies of soft coral, 
four control and four experimental, were set up in separate aquariums to determine damage and recovery rate 
of the organisms. The experimental colonies were rolled over and crushed every two weeks to simulate 
bottom contact trawling. Four days and one week after disturbance observations were recorded. It was found 
that crushing the corals caused retraction of the entire colony. Damaged tissue was repaired and healed 
between 18 and 21 days. The effect the crushing had on coral reproduction was surprising to the researchers. 

Thirteen days after the initial disturbance daughter colonies were seen forming at the base of the corals, and 
by the end of the experiment 100% of the corals had daughter colonies at one point during the study. The 
mortality rate of the juveniles was 100%, however, and no colonies survived past the polyp stage. Upon 
testing it was determined that these colonies were sexually derived, and since they had been separated for the 
experiment it is assumed that the corals were brooding when collected, as they were not visibly fertile prior 
to the experiment. It should be noted that the control group did not have any daughter colonies during the 
experiment, and only after (when they were experimentally also crushed) did daughter colonies appear. It is 
thought that the reason for this was the expulsion of premature planulae (resulting in their ultimate death) 
due to stress placed on the coral and the need to allocate resources to repair damaged tissue. While adult G. 
rubiformis was able to withstand the mechanical rolling and crushing, the increased mortality of offspring 
due to ejecting premature planulae may have increased long term effects as the corals are repeatedly disturbed 
and not able to produce surviving offspring (Henry et al 2003). 

While the physiology of these corals has been recently studied, more research is needed to determine the 
ability of corals to recolonize disturbed areas. Brooke and Stone (2007) concluded that a lightly impacted 
area would be able to recover via colony growth alone. However, heavily impacted areas, where the seafloor 
has been scoured and stripped of cover would require coral larvae to be dispersed via currents and settle the 
area again, which could be a slow, timely process. 
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Dancy, Kiley

From: Robert Ruhle <robertptcapt@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 11:30 AM
To: Robins, Rick
Cc: Didden, Jason; Dancy, Kiley; Moore, Christopher
Subject: Deep Sea Coral

Mr.Chairman, please distribute this email to the council and include it in the briefing materials for the upcoming 
June meeting. Thank you. 

 
                I would like to preface this letter by thanking the Council for the opportunity to participate in the 
recent Deep Water Coral workshop in Baltimore.  

As both an AP member and Industry member I believe that workshops such as these are crucial 
when trying to develop any fisheries management measures. At the workshop we (industry) where able to 
create discrete zone alternatives that, although are a hindrance to fishing, would somewhat minimize, but 
not eliminate, the substantial negative impact on the Illex fishery.  I believe that that the amount of 
information provided by and the willingness of the industry to try and reach a mutual agreement is 
unparalleled. 
                During the course of the workshop, some vital deficiencies in the suitability data where brought 
to light. Primary examples of this are the inclusion of "False Slope data" due to image joining ( indications 
of 30 deg slope where none exists) and the creation of the "Suitability model" using this inaccurate 
information as well older lower resolution data rather than the new high resolution slope data. This 
approach could be very misleading by associating high and very high suitability to areas based on 
inaccurate data, and assigning suitability to areas that are not. The fact that industry was able to identify a 
few of these areas is a testament to the wealth of knowledge that we have about the sea floor, and it begs 
the question of how many more misidentified areas are included in the model? The PID states that "Many 
areas have not been adequately surveyed for the presence of coral" and the potential closures within this 
amendment are colossal, and seemingly based off of a flawed or at the very least incomplete model data 
inputs .The use of VTR and NMFS Observer data should only have been used to demonstrate the 
amount of fishing effort within the given area and not to represent actual fishing practices. The exclusion 
of VMS data from the “ Illex Real time management “ program or Study Fleet is baffling as that would 
show actual fishing methods and hyper accurate location. 
                Another questionable aspect of the model was the lack of benthic data (verified bottom 
composition via core samples) and associated sampling density within the proposed areas? The Use of 
the MaxEnt model data alone is not enough to base any type of regulatory measure from. It should only 
be used as the first step in a process that also looks at the ecology of the area and establishing if the 
environmental building blocks for coral inhabitance physically exist. Only after “ground truthing” should 
the area be presented as suitable habitat.  If any fishery abundance model was presented with such 
limited data as is in the current Habitat suitability model, it would be overwhelmingly rejected. Is 
presenting suitability derived from older low resolution data and not refined by the most current available 
data a violation of National Standard 2? How would this suitability endure under a peer review? The 
umbrella of “Precautionary approach” to close these areas and reopen if future surveys establish that no 
coral is present would serve no purpose. If these areas are closed for a single year it would cause the 
total collapse of the illex fishery and its supporting infrastructure.  
                At the workshop, the methodology of both the NGO and FMAT zones where discussed, but due 
to technical issues the industry was unable to show the methodology of how current fishing practices 
minimize the impact on coral. Industry "hang"(areas of avoidance) data has been made available to the 
Council and can be directly overlaid to the mapping software used in the workshop. When hang data is 
displayed over the suitability model, it shows that many of the areas within the current fishing grounds are 
adequately protected by what essentially is an industry known/created boundary. There has been no data 
presented that shows any historical coral sightings that have been disturbed by the current fisheries. 
When actual industry tows are overlaid it shows that current fishing practices already grant protection to 
over 90% of the presumed habitat. Does the gain of only 3-7% of supposed habitat merit the obliteration 
of a responsible and sustainable industry?  
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            Throughout this entire process, no study has been done to evaluate the effects of current gear 
(Illex) on coral habitat. The associated negative impact is only presumed and yet to be quantified. No 
research has ever been done to evaluate the effects of current (Illex) mobile bottom gear on the benthic 
environment nor is there any acknowledgement to the precision in which the gear is fished.  Every mobile 
bottom trawl is designed for a specific fishery and as such the characteristics vary widely. lllex trawls are 
engineered to fish in a manner that in conjunction with hydro dynamic trawl doors (doors that do not 
utilize bottom contact ) minimizes interaction with the sea bed and fly above the bottom. Proof of this can 
be obtained from reviewing footage of illex trawls in a flume tank or at SEAFISH.org. 

 I feel the need to stress that as far as the illex fishery, there is not now nor ever be any 
expansion of the fishing area; essentially we fish on the canyon/shelf edge, an extremely narrow strip. 
Shifting effort to another area is not possible as they do not exists, therefore Industry is bound to the 
historic areas .If the discrete zones are implemented the resulting loss of fishable area will make the Illex 
fishery no longer economically viable. In comparison it would be the same as telling a farmer that he can 
only harvest half of their traditional land and are not allowed to substitute a crop of higher value to 
compensate. 
                The inclusion of canyons north of the Mey-Lindenkohl slope in this amendment should be re-
considered due to the fact that both MAMFC and NEFMC regulated fisheries take place in these areas. 
The possible affected fisheries have not had adequate representation and the impacts to those fisheries 
are unknown. The economic analysis (which is deficient at best) does not adequately account for these 
fisheries, nor does it account for the lobster fishery (managed by ASMFC, but gear type is under the 
jurisdiction of NMFS).The economic analysis does not adequately account for the social and economic 
needs to the fishing (illex) community. Further, neither the NGO or the FMAT discrete zones provide 
"continued access to the fishery" as stated in National Standard 8, and the adoption of the discrete zone 
closures, including GSSA zones, would not allow for the Illex or Butterfish industry to maintain "Optimum 
Yield" in National Standard 1 by removing as much as 40 to 50% of the fishing grounds. 
                Another giant hurdle the council is facing is the enforcement aspect. Even though during the 
workshop, we removed as many points as practicable in order to make the discrete zones as liner as 
possible, they are still very complex with some areas having a total width of less than 0.5nm. The fact that 
mobile bottom gear can be as much as 0.25nm behind the vessel during trawling operations vastly 
complicates enforcement if crossing the boundary line with the vessel triggers action when the gear is 
outside the boundary. If the lines are hard boundaries that the vessel cannot cross, then the lines need to 
be moved deeper 0.25nm on all sides to account for the gear position( the gear is the proposed threat to 
the coral on the sea floor not the vessel on the ocean surface). If moving the boundary lines proves to be 
problematic, then a 0.25nm buffer needs to be implemented if the discrete zones are adopted.  This will 
allow the vessel to cross the line but not the gear. None of this would even allow for the fact that it takes 
on average 2nm for the trawl gear to be deployed and reach the working depth. (The vessel is in motion 
during the entire setting operation and at no time is the gear deployed while stationary) Some type of 
provisions need to be made to allow vessels access within the boundary for gear deployment or the 
amount of fishing area loss could be as high as 50%.Industry was able to come to a somewhat amicable 
agreement on the discrete zones based on contingencies that access would be allowed for gear 
setting/hauling. 
                As the Council moves forward on this amendment, I urge you to consider the ramifications of 
this action. The negative impact to the current fisheries are vast, coupled with the unknown economic loss 
to future fisheries that will be prohibited by options within this action. The fact that the main focus has 
been on a single fishery is very troubling. If the true intent of this amendment is to protect deep water 
coral, then all types of bottom gear with a verified negative impact should be involved. I understand the 
need to protect these marine structures and life forms, but there is simply not enough data to justify 
implementing any of the Discrete zone alternatives or Broad zone closures. Throughout this entire 
process not a single piece of data was presented that showed that the current Illex fishing practices have 
had ANY impact on deep water coral. The only presented evidence of negative interactions was with 
lobster gear which is not part of this amendment and reference to a publication on the effects of trawl 
(Rock shrimp) on coral reefs in the gulf and the coloration of habitat loss in the deep water Redfish fishery 
off of Norway. Both are fishery specific trawl types which utilize hard bottom rollers and in no way are 
representative of the gear used in the Illex fishery .The same publication states that “no trawling takes 
place in any area of high slope and that the primary gear/coral interactions are with traps and bottom 
longlines”.* 

 The implementation of any of the zone closures would effectively end the red crab fishery if no 
exemption is granted, But if red crab is exempted due to the very small number of participants (4 vessels) 
and minimal working area, why would the Illex fishery not be granted the same exemption due to the low 
number of historical participants (7 vessels as stated in the Coral PID) and equally limited area? If this 
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action goes forward and only prohibits a single user group, it begs the question that perhaps this is a 
Trojan amendment pursuing the interest of something other than the protection of Deep Sea Corals. 

I realize that the Council needs to take preemptive measures to protect these Deep Sea Corals, 
but any and all management actions should only be based on science and not governed by emotion or 
public opinion. At this time I can only support: 

 
 

5.1 Alternative 1E - 500m Broad zone designation. 

 
 

5.2 Alternative 2D - VMS requirement. 

 
 

5.3 Alternative 3A -Status quo. 

 
 

5.4 Alternative 4A - No Action. 

 
 

5.5 Alternative 5E- SAP option. 

 
 

Any future area closures must allow for the "freezing the footprint" of ALL current fishing 
practices. Doing so would grant protection to 93% of all presumed suitable coral habitat and still maintain 
the current fishing industry. This is the only option that meets the goals and objectives as described in the 
PID. I would fully support the creation of future zones when sufficient data is presented to warrant the 
need, but at this time there is simply just not enough data to justify any area closures. 
   Thank you for taking this into consideration. 
    Sincerely, Capt. Robert L. Ruhle 
  
*Hourigan 2014, p. 128 in Interrelationships Between Coral and Fisheries, Ed. Stephen Bortone. 
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Mr. Richard B. Robins 

Council Chairman 

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 

800 North State Street 

Suite 201 

Dover, DE 19901 

 

Dr. Christopher M. Moore 

Executive Director 

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 

800 North State Street 

Suite 201 

Dover, DE 19901 

 

Re: MAFMC Deep Sea Corals Amendment 

 

Dear Chairman Robins and Dr. Moore, 

 

The undersigned organizations and individuals write with respect to the Deep Sea Corals 

Amendment, which has been scheduled for final approval by the Council at the upcoming June 

meeting.  We offer the following comments on a number of key issues relating to the 

Amendment. 

 

Broad Deep Sea Coral Protection Zones 

 

As you know, the Council is considering approving a broad deep sea coral protection zone that 

would act to effectively “freeze the footprint” of fishing so that sensitive bottom communities 

that are not currently subject to damage from bottom gear will not be harmed in the future.  

We strongly support the Council’s approval of a broad deep sea coral protection zone to 

complement the discrete zones, which primarily target the canyons.  Such a broad zone would 

effectively “fill in the gaps” between (and seaward of) each discrete zone on the slope to 

protect the significant amount of observed corals, predicted coral habitat, and steep slopes 

that occur there and might otherwise be subject to bottom fishing.  A strong broad zone 
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would protect an additional more than 50% predicted very high and high suitability deep sea 

coral habitat than the discrete zones alone.  We note that the South Atlantic Fishery 

Management Council used a similar freeze the footprint approach to designate a deep sea 

coral protection area in its region.  

 

We urge the Council to adopt a broad zone with a landward boundary that follows the 300m 

contour.  Three hundred meters closely approximates the depth at which nearly all fishing 

effort in the region tails off, and is thus in accord with the Council’s expressed purpose for the 

broad zones, i.e., as “… large, less heavily fished areas (especially the deeper broad zones) 

where measures would limit and prevent the expansion of commercial gear use.”1  

The expected economic impact to regional fisheries of closing the 300m broad zone to bottom 

fishing is small.  According to Table 32 in the January Public Information Document, only 3 

percent of VTR model-estimated cumulative revenue for all mobile bottom gears is from the 

300m broad zone.2  In addition, for the Council-analyzed Northeast Fisheries Observer 

Program observed bottom trawl hauls, the averages of the haul start depths within the 

proposed broad zones are all shallower than 300m (i.e., within the 200m broad zone, the 

average haul start depth for 3,481 hauls was 202m, and within the 500m broad zone, 192m).3   

 

Information about fishing depth from different fishing representatives on this Amendment 

also supports the 300m boundary:  

 

 One tilefish fishermen noted that he has fished from 40-170 fathoms (73-311m) from 
Hudson Canyon to Veatch Canyon. 

 A squid fisherman commented that he has fished the edges of nearly all of the discrete 

zones at depths from 80-174 fathoms (146-320m).  

 The Fisherman’s Dock Cooperative stated that “[t]here are still fisheries we pursue [] in 

the shallower areas of the deep, including Loligo squid, Butterfish, and whiting, and 

[we] still occasional[ly] will fish down to 150 fathoms [273m].”4 

 

                                                      
1  MAFMC (Jan. 2015). Deep-Sea Corals Amendment to the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s 

Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, And Butterfish Fishery Management Plan: Public Information Document; 
pg. 2.  

2  MAFMC (Jan. 2015). Deep-Sea Corals Amendment to the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s 
Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, And Butterfish Fishery Management Plan: Public Information Document; 
pg. 72.  

3  MAFMC (Jan. 2015). Deep-Sea Corals Amendment to the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s 
Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, And Butterfish Fishery Management Plan: Public Information Document; 
pg. 79-80.  

4  MAFMC (Jan. 2015). Deep-Sea Corals Amendment to the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s 
Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, And Butterfish Fishery Management Plan: Written and Public Hearing 
Comments; pg. 11, 42, 49.  
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Discrete Deep Sea Coral Protection Zones 

 

Our groups recommend that the Council adopt the consensus boundaries for all fifteen 

discrete zones that were developed at the April workshop (Workshop).  It is important to 

emphasize that the consensus boundaries represent a significant compromising of the 

discrete zones developed by the Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT), which were 

developed with the input of regional coral experts and scientists and represent the best 

available science on the boundaries necessary to protect known and highly likely deep sea 

coral habitat in the region.  Deep sea corals are uniquely valuable to ocean ecosystems and 

managed species, as well as uniquely vulnerable to fishing gear impacts.  The FMAT protection 

zones include certain relatively shallow coral habitats (around the portion of each canyon that 

incises the shelf) as well as a small buffer area to account for data uncertainty.  Industry has 

sought to exclude many of these areas from protection.  We continue to believe that the 

FMAT zones provide significant public benefits and benefits to managed fisheries that 

outweigh costs associated with protecting the coral habitats in the shallowest margins of 

these zones from fishing damage.  It is precisely these relatively shallow coral habitat areas 

that are most at risk of damage and provide the greatest value to managed species (because 

these species are also generally found in these relatively-shallow areas).   

 

Ultimately, at the Workshop, industry successfully advocated for exclusion of the majority of 

this shallower coral habitat from the consensus discrete zones, i.e., in the shallower areas, the 

consensus boundaries are significantly closer to the boundaries of industry-developed zones 

than those of the FMAT zones, including following the industry boundaries entirely in many 

places.  Numerous areas of “high” (as opposed to “very high”) predicted coral habitat 

suitability as well as most of the buffer areas were excluded from the Workshop-developed 

zones.  Industry did agree to include additional significantly deeper habitat in the consensus 

zones than included in the original industry zones. 

 

We nevertheless stand by the agreements reached at the Workshop, as we appreciate the 

Council’s interest in securing the industry’s support for this important amendment and see 

the value in securing compromise and consensus.  We further recognize the significant 

conservation gain for the region that would come from the Council’s adoption of the 

Workshop proposals for the discrete zones.  At the same time, we strongly recommend that 

the Council factor in additional protection for shallow coral habitat areas most at risk of 

damage by adopting a broad zone boundary that would cover as many of these shallower 

areas as possible.  In addition, we emphasize the need to enact framework provisions 

(discussed in more detail below) to ensure that the boundaries may be redrawn in the future 

to account for improvements in the habitat model’s coral suitability predictions and/or new 

findings from deep-sea surveys. 
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We want to specifically emphasize the importance of designating a discrete zone for Hudson 

Canyon based on the Workshop consensus boundaries.  Corals have been observed in 

Hudson Canyon:  the true soft coral Eunephthya fructicosa, as well as sea pens, have been 

observed in the main part of the canyon, and the cup coral Dasmophysmilia lymani  has been 

observed in the canyon head.5  Hudson Canyon has also been the subject of relatively little 

survey effort compared to the other canyons.  In fact, there has only been one dive looking 

specifically for corals in Hudson Canyon, even though it is the largest by far of all the U.S. 

Atlantic canyons.  NOAA acknowledges that there has been inadequate survey effort for the 

Hudson Canyon, but does not anticipate another survey there in the immediate future.  As 

noted in the Draft Workshop Review, “coral scientists suggested focusing on the areas of high 

slope along the northern edge where coral communities are most likely to be observed if they 

exist in Hudson Canyon.”6   

 

Of all the proposed discrete zones, Hudson Canyon also has the second highest proportion of 

high slope areas and the second largest swath of predicted very high suitable habitat (only the 

Spencer Canyon FMAT discrete zone has a higher percentage of high slope areas and the Mey-

Lindenkohl FMAT discrete zone has more very high suitable habitat).  It is also worth noting 

that, in its draft deep sea coral protection plan, the New England Fishery Management Council 

has developed a coral protection zone for Hudson Canyon, based on bathymetry and 

geological data.7  Finally, a paper recently published in Deep Sea-Research II notes that “[d]ata 

analysis revealed that the upper reach of Hudson Canyon is characterized by a great variability 

of sedimentary and topographic features; a variety of sandy and muddy substrates, gravel 

patches, mudstone and rocky out-crops, hummocky terrain and pockmark fields provide 

different benthic habitats.”8  Many of these areas are encompassed within the Workshop 

consensus boundaries for the canyon. 

 

Exemptions 

 

For reasons outlined below, we do not support the exemption of any fisheries or gear types 

within the discrete zones.  If the Council decides to approve any exemptions for the broad 

zones, clear and actionable monitoring and enforcement provisions also be approved.   

                                                      
5  V. Guida, pers. comm. 
6  MAFMC (May 20, 2015). Deep Sea Corals Workshop Summary DRAFT, pg. 21. 
7  Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Omnibus Amendment, “Deep-Sea Corals of the Northeast Region: 

Species, Habitats and Proposed Coral Zones, and Vulnerability to Fishing Impacts,” Table 9, pg. 34, 
3/28/12 found at: http://archive.nefmc.org/habitat/deep-
sea%20corals/Background%20information%20about%20deep-
sea%20corals%20and%20their%20habitats.pdf  

8  Pierdomenico, M. et al. (2015). Sedimentary facies, geomorphic features and habitat distribution at 
the Hudson Canyon head from AUV multibeam data. Deep-Sea Res. II.   
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While the discussion about how to protect deep sea corals has largely focused on mobile 

bottom gear, other bottom gear like tilefish longlines and crab pots also pose a threat to 

corals and other slow-growing, slow-to-reproduce bottom fauna.  In particular, the red crab 

fishery is prosecuted within each of the 15 discrete zones in a relatively narrow range of 

depths ranging from approximately 550 to 750m, although red crab are found by the fishery 

as shallow as 366m (200 fathoms).9  In this region, this depth range includes many observed 

corals (particularly observations made in the last several years in Baltimore Canyon), and a 

substantial amount of predicted coral habitat and slopes greater than 30 degrees, making 

corals likely.  Although there are relatively few vessels in the red crab fishery, each vessel 

fishes 600 large traps with anchors daily when fishing.  In light of the extremely slow recovery 

time of deep sea corals, the footprint from this fishery in coral habitat will continue to accrue 

and grow over time.10 

 

Based on information in the Public Information Document and discussion at the Workshop, 

the tilefish fishery appears to not currently fish in the proposed discrete zones.  However, it 

would be important to prevent any expansion of the fishery into vulnerable coral habitat in 

the canyon areas.   

 

With respect to the broad zone, we continue to be opposed to the exemption of mobile 

bottom gear, especially squid bottom trawls.  We would, however, not oppose the exemption 

of the red crab fishery or tilefish fishery within a broad zone, although, based on the available 

information and Council-approved zone, it is not apparent that the tilefish fishery currently 

requires such an exemption, depending upon the specific depth boundary adopted by the 

Council. For any exempted fishery, vessels should be required to operate VMS units as a 

means to ensure compliance.  The red crab currently does not have any VMS requirements, 

though there is some observer coverage and dockside sampling.  Golden tilefish vessels, too, 

have no specific fishery observer or VMS requirements.  

 

Enforcement/transiting 

 

It is critical that the Council include adequate enforcement measures in the Amendment.  

Such measures should include requirements for (1) “continuous transiting” through both the 

discrete and broad deep sea corals protection zones, and (2) an increase in VMS pinging rate 

(to at least 1 ping per 15 minutes) for vessels choosing to transit through the discrete and 

broad protection zones.  As discussed below, such measures are practicable and the 

minimum necessary for adequate enforcement and for consistency with the South Atlantic 

region, as well as other regions. 

                                                      
9  MAFMC (May 20, 2015). Deep Sea Corals Workshop Summary DRAFT.  
10 MAFMC (May 20, 2015). Deep Sea Corals Workshop Summary DRAFT.  
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According to the NMFS Office of Law Enforcement, all NMFS-approved VMS units have the 

capability to ping every five minutes.11  Additionally, all units (with one exception) can 

automatically change ping rate from 1 per hour (status quo in the fisheries affected by the 

Amendment) to 1 per 5 minutes when they cross into protected area zones, without the need 

for the captain or operator to re-program the unit12; this is known as “geofencing.”  In the 

small likelihood that one of the relevant vessels in the region, such as one operating in the 

squid fishery, has an outdated VMS unit, NMFS currently makes funds available to replace 

such units.  We recognize that an increase in ping rate using NMFS-approved units from the 

current 1 per hour rate would likely entail an increase in subscription costs.  However, 

increased costs may be limited because they would only apply when fishing and/or only 

during the specific period of time in which the increased pinging rate is in effect (e.g., when 

the vessel is in the protection zone), depending on the service.   

 

For the Oculina Banks HAPC (designated to protect deep sea corals), the South Atlantic Fishery 

Management Council has approved enforcement measures that include a requirement for 

continuous transit (a “direct and non-stop continuous course at a minimum speed of 5 

knots”13) and use of a VMS unit with a 1 ping per 5 minutes rate.  As this Council is aware, it 

and the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, together with the New England Fishery 

Management Council, have signed a Memorandum of Understanding in which the councils 

agree to strive for consistency in deep sea coral protection measures across the regions.14  A 

requirement for continuous transiting through the protection zones in the Mid-Atlantic and an 

increased pinging rate of at least once per 15 minutes would help provide such consistency.15    

 

We also would like to direct the Council’s attention to actions being considered by the Pacific 

Fishery Management Council with respect to enforcement of its closed areas.  That council 

has been forced to reconsider its enforcement measures after an administrative judge ruled 

that a once-per-hour ping rate was insufficient to enforce the Council's continuous transit 

requirement.  The Pacific Fishery Management Council is currently considering alternative 

enforcement measures, including an increase in ping frequency to once per 15 minutes.  One 

service, Boatracs, which is also active in the Mid-Atlantic region, was listed as charging 7 cents 

                                                      
11 NMFS Office of Law Enforcement, pers. com. (May 15, 2015).  
12 NMFS Office of Law Enforcement, pers. com. (May 15, 2015).  
13 79 Fed. Reg. 31907 (June 3, 2014). Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic; 

Coral, Coral Reefs, and Live/Hard Bottom Habitats of the South Atlantic Region; Amendment 8.  
14 Memorandum of Understanding Regarding the Management of Deep Sea Corals Between NEFMC, 

MAFMC, & SAFMC. July 15, 2013.  
15  For the Aleutian Islands coral protection area, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council allows 

a ping rate of once per 30 minutes because of 100% observer coverage.  For the Madison, Swanson, 
and Steamboat Lumps closed areas, the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council requires transit 
through the areas to be continuous and that doors be disconnected from trawl gear. 
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per additional ping while in a protected area.16  The Pacific Fishery Management Council is 

also considering VMS units with the capability to locally store location data at the desired 

frequency and transmit such bundled data at set intervals.  While limiting real-time 

enforcement options, this type of unit decreases the need to pay for satellite 

communications. 

 

Impacts from Lobster Gear 

 

We ask that the Council request the support of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 

Commission (ASMFC) in helping to ensure that the operation of the lobster fishery, which is 

managed by the ASMFC, does not undermine the Council’s efforts to protect deep sea corals 

in its area of jurisdiction.  Lobster pots are one of the primary gear types reported within the 

proposed coral protection zones.17  Given this, the Council should request that the ASMFC 

play a role in protecting this highly vulnerable habitat by conducting detailed analyses of the 

lobster fishery’s footprint and potential to interact with sensitive deep water coral habitat.  

The analyses should be used to inform and develop action essential for the conservation of 

corals in the discrete and broad protection zones.   

 

Framework Adjustments 

 

The Deep Sea Corals Amendment needs to establish an adaptive process that responds 

efficiently to new information.  In the 2010 NOAA Strategic Plan for Deep Sea Coral and 

Sponge Ecosystems,18 NOAA provides a flow chart of actions for protecting corals where they 

are known to occur and for applying a precautionary freeze the footprint approach to areas 

that are inadequately surveyed.  Once areas are mapped and characterized, areas containing 

corals and sponges can be fully protected from fishing impacts, and areas in which corals and 

sponges are absent can be considered for future fishing activity.   

 

As new areas of the deep ocean are explored, the discovery of coral communities outside of 

discrete zones should trigger action to either create a new discrete zone (Alternative 5D) or to 

modify an existing discrete zone boundary (Alternative 5B), so that these corals are afforded 

the strongest level of protection.  Given the wealth of information that has emerged in just 

                                                      
16 Pacific Fishery Management Council (Nov. 2014). Informational Report 1, Vessel Movement 

Monitoring Informational Report, pg. 9, available at http://www.pcouncil.org/wp-
content/uploads/IR1_VesselMovementMonitoring_NOV2014BB.pdf. 

17 Deep Sea Corals Amendment Public Information Document, p.70. 
18 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Coral Reef Conservation Program. (2010). NOAA 

strategic plan for deep-sea coral and sponge ecosystems: research, management, and international 
cooperation. Silver Spring, MD: NOAA Coral Reef Conservation Program. NOAA Technical 
Memorandum CRCP 11. 67 pp. 
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the last two years and the many new coral observations that have not yet been recorded in 

the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program (Program) database, the Council should 

plan for periodic updates from the Program, and should establish criteria that would trigger a 

framework adjustment to incorporate new findings into management measures.   

 

While we are not opposed to either Alternative 5C (Option to modify management measures 

within zones via framework action) or to Alternative 5E (Option to implement special access 

program via framework action), we caution that these options could potentially weaken coral 

conservation.  We suggest that the Council clarify that framework adjustments must be in 

keeping with the purpose of the amendment, “to identify and implement measures that 

reduce, to the extent practicable, impacts of fishing gear on deep sea corals in the Mid-

Atlantic region.”  Framework adjustments should not be used to relax regulations necessary 

for the protection of corals.  

 

* * * 

 

Our organizations stand ready to do whatever we can to assist the Council in completing this 

important and unprecedented amendment.  The Council’s action in June will inform the work 

of fishery management councils around the country, including in New England, the Gulf of 

Mexico and the Pacific, as these councils seek to protect deep sea coral resources in their 

regions.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Brad Sewell 

Senior Attorney 

Natural Resources Defense Council 

Member, Ecosystem and Ocean Planning Advisory Panel for the MAFMC
 
Pam Lyons Gromen 

Executive Director 

Wild Oceans 

Member, Ecosystem and Ocean Planning Advisory Panel for the MAFMC
 
Fred Akers 

River Administrator 

Great Egg Harbor Watershed Association 

Member, Ecosystem and Ocean Planning Advisory Panel for the MAFMC
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Gib Brogan
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Merry Camhi, PhD 

Director, New York Seascape  

Wildlife Conservation Society  

New York Aquarium 

   

Capt. Patrick Paquette 

Member, Mackerel/Squid/Butterfish Advisory Panel for the MAFMC
Recreational Fishing Community Advocate
  
Timothy P. O’Brien, Ph.D. 
President, Tycoon Tackle, Inc. 
Committee of Representatives of the International Game Fish Association 
Member, Ecosystem and Ocean Planning Advisory Panel for the MAFMC
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Comments Regarding Slope and Bathymetry Data Used at the Deep Sea Corals Workshop, received 
from Dr. Brian Kinlan (NOAA/NOS/NCCOS) and Dr. Martha Nizinski (NMFS National Systematics Lab), 
May 28, 2015 

We used two high-resolution (25m horizontal grid cell size) merged multibeam bathymetry and slope 
datasets at the workshop. I will refer to these as "Merge #1" and "Merge #2". Merge #1 was created on 
June 15, 2013. Merge #2 was created on August 4, 2014.  

The attached map shows a color coded key of the sources of multibeam echosounder data used in the 
workshop. Merge #2 (grey, red, and blue shading on map) reflects all of the high quality multibeam 
bathymetry collected through July 2014 for the portion of our area of interest extending from Norfolk in 
the south to Uchupi/Emery in the north. Data were collected from 2011 to 2014 on three NOAA platforms: 
NOAA ships Okeanos Explorer (EX) [grey], Nancy Foster (NF) [red], and Ferdinand Hassler (FH) 
[blue]. Associated NOAA NGDC cruise identifiers are as follows: EX1106, EX1201, EX1204, EX1205L1, 
EX1205L2, EX1206, EX1301, EX1302, EX1303, EX1304L1, EX1304L2, EX1402L1, EX1403, NF1104NC, and 
H12490. A few additional surveys contained minimal, duplicative coverage in our survey area and were 
not used: EX1404L1, EX1404L2, EX1404L3, and H12491. Merge #2 represents the best available multibeam 
coverage for this area from 2011-present.  

Merge #1 (green shading on map) was used in workshop discussions of the northernmost canyons, from 
the northern portion of Emery and Uchupi to Block Canyon. Merge #1 was created using data from 
Okeanos cruises EX1106, EX1201, EX1204, EX1205L1, EX1205L2, EX1206, EX1301 and EX1302, and Hassler 
cruise H12490. Despite being created a year earlier than Merge #2, Merge #1 still contains all significant, 
high-quality, non-duplicative multibeam coverage for the canyons for which it was used (i.e., all relevant 
surveys covering those canyons from 2011 to present). 

All grid cells depicted from these surveys exceeded both NOAA Hydrographic Survey and International 
Hydrographic Organization standards for total vertical and horizontal uncertainty, as discussed in greater 
detail below. However, because different instruments aboard different ship platforms were used for the 
data sources that went into Merge #2, some artefacts may be observed at the "seams" (i.e., one or two 
25m pixels along the boundaries where red and blue colors in the attached map meet gray shaded areas). 
These artefacts appear as a sudden "jump" or "dip" in depth values right along the seam, due to small 
differences in instrument calibration. These abrupt jumps in bathymetry values can cause false slopes at 
the seams, not reflective of features on the seafloor. Though less probable and less severe, such artefacts 
can also occur at the boundaries between multibeam swaths collected at different times with the same 
ship and instrument, especially when data are collected across years. Caution is also needed at the edges 
of multibeam coverage and in the vicinity of holidays (pixels without valid data, shown as white in the 
attached map), where fewer bottom contacts are averaged and higher statistical noise may be present. 
These are common and well-known features of multibeam echosounder data. It is widely accepted that 
expert interpretation is required to avoid considering such areas as true bottom features. Such expert 
guidance is standard practice in the hydrographic field. Drs. Brian Kinlan and Martha Nizinski, NOAA 
scientists who served as invited experts at the MAFMC Deep Coral Workshop April 29-30, 2015, provided 
such expert guidance during the workshop, and all questionable high slope pixels were identified, pointed 
out to the group, and excluded from consideration in the consensus boundary discussions. 
Raw data for most of the multibeam survey cruises listed above are accessible here: 
http://maps.ngdc.noaa.gov/viewers/multibeam/.  

The one survey not available in the interactive viewer linked above is the Hassler H12490 cruise. This 
dataset for the Toms Canyon complex area is available at this link: 
http://www.ngdc.noaa.gov/docucomp/page?url=http://surveys.ngdc.noaa.gov/mgg/NOS/hsmdb/H120
01-H14000/H12490_hsmdb.xml&view=hydro/survey&header=none 

http://maps.ngdc.noaa.gov/viewers/multibeam/
http://www.ngdc.noaa.gov/docucomp/page?url=http://surveys.ngdc.noaa.gov/mgg/NOS/hsmdb/H12001-H14000/H12490_hsmdb.xml&view=hydro/survey&header=none
http://www.ngdc.noaa.gov/docucomp/page?url=http://surveys.ngdc.noaa.gov/mgg/NOS/hsmdb/H12001-H14000/H12490_hsmdb.xml&view=hydro/survey&header=none


2 

Uncertainty details: 
All surveys exceed standards for total horizontal (i.e., positional) uncertainty (THU) and total vertical 
uncertainty (TVU) of seafloor depth surveys in waters >100m depth (i.e., IHO Order 2 water depths) 
established by NOAA/NOS Hydrographic Survey Specifications and Deliverables: 
http://www.nauticalcharts.noaa.gov/hsd/docs/Specifications_and_Deliverables_Apr2012.pdf 
(see especially section 5.1.3). 

These TVU amd THU standards meet or exceed those specified under the International Hydrographic 
Organization (IHO) "Standards for Hydrographic Surveys" as outlined in Special Publication 44 (S-44), 5th 
Edition (IHO S-44). These standards require that vertical uncertainty in the final depth value in each survey 
grid cell be less than +/- sqrt(1 + (0.023 * d)^2) meters (where d=depth in meters), with a statistical 
confidence level of 95% or greater. Here are the resulting TVU values for a few reference depths: 
 
Depth(m)    Uncertainty(TVU, meters)    Depth(fathoms)    Uncertainty(TVU, fathoms)  
  100.0000    2.5080                                       54.6807                    1.3714 
  200.0000    4.7074                                      109.3613                    2.5741 
  300.0000    6.9721                                      164.0420                    3.8124 
  400.0000    9.2542                                      218.7227                    5.0603 
  500.0000   11.5434                                      273.4033                   6.3120 
 
The maximum allowable uncertainty in depth includes all inaccuracies due to residual 
systematic and system specific instrument errors; the speed of sound in water; static 
vessel draft; dynamic vessel draft; heave, roll, and pitch; and any other sources of error 
in the actual measurement process, including the errors associated with water level 
(tide) variations (both tidal measurement and zoning errors). 

From these TVU values, we can calculate the maximum possible slope due to uncertainty in adjacent 
pixels, at our chosen 25m horizontal grid resolution. 

Maximum possible slope due to uncertainty in two adjacent pixels (95% confidence that any erroneous 
slopes will be below this value): 

Depth(m)        Maximum possible slope due to uncertainty at 95% confidence level 
100                   7.1 degrees 
200                   13.2 degrees 
300                   19.1 degrees 
400                   24.7 degrees 
500                   29.8 degrees 
 
In practice, these values are usually quite conservative within any given survey, since vertical accuracies 
usually far exceed the IHO S-44 and NOS Hydrographic standards for minimum accuracy described above. 
Note that even at the deepest depth contour around which MAFMC Deep Coral workshop discussion 
revolved, i.e. 500m, the maximum possible false slope (at 95% confidence level) does not exceed the 
threshold of 30 degrees used to identify high slope features for group discussion. As an added precaution, 
Drs. Kinlan and Nizinski strongly advised the Deep Coral workshop group to ignore supposed "high slope" 
pixels that were not adjacent to at least one other high-slope pixel. Patches of high slope (>30 degrees) 
that were inconsistent with the geomorphology of the canyons in which they were observed (e.g., highly 
linear features running orthogonal to the canyon axis) were viewed with greater scrutiny and invited 
experts advised that boundary decisions not be made purely on the basis of such suspect features. The 

http://www.nauticalcharts.noaa.gov/hsd/docs/Specifications_and_Deliverables_Apr2012.pdf
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workshop attendees accepted the expert advice as provided and left all suspect slope features out of 
group discussions that led to consensus alternative boundaries. 

It is also noteworthy that the percentage of high slope pixels (>30 degrees) affected by the issues 
discussed above is less than 0.1% of total identified high slope area. Combined with expert interpretation 
that removed suspicious areas from discussion, there is very little risk that uncertainty in seafloor data 
influenced consensus boundary alternatives developed at the workshop. 

Finally, we note that surveys also met applicable standards for horizontal accuracy and seafloor feature 
detection resolution. The NOAA/NOS standards for total horizontal uncertainty (THU) are detailed in 
section 5.2.2.2 of the "Hydrographic Survey Specifications and Deliverables" document cited above. In 
waters deeper than 20m, all surveys must be capable of detecting features of the seafloor measuring 
more than 10% of water depth in width and 5% of water depth in height.  Horizontally, this works out as 
follows for reference depths: 

Depth(m)  Minimum horizontal width of features detected (meters) 
100 10 
200 20 
300 30 
400 40 
500 50 

Thus our chosen resolution of 25m, which allows detection of seafloor features as small as 1/2 the 
resolution (i.e., 12.5m), is appropriate for the approximately 150m to 3000m water depths on which we 
are focused. 

Despite the caveats above, which are standard features of multibeam data interpretation, the multibeam 
data syntheses used in crafting the consensus alternative boundaries are the best, most precise data 
available covering the majority of our area of interest. Vertical and horizontal uncertainty exceeds 
relevant national and international standards, and interpretation was appropriately guided by qualified 
experts familiar with the datasets, platforms, systems, and processing details involved in creation of these 
datasets. 
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M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: May 28, 2015 

To: Chris Moore 

From: Julia Beaty 

Subject: Unmanaged forage fish FMAT and scoping 

 
Council staff have formed an FMAT to assist with analysis and development of management 
alternatives to prohibit the development of new, or expansion of existing, directed fisheries for 
unmanaged forage species. A draft action plan for the FMAT, including a list of FMAT members 
and a draft timeline, is included in the briefing book. 

 

Council staff have also started to plan for scoping hearings. A draft scoping document, including a 
list of proposed locations and a draft timeline, are included in the briefing book for Council review.  

 

 

Contents:  

1) Draft action plan for Council action on unmanaged forage species 
 

2) Draft scoping document 



 

1 

 

Council action on unmanaged forage species 
DRAFT Action Plan  

(updated 5/28/2015) 

Purpose and need 

In December 2014 the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC or the Council) passed a 
motion to initiate a regulatory action to prohibit the development of new, or expansion of existing, 
directed fisheries on unmanaged forage species until adequate scientific information is available to 
promote ecosystem sustainability.  

This document is meant to guide a Fisheries Management Action Team (FMAT) in developing 
management alternatives to address this issue.  

 

Management measures to be considered 

The FMAT will analyze a range of issues regarding unmanaged forage species. These issues could 
include, but are not limited to: 

• Consideration of a range of potential actions to prohibit the development of new, or expansion 
of existing fisheries for unmanaged forage species until adequate scientific information is 
available to promote ecosystem sustainability. The FMAT will analyze the efficiency, 
effectiveness, and policy implications of each potential action. These actions could include: 

o An amendment to one or more existing FMPs to add unmanaged forage species as 
Ecosystem Component species. 

o An amendment to one or more existing FMPs to add unmanaged forage species as stocks 
“in the fishery”. 

o Development of a new FMP with unmanaged forage species included as either EC species 
or stocks in the fishery. 

o Designation of forage species as components of Essential Fish Habitat. 

• Identification of which forage species would be addressed by the action. 

• Analysis of policy implications of different potential geographic ranges of the action, including 
the policy implications of an action that would apply to state and federal waters as well as to 
federal waters off New England and the South Atlantic.   

• Recommendations for revisions to the list of approved fisheries and gear types in CFR 600.725 
to ensure that the Council is notified of new fisheries for forage species as they develop. 
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• Measures to minimize the bycatch of unmanaged forage species. 

• Exploratory fishing programs for unmanaged forage species. 

 

Membership and responsibilities of the Fishery Management Action Team  

The Fisheries Management Action Team (FMAT) will have primary responsibility for development and 
analysis of management alternatives. The FMAT will include Council staff and management partners 
from the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC), the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office (GARFO), and the NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science 
Center (NEFSC). If needed, the FMAT will work with other advisors to address specific issues.  

 

FMAT Membership 

Agency Role/Expertise Person 

MAFMC FMAT Chair Julia Beaty 

MAFMC Advisor as necessary Rich Seagraves 

ASMFC State fisheries TBD 

NMFS GARFO Policy and legal issues Carly Bari 

NMFS GARFO Habitat Dr. David Stevenson 

NMFS GARFO Fisheries dependent data Dr. Jerome Hermsen 

NMFS NEFSC Fisheries biology Dr. Laurel Smith 

NMFS NEFSC Economics Dr. Min-Yang Lee 

 

 

Affected fisheries  

The intent of the action is to allow existing fisheries to continue to unchanged while prohibiting the 
development of new, or expansion of existing, directed fisheries on unmanaged forage species. The 
extent of existing fisheries for unmanaged forage species is unknown. If any such fisheries exist they 
will be affected by limitations on their capacity to expand in the future. Depending on the type of 
action the Council decides to pursue, fisheries which catch unmanaged forage species as bycatch may 
also be affected. 
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Applicable laws 

Name of law Applicable to this action? 

Magnuson-Stevens Act Yes 

National Environmental Policy Act Yes; expected that an Environmental Assessment will be 
required.  

Administrative Procedure Act Yes 

Regulatory Flexibility Act Yes 

Paperwork Reduction Act Possibly; depends on data collection needs 

Coastal Zone Management Act Possibly; depends on effects of the action on the resources of 
the coastal states in the management unit 

Endangered Species Act Possibly; level of consultation will depend on the actions 
taken 

E.O. 12866 (Regulatory Planning and 
Review) 

Yes 

E.O. 12630 (Takings) Possibly; legal review will confirm 

E.O. 13123 (Federalism) Possibly; legal review will confirm 

Essential Fish Habitat Possibly; level of consultation will depend on the actions 
taken 

Information Quality Act Yes 
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Draft timeline for development and implementation of action 

Status Date Action Location 

Complete December 11, 2014 Council passes motion to 
protect unmanaged forage fish 

Council meeting 
Baltimore, MD 

Complete April 14, 2015 Council discusses next steps Council meeting 
Long Branch, NJ 

In 
progress May 2015 Fisheries Management Action 

Team (FMAT) formed --- 

Planned 
for June 10, 2015 

Council reviews progress on 
action and approves scoping 

plan 

Council meeting 
Virginia Beach, VA 

Planned 
for 

June 2015 
(subject to change) 

FMAT begins development of 
initial alternatives TBD 

Planned 
for 

August-September 2015 
(subject to change) Scoping hearings 

7 locations from Rhode 
Island to North 

Carolina 

Planned 
for 

October 2015 
(subject to change) 

Presentation on and 
consideration of public 

comments received at scoping 
hearings and in writing 

Council meeting 
Philadelphia, PA 

Planned 
for 

October 2015 
(subject to change) 

Ecosystem and Ocean Planning 
Committee and other relevant 

committees review alternatives 
developed by FMAT 

TBD 

Planned 
for 

December 2015 
(subject to change) 

Reports from FMAT and 
relevant committees; Council 
selects preferred alternatives 

Council meeting 
Annapolis, MD 

Planned 
for 

February 2016 
(subject to change) 

MAFMC considers public 
comments and takes final 

action 

Council meeting 
New Bern, NC 

Planned 
for 

March 2016 
(subject to change) 

Staff submits relevant 
documents to NMFS for 

secretarial approval 
--- 

 Summer 2016 
(subject to change) Final rule effective --- 
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Scoping Document for 

Council Action on Unmanaged Forage Species  
 

DRAFT 

June 2015 
 

 

What is Scoping? 
Scoping is the process of identifying issues, potential impacts, and a reasonable range of 
alternatives associated with a management action being developed by the Council. Scoping 
provides the first and best opportunity for the public to make suggestions and raise 
concerns about new Council actions. 

Your comments early in the development of this action will help the Council identify 
effective management alternatives and issues of concern.  

The regulatory actions outlined in this document are not a list of preferred alternatives, nor 
are they measures that will necessarily be included in an action. No management measures 
have been analyzed for their effectiveness or impacts. All options will be considered by the 
Council at this early stage.  

Please comment on which management measures may or may not be useful or practical 
(including measures not described in this document) and explain your reasoning. Please also 
comment on any other relevant issues the Council should consider as part of this proposed 
action. 
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1) Introduction 
In December 2014 the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council (the Council) voted to “initiate a regulatory action 
to prohibit the development of new, or expansion of 
existing, directed fisheries on unmanaged forage species 
until adequate scientific information is available to 
promote ecosystem sustainability". The Council has 
initiated a scoping process to solicit input from interested 
members of the public on the types of management 
measures which could effectively address this motion. The 
Council is seeking input on any relevant issues that should 
be considered as part of this action. Please see page 15 for 
instructions on how to provide oral or written comments 
on this action.  

The Council passed this motion in order to protect the 
important ecological role that forage species play in the 
Mid-Atlantic. Forage species are small fish and 
invertebrates that are low on the food chain. They feed on 
smaller marine organisms such as plankton and are in turn 
eaten by many species of fish, sea birds, and marine 
mammals. Some forage species form dense aggregations 
and many have highly variable abundances over time. 
Forage species play an important role in sustaining the 
productivity and structure of marine ecosystems by 
facilitating the transfer of energy from the lowest levels of 
the food chain to higher levels. Recent scientific studies 
highlight the importance of forage species to marine 
ecosystems and suggest that these species warrant special 
considerations in fisheries management (Alder et al. 2008, 
Smith et al. 2011, Pikitch et al. 2012a, Pikitch et al. 2014). 
The Council has identified forage species and their 
management as a key area of focus under its Ecosystem 
Approaches to Fisheries Management guidance document, 
which is currently in development. The Council recognizes 
that an adequate biomass of forage species must be 
maintained to protect the structure and function of marine 
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Management Council 
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regulatory action to 
prohibit the 
development of new, or 
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available to promote 
ecosystem 
sustainability". 

 

The Council is seeking 
public input on which 
types of management 
actions could most 
effectively address this 
motion.  

 

Please see page 15 for 
instructions on how to 
provide comments. 
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ecosystems, to allow for abundant populations of Council-
managed predators, and to support commercial and 
recreational fisheries. 

Some forage species, including Atlantic herring, Atlantic 
menhaden, Atlantic mackerel, butterfish, longfin squid, and 
Illex squid, are the target of commercial and recreational 
fisheries in the Mid-Atlantic. These fisheries supply markets 
for human food, bait, and poultry and livestock feed. These 
fisheries are currently managed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council, the New England Fishery 
Management Council, and the Atlantic States Marine 
Fisheries Commission (ASMFC) and will not be addressed by 
the management actions outlined in this document.  

Many forage species are not currently subject to directed 
fisheries in the Mid-Atlantic region; however, increasing 
global demand for fishmeal, fish oil, and bait could 
encourage the development of new fisheries for these 
species. The Council is taking a proactive approach to 
protecting unmanaged forage species and the ecosystem 
services they provide. The Council has not yet determined 
which forage species it will address through this action; 
however, this action will not address species currently 
managed by the Mid-Atlantic, New England, or South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Councils or the ASMFC.  

2) Why is this action being proposed? 
This action stems from the Council’s recent efforts to move 
towards an ecosystem approach to fisheries management 
(EAFM). The Council defines EAFM as a fishery 
management approach which recognizes the biological, 
economic, social, and physical interactions among the 
components of ecosystems and attempts to manage 
fisheries to achieve optimum yield while taking those 
interactions into account. The Council formed an EAFM 
working group, which identified forage species and their 
management as a key area of focus as the Council moves 
towards EAFM (Clay et al. 2014). 

 
 

 

 

The Council has not yet 
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by this action. 

 

This action WILL NOT 
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Management Councils, 
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Many stakeholders in the Council process have also expressed the opinion that forage species 
deserve special management consideration. In 2011 and 2012 the Council undertook a visioning 
and strategic planning process, which included extensive outreach to key stakeholder groups 
and the general public. Surveys, roundtable sessions, and position letters collected as part of 
this process revealed that forage species management is a key concern for many Council 
constituents (MAFMC 2012).  

This proposed action to prohibit directed fisheries for unmanaged forage species is not without 
precedent.  Other regional fishery management councils have proactively protected forage 
species. For example, the Pacific Fishery Management Council (the Pacific Council) prohibited 
commercial harvest of all krill species in federal waters off Washington, Oregon, and California. 
The Pacific Council took this action to protect the important role that krill play as a food source 
for many marine species (PFMC 2008). The Pacific Council is currently in the process of finalizing 
an amendment to all of their fishery management plans to prohibit commercial fishing for a 
suite of forage species. This action is very similar in intent to the motion passed by the Mid-
Atlantic Council in December 2014 (PFMC 2014).  

3) Issues for consideration 
The Council requests public comment on seven key issues related to this new action on 
unmanaged forage fish. These issues include identification of: 

1) The most appropriate type of management action; 
2) The most effective provisions of such an action; 
3) Which forage species to address; 
4) The types of fishing to address; 
5) The most appropriate geographic scope of the action; 
6) Effective ways to prohibit the expansion of existing fisheries; 
7) An appropriate process for allowing new fisheries to develop. 

Each of these issues are described in more detail in later sections of this document.  

The options described here are not meant to be a comprehensive list of all possible ways to 
address the motion. Please provide comments on the appropriateness and effectiveness of the 
options outlined in this document, as well as suggestions for other alternatives for this action. 

a. What type of action would be most appropriate? 
Council staff have identified three types of actions which could fully or partially address the 
motion to protect unmanaged forage species. These actions are: 

Action A: Amend one or more of the Council’s existing FMPs to include provisions for 
unmanaged forage species; 

Action B: Develop a new FMP with provisions for unmanaged forage species; 
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Action C: Update the list of approved fisheries and gear types 
in the Code of Federal Regulations and address new 
fisheries for unmanaged forage species as they arise. 

Action A: Amend one or more of the Council’s existing FMPs to include 
provisions for unmanaged forage species 
If the Council were to amend one or more existing fishery 
management plans (FMPs) to prohibit the development of new, or 
expansion of existing, fisheries for unmanaged forage species, it 
could do so by designating a list of forage species as ecosystem 
component species, as stocks “in the fishery”, or as components of 
Essential Fish Habitat. Each of these provisions are described later in 
this document. 

The possible geographic scope of an amendment is an important 
issue when considering which FMP(s) the Council might amend. The 
geographic scope of an amendment can match the management 
unit of the FMP or it could apply to a portion of that management 
unit. Each of the Council’s existing FMPs have different management 
units, the largest being the Bluefish FMP, which applies to state and 
federal waters from Maine to Florida. This issue is discussed in more 
detail on page 14. 

Action B: Develop a new FMP with provisions for unmanaged forage 
species  
If the Council were to develop a new FMP, it could prohibit the 
development of new, or expansion of existing, fisheries for 
unmanaged forage species by designating a list of forage species as 
ecosystem component species, as stocks “in the fishery”, or as 
components of Essential Fish Habitat. Each of these provisions are 
described later in this document. 

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council prohibited 
commercial fishing in the Arctic through development of an Arctic 
FMP. The Arctic FMP used three commercially harvested species as 
“anchoring species” and set OY for all three species to zero. The 
FMP designated all other species as ecosystem component species 
(described on pages 9-10) and prohibited their commercial harvest 
(NPFMC 2009). 

Initial analysis by Council staff suggests that development of a new 
FMP would be less efficient and would provide few, if any, 
additional benefits compared to an amendment to one or more 
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existing FMPs. As previously stated, however, the Council has not yet ruled out any alternatives 
and would like public input on the efficiency and effectiveness of all potential management 
measures.  

Action C: Update the list of approved fisheries and gear types in the Code of Federal Regulations 
and address new fisheries for unmanaged forage species as they arise  
All federally authorized fisheries and gear types for the Mid-Atlantic region are listed in the 
Code of Federal Regulations (50 CFR 600.725). If an individual intends to pursue a fishery or use 
gear that is not on this list, he or she must first notify the Council of this intent in writing. If the 
Council believes the new fishery or the use of the new gear would be detrimental to 
conservation and management efforts, the Council may take action to prohibit the new 
development through an emergency action, an FMP amendment, or development of a new 
FMP (50 CFR 600.747).  

This list of approved fisheries and gear types currently includes three general categories of 
fisheries which may allow individuals to pursue fisheries for unmanaged forage species without 
first notifying the Council of their intent to do so (table 1).  

 

Table 1: The fisheries and authorized gear types listed in 50 CFR 600.725 which limit the Council’s ability 
to address new fisheries for unmanaged forage species as they develop. 

Fishery Authorized gear type 
16. Coastal Gillnet Fishery 
(Non-FMP) 

Gillnet 

17. Recreational Fishery 
(Non-FMP) 

Rod and reel, handline, spear, hook and line, hand harvest, bandit 
gear, powerhead, gillnet, cast net. 

27. Commercial Fishery (Non-
FMP) 

Trawl, pot, trap, gillnet, pound net, dredge, seine, handline, 
longline, hook and line, rod and reel, spear. 

 

The Council could request that NMFS update the list of approved fisheries and gear types to 
remove one or more of these general categories, or to remove only those gear types which 
could be used to target unmanaged forage species. This would ensure that individuals intending 
to target currently unmanaged forage species in federal waters first notify the Council of their 
intent to do so and would enable the Council to address these new fisheries on a case-by-case 
basis. This would not directly prohibit new fisheries, but would ensure that the Council has the 
opportunity to review the fisheries as they arise and take action to restrict their development if 
necessary.  This not allow the Council to prevent the expansion of existing fisheries, thus it 
could not address the full intent of the December 2014 motion. In order to fully address the 
motion, this action could be taken in conjunction with another action such as an FMP 
amendment or the development of a new FMP.  
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b. What type of management provisions would be most effective? 
If the Council were to pursue an FMP amendment or a new FMP, it could prohibit the 
development of new, or expansion of existing, fisheries for unmanaged forage species through 
one of three different management provisions, listed below. These provisions have been 
considered by the Council in preliminary discussions of this issue. They are not meant to be a 
comprehensive list of all possible ways to address the motion. Please provide comments on the 
appropriateness and effectiveness of the provisions described in this document, as well as 
suggestions for other alternatives for this action. 

Provision A: Identify forage species as ecosystem component (EC) species and prohibit their 
directed harvest 

Provision B: Identify forage species as stocks “in the fishery” and prohibit their directed 
harvest 

Provision C: Define forage species as components of Essential Fish Habitat for one or more 
Council-managed predators 

Provision A: Identify forage species as ecosystem component species and prohibit their directed 
harvest 
The National Standard Guidelines allow Councils to designate ecosystem component (EC) 
species in fishery management plans (FMPs) for data collection purposes, as considerations in 
the development of conservation and management measures in Council-managed fisheries, 
and to address other ecosystem issues. To be designated as an EC species, a species or stock 
should: 1) be a non-target species, 2) not be subject to overfishing, not be overfished or 
approaching overfished, 3) not be likely to become subject to overfishing or overfished in the 
absence of conservation and management measures, and 4) not generally be retained for sale 
or personal use (50 CFR 600.310).1 Many unmanaged forage species in the Mid-Atlantic would 
fit these criteria. (Please see pages 11-13 for more information on which species may be 
included in this action.)   

EC species are not considered stocks “in the fishery” and so Councils are not required to assess 
maximum sustainable yield (MSY), optimum yield (OY), or essential fish habitat (EFH), nor are 
they required to define status determination criteria, annual catch limits (ACLs), or 
accountability measures (AMs) for EC species, all of which are required under section 303a of 
the Magnuson-Stevens Act for stocks “in the fishery”. Councils may develop management 
measures to conserve EC species under the discretionary provisions listed in section 303b of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act.  

                                                      
1 NMFS has proposed revisions to the National Standard Guidelines, including changes to the language describing 
EC species (USOFR 2015). If implemented, these revisions would still allow the Council to use the EC designation as 
described in this document.  
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The National Standard Guidelines state that Councils 
should monitor EC species to determine if they should be 
re-classified as stocks in the fishery. This would be 
necessary if the species were, or were likely to become, 
overfished or subject to overfishing, or if the Council 
wished to allow directed harvest of those species.  

The Pacific Fishery Management Council is finalizing an 
amendment to all of their FMPs which will use the EC 
designation to prohibit commercial harvest of a suite of 
forage species in federal waters off of Washington, Oregon, 
and California (PFMC 2014). A management action using 
the EC designation to proactively protect forage species is 
an attractive option for the Mid-Atlantic Council in large 
part because this option has been thoroughly vetted by the 
Pacific Council for legality and potential effectiveness. 

Provision B: Identify forage species as stocks “in the fishery” 
and prohibit their directed harvest 
Section 303a of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that 
Councils assess maximum sustainable yield (MSY), optimum 
yield (OY), and essential fish habitat (EFH), and also define 
status determination criteria, annual catch limits (ACLs), 
and accountability measures (AMs) for stocks “in the 
fishery”. The Council could prohibit the development of 
new fisheries for a list of forage species by setting OY or the 
ACL to zero. The Pacific Fishery Management Council took a 
similar action to prohibit commercial harvest of all krill 
species by adding them as stocks in the fishery and setting 
OY to zero (PFMC 2008). The Mid-Atlantic Council could 
allow existing fisheries to remain at their current levels by 
allowing specific exceptions for existing fisheries.  

Provision C: Define forage species as components of Essential 
Fish Habitat for one or more Council-managed predators 
The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that Councils describe 
and identify Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for species 
identified as stocks “in the fishery” in FMPs. The Act defines 
EFH as “those waters and substrate necessary to fish for 
spawning, breeding, feeding or growth to maturity” (16 
USC 1802) and requires that Councils “minimize to the 

 
 

 

 

The Council has not yet 
selected any preferred 
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extent practicable adverse effects on such habitat caused 
by fishing, and identify other actions to encourage the 
conservation and enhancement of such habitat” (16 USC 
1853). 
 
The Council could take action to protect unmanaged forage 
species by amending one or more existing FMPs to 
designate forage species as a component of EFH for one or 
more Council-managed predators. If forage species were 
designated as a component of EFH, the Council could take 
action to prohibit fisheries for those species based on the 
rationale that such fisheries would likely negatively affect 
EFH.   

c. Which forage species should the Council include in 
the action? 

The Council has not yet determined which species will be 
addressed by this action. The Council is seeking public input 
on which currently unmanaged forage species should be 
included in this action.  

The Council’s Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries 
Management (EAFM) Working Group, in collaboration with 
the Council’s Science and Statistical Committee (SSC) 
recently developed a white paper on forage fish in the Mid-
Atlantic (Clay et al. 2014). The authors of the white paper 
used a definition of forage fish agreed upon by the 
Ecosystem Subcommittee of the SSC in March 2012 to 
identify forage fish species in the Mid-Atlantic (table 2). 
This list of species will serve as a starting point for 
discussions about which species to address through this 
action. The unmanaged forage species identified in the 
white paper are: bay anchovy (Anchoa mitchilli), striped 
anchovy (Anchoa hepsetus), silver anchovy (Engraulis 
eurystole), round herring (Etrumeus teres), thread herring 
(Opisthonema oglinum), Spanish sardine (Sardinella aurita), 
sand lance (Ammodytes americanus and A. dubius), and 
Atlantic silverside (Menidia menidia; table 3). There are no 
biomass or abundance estimates for any of these species 
(Clay et al. 2014). 
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The Council has not ruled out including invertebrates in this action. Many invertebrate species 
(e.g. krill, shrimp, marine worms, comb jellies, and amphipods) are important prey items for 
predatory fish, marine mammals, and/or seabirds in the Mid-Atlantic (Clay et al. 2014). 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 2: Definition of forage fish developed by the Ecosystems Subcommittee of the Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee (Clay et al. 2014). 
 

 

 Forage is defined as a species that: 
• Is small to moderate in size (average length of ~5-25 cm) throughout its lifespan, 

especially including adult stages; 
• Is subject to extensive predation by other fishes, marine mammals, and birds throughout 

its lifespan; 
• Comprises a considerable portion of the diet of other predators in the ecosystem in which 

it resides throughout its lifespan (usually >5% diet composition for > 5 yrs.); 
• Has or is strongly suspected to have mortality with a major element due to consumptive 

removals; 
• Is typically a lower to mid trophic level (TL) species; itself consumes food usually no 

higher than TL 2-2.5 (typically zooplankton and or small benthic invertebrates); 
• Has a high number of trophic linkages as predator and prey; serves as an important 

(as measurable by several methods) conduit of energy/biomass flow from lower to 
upper TL; 

• Often exhibits notable (pelagic) schooling behavior; 
• Often exhibits high variation in inter-annual recruitments; and 
• Relative to primary production and primary producers, has a ratio of production and 

biomass, respectively, to those producers not smaller than on the order of 10-3 to 10-4 
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Table 3: Forage fish species present but not managed in the Mid-Atlantic, as identified by the 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s Ecosystem Approaches to Fisheries Management 
Working Group and Science and Statistical Committee. Adapted from Clay et al. 2014. 

 

d. What type of fishing should the action regulate? 
The Council may decide to develop an action addressing all types of directed fishing, including 
both small and large scale commercial, recreational, and subsistence fisheries. Alternatively, 
the Council may decide to limit the action to specified types of directed fishing. For example, 
the Council may decide that the action should apply only to commercial fishing, or that it 
should apply only to commercial and/or recreational catches above a certain level. The Council 
has not yet discussed biomass goals or acceptable levels of catch, including bycatch, for 
unmanaged forage species. 

Common 
name 

Scientific 
name 

Existing directed fisheries in western 
North Atlantic? 

Average 
annual 

landings (mt), 
2008-2012 

Notable bycatch 
in fisheries 

managed by the 
Council? 

Bay 
anchovy 

Anchoa 
mitchilli None known  No 

Striped 
anchovy 

Anchoa 
hepsetus None known  No 

Silver 
anchovy 

Engraulis 
eurystole None known  No 

Round 
herring 

Etrumeus 
teres 

None in western North Atlantic, but have 
been targeted off Japan and South Africa 

(Houde 1977) 
 Unknown 

Thread 
herring 

Opisthonema 
oglinum 

Commercial and recreational bait fisheries 
in South Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico (FL 

FWCC 2010b) 

524 
(Clay et al. 2014) 

Yes, relatively 
small amounts 

Spanish 
sardine 

Sardinella 
aurita 

Directed bait fisheries in South Atlantic and 
Gulf of Mexico (FL FWCC 2010b); major 

fisheries in eastern Atlantic (Clay et al. 2014) 

596 
(Clay et al. 2014) 

Yes, relatively 
small amounts 

Sand 
lance 

Ammodytes 
americanus 

and A. dubius 

None in western North Atlantic, but small 
bait fisheries once existed in New England 

and major directed fisheries have taken 
place in Europe (Clay et al. 2014) 

0 No 

Atlantic 
silverside 

Menidia 
menidia 

Small bait and food fisheries have existed in 
Rhode Island, and likely in other states as 
well (Bigelow and Shroeder 1953, Fay et al. 1983).  

6.4 
(Clay et al. 2014) No 
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e. Over what geographic area should the action apply? 
The Council has had preliminary discussions of the preferred geographic scope of this action; 
however, it has reached no conclusions on this matter. The Council may decide that this action 
should apply to as great an area as possible to provide the most comprehensive protection for 
forage species and the ecosystem services they provide. The Council could achieve the widest 
geographic coverage of by pursuing either a new FMP or an amendment to the Bluefish FMP. 
The Bluefish FMP has the broadest management unit of the Council’s FMPs and includes state 
and federal waters from Maine to Florida. Any action which applies to state waters would 
require coordination with the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC). If the 
Council were to pursue an action that applies to either New England or South Atlantic waters, 
coordination with the New England and/or South Atlantic Fishery Management Council would 
be desirable.  

The Council may decide to limit the scope of this action to federal waters off the Mid-Atlantic. 
This would not require coordination with the ASMFC, the New England Council, or the South 
Atlantic Council. This could be the most efficient way of implementing an action to protect 
unmanaged forage fish; however, it may not be as beneficial as an action which applies to state 
waters, New England, and the South Atlantic. Estuaries in state waters are important habitat 
areas for many of the forage species that may be considered as part of this action (Clay et al. 
2014). 

f. How should the Council prohibit the expansion of existing fisheries? 
The Council wishes to prevent expansion of existing fisheries for unmanaged forage species. 
Very little is known about the extent of existing fisheries for unmanaged forage species in the 
Mid-Atlantic. This will pose difficulties for determining when existing fisheries are expanding. 
The Council and Council staff have not yet identified potential ways of preventing existing 
fisheries from expanding, given the lack of reliable information on existing fisheries for these 
species.  

g. How should the Council allow new fisheries to develop? 
The Council does not wish to prohibit directed fisheries for unmanaged forage species 
indefinitely, but only until enough scientific information is available to promote ecosystem 
sustainability. The Pacific Council’s recent action on unmanaged forage species has a similar 
goal and will allow exempted fishing permits (EFPs) as a way of encouraging data collection and 
as a preliminary step towards allowing new fisheries to develop (PFMC 2014). The Mid-Atlantic 
Council may consider adopting a similar process.  

The Council has not yet had any in-depth discussions on the information that would be needed 
to “promote ecosystem sustainability”.  
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4. Public Comment Opportunities and Instructions 
You are encouraged to submit comments on a wide range of issues that may be addressed by 
this action. You may provide written comments using the instructions listed below. You may 
also provide comments in person at one of the upcoming scoping hearings listed on the 
following page.  

Written comments must be sent by 11:59 pm Eastern Standard Time on DATE, per the notice 
of intent and notice of public scoping, as published in the Federal Register at 
www.gpo.gov/XXXXXX. 

 

Written comments may be sent by any of the following methods:  

1) Online at www.mafmc.org/comments/XXXX  

2) Email to the following address: XXXX  

3) Mail or Fax to:  

Dr. Chris Moore, Executive Director  

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council  
800 North State Street, Suite 201  
Dover, DE 19901  

FAX: 302-674-5399  

 

Please include “Unmanaged Forage Scoping Comments” in the subject line if using email or 
fax or on the outside of the envelope if submitting written comments. 

The Council is in the early stages of developing this action. You will have other opportunities to 
provide comments; however, now is the best time to provide input and raise concerns.  

The Council will publish announcements about future opportunities for public comment in the 
Federal Register and at www.mafmc.org.   

For information and updates, please visit: www.mafmc.org/actions/unmanaged-forage.   

If you have any questions, please contact Julia Beaty, Assistant FMP Coordinator, Mid-Atlantic 
Fishery Management Council, jbeaty@mafmc.org, 302-526-5250. 

 

http://www.gpo.gov/XXXXXX
http://www.mafmc.org/
http://www.mafmc.org/actions/unmanaged-forage
mailto:jbeaty@mafmc.org
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5. Schedule of Public Scoping Hearings 
DRAFT 

Date and time Location 

Aug or Sept 2015 Narragansett, Rhode Island 

Aug or Sept 2015 East Setauket, New York 

Aug or Sept 2015 Cape May, New Jersey 

Aug or Sept 2015 Ocean City, Maryland 

Aug or Sept 2015 Newport News, Virginia 

Aug or Sept 2015 Washington, North Carolina 

Aug or Sept 2015 Webinar 

 

 

Learn more 
You can learn more about this action by visiting www.mafmc.org/actions/unmanaged-forage. 
Relevant documents, presentations, and meeting recordings will be uploaded to this website.  

Please contact Julia Beaty, Assistant Fishery Plan Coordinator, with any questions, comments or 
concerns. Please see the next few pages for instructions on how to submit formal comments on 
this action. 

 

http://www.mafmc.org/actions/unmanaged-forage


17 
 

6. Draft Timeline for Development, Review, and Implementation of Action 

Status Date Action Location 

Complete December 11, 2014 Council passes motion to 
protect unmanaged forage fish 

Council meeting 
Baltimore, MD 

Complete April 14, 2015 Council discusses next steps Council meeting 
Long Branch, NJ 

In 
progress May 2015 Fisheries Management Action 

Team (FMAT) formed --- 

Planned 
for June 10, 2015 

Council reviews progress on 
action and approves scoping 

plan 

Council meeting 
Virginia Beach, VA 

Planned 
for 

June 2015 
(subject to change) 

FMAT begins development of 
initial alternatives TBD 

Planned 
for 

August-September 2015 
(subject to change) Scoping hearings 

7 locations from Rhode 
Island to North 

Carolina (see page 16) 

Planned 
for 

October 2015 
(subject to change) 

Presentation on and 
consideration of public 

comments received at scoping 
hearings and in writing 

Council meeting 
Philadelphia, PA 

Planned 
for 

October 2015 
(subject to change) 

Ecosystem and Ocean Planning 
Committee and other relevant 

committees review alternatives 
developed by FMAT 

TBD 

Planned 
for 

December 2015 
(subject to change) 

Reports from FMAT and 
relevant committees; Council 
selects preferred alternatives 

Council meeting 
Annapolis, MD 

Planned 
for 

February 2016 
(subject to change) 

MAFMC considers public 
comments and takes final 

action 

Council meeting 
New Bern, NC 

Planned 
for 

March 2016 
(subject to change) 

Staff submits relevant 
documents to NMFS for 

secretarial approval 
--- 

 Summer 2016 
(subject to change) Final rule effective --- 

 

Note: more information on upcoming Council meetings, including dates, locations, and topics of 
discussion can be found at: www.mafmc.org/meetings/  

http://www.mafmc.org/meetings/
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M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: May 28, 2015 

To: River Herring and Shad (RH/S) Committee/Council 

From: Jason Didden  

Subject: Monkfish Framework 9 

 
The Council is scheduled to approve Framework 9 to the Monkfish Fishery Management Plan on June 
10th.  Following this memo, the current alternatives are provided and the Monkfish Committee-Preferred 
Alternatives are noted.  A separate summary of the May 26, 2015 Monkfish Committee meeting is not 
yet available, but the committee motions are included after the alternatives description, and 
modifications they made on the 26th have been incorporated into the current alternatives.  
 
The draft impact sections for the Framework have been posted to http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/june-
2015.  Fiona Hogan of the New England Fishery Management Council staff will present on the 
alternatives and their impacts.  The draft impact sections have not been modified based on the May 26 
Committee meeting, but no substantial changes are expected and any changes will be highlighted during 
the presentation.  

http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/june-2015
http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/june-2015
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1.0 Alternatives under Consideration 
 
1.1 Modifications to Current Monkfish Days-at-Sea and Trip Limits  
 

 Allow vessels to declare a Northeast Multispecies Day-at-Sea at sea 
 
In order to land more than incidental amounts of monkfish, vessels must be fishing under a monkfish 
DAS, a Northeast (NE) multispecies day-at-sea (DAS), an Atlantic sea scallop DAS, or a combination of 
both monkfish and NE multispecies DAS or scallop DAS.  Permit Category C and D vessels (i.e., those 
also issued a limited access NE multispecies DAS permit) can declare a monkfish DAS while at sea in the 
NFMA. However, the vessel operator must first declare his/her intent to fish on a NE multispecies DAS 
and later possibly declare a monkfish DAS while at sea (also known as declaring the “monkfish option”) 
prior to leaving port at the start of its trip. Similar flexibility does not currently exist to allow such vessel 
operators to also declare a NE multispecies DAS at sea.  
 
The following options consider revising when and by whom a NE multispecies DAS can be declared to 
reduce monkfish discards, increase allowable monkfish landings, and increase operational flexibility by 
allowing vessels to also fish outside of existing monkfish exempted fisheries.    
 
 
1.1.1.1 Option 1: No Action  
 
Existing regulations do not allow a vessel operator to declare a NE multispecies DAS while at sea.  
Therefore, if the operator of a limited access monkfish Category C and D vessel began a NE multispecies 
sector trip without also declaring his/her intent to fish under a NE multispecies DAS, he/she could not 
land more than an incidental amount of monkfish.  Further, the operator could not declare a NE 
multispecies DAS after leaving port to land a higher incidental amount of monkfish allowed when fishing 
under a NE multispecies DAS. While vessels may declare a monkfish DAS at sea if the monkfish 
incidental limit is exceeded, there is no such provision in the multispecies plan. Therefore, vessels must 
start the trip on a groundfish DAS to allow the use of the at-sea monkfish DAS declaration provision. 
 
 
 
1.1.1.2 Option 2: Allow all limited access Monkfish Category C and D vessels to declare a 

NE multispecies DAS at sea in the Northern Fishery Management Area (Monkfish 

Committee Preferred Alternative) 
 
The operator of any limited access monkfish Category C and D vessel fishing on a NE multispecies sector 
non-DAS trip or under a monkfish-only DAS in the Northern Fishery Management Area (NFMA) may 
declare his/her intent to use a NE multispecies Category A DAS on the same trip before returning to port. 
The vessel operator must change the DAS declaration to include a NE multispecies DAS through the 
vessels’ vessel monitoring system (VMS) unit before crossing the VMS demarcation line upon its return 
to port.  
 
Rationale: Similar to the existing provision allowing monkfish DAS to be declared at-sea (i.e., the 
monkfish “option”), this would allow NE multispecies DAS to be declared at sea as well.  This would 
enable monkfish vessels to declare a NE multispecies DAS after leaving port to enable them to land more 
monkfish than the incidental monkfish limit if NE multispecies DAS were not being used on that trip, 
rather than encouraging the discard of monkfish in excess of the incidental limit.  This would also 
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increase the operational flexibility of monkfish vessels by allowing those vessels fishing under a 
monkfish-only DAS to fish in more than just the groundfish exempted fishery areas upon declaring a NE 
multispecies DAS at sea. This option focuses on the NFMA only because incidental limits have been 
shown to be more likely to be exceeded there (FW 4).  
 
1.1.1.3 Option 3: Allow only groundfish sector vessels holding limited access Monkfish 

Category C,  and D permits to declare a NE multispecies DAS at sea in the Northern 
Fishery Management Area 

 
The operator of any limited access monkfish Category C and  D sector vessel fishing on a NE 
multispecies sector non-DAS trip or under a monkfish-only DAS in the NFMA may declare his/her intent 
to use a NE multispecies Category A DAS on the same trip before returning to port. The vessel operator 
must change the DAS declaration to include a NE multispecies DAS through the vessels’ VMS unit 
before crossing the VMS demarcation line upon its return to port.  

 
Rationale: Similar to the existing provision allowing monkfish DAS to be declared at-sea (i.e., the 
monkfish “option”), this would allow NE multispecies DAS to be declared at sea as well.  This would 
enable monkfish vessels to declare a NE multispecies DAS after leaving port to enable them to land more 
monkfish than the incidental monkfish limit if NE multispecies DAS were not being used on that trip, 
rather than encouraging the discard of monkfish in excess of the incidental limit.  This would also 
increase the operational flexibility of monkfish vessels by allowing those vessels fishing under a 
monkfish-only DAS to fish in more than just the groundfish exempted fishery areas upon declaring a NE 
multispecies DAS at sea. This option focuses on the NFMA only because incidental limits have been 
shown to be more likely to be exceeded there (FW 4). 

 
 Southern Management Area at-sea Monkfish DAS declaration 

 
1.1.2.1 Option 1: No Action (Monkfish Committee Preferred Alternative) 
 
The provision that allows a vessel on a groundfish, but not a monkfish DAS, to declare a monkfish DAS 
at sea prior to returning to port in the event the vessel exceeds the monkfish incidental limit currently only 
applies in the Northern Management Area. Vessels in the Southern Management Area must start the trip 
on a monkfish DAS to be able to land more than the incidental limit. 
 
1.1.2.2 Option 2: Allow at-sea Monkfish DAS declaration in the Southern Fishery 

Management Area 
 
This alternative would allow Category C, D, and H permitted vessels on a groundfish DAS in the 
Southern Fishery Management Area (SFMA) to declare a monkfish DAS at sea prior to returning to port 
in the event the vessel exceeds the monkfish incidental limit. 
 
Rationale: Vessels fishing for monkfish in the SFMA must be on a groundfish DAS to land more than the 
incidental limit of monkfish. In some cases, while fishing for monkfish, vessels catch more than the 
applicable monkfish incidental limit and must discard the overage. This provision would enable those 
vessel to land monkfish up to the applicable monkfish DAS trip limit by allowing those vessels to declare 
a monkfish DAS prior to returning to port. Adopting this provision will make the SFMA fishery more 
consistent with the NFMA fishery which already has the at-sea declaration provision. 
 

 Modify DAS/Trip Limit Allocation for Category F (offshore) Vessels  
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1.1.3.1 Option 1: No Action (Monkfish Committee Preferred Alternative) 
 
Category F vessels may possess 1,600 pounds (tail weight) and their DAS usage is prorated, depending 
on what standard monkfish permit the vessel has been issued. A Category F permit’s monkfish DAS 
allocation will be calculated based on the existing formula as follows: 
 

Monkfish DAS allocation = [applicable SFMA trip limit for original permit category/1,600] x [32 
monkfish DAS + carry over DAS] 

 
 
1.1.3.2 Option 2: Increase the trip limit  
 
Under this alternative, the trip limit applicable to Category F vessels would be increased. The PDT 
analyzed three potential trip limits: 1,600 (status quo), 1,800, and 2,200 lb/DAS. The trip limits analyzed 
were selected based on preliminary guidance from the Committee and limited observer data confirming 
the relevancy of the analyzed range. 
 
Rationale:  This provision would help to improve the profitability and safety of Offshore Area trips by 
allowing vessels to land more monkfish per DAS fished and return to port without having to remain at sea 
until sufficient time has elapsed to account for the amount of monkfish retained on board.   
 
1.1.3.3 Option 3: Adjust monkfish DAS allocation  
 
The number of DAS that would be allocated for the year would be based on either the existing DAS 
allocation calculation, or a revised DAS allocation calculation, as follows: 
 

Sub-Option 1 (existing DAS calculation):  Monkfish DAS allocation = [the applicable SFMA trip 
limit for original permit category ÷ monkfish Category F trip limit] x [32 monkfish DAS + carry 
over DAS] (see Table 1) 

 
Sub-Option 2 (revised DAS calculation):  Monkfish DAS allocation = monkfish Category F trip 
limit ÷ the applicable SFMA trip limit for original permit category] (see Table 2) 

 
Rationale:  This provision would help to improve the profitability and safety of Offshore Area trips by 
allowing vessels to land more monkfish per DAS fished and return to port without having to remain at sea 
until sufficient time has elapsed to account for the amount of monkfish retained on board.   
 
Options 2 and 3 could be combined resulting in the following options for consideration, as listed in 
Tables 1 and 2:  
 
Table 1- Monkfish DAS Allocation and Potential Maximum Monkfish Landings from the Three Proposed Trip Limit 
Options (Option 2) Applied to the Current DAS Allocation Formula (Option 3, Sub-option 1). 

Proposed Possession Limit 
(lb tail weight/DAS) 

Permit 
Type 

Carry 
Over 

DAS 
Allocation 

Calculation 
Potential 

maximum landings 
(in lbs) 

1,600 A & C  
Max 13.73 (610/1600)(32+4) 21,960 

None 12.20 (610/1600)(32+0) 19,520 



DRAFT Monkfish FW9 Alternatives   

5 
 

B & D 
Max 11.25 (500/1600)(32+4) 18,000 

None 10.00 (500/1600)(32+0) 16,000 

1,800 

A & C  
Max 12.20 (610/1800)(32+4) 21,960 

None 10.84 (610/1800)(32+0) 19,520 

B & D 
Max 10.00 (500/1800)(32+4) 18,000 

None 8.89 (500/1800)(32+0) 16,000 

2,200 

A & C  
Max 9.98 (610/2200)(32+4) 21,960 

None 8.87 (610/2200)(32+0) 19,520 

B & D 
Max 8.18 (500/2200)(32+4) 18,000 

None 7.27 (500/2200)(32+0) 16,000 

 
Table 2 - Monkfish DAS Allocation and Potential Maximum Monkfish Landings from the Three Proposed Trip Limit 
Options (Option 2) Applied to an Alternative DAS Allocation Formula (Option 3, Sub-option 2). 

Proposed Possession Limit 
(lb tail weight/DAS) 

Permit 
Type 

Carry 
Over 

DAS 
Allocation 

Calculation 
Potential 

maximum landings 
(in lbs) 

1,600 

A & C  
Max 2.62 (1600/610) 4,197 

None 2.62 (1600/610) 4,197 

B & D 
Max 3.20 (1600/500) 5,120 

None 3.20 (1600/500) 5,120 

1,800 

A & C  
Max 2.95 (1800/610) 5,311 

None 2.95 (1800/610) 5,311 

B & D 
Max 3.60 (1800/500) 6,480 

None 3.60 (1800/500) 6,480 

2,200 

A & C  
Max 3.61 (2200/610) 7,934 

None 3.61 (2200/610) 7,934 

B & D 
Max 4.40 (2200/500) 9,680 

None 4.40 (2200/500) 9,680 

 
 DAS requirements for RSA vessels when on a monkfish DAS 

 
1.1.4.1 Option 1: No Action (Monkfish Committee Preferred Alternative) 
 
Vessels participating in the RSA program are allocated additional monkfish RSA DAS. A vessel must 
declare their intent to use a monkfish RSA DAS prior to leaving the dock.  
 
1.1.4.2 Option 2: Allow monkfish vessels to re-declare from a monkfish DAS to a monkfish 

RSA DAS while at sea 
 
Vessels that exceed existing monkfish trip limits while on a monkfish DAS would be allowed to switch to 
a monkfish RSA DAS, while at sea, to land additional monkfish.  Such a declaration must occur before 
returning to port, and comply with applicable reporting requirements for the monkfish RSA program and 
applicable EFP conditions. 
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Rationale:  This measure would reduce discards and increase operational flexibility by allowing vessels to 
land monkfish in excess of existing monkfish trip limits while under a DAS.   
 
 
1.2 Modifications to Monkfish Possession Limits 
 
 

 Northern Area Monkfish Trip Limit on a Groundfish DAS 
 
 
1.2.1.1 Option 1: No Action (Monkfish Committee Preferred Alternative) 
 
Under current regulations, vessels on a monkfish DAS are subject to a trip limit, and when on a 
groundfish, but not a monkfish DAS they in the Northern Management Area have an incidental limit of 
600 lbs. tail wt. per DAS. 
 
1.2.1.2 Option 2: Eliminate the Trip Limit on a NE multispecies DAS 
 
This alternative would eliminate the monkfish trip limit when a Category C and D vessel is on a NE 
multispecies DAS in the NFMA, effectively eliminating the need to use a monkfish DAS.  
 
Rationale: Eliminating the monkfish trip limit in the NFMA is intended to increase monkfish landings to 
more fully utilize the ACT in the NFMA.  This could provide additional fishing revenue for groundfish 
vessels to help offset expected fishing revenue reductions associated with reduced groundfish quotas in 
NFMA in the near future, and minimize the potential for effort to shift from the groundfish fishery in the 
NFMA to the monkfish fishery in the SFMA. This alternative could be implemented in conjunction with 
alternative 1.1.1, which would allow Category C and D vessels to go from the no DAS monkfish 
possession limit to no trip limit if a NE multispecies DAS was declared at sea.  
 
1.3  Modifications to gear requirements while on monkfish DAS 
 

 Modification to mesh size requirements on a monkfish DAS  
 
1.3.1.1 Option 1: No Action 
 
Vessels fishing under monkfish DAS must fish with trawls having mesh no smaller than 10-inches square 
or 12-inches diamond in the codend, unless the vessel has a Category C or D permit and is also fishing 
under a NE multispecies DAS. If a vessel is fishing on a NE multispecies and monkfish DAS, a trawl 
must have mesh that conforms with the regulations for the NE Multispecies FMP. If using a gillnet during 
a monkfish DAS, the gillnet must have mesh no smaller than 10-inches diamond. Vessels may have 
smaller mesh on board if it is stowed so that it is not available for immediate use.  
 
To accommodate situations when a vessel hauls up mesh smaller than the minimum legal size (for 
example, a lost or discarded small mesh net), the minimum mesh on board regulation will apply to pieces 
of mesh larger than three feet square. Vessel captains should take necessary steps to render the mesh 
unusable (e.g. cutting up large pieces into pieces smaller than three feet square, and otherwise destroying 
the mesh).  
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Rationale: The primary purpose of requiring large mesh is to reduce bycatch of other marine species 
while retaining the larger monkfish. This management measure could improve the possibility that more 
exempted areas would be open for targeting monkfish, if the bycatch of other species was below the legal 
thresholds. Monkfish size selectivity by these large mesh nets is unknown, but they could have a 
beneficial effect on size selection. The body shape of monkfish, however, prevents even large changes in 
minimum mesh size from substantially improving monkfish selectivity. The FMP, therefore, relies more 
on day-at-sea allocations, trip limits, and size limits to reduce fishing mortality. 
 
1.3.1.2 Option 2: Allow the use of 5-7” mesh in standup gillnet on a monkfish DAS  
 
This alternative would allow limited access Category C and D monkfish vessels to target other species, 
e.g. dogfish, using mesh size between 5 and 7-inches stand-up gillnets and also retain legal-sized 
monkfish when fishing on a monkfish or a monkfish/NE multispecies DAS on the same trip. This would 
be allowed in both the NFMA and the SFMA on a year-round basis. This measure would not modify 
minimum mesh size requirements for trawl vessels or gillnet vessels using tie-downs. This measure would 
also not modify the existing regulations in the Gulf of Maine/ Georges Bank Dogfish and Monkfish 
Gillnet Fishery Exemption Area, the Southern New England Monkfish, Skate, and Dogfish Exemption 
Area or the Mid-Atlantic Exemption Area.  
 
Rationale:  This alternative increases operational flexibility of monkfish operations by allowing vessels to 
target both monkfish and dogfish using different gear types when on a monkfish DAS.   
 
1.3.1.3 Option 3: Allow the use of 5-7” mesh standup gillnet on a monkfish DAS in NFMA 
 
This alternative would allow limited access monkfish vessels to target other species, e.g. dogfish, using 
mesh size between 5 and 7-inches stand-up gillnets and also retain legal-sized monkfish when fishing on a 
monkfish or a monkfish/NE multispecies DAS on the same trip. This would be allowed only in the 
NFMA. This measure would also not modify the existing regulations in the Gulf of Maine/ Georges Bank 
Dogfish and Monkfish Gillnet Fishery Exemption Area.  
 
Rationale:  This alternative increases operational flexibility of monkfish operations by allowing vessels to 
target both monkfish and dogfish using different gear types when on a monkfish DAS.   
 
1.3.1.4 Option 4: Allow the use of 5-7” Modification of the minimum mesh requirements for 

standup gillnets on a monkfish DAS in SFMA (Monkfish Committee Preferred 

Alternative) 
 
This alternative would allow limited access monkfish vessels to target other species, e.g. dogfish, using 
mesh size between 5 and 7-inches stand-up gillnets and also retain legal-sized monkfish when fishing on a 
monkfish or a monkfish/NE multispecies DAS on the same trip. This would be allowed only in the 
SFMA. This measure would also not modify the existing regulations in the Southern New England 
Monkfish, Skate, and Dogfish Exemption Area or the Mid-Atlantic Exemption Area.  
 
This alternative would allow vessels fishing on a combined NE multispecies DAS and monkfish DAS to 
use of 6.5” minimum mesh standup gillnet in the Southern Fishery Management Area.  
 
Within the Mid-Atlantic Exemption Area (Figure 1), vessels fishing on a monkfish DAS would be allowed 
to use 5” minimum mesh standup gillnet and retain both monkfish and dogfish on the same trip. Vessels 
would still adhere to the regulation limiting the total number of gillnets fished (160 gillnets for monkfish 
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Category A and B permits and 150 gillnets for monkfish Category C and D permits), but this alternative 
would limit the number of standup gillnets fished to 50. 
 
Within the Southern New England Dogfish Exemption Area (Figure 2), vessels fishing on a monkfish 
DAS would be allowed to use 6” minimum mesh standup gillnets and retain both monkfish and dogfish on 
the same trip only during the designated exemption season (May 1 to October 31). Vessels would still 
adhere to the regulation limiting the total number of gillnets fished (160 gillnets for monkfish Category A 
and B permits and 150 gillnets for monkfish Category C and D permits), but this alternative would limit 
the number of standup gillnets fished to 50. 
 
Within the SNE Monkfish and Skate Exemption Area, vessels fishing on a monkfish DAS would be allowed 
to use 10” minimum mesh gillnets and retain both monkfish and dogfish on the same trip, year-round. 
Vessels would still adhere to the regulation limiting the total number of gillnets fished (160 gillnets for 
monkfish Category A and B permits and 150 gillnets for monkfish Category C and D permits). 
 
Rationale:  This alternative increases operational flexibility of monkfish operations by allowing vessels to 
target both monkfish and dogfish using different gear types when on a monkfish DAS.  It is focused on 
the SFMA out of concerns for interactions with groundfish. A summary of the proposed modifications to 
the minimum mesh requirements, including the applicable changes to each exemption area, is provided in 
Table 3. 
 
Table 3 - Summary of proposed modifications to minimum mesh requirements for standup gillnet in SFMA 

 Mid-Atlantic 
Exemption Area 

SNE Dogfish 
Exemption Area 

NE Multispecies 
DAS 

SNE Monkfish 
and Skate 
Exemption 
Area 

Minimum gillnet 
mesh 

5” for standup nets 6” for standup nets 6.5” for standup nets 10” for all nets 

DAS Monkfish Monkfish NE multispecies and 
monkfish 

Monkfish 

Season Year-round May 1 – October 
31 

Year-round Year-round 

Modification 
required to retain 
both dogfish and 
monkfish 

Yes Yes No Yes 
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Figure 1 - Mid-Atlantic Exemption Area 

 
Figure 2 - Southern New England Dogfish and Monkfish Exemption Areas 
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1. Motion: to recommend the Council select the option to “Allow all limited access 
monkfish category C and D vessels to declare a NE multispecies DAS at sea in the 
Northern Fishery Management Area” (Committee document Section 1.1.1.2 Option 2) as 
the preferred alternative (Mr. T. Alexander/Mr. Balzano)  

 
The motion carried 9/0/1. 

 
2. Motion: to recommend the Council select No Action (Committee document Section 

1.1.2.1 Option 1) for “Southern Management Area at-sea Monkfish DAS declaration” as 
the preferred alternative (Ms. Nolan/Mr. Kaelin) 

 
The motion carried 6/1/3. 
 

3. Motion: to recommend the Council select No Action (Committee document Section 
1.1.3.1 Option 1) for “Modify DAS/trip limit allocation for Category F (offshore 
vessels)” as the preferred alternative (Ms. Nolan/Mr. Ruccio)  

 
The motion carried 10/0/0. 
 

4. Motion: to recommend the Council select the option to “Allow monkfish vessels to re-
declare from a monkfish DAS to a monkfish RSA DAS while at sea” (Committee 
document Section 1.1.4.2 Option 2) as the preferred alternative (Ms. Etrie/Mr. T. 
Alexander)  

 
4a. Motion to substitute: to recommend the Council select No Action (Committee document 
Section 1.1.4.1 Option 1) for “DAS requirements for RSA vessels when on a monkfish DAS” as the 
preferred alternative (Ms. Nolan/Mr. Kaelin)  

 
The motion to substitute carried 5/4/1. 
 
The main motion as substituted carried 5/4/1. 
 
 

5. Motion: to recommend the Council select No Action (Committee document Section 
1.2.1.1 Option 1) for “Northern Area Monkfish Trip Limit on a groundfish DAS” as the 
preferred alternative (Mr. T. Alexander/Mr. Balzano)  

 
The motion carried 8/0/2. 
 

6. Motion: to allow the use of 5” minimum mesh standup gillnets on MF DAS in the Mid-
Atlantic exemption area, and allow for the possession of monkfish and dogfish on the 
same trip and limiting the number of standup nets on board to no more than 50 (Mr. 
Kaelin/Ms. Nolan)  

 
The motion carried 9/0/1 
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7. Motion: to allow the use of 6” minimum mesh standup gillnets on MF DAS in the SNE 

dogfish and monkfish exemption areas, and allow for the possession of monkfish and 
dogfish on the same trip and limiting the number of standup nets on board to no more 
than 50 (Mr. T. Alexander) 

 
The motion was withdrawn. 
 

8. Motion: to allow vessels in the SNE dogfish and monkfish exemption area to be able to 
fish 6” inch minimum mesh stand up net while on a monkfish DAS during May to 
October using no more than 50 standup nets, and allow both monkfish and dogfish to be 
retained on the same trip at any time. (Ms. Etrie/Mr. T. Alexander)  

 
The motion carried 9/0/1. 
 

9. Motion: to allow vessels in the SFMA to be able to fish 6.5 inch minimum mesh stand up 
gillnet at any time and anywhere while on a groundfish/monkfish DAS (Ms. Etrie/Mr. T. 
Alexander)  

 
The motion carried 8/0/2. 
 
 

10. Motion: Committee recommends that the Council formally adopt FW9 to the MF FMP 
(Mr. Ruccio/Mr. T. Alexander)  

 
The motion carried 10/0/0. 
 
The Committee agreed by consensus to recommend the Council adopt Motions 6, 8, and 9 as the 
preferred alternative for “Modifications to gear requirements while on a monkfish DAS” 
(Committee document section 1.3).  



 Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901 

Phone: 302-674-2331 ǀ Toll Free: 877-446-2362 ǀ FAX: 302-674-5399 ǀ www.mafmc.org 
Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman ǀ Lee G. Anderson, Vice Chairman 

Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director 

  

M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: May 29, 2015 

To: Council 

From: Mary Clark  

Subject: Cooperative Research 

The Council will meet on Thursday, June 11, 2015 at 9:00 a.m. to receive a report from the June 2 
Cooperative Research Committee (formerly RSA Committee) meeting. Additional meeting materials will 
be posted at www.mafmc.org/council-events/2015/cooperative-research, and the meeting report will be 
available on the June 2015 Council Meeting page prior to the meeting. Attached for reference is the staff 
update on cooperative research activities provided to the Council at the April 2015 meeting. 

http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2015/cooperative-research
http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/june-2015


 Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901 

Phone: 302-674-2331 ǀ Toll Free: 877-446-2362 ǀ FAX: 302-674-5399 ǀ www.mafmc.org 
Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman ǀ Lee G. Anderson, Vice Chairman 

Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director 

  

M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: April 2, 2015 

To: Council 

From: Mary Clark  

Subject: Cooperative Research – Staff Update and Revised Approach 

At the August 2014 Council meeting, the Council voted to suspend the Research Set-Aside (RSA) program 
for 2015. Although the discussions leading up to this decision were prompted by recent abuses of the 
program through under-reporting and non-reporting of catch, the Council’s suspension of RSA was also 
driven by concerns about the quality and usefulness of RSA-funded research. The Council has expressed 
its commitment to supporting cooperative research that achieves the dual goals of addressing information 
deficiencies and facilitating collaboration among scientists and stakeholders. During this period of 
suspension, staff is working with the RSA Committee and Council to identify potential cooperative 
research approaches that will enable the Council to achieve these goals more effectively.  

Staff Update 
A number of new additions to the Council’s slate of activities (i.e. blueline tilefish, unmanaged forage, 
deep sea corals workshop) have resulted in the reassignment of several projects/actions among staff. I will 
be taking over Jason Didden’s responsibilities related to the Council’s involvement cooperative research 
program review and restructuring. I look forward to working on this project with the Council and RSA 
Committee on this endeavor.  

Cooperative Research Approach 
Given these recent developments, staff recommends that the Council and RSA Committee reconsider the 
cooperative research approach that was proposed at the February 2015 meeting. Staff offers the following 
recommendations for Council consideration (Items 1-3 address committee recommendations from the 
February 2015 meeting): 

1. Postpone the RSA workshop (and associated pre-workshop webinar) indefinitely, and revisit the 
timing and objectives of the workshop at the June 2015 meeting after a complete action plan has 
been developed; 

2. Establish a technical working group composed of subject-matter experts; 
3. Establish an advisory body composed of individuals with experience with and/or knowledge of 

cooperative research in the region; 
4. Change the name of the RSA Committee to Cooperative Research Committee;  
5. Schedule a committee meeting via webinar in mid- May to discuss a revised action plan and 

specific next steps; and 
6. Establish an online comment form for stakeholders to provide comments on cooperative 

approaches.  
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1. Background/Rationale 
 
Stock Assessment Workshop (SAW) Working Groups (WGs) prepare benchmark stock 
assessments which are peer reviewed by the Stock Assessment Review Committee (SARC) and 
are then published.  In the future SAW WGs may also take part in developing new assessments 
and methods as part of the planned “Research Track”.  These stock assessments form the 
scientific basis for managing fish and invertebrate marine resources in the northeastern and Mid-
Atlantic regions of the U.S.  WGs play a key role in the stock assessment process, but to date 
there are few written guidelines which describe how WGs are formed, their composition, and 
how they function.  This report was developed by the NRCC to provide guidelines on SAW WG 
formation, participation, and function.  
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2. Guidance about SAW Working Groups (WG) 
  
2.1. SAW Working Group (WG) eligibility and WG formation 
The SAW WG is responsible for carrying out and making decisions about stock assessment and 
addressing the assessment terms of reference (TORs). Development of stock assessments by the 
SAW WG requires a high level of expertise and commitment. Effective assessment workgroups 
should be composed of individuals from several disciplines, and have a broad range of skills and 
expertise. SAW WG members must be objective, constructive, efficient, and productive. SAW 
WGs are not intended, or required, to include every expert or researcher involved in every 
assessment issue. A certain amount of debate and disagreement is normal among members of a 
SAW WG, but the group must decide, generally by consensus, how to move forward with 
assessment development using the best available science.  
 
2.1.1. Eligibility 

 SAW WG members should not actively participate on another committee or panel 
whose purpose is to peer review the assessment products from the same SAW 
WG. This will maintain independence between those who produce the stock 
assessment and the subsequent peer review.  

 SAW WG members must have expertise and education directly aligned with the 
expertise needed to address the specific assessment TORs for the stock 
assessment. Generally this includes experts in the following core assessment 
areas: Biology, Ecology/Ecosystem Science, Data and Survey Design (Fishery-
Independent, Fishery-Dependent Data), Mathematics/Statistics and Modeling 
Methods, and Fishery Management. This includes experts involved with state, 
federal, or international fisheries, academics, or fisheries management entities. 
Persons familiar with the fishery may also have the necessary expertise.  

 As part of the selection process, all candidates for SAW WGs, other than the 
SAW WG chair and lead stock assessment scientist, will be required to fill out a 
questionnaire which will be reviewed by the SAW WG chair and a higher level 
selection committee (described in section 2.1.2).  Criteria that will be considered 
by the selection committee will include independence, expertise, and education of 
candidates, as well as SAW WG size, composition, and balance. The SAW WG 
chair and lead stock assessment scientist are automatic members of the SAW WG 
and are not required to go through the selection process.      

 

2.1.2. Working Group Selection and Approval by Selection Committee 

When a stock is scheduled for an upcoming SARC peer review, the SAW WG Chair, with 
assistance from the lead assessment scientist, should make a general public announcement that 
the SAW WG is seeking candidates for membership. The SAW WG Chair will then identify the 
initial workgroup membership list, after having ensured that each member on the list is willing to 
participate. Each candidate wanting to serve on a SAW WG will be required to fill out a 
questionnaire that will be used to determine whether the candidate satisfies the qualification 
criteria for independence, expertise and education. The information submitted on questionnaires 
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is public and part of the administrative record.  Other criteria that may be considered in 
establishing the SAW WG include WG size, composition, and balance.  
 
The list of candidates along with their questionnaires will be provided to the selection committee 
comprised of Deputies from each of the NRCC organizations (NMFS-NEFSC, NMFS-GARFO, 
MAFMC, NEFMC, ASMFC) for review.  This selection committee will make a decision 
regarding approval of each candidate. Approval would not require an in-person meeting, and 
approval could be obtained via email or conference call. The NRCC Deputies selection 
committee will notify the Chair of the NEFSC SAW process and the SAW WG Chair of the 
committee’s WG membership decisions in a timely manner, with the time schedule based on a 
recommendation from the NEFSC SAW Chair and the SAW WG Chair.  To fill any vacancies, 
the SAW WG Chair could make an alternative member recommendation (based on input from 
the NRCC approval body) to be considered for approval.  The SAW WG Chair has the option to 
proceed without finding a replacement for a disapproved member.  
 
 
2.1.3. Notification of Workgroup and Meeting Participants 

Identification of the approved SAW WG should be completed soon after the assessment TORs 
have been developed and set.  SAW WG membership should be established well in advance of 
the first WG meeting (e.g., generally 3-8 months on advance), and the SAW WG Chair or SAW 
Chair should notify all interested parties by posting the names of the SAW WG members on the 
SAW website or on a share drive set up for the WG, along with any meeting agendas and 
materials.  Candidates who have or have not been approved by the approval body will be notified 
by the SAW WG Chair or NEFSC SAW Chair.  The notification should point out that the final 
decision regarding membership was made by the official NRCC approval body in consultation 
with the SAW WG Chair and SAW Chair.  If a candidate has not been selected by the NRCC 
approval body, there is no process for reconsideration.  However, candidates may apply to be on 
other SAW WGs, even after not being selected for membership on a particular SAW WG.  SAW 
WG candidates who are not selected may still attend SAW WG meetings and the SARC peer 
review, and may contribute their views during public comment sessions or as decided by the 
SAW WG chair and SARC chair during assessment development and peer review, respectively.    
  
 
2.1.4. Working Group Meeting Participants List  

A more enhanced section on the SAW webpage will be developed, which not only lists the 
schedule for data and modeling meetings (as is done presently), but details who is the SAW WG 
Chair, how to be added to a email list for the workgroup (who to contact), and SAW WG 
membership. 
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2.2 .  Size of a SAW WG and selection of the WG chair 

Background / Rationale 
WG size will vary by stock assessment, and is dependent on the specific expertise needed to 
inform and develop analyses/models to complete the assessment. Typically, the following types 
of information and their analytical components are combined to build an assessment product: 
Biology, Ecology/Ecosystem Science, Data and Survey Design (Fishery-Independent, Fishery-
Dependent Data), Mathematics/Statistics and Modeling Methods, and understanding of the 
fishery and its management.  It is advantageous to keep WGs reasonably small to allow for 
consensus building and efficient development of stock assessments. The chair facilitates and 
guides assessment development discussions and strives for consensus decisions.  When 
consensus cannot be reached, the SAW WG chair is responsible for deciding whether one or 
multiple primary surveys, models, etc. are brought forward for review and who will present the 
assessment information to the SARC (see Sections 2.2.2 and 3.4). 
 
 
2.2.1. Working Group Size 
 
SAW WGs may consist of 4-8 members, comprised of the WG chair and individuals with 
expertise and balanced representation in the core assessment areas required to address the 
assessment terms of reference. The specific number of members within this range depends on the 
overall workload of the assessment and range of expertise required to complete the assessment.  
It is the responsibility of the SAW WG chair, in consultation with the SAW Chair and SAW WG 
selection committee, to determine how many members are needed to complete the work, while 
also taking into account WG expertise and balance of opinions.  
 
 
2.2.2. Working Group Chair Selection  

In most cases, NEFSC Population Dynamics Branch Task Leaders (e.g., Southern demersal) 
and assessment scientists chair SAW WGs. For contentious stocks, the Center may recommend 
appointing an external chair from Council staff, academia, or other appropriate external 
institutions, and the NRCC selection committee may be consulted on the selection decision. 
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3. Guidance on how SAW WGs function 

3.1. WG formation, composition, and participation 
When a stock assessment is scheduled by the NRCC, the SAW WG chair, in consultation with 
the lead assessment scientist, should make a general announcement that the SAW WG is seeking 
candidates for membership. The SAW WG Chair will then identify a list of WG members which 
will be checked by the selection committee for approval based on independence, expertise, and 
education.  Size of the WG, and balance and diversity of WG composition may also be 
considered in establishing the WG (see Sections 2.1.1, 2.1.2, and 2.2.1). WG membership 
requires a high level of commitment.  WG’s should achieve a balance of opinions and expertise 
in the main areas relevant to the stock being assessed.  An imbalance of membership may lead to 
over-emphasis on one area of the assessment or excessive advocacy for a certain position. 
Members are strongly encouraged to participate in all of the SAW WG meetings used to develop 
the assessment. To ensure efficient progress and timely delivery of the assessment, in general 
WGs should not revisit decisions that they made at an earlier WG meeting.  Likewise, unless an 
error needs to be corrected, a subset of WG members should not engage after a WG meeting to 
overturn decisions made earlier by the full WG (e.g., about data set inclusion/exclusion, or model 
specification and selection decisions).     
 
3.2. Invited collaborators 
As noted earlier (Section 2.1) the SAW WG is not intended to include every expert or researcher 
involved in every assessment issue. However, the WG process may benefit from including some 
invited collaborators who can contribute particular information. The WG Chair may invite 
individuals to attend all or part of WG meetings to contribute research papers, or who have 
particular expertise and present information to the WG as appropriate. These invited 
collaborators are not WG members, and while they may engage in a full discussion with the WG 
at appropriate times during WG meetings, they may not participate in WG consensus decisions.  
It is the responsibility of the SAW WG chair to run the meeting in this manner.  All WG 
meetings are to be public, and the SAW WG may take comments from the public.  Like 
members of the public, invited collaborators may participate during public comment or when 
addressed by the SAW WG, but they are not directly involved with the WG when the WG makes 
its decisions. 
 
 
3.3. Wide net for sources of data 
When a SAW WG is formed, the lead assessment scientist, with support from the WG chair, 
should seek to acquire all data relevant to the TORs for that stock assessment. This may include 
new sources of information, as well as data not collected by the NEFSC.  Acquiring such data 
sets can be done in various ways (e.g., sending email requests, phone calls, or holding a public 
meeting with industry/academia to discuss the strategy for conducting the stock assessment, and 
any major issues related to the assessment).  If relevant peer-reviewed publications exist, the WG 
chair and lead scientist may want to contact the author(s) to indicate that this published 
information is being considered for use in the assessment. 
 
When new data sets are obtained, the WG should review the quality of those data and determine 
whether the data meet scientific standards for inclusion in the assessment.  If the data do not 
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meet these standards, the WG should not include the data in the assessment, but should 
document that the data were considered and explain why the data were not included. 
 
Ideally, research to support a stock assessment should begin after the previous benchmark 
assessment is completed, based on the research recommendations. 
 
3.4. How the WG makes decisions 
 -- “Consensus decision-making” defined:  “Consensus decision-making” is a group 
decision-making process that seeks the consent of all participants. Consensus may be defined 
professionally as an acceptable resolution, one that can be supported by the WG members, even 
if not the "favorite" of each individual.  
 

--On Consensus:  SAW WGs should strive to achieve consensus.  This is because SARC 
reviewers are generally very adept at evaluating whether an analysis presented to them is 
technically appropriate, but they struggle with resolving complex issues that a SAW WG was 
unable to resolve.  The SARC generally respects the expertise and time devoted to these issues 
by the SAW WG, but the SARC has limited time to resolve or delve deeply into contentious 
issues that may have caused dissension within a WG.  
 
 --On Minority opinions:  During SAW WG meetings the WG chair should seek out, but 
not force, a consensus of the WG on major assessment issues.  If a SAW WG is unable to reach 
consensus on an assessment topic, a minority opinion can go forward to the SARC only if more 
than one WG member has the minority opinion.  During the SARC peer review the SAW WG 
Chair, rather than a WG member, will be responsible for explaining the minority opinion and 
describing how it differs from the majority report. 
 
 --On Documentation of WG decisions: The WG chair should keep a log of the decisions 
made during each day of a WG meeting.  The WG Chair’s daily log should describe the decision, 
the logic and reasons behind the decision, the number of WG members who supported the 
decision, and the names and number of WG members in attendance at each meeting. 
 
3.5. Dealing with single best model or with multiple models 
For any TOR in which one or more models are explored by the WG, the WG report should 
provide a detailed account of the “best” model, including inputs, outputs, diagnostics of model 
adequacy, and sensitivity analyses that evaluate the robustness of model results to assumptions. 
In less detail, all other models and sensitivity analyses evaluated by the WG should be described 
and the strengths, weaknesses and results of the other models and analyses explained in relation 
to the “best” model.  
 
Ideally the WG will be able to decide on and select a “best” model.  However, when this is not 
possible, the alternative model(s) should also be described in detail, and the relative utility of 
each model summarized, including a comparison of results. It should be highlighted whether any 
of the models represents a “minority” opinion (see Section 3.4) of the SAW WG.  
 
For the “best model”, include one or more tables that describe the model structure (for example: 
model type or name (including version and date of compilation), age- or length-based, sex-based, 
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types of landings and discard data, length-weight parameters, maturity parameters, size bins, 
time bins, M assumptions, surveys used, model years for surveys and catch, etc.). 
 
3.6. Number of WG meetings to have before the SARC Review 
There is flexibility in the number of SAW WG meetings to hold.  It depends on the complexity 
and importance of the benchmark stock assessment. Most SAW WGs schedule 1-3 WG meetings 
to evaluate data, models, BRPs, stock status, and projections.  Earlier meetings tend to focus on 
data and recent research, while later meetings focus on model selection, etc. Having a special 
meeting with the public, early in the process, to discuss major issues involved with the 
benchmark assessment is also encouraged, if adequate time and resources are available. Public 
comment can also be taken during the normal 1-3 WG meetings. 
 
3.7. SAW WG Chair’s Responsibilities 
The WG Chair is responsible for working with the selection committee to form the SAW WG, 
chairing SAW WG Meetings, assuring that assessment reports are prepared on time, and 
attending the SAW/SARC review as a WG representative along with the lead assessment 
scientist.  The WG Chair is responsible for determining who makes presentations to the SARC, 
although such presentations are normally made by the lead assessment scientist. The WG Chair 
is responsible for ensuring a constructive WG meeting environment for all participants and 
seeing that notes or suitable records of decisions are kept. The WG Chair facilitates consensus 
building and is responsible for ensuring consensus decisions are made regarding assessment 
inputs, model selection, and final workgroup products/SARC presentations.  The chair does not 
make decisions unilaterally with regard to assessment products, but guides decisions made by the 
full WG.  In cases where consensus cannot be reached, the WG Chair makes final determinations 
on WG products to be presented to the SARC.  For instances where a minority opinion or 
multiple ‘best models’ (See Section 3.5) are brought to the SARC, the SAW WG chair will 
present the minority opinion and alternative models associated with it and describe how this 
differs from the majority opinion. (Additional responsibilities are described in sections 2.2.2 and 
other parts of Section 3.). 
 
3.8. Conduct during SAW WG Meetings 
Anyone participating in SAW assessment working group meetings who will be running or 
presenting results from an assessment model is expected to supply the source code, a compiled 
executable, an input file with the proposed configuration, and a detailed model description in 
advance of the model meeting.  Source code for NOAA Toolbox programs is available on 
request.  These measures allow transparency and a fair evaluation of differences that emerge 
between models. In general, all of these materials will be placed on a SAW website and remain 
freely available to interested parties. 
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ATLANTIC HERRING SECTION (MAY 4, 2015) 
 
Press Release 

ASMFC Atlantic Herring Section Approves Draft Amendment 3 for Public Comment 
 

Alexandria, VA – The Commission’s Atlantic Herring Section has approved Draft Amendment 3 to the Interstate 
Atlantic Herring Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for public comment. Draft Amendment 3 was initiated to 
strengthen spawning sea herring protections in Area 1A (inshore Gulf of Maine) and address concerns raised by 
the commercial Atlantic herring industry. The Draft Amendment proposes (1) changing the spawning monitoring 
program (default start dates, area boundaries, and length of the closure period); (2) removing the fixed gear set‐
aside rollover provision, and (3) requiring a vessel’s fish hold to be emptied before leaving on a fishing trip. The 
empty fish hold provision is also being addressed by the New England Fishery Management Council under 
Framework Adjustment 4 to the Federal Fishery Management Plan for Atlantic Herring. 
 
The Commission’s Plan Development Team conducted a review of the current spawning monitoring program 
and recommended new tools and adjustments to improve protection for spawning fish. The review revealed 
spawning events occur at different times each year and typically last six weeks. Therefore, a modification to the 
spawning protection program would be appropriate to protect the herring resource. The suite of options include 
a new forecast system to allow fisheries biologists to pool samples of herring from Maine and Massachusetts 
and project the date of peak spawning. A range of options for adjusting the default closure start dates are based 
on analysis of spawning data from the past decade, and provides flexibility in the proportion of spawning fish 
protected. The Draft Amendment proposes merging the Western Maine (WM) and Massachusetts‐New 
Hampshire (MA‐NH) spawning areas because there have been no significant differences in the starting dates of 
spawning events. Lastly, an option proposes to extend the closure period in MA‐NH (or WM‐MA‐NH) to six 
weeks reflecting the current characteristics of the rebuilt herring population, which is characterized by a broader 
age class structure and longer overall spawning season since the current spawning program was developed. 
 
At the request of the fishing industry, the Draft Amendment also includes options to remove the fixed gear set‐
aside provision and establish a requirement for empty fish holds. Currently, 295 mt is set‐aside for the fixed gear 
fishery in Area 1A until November 1, after which the remaining set‐aside is made available to all Area 1A gear 
types. Maine fixed gear fishermen have requested access to the set‐aside until the overall total allowable 
landings limit has been harvested.  Draft Amendment 3 also includes a proposal to establish a requirement for 
fish holds to be empty of fish prior to trip departures. Members of industry initiated the empty fish hold 
provision because it would prevent mixing of catch from multiple trips, which can improve accounting of catch 
and bycatch. In addition, the provision could encourage less wasteful fishing practices by creating an incentive to 
catch amounts of herring as demanded by markets. 
 
Maine, New Hampshire, and Massachusetts, and possibly the states of Rhode Island through New Jersey, will be 
conducting public hearings on the Draft Amendment this spring and summer. Fishermen and other interested 
groups are encouraged to provide input on the Draft Amendment either by attending state public hearings or 
providing written comment. The Draft Amendment will be available on the Commission website, 
www.asmfc.org, on the Public Input page no later than May 15th.  A subsequent press release will announce the 
details of the scheduled hearings as well as the deadline for the submission of public comment, which will be 14 
days following the last public hearing. For more information, please contact, Toni Kerns, ISFMP Director, at 
tkerns@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740. 

 
### 

PR15‐12 
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Motions 
Move to approve draft Amendment 3 for public comment.  
Motion made by Mr. Adler and seconded by Mr. Borden. Motion carries unanimously.  
 
Move to approve the 2014 FMP Review and state compliance reports and de minimis status for NY.  
Motion made by Dr. Pierce and seconded by Mr. Gilmore. Motion carries unanimously. 
 
Move to accept John Stanley joining the Advisory Panel.  
Motion made by Mr. Train and seconded by Mr. Hasbrouck. Motion carries unanimously.  

 
AMERICAN LOBSTER MANAGEMENT BOARD (MAY 4, 2015) 
 
Press Release 

ASMFC American Lobster Board Approves Addendum XXIV 
 

Alexandria, VA – The Commission’s American Lobster Management Board has approved Addendum XXIV to 
Amendment 3 to the Interstate Lobster Fishery Management Plan. The Addendum aligns state and federal 
measures trap transfer programs for Lobster Conservation Management Areas 2, 3, and Outer Cape Cod 
regarding the conservation tax on trap allocations when whole fishing businesses are transferred, trap 
allocation transfer increments, and restrictions on trap allocation transfers among permit holders who are 
authorized to fish both state and federal waters (dual permit holder) within a single lobster management area.  
 
Addendum XXIV removes the 10% conservation tax on full business transfers. Transfer tax on full business 
transfers was found to be not necessary to prevent the activation of latent effort and that current regulations 
provide sufficient controls for latent effort. Addendum XXIV also specifies traps shall be transferred in 10 trap 
increments in all areas that currently have a trap transferability program, unless specified otherwise. This 
change allows for fewer traps to be transferred at one time thus allowing more flexibility for a permit holder in 
the trap transfer process. This repeals restrictions on vessel size and trap allocation transfers and does not 
require a permit be retired if the permit holder has less than 50 traps.  
 
Finally, Addendum XXIV allows dual permit holders to transfer allocation with dual permits holders from other 
states. If a dual permit holder chooses to purchase a federal trap allocation from a dual permit holder from 
another state, only the federal allocation will transfer. Therefore, the buyer must also purchase state allocation 
from a permit holder in their own state to align the federal and state allocations. If the state and federal 
allocations do not align, the most restrictive rule applies. The Addendum’s measures are effective immediately.  
 
The Addendum will be available on the Commission’s website, www.asmfc.org, on the American lobster page. 
For more information, please contact, Megan Ware, Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, at 
mware@asmfc.org  or 703.842.0740. 

### 
 

PR15‐12 

 
Meeting Summary  
The American Lobster Management Board reviewed a series of issues including the Draft Jonah Crab FMP, the 
Draft Addendum XXIV, and the progress of the Lobster Trap Transfer Database. The Draft Jonah Crab FMP, which 
proposes the first management measures for the species, was approved for public comment. The document 
proposes goals and objectives, measures for permits including options for a lobster/crab permit and a crab only 
permit, spawning stock biomass protections, non‐trap limits, and data collection elements. A press release will 
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announce the availability of the document for public comment and public hearing dates and locations. A motion 
to establish a Jonah crab fishery control date immediately was passed to notify that individuals entering the 
fishery after the control date may be treated differently than those participating prior to the control date. The 
Commission will work with NOAA fisheries to finalize the control date. The Board also finalized measures for 
Addendum XXIV (see above press release). 
 
In response to a recommendation from the Fishing for Energy Workshop, which highlighted the persistence of 
derelict gear, the Board voted to recommend to the ISFMP Policy Board to convene the Gear Technology 
Working Group. The working group, in conjunct with industry, will assess the effectiveness of ghost panels. An 
update on the Lobster Trap Transfer Database stated that the Database will be ready for the August and 
September trap transfer window. The peer reviewed Lobster Stock Assessment will be presented at the August 
meeting. 
  
The Board also recommended to the ISFMP Policy Board to have the Commission send a letter to the NEFMC 
requesting a prohibition on all bottom tending mobile gear in Closed Area II from July 15th to October 31st. This 
provision aligns with the language in the groundfish and offshore lobster industry agreement as well as 
Addendum XX. The Commission previously sent comments to NEFMC identifying the importance of the large 
seasonal migration of lobster into and out of Closed Area II and the contribution these migrating lobster have on 
the overall health of the Gulf of Maine and Georges Bank lobster stocks. During the summer and fall months, the 
abundance of large female and egg‐bearing lobsters is high (~35% of all egg‐bearing lobster biomass). The Board 
discussed a motion to initiate the process to develop an addendum to prohibit all mobile gear in Closed Area II, 
but this motion was tabled until the August meeting after the NEFMC meets in June to take action on Closed 
Area II measures. The Jonah Crab Advisory Panel was populated with seven individuals. For more information 
please contact Megan Ware, FMP Coordinator, at mware@asmfc.org or 703.842.0748. 

 
Motions 
Motion to approve the document for public comment as modified today.  
Motion made by Mr. Train and seconded by Mr. Adler. Motion passes unanimously. 
 
Move to establish a Jonah crab fishery control date immediately. The intention of the control date is to notify 
current and potential new entrants to the fishery, especially those who fish in jurisdictions that do not require 
a specific permit for harvest of Jonah crabs, that should the Board establish limited entry programs for the 
Jonah crab fishery, eligibility to participate in the commercial fishery in the future may be affected by the 
person’s or vessel’s past participation based on verifiable documentation of landings and effort and/or 
licenses possessed prior to that date. 
Motion made by Mr. Train and seconded by Mr. Abbott. Motion passes (10 in favor, 1 opposed, 1 null). 
 
Motion to approve the addendum with the following options: Issue 1‐ option B; Issue 2‐ option B; Issue 3‐ 
include option 2. 
Motion made by Mr. Borden and seconded by Mr. Hasbrouck. Motion passes unanimously 
  
Motion to approve the addendum as written.   
Motion made by Mr. Adler and seconded Mr. Gibson. Motion passes unanimously. 
 
Recommend to the Policy Board to task the Gear Technology Working Group to work with industry to assess 
lobster ghost panel effectiveness.  
Motion made by Ms. Patterson and seconded by Mr. Hasbrouck. Motion passes unanimously  
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Move to approve Todd Richards Ellis (NH), Captain Jan Horecky (MA), William Purtell (MA), David Spencer (RI), 
Brian Thibeault (RI), Chris Scola (NY), and Earl Gwin (MD) to the Jonah Crab Advisory Panel. 
Motion made by Mr. Adler and seconded by Mr. Borden. Motion passes unanimously.  

Move to request the Policy Board to send a letter to the NEFMC reiterating our concerns for lobster and 
request a prohibition on all bottom tending mobile gear in closed area 2 from June 15th to October 31st north 
of 41 degrees 30 minutes. 
Motion made by Mr. Borden and seconded by Mr. Adler. Motion passes (7 in favor, 4 abstention). 

Move to direct staff to initiate the process of developing an addendum to the Lobster FMP to prohibit all 
mobile gear in closed areas 2 north of 41 degrees 30 minutes during June 15th to October 31st should the area 
reopen. 
Motion made by Mr. Borden and seconded by Mr. Adler. Motion tabled until August Meeting.  

Motion to table the motion to the August meeting.  
Motion made by Mr. Stockwell and seconded by Mr. Abbott. Motion passes unanimously 

ATLANTIC MENHADEN MANAGEMENT BOARD (MAY 5, 2015) 

Press Release 

ASMFC Atlantic Menhaden Board Sets 2015 and 2016 TAC at 187,880 MT  
& Initiates Amendment to Establish Ecological Reference Points  

Alexandria, VA – The Commission’s Atlantic 
Menhaden Management Board approved a total 
allowable catch (TAC) for the 2015 and 2016 fishing 
seasons at 187,880 mt per year, a 10% increase from 
the 2014 TAC.  The increase responds to the positive 
findings of the 2015 Atlantic menhaden benchmark 
assessment which indicates the resource is not 
overfished nor experiencing overfishing relative to 
the current biological reference points. The TAC will 
be made available to the states/jurisdictions based 
on the state‐by‐state allocation established by 
Amendment 2 (see accompanying table).  The Board 
also committed to moving forward with the 
development of an amendment to establish 
ecological based reference points that reflect 
Atlantic menhaden’s role as a forage species. The 
amendment will also consider changes to the current 
state‐by‐state allocation scheme.  

“The Board struck an important balance by 
increasing fishing opportunities to both the 
reduction and bait fisheries and committing to fully 
evaluating the ecological role of Atlantic menhaden through the amendment process,” stated Board Chair 
Robert Boyles from South Carolina. 

2015 ATLANTIC MENHADEN QUOTAS* 

STATE   QUOTA (MT)     QUOTA (LBS)

ME   73.24    161,466 

NH   0.06    123 

MA    1,559.74   3,438,630 

RI   33.32      73,457 

CT   32.45     71,537 

NY   103.13     227,365 

NJ    20,816.87   45,893,335 

DE   24.56      54,153 

MD    2,553.08   5,628,568 

PRFC    1,154.66    2,545,595 

VA     158,700.12    349,873,884 

NC   916.55    2,020,645 

SC  ‐  ‐

GA  ‐  ‐

FL   33.43     73,695 

TOTAL    186,001.20     410,062,453 

*Quotas may be adjusted pending final 2014 landings.
Total landings after 1% set‐aside for episodic events. 
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The Board has established a working group to aid in the development of issues to be addressed in the Public 
Information Document (PID) and draft amendment. The Board will meet later this year to review the working 
group’s progress. The PID is the first step in the Commission’s amendment process. It will gather information 
concerning the Atlantic menhaden fishery and resource and provide an opportunity for the public to identify and 
comment on major issues relative to the management of this species. For more information, please contact 
Mike Waine, Senior Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, at mwaine@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740. 

### 
PR15‐15 

Motions 
Move to accept the 2015 FMP Review report and approve the states of Maine, New Hampshire, 
South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida for de minimis status for the 2015 fishing season.  
Motion made by Dr. Daniel and seconded by Mr. Adler. Motion passes. 

Main Motion 
Move that the Commission maintain the coastwide TAC at 170,800 metric tons for 2015 to promote 
conservation, and initiate Amendment 3 to the Atlantic Menhaden FMP to establish ecological reference 
points to provide for predators, set a new coastwide TAC based on these new ecological reference points for 
implementation in the 2016 fishing season, and review state allocations as required by Amendment 2. 
Motion by Dr. Daniel and seconded by Rep. Peake. Motion substituted. 

Substitute Motion 
Move to substitute the TAC at 187,880 mt for 2015 and initiate Amendment 3 to the Atlantic Menhaden FMP 
to establish ecological reference points and to review state allocation as required by Amendment 2. The TAC 
would increase by 10% in 2016 and 2017, or until a new coastwide TAC could be set based on ecological 
reference points developed by Amendment 3.  
Motion made by Mr. Nowalsky and seconded by Mr. Train. Motion amended. 

Motion to Amend the Substitute Motion 
Move to amend the substitute motion by removing “The TAC would increase by 10% in 2016 and 2017, or 
until a new coastwide TAC could be set based on ecological reference points developed by Amendment 3” and 
adding “and 2016” to set TAC at 187,880 mt.  
Motion made by Mr. Stockwell and seconded by Sen. Watters. Motion carries by roll call vote (In favor – ME, NH, 
CT, NY, NJ, DE, MD, PRFC, VA, NC, SC, GA, FL, NOAA Fisheries, USFWS; Opposed – MA, RI).  

Substitute Motion as Amended 
Move to substitute the TAC at 187,880 mt for 2015 and 2016, initiate Amendment 3 to the Atlantic Menhaden 
FMP to establish ecological reference points, and to review state allocation as required by Amendment 2.  
Motion divided.  

Motion to Divide Substitute Motion 
Move to divide the motion so TAC of 187,880 mt for 2015 and 2016 is one motion, and second motion 
initiates an amendment for development of ERPs and allocation.  
Motion made by Ms. Fegley and seconded by Mr. Gary. Motion carries. 

Part 1 of Divided Substitute Motion 
Move to substitute the TAC at 187,880 mt for 2015 and 2016.  
Motion carries (12 in favor, 4 opposed, 1 null). 
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Part 2 of Divided Substitute Motion 
Move to initiate Amendment 3 to the Atlantic Menhaden FMP for development of ERPs and allocation.  
Motion carries unanimously. 
 
Main Motion as Substituted 
Move that the Commission establish the coastwide TAC at 187,880 metric tons for 2015 and 2016 to promote 
conservation, and to initiate Amendment 3 to the Atlantic Menhaden FMP for development of ERPs and 
allocation.  
Motion carries by roll call vote (In favor – ME, NH, MA, RI, CT, NY, NJ, DE, MD, PRFC, VA, NC, SC, GA, FL, NOAA 
Fisheries; Opposed – USFWS). 
 

SOUTH ATLANTIC STATE/FEDERAL FISHERIES MANAGEMENT BOARD (MAY 5, 2015) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The South Atlantic Board met to receive a presentation from the NOAA Southeast Regional Office on its Draft 
Strategic Plan for FY2016‐2020. The report outlined five strategic goals which include improving organization 
effectiveness, promoting economically vibrant fisheries and communities, improving the scientific basis for 
managing resources, leveraging resources in support of organization priorities, and maximizing the benefit of 
consultation resources. Comments from the Board included the inclusion of South Atlantic seismic testing as a 
priority; greater consistency in the application of protected species measures between the Greater Atlantic 
Regional Office and the Southeast Regional Office for coastwide species (i.e., Northern right whale); and a need 
for greater flexibility for states to modify their Section 10 incidental take plans when changes in the fishery occur 
(i.e., sea turtles in North Carolina). Public comments on the Draft Strategic Plan will be accepted until July 11, 
2015 and can be sent to Heather.Blough@noaa.gov. For more information, please contact Megan Ware, FMP 
Coordinator, at mware@asmfc.org, or 703.842.0748. 

 
Motions 
No motions made. 

 
BLANK ROME WORKSHOP (MAY 5, 2015) 
 
Meeting Summary 
CJ Zane (Managing Principal) and Kate Anderson (Public Policy Advisor) of Blank‐Rome Government Relations 
LLC updated Commissioners about a number of federal legislative topics including a status of the fiscal year 2016 
budget and appropriations, the Magnuson‐Stevens Act Reauthorization, Mid‐Atlantic Horseshoe Crab Trawl 
Survey funding, and Congressional Committee membership changes.  CJ and Kate also attended the Annual 
Awards of Excellence Reception and answered individual Commissioner questions there.  For more information, 
please contact deke Tompkins, Legislative Executive Assistant at dtompkins@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740.  

 
LAW ENFORCEMENT COMMITTEE (MAY 5, 2015) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Law Enforcement Committee (LEC) met over two days during the Commission’s 2015 Spring Meeting to 
discuss a number of issues. Following are the highlights of its meeting.  
 
Species Issues 
Striped Bass — Mark Robson briefed committee members on the latest conservation equivalency measures 
being adopted by the states.  The committee noted the effort of states to adopt the same or similar size and bag 
limits, in partial response to LEC comments for consistency and simplicity. 
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Jonah Crab — The LEC received an update from staff on draft management options for this new fishery that is 
closely tied to the American lobster fishery.  After reviewing possible permit options, minimum size limits, and 
possible harvest tolerances, the LEC appointed a sub‐committee to review the fishery and the management 
plan.  Written comments will be prepared and presented to the American lobster Management Board. 
 
Atlantic Herring — Mike Eastman briefed the committee on draft measures for an empty‐hold provision and his 
recommendation that the language in the draft document is sufficient to address any enforcement concerns 
about checking or certifying empty holds. 
 
Action Plan Issues 
Committee members shared information on the most recent AFWA/NACLEC meetings, and the second 
enforcement Leadership Academy that is underway.  A few members of the LEC participate in AFWA, and will 
likely be attending the annual meeting this September, in Arizona.   
 
The LEC also discussed a possible joint meeting of the ASMFC and the Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission 
(GSMFC) during the fall 2015 meeting in Florida.  There is interest in a possible joint meeting with the GSMFC 
LEC, and some common agenda items will be developed for that meeting. 
 
To better support ASMFC management boards, the LEC appointed alternate representatives to the various 
species boards.  This will allow newer members to learn more about the ASMFC process, and be available to fill 
in for primary LEC representatives. 
   
Other Issues 
Jason Snellbaker introduced a concern regarding possible abuse of safe‐harbor requests in New Jersey.  Other 
LEC members exchanged information about how their respective states handle safe harbor requests.  There was 
not a general consensus for mechanisms to evaluate safe harbor requests, but members discussed a range of 
procedures ranging from no formal policies to a regulatory framework. 
 
Based on discussions during development of revised Enforceability Guidelines, members reviewed 
recommendations for establishing boundaries of closed or protected areas.  All agreed that the 
recommendations contained in the revised guidelines are adequate to address improvements in tracking and 
mapping technology and enforcement tools. 
 
Special Recognition 
Members of the LEC thanked Elizabeth Buendia (USCG), Lloyd Ingerson (MD), and Doug Lewis (GA) for their 
contributions to the committee.  All three are moving on to bigger and better things. 
 
Election 
Because of the retirement Lloyd Ingerson, the current chairman, members elected Mike Eastman and Steve 
Anthony to serve as Chair and Vice Chair, respectively. 
 
For more information, please contact Mark Robson, LEC Coordinator, at markrobson2015@outlook.com. 
 

ATLANTIC STRIPED BASS MANAGEMENT BOARD (MAY 5, 2015) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Atlantic Striped Bass Management Board met to (1) review progress on the development of three area‐
specific fishing mortality reference points (i.e., Chesapeake Bay, Delaware Bay, and the Hudson River), (2) review 
proposed changes to the Virginia striped bass tagging and monitoring program, and a calibration proposal to the 
Virginia and Maryland seine survey, and (3) review the implementation status of Addendum IV.  
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The Technical Committee (TC) presented its report on area‐specific fishing mortality (F) reference points. For the 
Chesapeake, the TC found the Statistical‐Catch‐at‐Age model, which was used in the 2013 benchmark stock 
assessment, is an appropriate tool to develop Bay‐specific reference points since the Chesapeake Bay already 
exists as a separate fleet within the model.  The TC will develop those reference points for Board consideration 
in August, with the caveat that projections regarding how those reference points would impact management in 
the Bay and coast would not be available for Board consideration until the Commission’s Annual Meeting in 
November.  The TC recommended development of F reference points for the Delaware Bay, via the same 
methods identified for the Chesapeake Bay, as part of the next benchmark stock assessment. Lastly, the Board 
did not move forward with Hudson River F reference points because fish from that stock quickly join the coastal 
population and are therefore considered as part of the coastal fleet.  
 
The Board approved the proposed changes to the Virginia tagging and monitoring program, specifically to the 
gillnet survey in the Rappahannock and James Rivers.  The proposed changes are to replace the 24 hour soak 
time gillnet survey in the Rappahannock and James Rivers with a short set (0.5‐2 hours) gillnet survey in the 
Rappahannock, James, and York Rivers. Expanding tagging efforts on the James and York Rivers will provide 
additional information on the multiple stocks that make up the Virginia striped bass population.  The Board also 
approved the Virginia and Maryland seine calibration proposal since the material from which these nets are 
currently constructed is no longer available, and new material of unknown efficiency will need to be used 
starting 2015. The Virginia Institute of Marine Science is proposing to conduct side‐by‐side comparison sweeps 
using seine nets constructed with the new material and the material currently being used, as well as two block 
net studies to determine the relative catch efficiency of the new seine mesh material. 
 
The Board also reviewed the status of the states’ Addendum IV management measures and found that all states 
have either finalized or will finalize this week the required measures to Addendum IV’s required reductions in 
removals. Go here http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/554cd8202015StripedBassRegulations_May2015.pdf for 
a list of final 2015 state management measures.  For more information, please contact Max Appelman, Fishery 
Management Plan Coordinator, at mappelman@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740.  
 
Motions 
Move to initiate development of an addendum to establish a Chesapeake Bay fishing mortality reference 
point consistent with the Technical Committee’s Option 3, Statistical Catch‐at‐Age based reference point, and 
management options to achieve this reference point. 
Motion made by Mr. O’Connell and seconded by Mr. O’Reilly. Motion fails (5 in favor, 9 opposed, 2 abstentions) 
 

ANNUAL AWARDS OF EXCELLENCE (MAY 5, 2015) 
 

ASMFC Presents Annual Awards of Excellence 
 

Alexandria, VA ‐ The Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission presented Steven Heins, Dr. Matthew Cieri, 
Jeffrey Brust, Michael Hendricks, Sergeant James Kane, and Janice Plante with its Annual Awards of Excellence 
for their outstanding contributions to fisheries management, science, law enforcement, and outreach along the 
Atlantic coast.  
 
“Every year a great many people contribute to the success of fisheries management along the Atlantic coast.  
The Commission’s Annual Awards of Excellence recognize outstanding efforts by professionals who have made a 
difference in the way we manage and conserve our fisheries,” said ASMFC Chair Louis B. Daniel, III of the North 
Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries. “This evening, we honor several exceptional individuals for their 
contributions to the management and conservation of Atlantic coast fisheries.” 
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Management & Policy Contributions 
Steven Heins, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYS DEC)

Steven Heins has been dedicated to state, interstate and federal management issues for nearly three 
decades, providing of leadership, innovation and technical excellence that represents the core mission and 
values of the Commission. From 1988 – 2000, Mr. Heins oversaw New York’s species monitoring programs, 
playing an important role in 
helping to inform management 
decisions at the Commission 
and Mid‐Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council (MAFMC) 
level.  He developed and 
implemented New York’s 
Artificial Reef and Access 
Program, authoring the original 
Reef Management Plan and 
environmental impact 
statement that made the 
program a reality. He is also a 
longstanding member and past 
chair of the Commission’s 
Artificial Reef Committee, 
which has been providing guidance on and coordinating artificial reef development activities along the 
Atlantic coast since the mid‐1980s. 
 

Since 2006, with his promotion to Chief of Finfish and Crustaceans Section, Mr. Heins has represented NYS 
DEC on the MAFMC and a number of its committees including Atlantic mackerel, squid and butterfish; surf 
clam, ocean quahog and tilefish; and demersal and coastal migratory species.  He is the lead for 
management and compliance information for all Commission‐managed species in New York and has been a 
longstanding member and active participant on the Management & Science Committee.  He is also a 
member and current chair of the Northeast Area Monitoring and Assessment Program (NEAMAP) Board, 
which oversees three fishery‐independent data collection surveys for the coastal waters of Maine to North 
Carolina. When other funding was unavailable to support the program, Steven played a pivotal role in 
securing over $500,000 to support NEAMAP.  Recently, he helped craft the current summer flounder 
regional management approach and he continues to work to find solutions to current management 
challenges with striped bass, black sea bass, tautog and Atlantic sturgeon.  
 

Scientific & Technical Contributions 
Matthew Cieri, Ph.D., Maine Department of Marine Resources (ME DMR) 

Throughout his career, Dr. Matthew Cieri has provided critical assessment expertise to aid in the 
management of marine resources in Maine, New England and along the Atlantic coast. Since 2001 as a 
marine resource scientist, Dr. Cieri has led ME DMR Maine’s Atlantic herring monitoring and stock 
assessment activities, providing technical advice and data analysis for resource assessment and 
management purposes. The monitoring program, which Dr. Cieri oversees, encompasses the collection and 
verification of landings data and biological information, and management of the herring ageing program and 
portside bycatch sampling program. On the regional front, Dr. Cieri has helped formulate herring “days out” 
options for managers and industry decision making, and worked closely with the New England Fishery 
Management Council’s Atlantic Herring Plan Development Team to develop river herring and shad catch cap 
options for use in the Council’s Framework 3. 

 

Award Recipients (from left): Sergeant James Kane, Michael Hendricks, Steven Heins, 
Jeffrey Brust, Janice Plante, Dr. Matthew Cieri  
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He is also a member and important contributor on numerous Commission and Council committees, 
including technical/stock assessment committees for Atlantic menhaden, spiny dogfish, American eel, and 
Atlantic herring, which he chaired for many years. He chaired the Commission’s Multispecies VPA (MSVPA‐X) 
Subcommittee and the American Eel Stock Assessment Committee. His efforts led to the successful review 
of the MSVPA‐X, as well the timely and successful completion of the first coastwide benchmark stock 
assessment for American eel. The findings of the American eel benchmark assessment led to the current 
American eel management program.  
 

Jeffrey Brust, New Jersey Division of Fish and Wildlife (NJ DFW), Marine Fisheries Administration  
For the past 16 years, Jeffrey Brust’s hard work, dedication and innovative approaches to assessment 
science has made significant improvements to the Commission’s stock assessment process and modelling 
techniques. For the last decade, Mr. Brust has either chaired or been one of the lead scientists for a number 
of species assessments, including weakfish, American eel and tautog, developing innovative modelling 
approaches and successfully navigating them through peer review for their use in management. He is one of 
the lead scientists for assessing data poor species by employing methods traditionally used on the West 
Coast and applying those techniques to Commission species, such as American eel. Even when not serving 
on the stock assessment subcommittee, our recipient has a way making an impact on the success and utility 
of an assessment. As a member of the Atlantic Menhaden Technical Committee, which he also chaired 
through the development and implementation of Amendment 2, Mr. Brust conducted a review and analysis 
of the historical menhaden fecundity studies, finding an error in the interpretation of those results which led 
to new fecundity‐at‐age/size estimates and a significantly improved stock assessment. 
 
Dedicated to increasing the stock assessment capabilities of state biologists, Mr. Brust has taught a number 
of beginner and intermediate stock assessment training courses. He also created, through the Assessment 
Science Committee, a stock assessment mentoring program to help technical committee members get 
exposed to the assessment process in an effort to develop future lead assessment scientists.  
 

Michael Hendricks (retired), Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission  
Michael Hendricks dedicated his 32‐year career to restoring American shad to Pennsylvania’s Susquehanna, 
Delaware, Lehigh and Schuykill Rivers. As a past member and chair of the Commission’s Shad and River 
Herring Technical Committee, he pioneered the use of oxytetracycline (OTC) for marking American shad. He 
chaired the OTC Tagging Task Force which coordinates otolith tagging of hatchery produced American shad 
among the Commission member states. He developed and implemented culture techniques for American 
and hickory shad, and led research activities at the Van Dyke hatchery, located on the Juniata River, for over 
25 years. The Van Dyke hatchery was constructed in 1976 and was the first modern American shad hatchery 
in the nation. Under our recipient’s direction, approximately 237 million American shad fry have been 
reared and stocked in Pennsylvania’s rivers. Mr. Hendricks has also chaired the Technical Committee of the 
Susquehanna River Anadromous Fish Restoration Cooperative, playing a lead role in drafting the current 
comprehensive Susquehanna River Anadromous Fish Restoration Plan. He has served on the Delaware River 
Fish and Wildlife Cooperative Committee.  
 
Dedicated to improving the passage of anadromous fish both up and down stream, Mr. Hendricks provided 
consultation on fishway development and implementation on the Schuylkill and Lehigh Rivers and served on 
various Chesapeake Bay Commission fish passage and fisheries management plan committees. He was an 
active participant on fish passage technical committees for four Susquehanna River hydroelectric dams and 
was a key player in the ongoing FERC relicensing of four hydroelectric facilities on the Susquehanna River 
from 2004 ‐ 2013 to ensure that anadromous fish protection and restoration are in the forefront in the 
negotiations.  
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Law Enforcement Contributions 

Sergeant Jim Kane of the Connecticut State Environmental Conservation Police 
Sergeant Jim Kane’s dedication, knowledge of fishing practices and laws, and ability to work well with other 
law enforcement agencies throughout the region has earned him the respect and admiration of his law 
enforcement colleagues. For a decade, he has worked to ensure fishery management regulations within 
Rhode Island and neighboring states are being upheld, consistently performing a high level of at‐sea and 
dockside inspections of commercial and recreational fishing vessels in his state, as well as numerous 
recreational shoreside fisherman inspections. Sergeant Kane has worked with New York, Rhode Island and 
Massachusetts Law Enforcement as well as NOAA Office of Law Enforcement (OLE) on a number of fisheries 
investigations and enforcement initiatives. Several of these multi‐state investigations involved commercial 
and recreational lobster, scallop, striped bass, scup, American eels, winter and summer flounder. A couple of 
the investigations have been high level, such as one case which involved the illegal possession and sale of 
striped bass taken from Rhode Island and offloaded in Connecticut. Another case involved the successful 
prosecution of a Rhode Island commercial lobster fishing investigation, which involved New York and NOAA 
OLE; several hundred illegal lobster traps were seized as part of the investigation. During the past several 
years, Sergeant Kane has also been involved with numerous violations and federal referrals to NOAA OLE for 
commercial fishing vessels landing over the legal limits or possession of illegal species.  
 
Outreach & Advocacy Contributions 

Janice Plante, former writer and associate editor for Commercial Fisheries News (CFN) and Fish 
Farming News 

Through her diligent reporting on fisheries issues, Janice Plante has significantly advanced stakeholder 
understanding of fisheries management and scientific activities along the Atlantic coast.  No writer or 
journalist has done more to bridge the gap between fisheries managers/scientists and commercial 
fishermen than Ms. Plante. For the past three decades, Ms. Plante has not only been committed to, but also 
excelled at, breaking down complex fisheries management and science issues in clear, understandable, and 
accessible language that both inform and engage New England fishermen in the fisheries management 
process at all levels of government (state, interstate, regional and federal).  Not an easy task given that she 
has had to digest complicated fishery stock assessments, gear requirements, and regulatory issues, 
translating the bottom line into terminology easily grasped by commercial fishermen and the public. She has 
covered a multitude issues ranging from American lobster to Atlantic herring, northern shrimp, spiny 
dogfish, and groundfish. Even though the news that she reported on has not always been favorable from the 
perspective of the commercial fishing industry, she has always done it in an unbiased way, presenting both 
the facts of matter and the full range of viewpoints, allowing her readership to come to their own opinions 
about the issue at hand.  Throughout her career with CFN, Ms. Plante has work closely with Commission 
staff to ensure that her stories correctly characterize the management issues at hand and the science behind 
the Commission’s management decisions, always with the intent to demystify and make more accessible the 
Commission’s activities to the stakeholders it impacts the greatest. Ms. Plante’s body of work is a true 
testament to her deep and abiding commitment to both the fisheries management process and the 
industries it seeks to support.  
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE (MAY 6, 2015) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Executive Committee met to discuss a number of issues including staff tenure and Commission finances. 
The Executive Committee approved the FY2016 budget. The Executive Committee also discussed revising 
ISFMP guidance documents to more accurate reflect current practices and procedures. For more 
information, please contact Laura Leach, Director of Finance and Administration, at lleach@asmfc.org or 
703.842.0740. 

 
INTERSTATE FISHERIES MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (MAY 6, 2015) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Interstate Fisheries Management Program Policy Board (Board) met to consider a number of issues. The 
Board reviewed the results of the 2014 Commissioner survey, which measures the Commissioner opinions 
regarding the progress and actions of the Commission in 2014. There was an overall positive trend that the 
Commission was working towards its mission and vision. The Commission will continue its efforts to work 
effectively with state and federal partners, and stakeholders, as well as provide transparency and clear 
management documents for stakeholder use and consideration. 
 
The Board approved stock status definitions used in many Commission documents including the annual 
performance of the stocks. Stocks are divided into 5 categories based on stock condition: 
rebuilt/sustainable, recovering/rebuilding, unknown, depleted, and concern. The document also provides 
general definitions of overfished, overfishing, and stable/unchanged. 
 
The Board received a report from the Assessment Science Committee regarding updates to the Technical 
Support Group Guidance and Benchmark Stock Assessment Document as well as the ASFMC Stock 
Assessment Schedule. The Board approved a clarification on the submission timeline for benchmark 
assessment alternate analyses. Alternate analysis must be provided to the Stock Assessment Subcommittee 
a month before the first assessment workshop to allow sufficient time for review in subsequent assessment 
workshops. The Board also approved the addition of a Fisheries‐Independent Data Policy to the Technical 
Support Group Guidance and Benchmark Stock Assessment Document. The Fisheries‐Independent Data 
Policy formalizes how data will be used during and after assessments to inform fisheries management 
decisions, while protecting the rights of data providers. The Board reviewed the ASMFC Stock Assessment 
Schedule and approved the recommended additions from the Assessment Science Committee.  
 
The Board received a report from the Committee on Economics and Social Sciences (CESS) as a follow‐up to 
the previous February Board presentation regarding the updated role of the CESS within the Commission. 
The CESS will continue to provide socioeconomic data regarding commercial and recreational fisheries to the 
development of future management documents when applicable and data are both available and do not 
violate confidentiality standards. 

 
The states discussed their concern over the poor status of the winter flounder resource, particularly the 
Southern New England/Mid‐Atlantic (SNE/MA) stock. The Commission agreed to send a letter to the New 
England Fishery Management Council and NOAA Fisheries requesting the initiation of a broader dialogue on 
the co‐management of SNE/MA winter flounder, with particular focus on the poor status of the stock and 
achieving more consistency in the application of management measures in state and federal waters.  
The Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat Partnership (ACFHP) updated the Board on highlights from the ACFHP 
Steering Committee Spring Meeting. An update on the North Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative‐
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funded decision support tool to assess aquatic habitats and threats in North Atlantic watersheds was 
provided including the winter flounder assessment and the river herring assessment. ACFHP will apply for 
funding from the Mid‐Atlantic Fishery Management Council for offshore reef restoration and monitoring. 
National, Coastal, and Regional Fish Habitat Partnership updates were provided, which included details on 
the status of the 501(c)(3) fund, program rebranding and marketing, and 2015 and 2016 funding 
opportunities. ACFHP welcomed the North Carolina Coastal Federation into the Partnership, bringing the 
number of partners to 33. ACFHP discussed the National Marine Fisheries Service’s National Recreational 
Fisheries Implementation Plan as well as the progress that states are making on creating task forces to 
address estuarine acidification. Its Steering Committee deliberated on updating funding criteria and edits to 
the draft ACFHP Business Plan. The Commission’s Habitat Committee will be investigating energy 
development’s impacts on Atlantic coastal fish habitat for the next issue of Habitat Hotline Atlantic. Jake 
Kritzer and January Murray are the new Chair and Vice‐Chair of the committee, respectively. 
 
The Board reviewed a progress report from Northeast Regional Ocean Council’s ocean planning committee 
on best ways to address regional issues and coordinate ocean planning activities in New England. The Board 
reviewed and discussed maps of commercial fishing activity that have been developed with participation of 
the commercial fishing industry, scientists, and managers in order to characterize spatial patterns of 
commercial fishing for ocean planning discussions. 
 
Based on a recommendation from the American Lobster Board, the Commission tasked the Gear Technology 
Working Group to work with industry to assess lobster ghost panel effectiveness. Also based on a 
recommendation from the American Lobster Board, the Commission will send a letter to the New England 
Fishery Management Council reiterating concern for American lobster. The letter will request the Council 
consider a prohibition on all bottom tending mobile gear in Closed Area II from June 15th to October 31st 
north of 41 degrees 30 minutes. The Commission previously sent comments to NEFMC identifying the 
importance of the large seasonal migration of American lobster into and out of Closed Area II and the 
contribution these migrating lobster have on the overall health of the Gulf of Maine and Georges Bank 
lobster stocks. 
 
For more information, please contact Toni Kerns, ISFMP Director, at tkerns@asmfc.org or 703.842.0740. 

 

Motions 
Move to approve the Stock Status Definitions.  
Motion made by Mr. Augustine and seconded by Mr. Adler. Motion carries unanimously. 
 
Move to approve the changes to the TC Guidance document and assessment schedule as presented. 
Motion made by Mr. Augustine and seconded by Mr. Adler. Motion carries. 
 
Winter Flounder Motion from October 2014 
Move that the Commission send a letter to NEFMC and NOAA Fisheries urging a reduction in the SNE/MA 
winter flounder possession limit to bycatch limits only for federal vessels based on sea sampling data for 
trips targeting other species. 
 
Move that the Commission send a letter to the NEFMC and NOAA Fisheries requesting the initiation of a 
broader dialogue on the co‐management of SNE/MA winter flounder, with particular focus on the poor 
status of the stock and achieving more consistency in the application of management measures in state 
and federal waters. 
Motion made by Mr. Ballou and seconded by Mr. Gilmore. Motion carries unanimously. 
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On behalf of the American Lobster Board, recommend the Commission task the Gear Technology Working 
Group to work with industry to assess lobster ghost panel effectiveness.  
Motion carries without objection. 
 
On behalf of the Lobster Board, recommend the Commission send a letter to the NEFMC reiterating our 
concerns for lobster and request a prohibition on all bottom tending mobile gear in closed area 2 from 
June 15th to October 31st north of 41 degrees 30 minutes.  
Motion carries with one abstention (NOAA Fisheries). 

 
SHAD & RIVER HERRING MANAGEMENT BOARD (MAY 6, 2015) 
 
Meeting Summary 
The Shad and River Herring Board met to review recommendations from the Technical Committee (TC) on 
the stock assessment schedule, the need for a meeting to discuss data collection, and provide comment on 
the River Herring Technical Expert Working Group’s (TEWG) River Herring Conservation Plan. The TC 
recommended that American Shad be added to the assessment schedule for an assessment update in 2017 
and for river herring to have an assessment update in 2018 (these dates may be changed after discussions 
with federal partners). The TC also recommended that a data collection and standardization meeting be held 
later this year, where the TC would develop recommendations to standardize data collection methods for 
future survey programs, as well as discuss how best to standardize current survey data collected across the 
species’ range. The Board approved the TC conducting this meeting later this year. Lastly, the Board was 
presented the Conservation Plan, which has been released this week for public review and comment (see 
joint NOAA Fisheries/ASMFC Press Release below).  For more information, please contact Kirby Rootes‐
Murdy, FMP Coordinator, at krootes‐murdy@asmfc.org, or 703.842.0740. 
 

Press Release 

NOAA Fisheries and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission  
Release River Herring Conservation Plan to Aid in Restoration Efforts 

 
NOAA Fisheries and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (Commission) announce the release of 
the River Herring Conservation Plan. The goals of the plan are to increase public awareness about river 
herring (alewife ‐ Alosa pseudoharengus) and blueback herring ‐ A. aestivalis), and to foster cooperative 
research and conservation efforts to restore river herring along the Atlantic coast. The plan, which is 
available online and will be refined over time with public input, builds upon past and current river herring 
conservation projects and coordinates ongoing activities. The Plan was developed with input and 
information provided by the River Herring Technical Expert Working Group (TEWG), a group of scientists, 
industry representatives, conservation groups, tribal leaders, and government officials with expertise related 
to river herring. The Plan seeks to achieve the following goals: 
 

 Increase coordination of river herring data collection, research and conservation 

 Identify and undertake key research projects related to assessment and conservation 

 Identify any further conservation actions to address threats 

 Cultivate and engage research groups to address key topics in protecting or restoring herring populations 

 Identify funding sources and secure funds for river herring research and conservation 
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 Improve information to be used in conservation efforts and incorporated into the next assessment 

 Increase public outreach about river herring and the need for addressing impacts to these resources

 
“By focusing on areas where there is the greatest need, the plan is an ideal tool for anyone interested in restoring 
river herring populations coastwide,” said Kimberly Damon‐Randall, Assistant Regional Administrator for 
Protected Resources, Greater Atlantic Region, NOAA Fisheries. “It provides extensive background on each species’ 
life history, stock condition, and current management measures, and identifies areas where research and 
conservation efforts should be concentrated. Importantly, the plan and what it seeks to achieve represent the 
collective input and efforts of a broad constituency of individuals and agencies dedicated to the restoration of 
these important species. It is our hope that by following the roadmap we have laid out in the plan, restoration can 
be achieved.”     
 
On August 12, 2013, NOAA Fisheries announced that listing river herring under the Endangered Species Act as 
either threatened or endangered was not warranted based on the analysis of available information.  As part of 
that decision, NOAA Fisheries committed to working collaboratively with the Commission, which manages U.S. 
East Coast river herring stocks, and other partners to implement a coordinated coastwide effort to proactively 
conserve river herring and help to fill data gaps. The Conservation Plan and the TEWG are products of that 
commitment and collaborative effort.  Since initiation of these efforts, important progress has been made towards 
each of the plan’s goals, including: 

 Increased coordination among partners by establishing the TEWG and developing the Conservation Plan. 
 Provided funding to: 

 A collaborative project involving the Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries, the University of 
California‐Santa Cruz, the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, The Nature 
Conservancy, the University of Massachusetts‐Amherst, and the U.S. Geological Survey’s Massachusetts 
Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit to advance our understanding of alewife and blueback herring 
bycatch in commercial Atlantic herring and mackerel fisheries and impacts of this fishing activity on river 
herring populations. The project will also gather information from six nursery systems between Maine and 
Connecticut to provide insights into what factors influence freshwater productivity of juvenile river 
herring.  These efforts will then be combined to examine the importance of different life stages to river 
herring populations. 

 The Barnegat Bay Partnership and Rutgers University to conduct surveys and collect data to improve our 
understanding of historic and current distribution of alewife and blueback herring spawning habitats in 
Barnegat Bay and the Raritan River in New Jersey. 

 NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center to develop a river herring/ Atlantic herring oceanic habitat 
overlap forecast tool for use by the commercial Atlantic herring fishery to minimize incidental river herring 
catches. 

 The Atlantic Salmon Federation to continue river herring counts at the Milltown Dam fishway in the St. 
Croix watershed. 

 Conducted a coastwide social science survey to document fishermen’s observations of river herring in 
commercial, recreational, and subsistence fisheries. 

 Identified the Penobscot River in Maine and the Choptank River in Maryland as Habitat Focus Areas 
under NOAA's Habitat Blueprint, targeting financial resources and technical assistance to support habitat 
conservation and restoration efforts in these high‐priority watersheds.    

 Incorporated information provided by the Passamaquoddy Tribe, Pleasant Point, on the cultural importance of 
river herring to the Tribe into this conservation plan. 
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NOAA Fisheries and the Commission are committed to strengthening river herring conservation.  An important 
first step is to improve upon and ensure data collection consistency throughout the Atlantic coast, including the 
Canadian Provinces. The Commission’s Shad and River Herring Technical Committee in conjunction with federal 
partners will convene later this year to develop recommendations to standardize data collection methods for 
future survey programs, as well as how best to standardize current survey data collected across the species range.   
NOAA Fisheries and the Commission will be providing support for this meeting. 

While this conservation planning initiative is a committed long‐term effort, your input is welcome on the River 
Herring Conservation Plan during its evolving early phase.  Please send your comments on the structure and 
contents of the plan to nmfs.gar.riverherringplan@noaa.gov by June 1, 2015. The Conservation Plan is available at 
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/riverherring/conserv/index.html.  
 

Motions 
Move the board task the TC with conducting a meeting on data collection and standardization.  
Motion made by Mr. Augustine and seconded by Mr. Grout. Motion carries.  

 
TAUTOG MANAGEMENT BOARD (MAY 7, 2015) 
 
Press Release 

ASMFC Tautog Board Initiates Amendment  
to Establish Regional Stock Areas & Associated Reference Points  

 
Alexandria, VA – The Commission’s Tautog Management Board has approved the development of an amendment 
to the Interstate Fishery Management Plan for Tautog. The amendment will explore the establishment of new 
regional stock areas and associated reference points. The amendment will propose two options for regional stock 
boundaries, each with three regional stock units. The first option will include the following regions: Massachusetts 
to Rhode Island, Connecticut to New Jersey, and Delaware to North Carolina. The second option will include 
Massachusetts to Connecticut, New York to New Jersey, and Delaware to North Carolina. 
 
The regional options are based on the findings and recommendations of the 2015 Tautog Benchmark Stock 
Assessment and Peer Review Report. Unlike previous assessments, which assessed the stock on a coastwide basis, 
the 2015 assessment evaluated stock status regionally to reflect differences in life history characteristics and 
harvest patterns. The three‐region approach balances a smaller geographical scale and data integrity while also 
reducing the risk of overfishing. 
 
As the first step in the amendment process, staff will begin to draft a Public Information Document for Board 
consideration at the Commission’s Summer Meeting in August. The PID will gather information concerning the 
tautog fishery and resource and provide an opportunity for the public to identify and comment on major issues 
relative to the management of this species. The PID will also seek input on the public’s preferred regional 
breakdown. For more information, please contact Toni Kerns, ISFMP Director, at tkerns@asmfc.org or 
703.842.0740. 

### 
PR15‐16 

Motions 
Tabled Motions from February 2015 
Move to move forward with exploration of two regions, northern and southern, for tautog management. 
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Move to substitute to develop an addendum with 3 regions, northern, southern, and DelMarVa, with 
management measures in each region to end overfishing and rebuild overfished regions to target biomass 
levels.  
Motion made by Dr. Pierce and seconded by Mr. Simpson. Motions withdrawn without objection. 
 
Main Motion 
Move to initiate an amendment to respond to the 2015 Benchmark Stock Assessment for three stock areas MA‐
RI, CT‐NJ, and DE‐NC.  
Motion made by Mr. Simpson and seconded by Mr. Augustine. Motion amended. 
 
Motion to Amend 
Move to amend to include additional stock area boundaries MA‐CT, NY‐NJ, DE‐NC.  
Motion made by Mr. Fote and seconded by Mr. Clark. Motion carries (7 in favor, 3 opposed). 
 
Main Motion as Amended 
Move to initiate an amendment to respond to the 2015 Benchmark Stock Assessment for both sets of three 
stock areas the first being MA‐RI, CT‐NJ, and DE‐NC, the second being MA‐CT, NY‐NJ, DE‐NC.  
Motion carries (9 in favor, 1 opposed). 
  
Move to establish a joint subcommittee of the Tautog Management Board and the Law Enforcement 
Committee to study problems of unauthorized harvest and sale of tautog, especially the well‐publicized live‐fish 
market in local and interstate commerce that likely is contributing to current levels of overfishing.  The joint 
committee is to: (1) determine the feasibility of ASMFC mandating a fish‐tagging program for each state that 
would minimize the unlawful commerce of tautog and provide traceability of all fish in commerce back to the 
state of origin and harvester, and (2) if feasible, then offer details of such a program to accomplish the two 
aforementioned objectives.  
Motion made by Dr. Pierce and seconded by Mr. Augustine. Motion carries without objection. 
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At its April meeting 
in Mystic, CT, the 
Council: 
 
 Identified preferred 

alternatives in 
Groundfish 

 Amendment 18 
 

Discussed the costs of 
NOAA’s at-sea moni-
toring program  

 

Approved several 
changes to the alter-
natives proposed in 
Framework 9 to the 
Monkfish FMP 

 

Made decisions on the 
alternatives proposed 
in Omnibus Habitat 
Amendment 2, with 
others to be consid-
ered in June 

 

Adopted an approach 
to tackle EBFM  

 
 

 

******* 
 
 

Next Council  
Meeting 

June 16-18, 2015 
Newport, RI 

                              April/May2015 

Groundfish  
 

Amendment 18 moves on to public hearings 
  

Now that it has identified its preferred alternatives among the provisions in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for Amendment 18 to the Groundfish Plan, the 
Council will schedule public hearings for late July and August. An announcement with 
the details will be widely distributed to encourage public input.   
 

Amendment 18 focuses on accumulation limits and fleet diversity by including measures 
concerning Potential Sector Contributions (PSC) and permit caps, Handgear A permits, 
data confidentiality, formalizing redfish fishing opportunities, and the delineation of 
inshore and offshore fishing areas in the Gulf of Maine. 
 

The following section describes the categories of management measures in the 
amendment and the preferred alternatives identified by the Council within those 
categories. The choices supported in April do not bind the NEFMC’s 18 voting 
members in September when final decisions are to be approved. Here’s how it went 
last month. 
 

 Accumulation limits – Create two types of accumulation limits --- on individuals 
and entities: 1) On the Potential Sector Contribution that may be held in aggregate 
to no more than 15.5% of the aggregated stocks in total, and 2) on the Northeast 
multispecies permits that may be held to no more than 5%. The PSC cap selected 
(Alternative 6) would be the least constraining on fishing businesses, but does limit 
holdings.  

 

 Handgear A Permits - Create a sub-annual catch limit for Handgear A (HA) 
permits, remove the March 1-20 closure for common pool HA vessels, remove the 
standard fish tote requirement for Handgear A vessels, and allow sectors to 
annually request that HA vessels fishing in the sector be exempt from the 
requirement to use a vessel monitoring system, but instead be allowed to use an 
Interactive Voice Response (lVR) Call-In System. IVR is already used in the 
groundfish fishery and is a less expensive data reporting alternative than VMS. 

 

 Data Confidentiality - Do not adjust current fishery data confidentiality 
practices and protocols, specifically the price of annual catch entitlement (ACE) 
transferred within a sector or leased between sectors. The Council felt it is 
unnecessary to make changes to data that are currently considered confidential 
and had concerns about the legality of releasing price information. 

 

 Inshore/Offshore Gulf of Maine (GOM) - Do not consider the establishment 
of an inshore/offshore boundary within the GOM and associated measures. The 
Council considers this type of measure unnecessary, given the current restrictions 
on the groundfish fishery in the area at this time. 

 

 Redfish Exemption Area - Define an area where sector vessels could fish with a 
smaller net mesh (5.5 inches) than the standard size to target redfish. This would 
allow groundfish sector vessels to target redfish without applying for an annual 
sector exemption, thereby streamlining the process to access this resource.  



New Groundfish Framework Discussed  
 

Details to be provided at next Council meeting  
 

Concerning the costs associated with the operations of the current NOAA Fisheries at-
sea monitoring program, the Council requested that the agency provide an estimate of 
the cost/revenue ratio of monitoring groundfish sectors in 2015.  
 
NOAA leadership comments sparked the reaction when they discussed the very real 
possibility that sectors could become responsible for covering the cost of some aspects 
of the at-sea monitoring program as early as late summer 2015 --- when federal funding 
that has to date covered the cost of this program is likely to run out.  
 
The at-sea monitoring requirement, initially detailed in Amendment 16 to the NEFMC’s 
Groundfish Plan, mandates the program to help determine, among other things, 
compliance with annual catch limits (or ACLs).  
 
Industry representatives and many Council members are currently concerned that the 
cost of the program may compromise the ability of the groundfish fishery to operate. 
This sentiment was reflected in the unanimous vote by the Council to initiate a 
framework adjustment, if necessary, based on the NOAA report. 
  
The details about how a framework might be developed and what issues will be 
addressed is currently a matter of discussion between NOAA Fisheries and the Council. 
The issue will be included on the June 16-19 Council meeting agenda, so stay tuned for 
further developments. 

                  
Monkfish  
 

Framework 9 to be finalized in June 
 

While work on draft Framework 9 to the Monkfish Plan continues at the committee 
level, the Council approved changes to several of the alternatives under consideration to 
streamline development of this action. The Council is scheduled to approve the 
framework at its June meeting.  
 

At the request of the Monkfish Committee, Council 
members eliminated options that focused on when 
and where a Northeast multispecies day-at-sea 
could be declared in order to increase operational 
flexibility outside of the current monkfish exempted 
fisheries. The two options that were considered 
and rejected addressed both the Northern and 
Southern Fishery Management Areas as defined in the plan, while those that remain in 
the framework focus only on the Northern Area --- a change that was supported by 
fishermen from both regions.      
 

A measure to increase monkfish-only days-at-sea based on a higher groundfish common 
pool days-at-sea counting was also considered unnecessary at this time and will not 
receive further consideration in Framework 9.  
 

And finally, the Council approved, for further analysis by the Plan Development Team, a 
measure that could allow limited access monkfish vessels, when fishing on a monkfish-
only or monkfish/Northeast multispecies day-at-sea, to retain legal size monkfish and 
dogfish using 5-7 inch mesh in stand-up gillnets. 
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Notes on the 
NOAA/Council 

Industry–Funded 
Monitoring 

Amendment 
 

 

Additional portside 
sampling and 
electronic monitoring 
options now will be 
included in the joint 
NOAA/NEFMC/
MAFMC draft 
industry-funded 
monitoring omnibus 
amendment, based on 
unanimous Council 
approval at the 
Council’s April 
meeting. A follow-up 
motion specified that 
the herring and 
mackerel midwater 
trawl fleets will be the 
focus of the new 
options.  
 
The amendment is 
currently under 
development to 
address industry-
funded monitoring 
across all federally 
managed fisheries in 
the Northeast. Final 
action on the 
amendment is 
scheduled for this 
December.  

 
     
 
          
 
 

 
  



Omnibus Habitat Amendment Approved  
 

Remaining issues to be decided in June  
 

The Council made final decisions, referred to at the meeting as final preferred alternatives, on most sections of 
the amendment at its meeting in Mystic, CT. Once all elements of the action — proposed area designations and 
those identified as vulnerable and requiring protection from the impacts of fishing — receive Council approval 
they will be forwarded to NOAA Fisheries for agency approval and implementation. NOAA is always the final 
decision maker on any measures moved forward by the Council. 
 

To better understand the Council’s intent in developing the Habitat Amendment, it may be helpful to review an 
introductory paragraph in the draft amendment document that helps explain what types of areas are being con-
sidered and why.  
 

 Essential Fish Habitat and Habitat Area of Particular Concern designations are based on species-specific distri-
butions and life-history information, and are used primarily for analytical approaches in impact analyses and 
agency consultations.  

 

 Spatial management areas, on the other hand, contain habitats of importance to multiple species, are vulner-
able to impacts from fishing, and as such, could be subject to gear restrictions for conservation purposes on 
the basis of gear type.  

 

 Three types of spatial management areas are being proposed in the Habitat Amendment, year-round habitat 
management areas and dedicated habitat research areas, both discussed below; and groundfish seasonal spawning 
areas. The latter will be discussed at the June Council meeting.  

 

An additional Georges Bank Habitat Management Area alternative, discussed at the April meeting but not previ-
ously analyzed, will also be considered in June, along with the groundfish spawning areas. The April decisions are 
depicted on the map on page 4. Again, they are subject to final approval by NOAA Fisheries.  
 

Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Designations 
EFH designations were specified for all managed species and life stages, in-
cluding a small number of specific modifications discussed at the meeting. By 
definition, fishing restrictions are not associated with these areas.  

 

Habitat Areas of Particular Concern  
The approved HAPC designations involve six nearshore/continental shelf 
areas, two seamounts, and eleven submarine canyons or groups of canyons. 
These areas are not subject to gear or other restrictions, but are singled out 
because they encompass important and sensitive habitats that should receive 
careful consideration for conservation purposes. 
 

Habitat Management Areas (HMAs)  
Approved for the Eastern Gulf of Maine - The area defined as the Small Eastern 
Maine HMA would include a complete restriction on use of mobile bottom-
tending gears.  
 

Approved for the Central Gulf of Maine - Gear restrictions for the Cashes Ledge, 
Jeffreys Bank, and Fippennies Ledge HMAs as mapped in the draft amendment. 
The Cashes and Jeffreys Bank areas were modified from their previous configu-
rations to focus more closely on shallow, hard bottom habitats. Each would 
prohibit the use of mobile bottom-tending gears.  
 

The Cashes Ledge Closure Area would be maintained as is. Specifically, it would continue to be off limits year-
round to all fishing activity except for the following: (a) charter and party vessels with a letter of authorization; 
and (b) vessels fishing with “exempted gears” that catch only small amounts of groundfish: spears, rakes, diving 
gear, cast nets, tongs, harpoons, weirs, dip nets, stop nets, pound nets, pots and traps, surfclam/quahog dredge 
gear, pelagic hook and line, pelagic longline, single pelagic gillnets, and shrimp trawls.                 
                                                                                                                                    Continued on page 5 - 
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In accordance with the current groundfish regulations, mid-water trawl gear, 
and also vessels that are transiting the area with gear that is properly 
stowed, would be allowed in the Cashes Ledge Closure Area. 
    

For the Western Gulf of Maine - The scenario adopted took into account the 
existing habitat and groundfish closures in the Western Gulf of Maine. The 
habitat closure would be maintained as-is, while the groundfish closure 
would have its eastern boundary shifted  5 minutes of longitude to match  
the habitat closure boundary.  
 

Within the habitat/groundfish area, current fishing restrictions would be maintained. The exception is an exemp-
tion for shrimp trawls from the mobile bottom-tending gear restrictions in the northwestern corner of the area, 
located in the deep waters west of Jeffreys Ledge. In addition, the Council would continue to limit trawl roller 
gear to 12 inches in diameter in the existing inshore roller gear area. 
 

For the Great South Channel - A new HMA was adopted with a complete restriction on the use of mobile bottom-
tending gears in the northeast corner, and a restriction on the use of mobile bottom-tending gears with an ex-
emption for hydraulic clam dredges throughout the remainder of the area. The dredge exemption would sunset 
one year after the implementation of the Habitat Amendment. This window of time would provide an oppor- 
tunity for a more refined clam dredge exemption area or areas to be developed. 
 

The Council also took action in southern New England to create a new HMA near Cox Ledge. Trawls in this 
area would not be allowed to use ground cables and hydraulic clam dredges will be prohibited.   
 

Dedicated Habitat Research Areas (DHRAs)  
The Stellwagen DHRA in the Gulf of Maine, developed to facilitate fisheries research, was approved although a 
“no fishing” reference area component was not approved. If the research area is not used for scientific investiga-
tions within three years, a sunset provision would apply.  
 

The DHRA would be closed to mobile bottom-tending gear, demersal longlines, and sink gillnets, while recrea-
tional vessels, midwater gear and other pelagic gear would be allowed. All of these fishing restrictions are cur-
rently in place as a result of the existing Western Gulf of Maine habitat and groundfish closures, which overlap 
the proposed DHRA. 
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Ammen Rock, an underwater 
peak that lies just below the 
surface of the water on Cashes 
Ledge, would be closed to all 
fishing gears except lobster 
traps. The lobster fishery is not 
managed by the NEFMC.   

The same three-year sunset 
provision that is in the 
Stellwagen DHRA would apply 
to an approved Georges Bank 
DHRA. Again, the area would 
be closed to mobile bottom-
tending gear types. This area is 
currently closed to these gears 
as a habitat closure (Closed 
Area I South). 
 

The Council further recom-
mended that NOAA Fisheries 
allow habitat studies to be con-
ducted within the HMAs using 
commercial fishing vessels as 
research platforms, but contin-
gent on the approval of an ex-
empted fishing permit. The in-
tent is to evaluate the effective-
ness of the closed areas.        Photo courtesy of Matthew Lawrence, SBNMS - SBNMS file photo 



 
The New England Fishery Management Council is one of eight regional or-

ganizations created by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act, initially enacted in 1976.  

 

The Council develops rules for both commercial and recreational fisheries 
that operate between three and 200 miles off the region’s coastline. 

NEFMC management authority extends to fishing grounds in the Gulf of 
Maine, Georges Bank and southern New England and overlaps with the  

Mid-Atlantic Council for some species.  

 
NEW  

ENGLAND 
FISHERY 

MANAGEMENT 
COUNCIL 

 
50 Water Street, 

Mill 2 
Newburyport, 

MA 01950 
 

Phone: 
978.465.0492 

Fax: 
978.465.3116 

www.nefmc.org 
 
 
 

******* 
 
 

For more  
information about 
this publication, 
please contact  

Patricia Fiorelli 
 

pfiorelli@nefmc.org  
or 978 465 0492 

ext. 106  
  

 

 NEFMC Website 
 
If you would like to receive notices for committee meetings and 
other types of Council information via email, please go to 
www.nefmc.org. Look for Subscribe at the top of the homepage, 
and sign up. It’s easy and convenient. Try it! 

 

Ecosystem-Based Fisheries Management   
 

Pilot program approach adopted  
 

The Council adopted an official approach that will be used to address ecosystem-based 
fisheries management very soon. The initiative, led by the NEFMC’s EBFM Committee 
and its Plan Development Team, calls for the development of a prototype or pilot fisher-
ies ecosystem plan (FEP) that could be tested and verified, and also be used as a tool to 
engage with and seek comments from the public during the pilot period.  
 
The FEP would be used as a platform to assess, among other important elements, preda-
tor-prey relationships, trends in species groups, and climate change impacts, in the con-
text of a specific ecosystem production unit, or management area that has not yet been 
identified. 
 
 



MID-ATLANTIC COUNCIL 
2015 Planned Council Meeting Topics    

 
 

June 8-11, 2015 – Hilton Virginia Beach Oceanfront, Virginia Beach, VA 
 Review Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish Specifications for 2016/2017 
 Set RH/S Cap for 2016-2018 and review progress on RH/S issues 
 Review results of squid latent capacity scoping and establish scope of amendment 
 Select preferred alternatives for Deep Sea Corals Amendment and adopt amendment for 

submission 
 Review Surfclam and Ocean Quahog Specifications for 2016 
 Review and approve Framework 9 for monkfish 
 Species/Fisheries Interaction Workshop -EAFM 
 

August 10-13, 2015 – Holiday Inn Midtown, New York City, NY 
 Swearing-in of new and reappointed Council members 
 Election of Officers 
 Approve Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass Specifications for 2016-2018 
 Discuss Summer Flounder Amendment FMP goals and objectives 
 Discuss potential Scup Amendment 
 Adopt Bluefish Specifications for 2016 
 Review Draft Comprehensive Research Plan 
 Review/develop habitat policies/objectives 
 Review blueline tilefish scoping comments and determine management approach 

 
October 6-8, 2015 – Doubletree Philadelphia Center City, Philadelphia, PA  
 Review Spiny Dogfish Specifications for 2016 
 Review EAFM Guidance Document (First Draft) 
 Approve Comprehensive Research Plan 
 Review habitat policies/objectives 
 Adopt 2016-2018 Dogfish Specifications 
 Adopt action for Council role in Cooperative Research 
 Review results of unmanaged forage scoping and establish scope of amendment 

 
December 8-10, 2015 – The Westin, Annapolis, MD 
 Adopt Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass Recreational Specifications for 2016 
 Summer Flounder Amendment Update 
 Scup Amendment Update 
 Adopt SSCs 5-year Research Priority Recommendations 
 Review Tilefish 5-year IFQ Program Review 
 Update Council on status of Surfclam and Ocean Quahog Excessive Shares Amendment  
 Review EAFM Guidance Document (Second Draft) 
 Select preferred alternatives for Industry Funded Observer Amendment Public Hearing 

Document 



 
 

 
 

2016 MAFMC Council Meetings 
 
 
 
February 9-11, 2016: DoubleTree by Hilton New Bern-Riverfront 
                                    100 Middle Street 
                                        New Bern, NC 
                                      252-638-3585 
 
April 12-14, 2016:        Montauk Yacht Club 
                                        32 Star Island Rd. 
                                      Montauk, NY  11954 
                                         631-668-3100 
 
June 14-16, 2016:       Delaware 
    
    
    
 
August 8-11, 2016:        Hilton Virginia Beach Oceanfront 
   3001 Atlantic Ave. 
    Virginia Beach, VA  23451 
   757-213-3000 
 
October 4-6, 2016:   Stockton Seaview Hotel 
   401 South New York Road 
   Galloway, NJ  08205  
   609-652-1800 
                                         
 Dec. 13-15, 2016: Royal Sonesta Harbor Court Baltimore 
   550 Light St. 
   Baltimore, MD  21202 
   410-234-0550 
 



2015 SPRING NRCC MEETING AGENDA 
Westin Georgetown, 2350 M. St. NW, Washington, DC  

All times are approximate 
 
Wednesday, May 27 
 
0900 
1. Welcome, introductions, modifications and additions to agenda, announcements 

(Bullard, Karp, Moore, Gilbert) 
 
0910-1600 
2. Stock Assessment Priority Setting:  Scheduling and Specific Assessment Topics 

Discussion leader:  Karp 
• Stock Assessment Efficiency Initiative, including a presentation on the Alaska 

Approach and update on Standardization Initiative (Rago and Weinberg) (Fall 
2014 Action Item #1)   

• Update on Assessment Prioritization (Methot)  
i. Update of the document 

ii. Provide some prototype examples using data from the Northeast 
• Review Assessment Schedule for FY16 and FY17 (Rago and Weinberg)  

i. Update, as needed, previously established 2016 and 2017 schedules  
ii. Update on Spring 2016 SARC TORS (Action Item #3 from Fall 2014 

meeting) 
iii. Discuss next year’s discard methods review 

• Update on black sea bass assessment  
i. ASMFC data meeting, MAFMC RFP for stock assessment scientist, 

timing of assessment, etc.  
• Delivery of ACCSP data for the June bluefish and scup benchmark assessments  
• Incorporation of the MRIP Transition Plan into priority setting for 2016 and 

2017 
• Update on fall 2015 operational groundfish assessment  

i. Where will they be held?  What are the TORs?  Will there be a 
preliminary meeting?  When will assessment overview panel meet? 

• Update from SAW Working Group (Jim Weinberg)  
 

Working lunch break 1200-1220  
 
1220-1430 
3. Continue Assessment Related Discussion 

Discussion leader:  Karp 
 

Break 1430-1445 
 
1445-1600 
4. Continue Assessment Related Discussion 

Discussion leader:  Karp 
 



1600-1615 
5. NEFSC SSC Liaison Discussion 

Discussion leader:  Karp  
 

1615-1630 
6. Update and Discussion of Center’s Strategic Plan   

Discussion leader:  Karp  
 

1630-1645 
7. NRCC SAFE Report Working Group Follow up Discussion 

Discussion leader: Weinberg 

1645-Day 1 Wrap Up; Prep for Day 2 Discussions 
1715 Adjourn Day 1 
1800(ish):  Happy Hour at Bóveda (located at the Westin Georgetown) 
 
 
Thursday, May 28 
 
0800-0820 
8. Update on progress of reconstituting Trawl Survey AP 

Discussion to clarify membership, administrative details, and the NEFSC’s 
suggested TORs 

Discussion leader: Weinberg 
 
0820-0900 
9. Report of the NEFSC Climate Ecosystem, Habitat and Assessment Steering 

Group 
Discussion leader:  Karp (presenter – Jon Hare) 

 
0900-0945 
10. Discussion of efforts to coordinate with Councils and Commission plans for 

EBFM/EAFM 
Discussion leader:  Nies  

 
Break 0945-1000 
 
1000-1045 
11. Cod stock structure plan 

Discussion leader: Nies  
Discuss the 2012 initiative to review the cod stock structure 
Develop plan so this issue will more forward 

 
1045-1215 
12. Bycatch Monitoring Topics 

a. Marine Mammal bycatch – SceMFis (Russ Brown)  



b. Lobster/cod bycatch issue: short progress update 
Discussion leader: Nies 

c. Update on potential legislative changes for observer funding coverage and 
update on Industry-Funded Observer Amendment  
Discussion leader: Robins  

d. Discuss plan for future bycatch monitoring in small mesh fisheries  
Discussion leader: Stockwell 

i. Background of request: ACCSP future funding is uncertain and the 
NRCC could discuss how to address monitoring in the future.  The 
Industry-Funded Amendment may be part of the solution, but this 
needs to be explored. 

 
Working lunch break 1215-1240 
 
1240-1300 
13. Update on Catch Limit Specifications Process (Fall 2014 Action Item #7) 

Discussion Leader:  Pentony  

1300-1430 
14. Priority setting discussion 

• Discuss prioritization and coordination of resources, as needed 
 
Break 1430-1445 
 
1445-1515 
15. Meeting wrap up 

• Complete any unfinished discussions or unresolved new business 
• Review action items and assignments 
• Identify mid-term call date/time  
• Confirm 2015 Fall (NEFSC host; October 20-21, 2015, Providence, RI) and 

identify 2016 Spring (NEFMC host) meeting dates 
• Adjourn meeting   

 

Note:  hard stop for all participants at 4:00 pm 

 

 





  
 

Mid-Atlantic Blueline Tilefish Management 
Scoping Document 

http://www.mafmc.org/actions/blueline-tilefish 

May-June-July 2015 

 

 
 

 

 

WHAT IS SCOPING? 
Scoping is the process of identifying issues, potential impacts, and reasonable alternatives 
associated with the issue at hand. It provides the first and best opportunity for the public to make 
suggestions or to raise issues and concerns as development of an action begins. 

This is the public’s opportunity to inform the Council about: blueline tilefish and/or other deep-
water fisheries, actions that the public believes should or should not be taken, or any other 
concerns the public has. 

Your comments early in the process will help us identify management issues and develop effective 
alternatives that address issues of public concern in a thorough and appropriate manner.  

No management measures have yet been analyzed for their effectiveness or impacts. Please 
comment on which kinds of management measures may or may not be useful or practical, and 
explain your rationale. Please also comment on any other issues you believe should be addressed 
and the appropriate level of environmental analysis. The list of relevant issues may be expanded as 
suggestions are offered during the scoping process. 

http://www.mafmc.org/actions/blueline-tilefish


Blueline Tilefish Scoping Document 
May-June-July 2015 

2 

INTRODUCTION  
 

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (“Council”) is seeking public input for the development 
of a fishery management plan (FMP) for blueline tilefish and/or other deepwater species, or adding 
blueline tilefish to the existing golden tilefish FMP. This potential action will likely focus on the 
management of blueline tilefish off the Mid-Atlantic, and follows a Council request to the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for emergency limits on blueline tilefish landings from waters off the 
Mid-Atlantic (i.e. north of North Carolina). 

Blueline tilefish management was identified as a priority during a February 2015 special webinar-based 
Council meeting (http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/2015/february-2014-blueline-tilefish-webinar-
meeting), and the Council is now seeking public input to inform development of management for 
blueline tilefish off the Mid-Atlantic. The Council would like your comments on the appropriate range 
of issues, information that should be considered, and level of environmental analysis. 

WHY IS THIS ACTION BEING PROPOSED?  

The Council is proposing to develop this action because there is currently (as of May 26, 2015) no 
federal management of blueline tilefish north of North Carolina and no state management north of 
Maryland. The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council have requested different emergency regulations (detailed below) limiting blueline tilefish 
landings from waters north of North Carolina. At the time this document was posted, NMFS had not 
decided which request, if any, to implement. This document will be updated when NMFS makes a 
decision. Once NMFS makes a decision regarding emergency action, those measures can generally only 
remain in effect for 366 days. Because of this timing constraint, the Council is moving ahead promptly 
with scoping to begin development of long-term management and conservation measures for blueline 
tilefish off the Mid-Atlantic through the normal rule-making process. Since other deep-water species 
(e.g. sand tilefish, snowy grouper, and black-bellied rosefish) may have similar management issues in 
the future, the Council is also considering development of a deep-water species complex FMP.  

 

 

  

• Consider management of blueline tilefish off the Mid-Atlantic 
by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council.

• Consider management of other deepwater species off the 
Mid-Atlantic by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council.

CURRENT OBJECTIVES OF THE ACTION

http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/2015/february-2014-blueline-tilefish-webinar-meeting
http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/2015/february-2014-blueline-tilefish-webinar-meeting
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WHAT APPROACHES MAY BE CONSIDERED?  

The Council is likely to consider a variety of measures for managing blueline tilefish and/or other deep-
water species off the Mid-Atlantic. These could include, but would not be limited to:  

 Definition of the stocks and/or geographic range to be managed 

 Limits on total catch: Acceptable Biological Catches (ABCs) and Annual Catch Limits (ACLs) 

 Criteria for overfished/overfishing determinations 

 Permitting and reporting requirements 

 Commercial and recreational trip/possession limits 

 Essential fish habitat designation and related management measures 

 Other management measures as required or allowed under law and deemed appropriate by the 
Council1 

A draft Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement will be developed for public 
comment and used by the Council to evaluate any proposed measures. The Council will consider the 
biological and socio-economic impacts of any management measure before making a final decision. 

STAKEHOLDER INPUT 

The Council would like your input on the range of issues and information that should be considered 
during development of this action, including the specific issues identified in this document, as well as 
any other issues that might be of concern to you regarding blueline tilefish or other deep-water 
fisheries. Please also comment on the level of environmental assessment/impact analysis you believe 
would be appropriate (an Environmental Assessment or an Environmental Impact Statement - 
http://www.epa.gov/reg3esd1/nepa/eis.htm). If there are any particular kinds of analyses you believe 
would be important to help evaluate measures for blueline tilefish, please also comment on those. 

LEARN MORE 

Find additional information and background documents about the action at: 
http://www.mafmc.org/actions/blueline-tilefish.  Please contact Jason Didden at 302-526-5254 or 
jdidden@mafmc.org if you have any additional questions. 

  

                                                      
1 See required and discretionary provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act - 
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/magact/MSA_Amended_2007%20.pdf  

http://www.epa.gov/reg3esd1/nepa/eis.htm
http://www.mafmc.org/actions/blueline-tilefish
mailto:jdidden@mafmc.org
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/magact/MSA_Amended_2007%20.pdf
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GET INVOLVED  

ATTEND A SCOPING HEARING 

Public scoping hearings will be held on the following dates: 

Date Time Location 

Monday  

June 1, 2015 
6:00 p.m. Hyatt Place Long Island/East End  

451 E Main St, Riverhead, NY 11901. Telephone: (631) 208-0002. 
Tuesday  

June 2, 2015 
6:00 p.m. Congress Hall Hotel 

251 Beach Ave, Cape May, NJ 08204. Telephone: (888) 944-1816. 
Tuesday  

June 16, 2015 
6:00 p.m. Dare County Administration Building  

Commissioners Meeting Room, 954 Marshall C. Collins Drive. Manteo, 
NC 27954. Telephone: (252) 475-5700. 

Wednesday  

June 17, 2015 
6:00 p.m. Hilton Virginia Beach Oceanfront  

3001 Atlantic Ave, Virginia Beach, VA, 23451. Telephone: (757) 213-3000. 
Thursday  

June 18, 2015 
5:00 p.m. Ocean City Chamber of Commerce  

Eunice Q. Sorin Visitor & Conference Center. 12320 Ocean Gateway, 
Ocean City, Maryland 21842. Telephone: (410) 213-0552. 

SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS:  

In addition to providing comments at any of the scoping hearings, you may submit written comments. 
Written comments are due by July 6, 2015, 11:59 p.m., EDT and may be sent by any of the following 
methods: 

1. ONLINE at http://www.mafmc.org/actions/blueline-tilefish  
2. EMAIL to jdidden@mafmc.org  
3. MAIL to Chris Moore, 800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901 
4. FAX to 302.674.5399 

 

Please include “Blueline Tilefish Scoping Comments” in the subject line if using email or fax or on the 
outside of the envelope if submitting written comments. 

All comments, regardless of submission method, will be compiled into a single document for review and 
consideration by the Council. 

http://www.mafmc.org/actions/blueline-tilefish
mailto:jdidden@mafmc.org
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BACKGROUND AND RECENT FISHERY DEVELOPMENTS 
To assist the public in developing comments, background information on the blueline tilefish fishery is 
provided below, with a focus on the Mid-Atlantic. Detailed information on the historical blueline tilefish 
fishery is available in the Environmental Assessment for Amendment 32 to the South Atlantic Snapper-
Grouper Fishery2. Catches of other relevant deep water species in the Mid-Atlantic such as wreckfish, 
barrelfish, sand tilefish, snowy grouper, and black-bellied rosefish appear to be low in recent years, but 
if the public has comments regarding management of these or other deep-water species in the Mid-
Atlantic, then the Council will consider such comments.  

The South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC) manages blueline tilefish south of Virginia, 
but there is currently (as of May 26, 2015) no management of blueline tilefish in Federal waters north 
of North Carolina. Two states, Virginia and Maryland, have enacted tilefish regulations that apply to 
vessels landing in their states, with both implementing 300 pound incidental commercial trip limits and a 7-
fish recreational possession limit for all tilefish species combined. These measures were designed to 
proactively prevent a large directed commercial fishery and constrain fishing mortality in the recreational 
fishery for blueline tilefish that emerged in the early 2000s. There are currently no regulations (Federal or 
state) for blueline tilefish north of Maryland, and fish caught off of Virginia and Maryland can be landed 
without restriction north of Maryland. The Council recently expressed concern to the other Mid-Atlantic 
and southern New England states that this unmanaged loophole fishery was used to dramatically increase 
landings in 2014 of blueline tilefish caught off the Mid-Atlantic and poses a threat to the sustainability of 
this resource.  

While some other states may follow Virginia’s and Maryland’s lead, the lack of coordinated federal 
management tailored to the characteristics of the fishery off the Mid-Atlantic has undermined effective 

conservation thus far. Blueline tilefish are susceptible to overfishing due to their life history (relatively 
long-lived, sedentary, slow growing, and late maturing) so the Council is considering developing 
management measures. These potential measures could be considered via an amendment to the 
Council’s golden tilefish FMP, or a new FMP for blueline tilefish and/or other deep-water species.  

MID-ATLANTIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL EMERGENCY ACTION REQUEST 

In response to the catch increases allowed by lack of federal management north of North Carolina, the 
Council has already requested that NMFS take emergency action to implement a 300 pound (whole 
weight) commercial trip limit and a seven fish per-person recreational possession limit for blueline 
tilefish in Mid-Atlantic waters north of North Carolina. This request was the result of a February 25, 
2015 Council Meeting, the details of which (including the emergency request letter) may be found at: 
http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/2015/february-2014-blueline-tilefish-webinar-meeting.  

These emergency measures are intended to prevent depletion of blueline tilefish off the Mid-Atlantic 
on an interim basis (generally for a maximum of 366 days) while the Council develops long-term 
management measures through the normal rulemaking process. The Council’s request was based on 
the life history of blueline tilefish, and observations of both where blueline tilefish were being landed 
(Figure 1) and where they were being caught in the Mid-Atlantic (Figure 2, Tables 1 and 2). The Council 
has also noted that 2014 Vessel Trip Report (VTR) catch off Delmarva (Statistical Areas 625, 626, 621, 
and 622) was more than 32 times the 2001-2013 average and that this level of catch off Delmarva is a 

                                                      
2 http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/s_atl/sg/2014/am32/documents/pdfs/sg_am32_ea.pdf  

http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/2015/february-2014-blueline-tilefish-webinar-meeting
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/s_atl/sg/2014/am32/documents/pdfs/sg_am32_ea.pdf
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recent development relative to the history of the blueline tilefish fishery. As of May 26, 2015, NMFS 
has not indicated whether and/or how it will respond to the Council’s request. 

 

 

Figure 1. Mid-Atlantic/New England Blueline Tilefish Landings (source: unpublished NMFS northeast (NE) 
dealer weighout data) 

 

Figure 2. NMFS Northeast Statistical areas used on Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs) (source: unpublished NMFS 
NE VTR data) 
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Table 1. Blueline tilefish NE VTR commercial kept catch in pounds by statistical area and year, 2001-2014 

(source: unpublished NMFS NE VTR data) 

 Statistical Areas  

YEAR 635, 636, 631, 632 625, 626, 621, 622 Other Total 

2001 629 427 0 1,056 

2002 18,131 28 1,326 19,485 

2003 23,853 2,574 3,181 29,608 

2004 1,435 1,882 5,330 8,647 

2005 2,209 592 983 3,784 

2006 9,958 1,334 489 11,781 

2007 6,806 12,459 638 19,903 

2008 9,910 6,905 1,404 18,219 

2009 12,502 2,659 1,825 16,986 

2010 65,838 4,020 1,713 71,571 

2011 28,029 4,588 2,324 34,941 

2012 39,290 4,063 4,423 47,776 

2013 42,994 17,416 4,010 64,420 

2014 44,116 146,347 5,181 195,644 

Table 2. Blueline tilefish NE VTR recreational party-charter kept fish by statistical area and year, 2002-2014 

(numbers of fish) (source: unpublished NMFS NE VTR data) 

 Statistical Areas  

YEAR 635, 636, 631, 632 625, 626, 621, 622 Other Total 

2002 2,564 0 0 2,564 

2003 1,683 1 0 1,684 

2004 25 0 0 25 

2005 780 21 0 801 

2006 1,002 27 0 1,029 

2007 3,421 1,160 83 4,664 

2008 1,038 495 7 1,540 

2009 1,215 3,811 2 5,028 

2010 513 2,101 68 2,682 

2011 719 3,232 118 4,069 

2012 115 9,844 207 10,166 

2013 814 10,576 496 11,886 

2014 1,408 13,975 460 15,843 
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AMENDMENT 32 AND THE SOUTH ATLANTIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL’S EMERGENCY 
ACTION REQUEST 

Through the SAFMC’s Amendment 32 to the Snapper-Grouper Fishery, and in response to an 
assessment that found overfishing to be occurring3, NMFS implemented a 112 pound (whole weight) 
commercial trip limit and a one fish per boat per trip recreational trip limit (with a limited season) for 
the South Atlantic (waters south of the Nor th Carolina/Virginia border). The SAFMC has also requested 
that the Amendment 32 rules be extended north for all Federal waters off the U.S. East Coast via an 
emergency rule. The outcome of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s and SAFMC’s 
emergency requests was not known as of May 26, 2015.  

ADDITIONAL MID-ATLANTIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL ACTIVITIES  

In the interim, while this action is considered and possible emergency actions are implemented, the 
Council has committed to funding a genetic analysis of the blueline tilefish population along the east 
coast of the U.S that will begin this year. NMFS is also coordinating development of a deepwater 
survey throughout the range of the blueline tilefish fishery that, together with the genetics analysis, 
will provide additional information regarding the abundance and distribution of blueline tilefish in the 
Mid-Atlantic region.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS SPACE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

                                                      
3 http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/s_atl/sg/2014/am32/  

http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/sustainable_fisheries/s_atl/sg/2014/am32/
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WHAT HAPPENS NEXT? 
After the initial phase of information gathering and public comment, if the Council decides to proceed, 
the Council will evaluate potential management alternatives for inclusion in an FMP or amendment.  

The Council will then develop a draft FMP or amendment, incorporating the identified management 
alternatives for public review. The Council will also prepare draft environmental analyses as required 
by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and subject those analyses to review and comment by 
the public as appropriate.  

Finally, the Council will choose preferred management measures for submission with the appropriate 
environmental analyses to the Secretary of Commerce for review and consideration for approval.   
Approved management measures would be implemented through publication of proposed and final 
rules, which include additional opportunity for public comment. While there are many opportunities 
for public comment in the process, this scoping comment opportunity is particularly important for 
assisting the Council in establishing the overall focus and direction of this action. 

 

Figure 3. Action Development Process (for an FMP or FMP amendment) 
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The document specifies guidance and procedures for the transition process for modification of 
methods to estimate recreational fishing catch and effort that fall under the Marine 
Recreational Information Program to implement Policy Directive 04-114.  It establishes and 
describes the role and responsibilities of the MRIP Transition Team, the general transition 
approach when new survey designs are implemented, and an example of a transition plan 
outline.  It also describes the Terms of Reference for the Transition Team. 
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Introduction 

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NOAA Fisheries) Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP) recognized the need to 
appropriately transition from current to new recreational fishing surveys, in light of substantial 
design improvements.  This procedures guidance implements Policy Directive 04-114, for 
transition to new recreational fishing catch and effort survey methods.  The objective of the 
policy is to assure the comparability of long-term time series of recreational fishery catch and 
effort statistics as new, more statistically valid survey designs are implemented to replace legacy 
survey designs and the efficient integration of appropriately calibrated statistics into fishery 
science products and fishery management measures. Specifically, the PD 04-114 provides that a 
Transition Plan must be prepared for the implementation of any modifications of survey 
sampling or estimation methods that may result in consistently higher or lower statistical 
estimates of catch or effort.  The MRIP Executive Steering Committee (ESC) established the 
MRIP Transition Team to develop and recommend standardized processes for transitioning from 
historical estimates to estimates derived from improved sampling and estimation designs.  This 
procedure establishes and describes the role and responsibilities of the Transition Team and the 
general transition approach when new survey designs are implemented.  An example transition 
plan outline is included to be used as a general guide for the Transition Team. 

Transition Team Role and Responsibilities 

The Transition Team is co-led by NOAA Fisheries Office of Science and Technology and Office 
of Sustainable Fisheries.  The team comprises representatives from NOAA Fisheries, the regional 
fishery management councils, the interstate marine fisheries commissions, and several state 
agencies.  In order for a new survey method to be implemented, historical catch statistics first 
need to be converted into the same ‘currency’ as the new estimates.  The Transition Team 
develops and executes appropriate transition plans to ensure this happens.  It is critical to 
establish processes that will enable scientists and fishery managers to make “apples to apples” 
comparisons between new and historical catch statistics, providing a framework that decision-
makers can use for integrating new data into science and management activities at the regional 
and state level.  The Transition Team plays an important role in coordinating consistent 
approaches and methods for councils, interstate commissions, and NOAA Fisheries Regions to 
apply to recreational catch estimates derived from new or improved survey designs for: 

1. Determining the status of exploited stocks.
2. Setting annual catch limits.
3. Monitoring catch against catch limits.
4. Assessing the need for and selection of accountability measures.
5. Conducting analyses leading to the adoption of recreational fishing regulations.

General Transition Approach 

The first step in the process is to develop a transition plan for the new design that describes the 
most appropriate processes for transitioning from historical estimates to estimates derived from 
improved sampling and estimation designs.  Several steps must be taken before estimates based 
on any new design can be used effectively in the management process.   
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1. Benchmarking: The newly designed survey should be conducted side-by-side with the
legacy survey to allow measurement and evaluation of consistent differences in the statistical
estimates produced.  During this benchmarking period, statistical estimates produced by the
legacy design are still considered the “best available scientific information” for use in fishery
stock assessments, establishing overfishing limits and annual catch limits (ACLs), monitoring
catches relative to ACLs, and making management decisions.

2. Calibration model development: Differences between new design and legacy design
estimates that are consistently unidirectional should be evaluated to determine possible
sources of bias to explain those differences.  In addition, literature research should be
conducted to assess how biases identified in the legacy design would most likely have
changed over time.  Based on the information gained, one or more calibration models should
be developed and evaluated for possible use in correcting past catch statistics.  Alternative
models should be considered and one should be selected and defended as the most
appropriate, validated by an external peer review.

3. Re-estimation of historical catch statistics: Once a calibration model has been developed,
independently reviewed, and approved, the model should be used to generate a corrected time
series of recreational catch statistics that were generated by the legacy design.  The revised
time series should immediately be made available to stock assessment scientists and fishery
managers.

4. Incorporation of new estimates into stock assessments and economic analyses: The
revised catch statistics derived from the calibration model should be incorporated into stock
assessments and economic analyses as soon as possible to provide the most accurate
assessments of stock status, new ACLs for use in fisheries management, and update
information relevant to sector allocations and economic impacts.  Stocks with very
substantial mortality levels due to recreational fishing (high proportion of total mortality
relative to that caused by commercial fishing) should be identified as “key stocks” and
prioritized for assessment scheduling.  Depending on the magnitude of the estimation
changes and potential disruption of the management process, assessments scheduled for key
stocks may have to be moved to earlier dates while those scheduled for non-key stocks are
moved to later dates.

5. Incorporation of new estimates and ACLs into management actions: As soon as catch
statistics and new assessment results become available, management should begin to use both
for decision making.  If revised statistics are available but new assessments are not, then
managers may need to continue using the statistics based on the legacy design until new
assessment results are available.  In years when the legacy design is no longer being
conducted, the approved calibration model would be used to convert catch estimates based on
the new design into estimates that are compatible with the legacy design for use in
management.

An example of a plan outline is as follows: 

I. Executive Summary 
II. Introduction and Purpose
III. Description of Approach and Timeline
IV. Potential Stock Assessment Impacts and Schedule
V. Potential Management Impacts and Schedule
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VI. Identification of Unknowns
VII. Lessons Learned
VIII. Appendices
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Attachments 

Attachment A: Example Terms of Reference for the Marine Recreational Information Program 
(MRIP) Transition Team 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) 

Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP) Transition Team 

Terms of Reference 
April 14, 2014 

1. Develop and recommend a standardized process for transitioning from historical estimates to
estimates derived from improved sampling and estimation designs.  The recommended process 
will describe and provide consistent approaches and methods for Councils, Interstate 
Commissions, and NOAA Fisheries Regions to apply to recreational catch estimates derived 
from new or improved approaches for:  

a) Setting annual catch limits;
b) Monitoring catch against catch limits;
c) Assessing the need for and selection of accountability measures; and
d) Conducting analyses leading to the adoption of recreational fishing regulations.

The process description should include flow diagrams and timelines for illustrative purposes. 

2. Develop and recommend methods to be used to compare legacy estimates to estimates
produced by using new or modified MRIP designs in a statistically robust manner.   

3. Determine when calibration or other means of linking legacy data sets with MRIP-derived
data sets are feasible and necessary, and identify the requirements and methods for making such 
linkages. 

4. To minimize disruptions to stock assessments, catch monitoring, and management
regulations, establish guidelines, in consultation with Regional Implementation Teams, to 
facilitate decisions on when and how implementation of changes to MRIP survey methods are 
introduced. 

5. Report to the Executive Steering Committee (ESC) on the status of the transition and any
impediments to progress, along with suggestions for overcoming the impediments, at least on an 
annual basis. 

6. All recommendations will be submitted to the MRIP ESC for approval and conveyance to the
NMFS Science Board and Regulatory Board. 

In carrying out its work under these Terms of Reference, the Transition Team will consult with 
the MRIP Regional Implementation Teams and with the affected NOAA Fisheries Regional 
Offices and Fisheries Science Centers, the NOAA Fisheries Office of Sustainable Fisheries and 
Office of Science and Technology, and the States, Interstate Commissions, and Regional Fishery 
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Management Councils.  The Transition Team may establish one or more Work Groups to 
develop proposed processes and analytical methods. 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

 
DATE:   21 May 2015 
 
TO:   Richard M. Robins, Jr., MAFMC Chairman 
 
FROM:   John Boreman, Ph.D., Chair, MAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee 
 
SUBJECT:  Report of the May 2015 Meeting of the MAFMC SSC 
 

The SSC met in Baltimore, MD, on 13-14 May 2015 for the main purpose of reviewing the ABC 
recommendations made previously for Longfin Squid, Illex squid, Butterfish, Surfclams, and Ocean 
Quahogs, and developing a new ABC recommendation for Atlantic Mackerel.  The SSC also reviewed 
the bycatch cap for Butterfish in the squid fishery, and discussed the development of a bycatch cap for 
river herring and shad, actions taken by the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council and its SSC 
with regard to Blueline Tilefish, and progress in development of a universal research plan for species 
managed by the Council.  The meeting agenda is attached (Attachment 1).   
 
A total of 15 SSC members were in attendance on May 13th and 12 in attendance on May 14th, both of 
which constituted a quorum (Attachment 2).  Also in attendance were staff from the NMFS Northeast 
Fisheries Science Center (in person and by phone), Council members and staff, and representatives from 
the fishing industry and general public.  Discussion of ABC recommendations for each species began 
with a review of supporting information by the MAFMC staff lead and/or NEFSC assessment lead, then 
the SSC species leads (Attachment 3) and any members of the public attending the meeting were given 
an opportunity to comment, followed by SSC deliberations.    
 
Documents cited in this report are attached or can be accessed via the MAFMC SSC website   
(http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2015/may-13-14).   
 
 
 General Comment 
 
During the course of discussion at the meeting, the SSC members expressed concern several times that 
data and information requests made during development of ABC recommendations and contained in 
meeting reports are not being addressed.  For example, in last year’s report to the Council, the SSC 
specifically recommended “that the projections used in subsequent years to calculate the ABCs for 
Butterfish in 2016 and 2017 be repeated using observed 2015 and 2016 catches.”  This did not happen.  
The SSC species leads (Attachment 3) need to be playing a stronger role in interacting with the Council 
and Center staff in decisions regarding what to include in data and assessments updates, as well as in 
development of terms of reference for benchmark assessments.   
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The SSC would like to work with Council and Center staff to develop a list of assessment update 
products for each species, such as spatial distribution profiles (survey and catch).  Keeping in mind the 
goal of multi-year specifications is to add stability and reduce unnecessary workloads, the products 
would contain the key parameters that could raise a flag for the SSC indicating changes to multi-year 
specifications may be warranted.  One suggestion is for the SSC’s Scientific Uncertainty (SUN) 
Subcommittee to meet in Dover with Council staff, and maybe with key Center staff as well, to review 
the types of information the SSC is seeking (perhaps in the form of a template) in development and 
review of ABCs for each species managed by the MAFMC.   
 
 
Longfin Squid 
 
Jason Didden (MAFMC) and Lisa Hendrickson (NEFSC) reviewed the data update for Longfin Squid 
provided by Center staff and the relevant section of the 2015 SMB Advisory Panel Report.  Stock 
indices and fishery performance were within the range of expected variability, and the SSC saw no 
compelling evidence to change their three-year ABC recommendation from last year of 23,400 mt for 
2016.  This catch level is the same as was previously recommended for 2012-2015 by the SSC, which 
occurred during a period of apparent relatively light exploitation (1976-2009) according to the 2010 
Longfin Squid assessment. 
   
In addition to the usual information provided by the Center in data updates, the SSC would like to see 
how the fishery performed relative to the quota, since the quota has not been achieved in recent years.  
Also, the SSC would like to see the trend in mean size of Longfin Squid in the bottom trawl survey, 
which could be an indicator of overfishing or changes in environmental conditions. 
 
 
Illex Squid 
 
As they did for Longfin Squid, Jason Didden and Lisa Hendrickson reviewed the data update for Illex 
squid provided by Center staff and the relevant section of the 2015 SMB Advisory Panel Report.  Stock 
indices and fishery performance were within the range of expected variability, and the SSC saw no 
compelling evidence to change their three-year ABC recommendation from last year of 24,000 mt (the 
same as was previously recommended for 2012-2015 by the SSC).  This ABC is based on the 
observation that landings of 24,000 - 26,000 mt do not appear to have caused harm to the Illex stock, 
based on indices and landings in years following when landings were in the range of 24,000 mt - 26,000 
mt.  As with Longfin Squid, next year the SSC would like to see trend in average size of Illex in the 
bottom trawl survey, in addition to the usual information provided by the Center in the data update. 
 
The SSC notes that the last “attempted” assessment of Illex squid was undertaken in 2006; a new 
assessment is overdue.  The SSC still supports the recommendation made last year “that a benchmark 
assessment or a research track examining the effects of environmental variables on survey trends in Illex 
be undertaken by 2017, which would be 11 years [now 12 years] since the last benchmark assessment 
was conducted.”  
 
 
Butterfish 
 
Jason Didden and Chuck Adams (NEFSC) reviewed the catch and survey indices and the fishery 
performance report for Butterfish.  Discard estimates for 2014 derived by using the SBRM were not 
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available in time for the SSC meeting, so a proxy estimate developed by GARFO was used to determine 
if combined landings plus discards of Butterfish exceeded the 2014 ABC or ACL, which it did not.  
Although the 2014 abundance value derived from the NEFSC autumn bottom trawl survey increased 
relative to the 2013 value, it was still below the time series average.  Based on the evidence on hand, the 
SSC saw no compelling reason to change the ABC recommendation developed last year of ABC = 
31,412 mt for 2016.   
 
Last year, the SSC recommended that projections used in subsequent years to calculate the ABCs for 2016 
and 2017 be repeated using observed 2015 and 2016 catches because historical performance of the 
fishery indicates it has rarely caught in excess of 30,000 mt, and there is little empirical evidence of 
stock performance at the catch levels associated with the ABC.  Adding to this, the combined catch plus 
discard estimate for 2014 was much less than what was presumed in the assessment to be caught in 
2014.  Such projections were not done in preparation for this year’s SSC deliberations, and the SSC 
again recommends that they be re-run for use in developing an ABC recommendation for 2017, if doing 
so will not require re-running the entire Butterfish assessment. 
 
Jason Didden also reviewed the 2014 catch statistics related to the Butterfish mortality cap in the 
Longfin Squid fishery.  The cap was not exceeded in 2014 and he also expects it not to be exceeded in 
2015. 
 
 
Blueline Tilefish 
 
A working group was established by the SSC at the March 2015 SSC meeting in response to the 
Council’s request for advice on research and monitoring priorities that would help the Council manage 
Blueline Tilefish in waters north of North Carolina.  Doug Vaughan, chair of the working  
group, reported to the SSC at this meeting on recent actions taken by the SAFMC SSC at its most recent 
meeting; a summary of those actions is documented on the SSC meeting website.  Doug then led a 
discussion on research and monitoring of Blueline Tilefish north of NC.  The SSC agreed that, in the 
short term, information is needed that would be sufficient to set an ABC; Council Chairman Robins 
stated that a request for an ABC might come from the Council within the coming year.  The SSC 
decided to continue the constitution of the working group, but with a slightly refined charge:  review 
data-poor approaches that can (or cannot) be used for developing an ABC for Blueline Tilefish north of 
NC.  Based on the review, the SSC will then determine what data-poor method is most suitable to use. 
 
The SSC agreed to focus longer-term research and monitoring priorities on collecting information that 
would fulfill the needs of an analytical assessment.  SSC members made several comments and 
suggestions related to the longer-term needs.  The NEFSC and SEFSC may be initiating a joint 
deepwater survey along the Atlantic coast, which would provide fishery-independent abundance, 
distribution, and biological data that could eventually be used in an analytical assessment.  Suggestions 
were also made to use mean size in the fishery catch to calculate mortality rates, and perhaps initiate a 
program coastwide similar to Virginia’s current carcass collection program – a fishery-dependent 
sampling program that provides information on lengths, sex, and age-at-length.  Because MRIP data for 
blueline tilefish is problematic because of infrequent intercept sampling in the recreational fishery, 
mandatory reporting in the for-hire fleet may be a preferred option for gathering fishery-dependent catch 
information. 
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Atlantic Mackerel 
 
John Wiedenmann (Rutgers University) presented his management strategy evaluation of Atlantic 
Mackerel, which was undertaken in response to a recommendation made by the SSC during last year’s 
ABC deliberations.  Following Dr. Wiedenmann’s presentation, Jason Didden and Kiersten Curti 
(NEFSC) reviewed the most recent catch data and survey indices and the fishery performance report for 
Atlantic Mackerel.  
 
Last year, the SSC recommended a one-year ABC for Atlantic Mackerel.  As such, the generic terms of 
reference were used to develop an ABC recommendation for 2016. 
 
1) The materials considered in reaching its recommendations: 
 

 MSB Staff Memo: Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) Recommendations 
 MSB Advisory Panel (AP) Fishery Performance Reports 
 Mackerel Staff AP Fishery Information Document 
 Mackerel NEFSC Biological Update 
 Wiedenmann, J.  2015.  Application of data-poor harvest control rules to Atlantic mackerel.  Report to the Mid 

Atlantic Fishery Management Council.  52pp. 
 2014 Canadian Assessment Update 
 2014 Canadian Assessment Regional Review 
 TRAC Assessment Documents 
 Evaluating methods for setting catch limits in data-limited fisheries (T.R. Carruthers et al. 2014) 
 A biomass limit reference point for NAFO subareas 3 and 4 Atlantic mackerel (Scomber scrombus) (D. Duplisea 

and F. Grégoire 2014) 
 Updated age-specific indices through 2013 (NEFSC bottom trawl spring survey) 
 Wiedenmann, J., M. J. Wilberg, and T. J. Miller.  2013.  An evaluation of harvest control rules for data-poor 

fisheries.  North American Journal of Fisheries Management 33(4): 845-860. 
 

2) Characterize the level of uncertainty that the SSC deems most appropriate for the information content 
of the most recent stock assessment, based on criteria listed in the Omnibus Amendment: 

 
No new US assessment was presented to the SSC.  A Canadian assessment was conducted in 2014.  
There are no accepted reference points for US Atlantic mackerel at this time; the last were developed 
for the Transboundary Resources Assessment Committee (TRAC) in 2010.  The SSC continues to 
judge assessments for Atlantic mackerel as those for which the overfishing limit (OFL) cannot be 
specified given the current state of knowledge. 

 
3) If possible, the level of catch (in weight) and the probability of overfishing associated with the 
overfishing limit (OFL) based on the maximum fishing mortality rate threshold or, if appropriate, an 
OFL proxy: 
 

N/A 
 
4) The level of catch (in weight) and (if possible) the probability of overfishing associated with the 
acceptable biological catch (ABC) for the stock, the number of fishing years for which the ABC 
specification applies and, if possible, interim metrics that can be examined to determine if multi-year 
specifications need adjustment prior to their expiration:   
 

The SSC considered the following evidence regarding current stock status, and concluded that the 
stock is in a depleted state relative to historical levels of abundance: 
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 The recent fishery independent survey indices have dropped below the median for the time 

series. 
 Recent recruitment indices are no longer high (2012-3 have dropped back to the long term 

average). 
 The size and age structures from fishery independent sampling are truncated: 

o Pre-1990 proportion of age 4+ over 40%; 
o From 2000 on the proportion of age 4+ is less than 10%. 

 Recent strong year classes are not progressing. 
 The Canadian surveys indicate a 90%+ loss of egg production. 
 Total mortality rate (Z) has apparently increased three-fold since 2000-2008, based on catch 

curve analysis. 
 The northern portion of the stock is estimated to be 2.5-8% of Blimit in 2014. 
 Fishery performance was considered less representative of stock status, but recent catch has been 

consistently below quota as well.   
 There is also some evidence of increased predation pressure since 2000. 

 
The SSC concluded that the foundation used previously to establish ABC, which assumed a 
sustainable catch in the period (1978-2013), was no longer valid given these factors.  The SSC used 
a data-limited approach in setting the ABC because of the lack of an OFL estimate from an approved 
stock assessment.  Wiedenmann et al. (2013) published the results of a management strategy 
evaluation of the performance of data-limited approaches in setting the ABC for a mackerel-like 
species.  Based on an evaluation of the performance of these approaches, the SSC used 50% median 
catch to calculate the ABC because the management strategy evaluation results suggest this method 
came closest to meeting, while not exceeding, the acceptable probability of overfishing from the 
MAFMC risk policy.  The median value of the long term mackerel catch series (1978-2014) for 
mackerel is 39,797 mt.  Accordingly, the SSC recommends an ABC of 19,898 mt for 2016.  
Further, the SSC recommends using this ABC for the 2016-2018 fishing years.   
 
The SSC will use the reported US landings, reported US discards, recreational US catch, reported 
Canadian landings, reported Canadian discards, spring and fall indices from the NEFSC bottom 
trawl surveys, and maps of the distribution of survey catches in evaluating whether to maintain the 
same ABC in 2017 and 2018.  The SSC recommends that recent age composition of catch in the 
fishery should be used to update catch curve analyses presented by Wiedenmann (2015).  Additional 
MSE runs examining the 50% median catch control rule for mackerel should also be undertaken. 

  
5) The most significant sources of scientific uncertainty associated with determination of OFL and ABC:  
 

 No current stock assessment or reference points;  
 Conflicting long-term signals between NEFSC trawl survey and the commercial landings 

together with Canadian egg survey data; 
 Lack of quantification of the linkage between US and Canadian catches; 
 Surveys cover an unknown portion of entire range (variable availability); 
 Canadian catch imprecision (no discard or bait fishery information) and poor precision of U.S. 

discard and recreational estimates (though likely low); 
 Using a bottom trawl survey gear for a semi-pelagic species may induce variation in the indices 

of abundance and obscure the signal; 
 Lack of progression of age classes in recent years; and 
 Predation is possibly increasing. 
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6) Ecosystem considerations accounted for in the stock assessment, and any additional ecosystem 
considerations that the SSC took into account in selecting the ABC, including the basis for those 
additional considerations: 
 
 No additional ecosystem considerations were included. 
 
7) Prioritized research or monitoring recommendations that would reduce the scientific uncertainty in 
the ABC recommendation and/or improve the assessment level: 
 

1. Develop an assessment and reference points for the full stock complex (US and Canada). 
2. Consider approaches to evaluate the potential for stock structure and movement throughout the 

species range. 
3. Evaluate egg production data from existing fishery independent surveys (e.g., MARMAP & 

EcoMon) to evaluate patterns in reproduction of the stock in the US portion of its range and to 
evaluate correlations in recruitment between US and Canadian reproduction. 

4. Give high priority to analyses and collection of fishery-dependent information (CPUE, age 
structure, etc.) 

5. Improve analyses of fishery-independent survey data to evaluate the spatial distribution of trawl 
survey CPUE, and relate to potential environmental covariates/forcing. 

6. Explore patterns in consumption as an additional index of abundance. 
7. Collaborate with industry to explore the spatial and temporal pattern and variability in catch to 

evaluate issues of abundance and availability. 
8. Examine covariation among survey and fishery-dependent indices. 
9. Examine growth trajectories from different areas of the stock to evaluate possible stock structure. 
10. Explore management complementarities among small pelagic fisheries (e.g., mackerel, herring, 

and river herring). 
 
8) A certification that the recommendations provided by the SSC represent the best scientific 
information available. 
 

To the best of the SSC's knowledge, these recommendations are based on the best available 
scientific information.  

 
 
Shad/River Herring Cap in the Mackerel Fishery 
 
Jason Didden reviewed the terms of reference for the Council’s River Herring and Shad (RH/S) 
Committee, one of which includes moving from a catch-history based RH/S Cap on the mackerel fishery 
to one which is grounded in the inherent productivity of RH/S stocks.  As part of this review, Jason 
described the current methodology for setting the RH/S Cap.  Based on the complex issues involved, 
volunteers from the SSC were solicited for a working group to further consider the question.  The charge 
of the working group would be to develop and/or review methods for setting a RH/S cap that are based 
on the biology, abundance, and/or productivity of RH/S stocks.  John Boreman will follow-up with 
Council staff regarding the feasibility of such a workgroup.   
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Surfclams and Ocean Quahogs 
 
Jessica Coakley (MAFMC) presented updated catch data and survey indices, as well as the 2015 fishery 
performance reports for Surfclams and Ocean Quahogs.  Based on the information presented, the SSC 
saw no compelling reason to alter their 2016 ABC recommendation for either species (Surfclam ABC = 
48,197 mt; Ocean Quahog ABC = 26,100 mt).  The justifications for these ABC recommendations are 
found in the May 2013 SSC meeting report.   
 
The SSC found the maps of average landings by ten-minute squares over time very informative for both 
species and encouraged Center staff to continue including them in the data and assessment updates.  
Future mapping efforts should use the same scale for all maps, which will make it easier to draw 
comparisons across years.  
 
 
Research Plan Update 
 
Rich Seagraves (MAFMC) gave a brief update on the status of development of the Council’s research 
priority plan.  The Council agreed at its April 2015 meeting to the staff proposal to consolidate research 
needs across species and FMPs by using a bottom-up approach, which engages stakeholders and the 
Council and SSC members.  However, there is considerable Council interest in re-instituting the 
Research Set-Aside Program that was put on hold pending remediation of implementation and 
enforcement issues identified in a recent review of the program.  Council staff is currently developing 
alternative research set-aside program models based on cooperative research programs conducted in 
other regions (to be discussed at the upcoming Council meeting).  To expedite this process, it will be 
necessary to “fast track” the identification of the Council’s top research priorities by the August Council 
meeting, so staff will be presenting this information to the SSC at its July meeting.  The development of 
a comprehensive research priority plan will continue as planned, expected to be completed later in 2015. 
 
 
Summary of Species Information Requests 
 
The following is a summary of the information requests made at the meeting by the SSC for next year’s 
round of ABC deliberations.  Questions about specifics can be directed to the SSC species leads 
(Attachment 3). 
 
Longfin Squid:  In addition to the usual information provided by the Center in data updates, the SSC 
would like to see how the fishery performed relative to the quota, since the quota has not been achieved 
in recent years.  Also, the SSC would like to see the trend in mean size of Longfin Squid in the bottom 
trawl survey, which could be an indicator of overfishing or changes in environmental conditions. 
 
Illex Squid:  The SSC notes that the last “attempted” assessment of Illex squid was undertaken in 2006; a 
new assessment is overdue.  The SSC still supports the recommendation made last year “that a 
benchmark assessment or a research track examining the effects of environmental variables on survey 
trends in Illex be undertaken by 2017, which would be 11 years [now 12 years] since the last benchmark 
assessment was conducted.”  
 
Butterfish:  Last year, the SSC recommended that projections used in subsequent years to calculate the 
ABCs for 2016 and 2017 be repeated using observed 2015 and 2016 catches because historical 
performance of the fishery indicates it has rarely caught in excess of 30,000 mt, and there is little 
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empirical evidence of stock performance at the catch levels associated with the ABC.  Adding to this, 
the combined catch plus discard estimate for 2014 was much less than what was presumed in the 
assessment to be caught in 2014.  The SSC again recommends that the projections be re-run for use in 
developing an ABC recommendation for 2017, if doing so will not require re-running the entire 
Butterfish assessment. 
 
Atlantic Mackerel:  The SSC will use the reported US landings, reported US discards, recreational US 
catch, reported Canadian landings, reported Canadian discards, spring and fall indices from the NEFSC 
bottom trawl surveys, and maps of the distribution of survey catches in evaluating whether to maintain 
the same ABC in 2017 and 2018.  The SSC recommends that recent age composition of catch in the 
fishery should be used to update catch curve analyses presented by Wiedenmann (2015).  Additional 
MSE runs examining the 50% median catch control rule for mackerel should also be undertaken. 
 
Surfclams and Ocean Quahogs:  The SSC found the maps of average landings by ten-minute squares 
over time very informative for both species and encouraged Center staff to continue including them in 
the data and assessment updates.  Future mapping efforts should use the same scale for all maps, which 
will make it easier to draw comparisons across years.  
 
 
 
cc:  SSC Members, Lee Anderson, Chris Moore, Rich Seagraves, Jason Didden, Jessica Coakley, Lisa 
Hendrickson, Chuck Adams, John Wiedenmann, Kiersten Curti, Dan Hennen 
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Attachment 1 
 

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
Scientific and Statistical Committee Meeting 

13-14 March 2015 
Final Agenda 

 
 
 
Wednesday May 13, 2015 
 
0900 Review Data Update and Fishery Performance Report for Longfin and Illex Squid 

(Didden/Hendrickson) 
 
1030 Review Data Update and Fishery Performance Report for Butterfish; Butterfish Mortality cap in 

the Longfin Squid Fishery (Didden/Adams) 
 
1115 Science Needs for Blueline Tilefish (Vaughan) 
 
1215 Lunch 
 
1315 Atlantic Mackerel ABC Specification (Didden/Wiedenmann/Curti) 
 
1600 Review Shad/River Herring Cap in Mackerel Fishery (Didden/Curti) 
 
1700 Adjourn 
 
 
Thursday May 14, 2015 
 
0830 Review Data Update and Fishery Performance Report for Surfclams (Coakley) 
 
0930 Review Data Update and Fishery Performance Report for Ocean Quahog (Coakley) 
 
1030 Research Plan Update (Seagraves) 
 
1100 Adjourn 
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Attachment 2 
 
 
 

MAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee  
13-14 May Meeting 

Baltimore, MD 
 
Name        Affiliation 
 
SSC Members in Attendance:  
John Boreman (SSC Chairman)    North Carolina State University 
Tom Miller (SSC Vice-Chair)    University of Maryland - CBL 
Mike Wilberg      University of Maryland - CBL 
Doug Lipton (5/13 only)      NMFS 
David Secor      University of Maryland – CBL  
Rob Latour      VIMS 
David Tomberlin      NMFS Office of Science and Technology 
Mark Holliday      NMFS (Retired) 
Doug Vaughan      NMFS (Retired) 
Cynthia Jones (5/13 only)     Old Dominion University 
Sarah Gaichas      NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
Sunny Jardine (5/13 only)      University of Delaware 
Mike Frisk      Stony Brook University 
Yan Jiao       Virginia Tech 
Wendy Gabriel      NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
 
Others in attendance: 
Rich Seagraves      MAFMC staff 
Jason Didden (5/13 only)     MAFMC staff 
Jessica Coakley (5/14 only)    MAFMC staff 
John Wiedenmann (by phone, 5/13 only)   Rutgers University 
Lisa Hendrickson (by phone, 5/13 only)   NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
Chuck Adams (by phone, 5/13 only)   NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
Kiersten Curti       NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
Rick Robins       MAFMC Chair 
Greg DiDomenico     GSSA 
Jeff Kaelin       Lunds Fisheries, Council member 
Tom Alspach (5/14 only)     SCOQ Advisory Panel member 
Dave Wallace (5/14 only)     Wallace and Associates 
Gray Redding (5/13 only)     University of Maryland - CBL 
Aaron Kornbluth (5/13 only)    Pew Charitable Trust 
Purcie Bennett-Nickerson (5/13 only)   Pew Charitable Trust 
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Attachment 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Species and Topic Leads for MAFMC SSC Members 
 

Species/Topic Biology/Assessment Lead Socio-economics Lead 
Atlantic Mackerel Dave Secor Mark Holliday 
Atlantic Surfclam Wendy Gabriel Bonnie McCay 
Ocean Quahog Ed Houde Bonnie McCay 
Spiny Dogfish Yan Jiao David Tomberlin 

Bluefish Cynthia Jones Doug Lipton 
Butterfish Rob Latour Mark Holliday 

Black Sea Bass Tom Miller/Olaf Jensen Marty Smith 
Golden Tilefish Doug Vaughan Marty Smith 

Scup Wendy Gabriel Mark Holliday 
Summer Flounder Mike Wilberg Doug Lipton 
Long-finned Squid Mike Frisk Sunny Jardine 
Short-finned Squid Tom Miller Sunny Jardine 

Ecosystems Ed Houde Doug Lipton 
Deep Sea Corals John Boreman Bonnie McCay 
Blueline Tilefish Sarah Gaichas David Tomberlin 
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 2001 Oriental Boulevard  I  Brooklyn, New York 11235  I  Telephone 718 368 5525  I  Fax 718 368 4510 
 A College of The City University of New York 
 

To: Member of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 

From: Tony DiLernia 

Date: May 18, 2015 

Re: Recreational Black Sea Bass Management for 2016  

 

At our recent meeting in New Jersey, many members shared with me their frustration with Black Sea 

Bass management.  This frustration is fueled by the fact that many Council members feel the current 

stock assessment underestimates the size of the stock, MRIP estimates of catch are unreliable and the 

coast-wide distribution of the stock appears to be shifting in a fashion similar to summer flounder.   

 

In 2013, much to the credit of our Council’s leadership and GARFO, we attempted to address these 

issues and passed a management scenario that created a three year averaging process and eliminated 

emergency closures.   

 

A consequence of the new management scenario,…….. the scenario developed to avoid closing the 

fishery because there were “too many fish”, ………..resulted in the Council and Agency accepting the 

December 2014 staff recommendation for 2015 of, (1) minimum size of 12.5 inches, (2) 15 fish 

possession limit and (3) a season of May 15–September 17 and October 18-December 31.   

 

As the 2015 season approached, many recreational fishermen, confronted with regulations being 

developed by their respective states that were different from the above, contacted their elected officials 

and asked for relief. Some elected officials suggested legislative solutions. I discussed these legislative 

solutions with Council members at our recent meeting and it became clear that having Black Sea Bass 

managed from the floor of the US Congress is not the way we want to manage fish; and we should be 

able to find a solution consisted with the goals of the Magnuson – Stevens Act and ACFCMA. 

 

Our upcoming August 2015 meeting will include a joint session of the Council and ASMFC to discuss 

summer flounder, scup and black sea bass management; and following that meeting, the December 2015 

meeting will be devoted to setting the recreational management measures for the 2016 season. In 

preparation for these meetings, I ask that members consider for a three year period starting in 2016 the 

following measures for both Federal and State waters.  The measures would serve as a proxy for the 

required ACL and AM measures. 

(1) Season: May 15 to December 31 

(2) Minimum size, 12 inches, from New Jersey north, 11 inches south of New Jersey 

(3) Possession limit, 12 fish 

 

The rational for the above measures is as follows: 

(1) The 2011 year class of Black Sea Bass is much larger than anticipated and is not reflected in the 

current stock assessment 
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 2001 Oriental Boulevard  I  Brooklyn, New York 11235  I  Telephone 718 368 5525  I  Fax 718 368 4510 
 A College of The City University of New York 
 

(2) The stock was declared rebuilt in 2009; rebuilding stated in 20000.  During the rebuilding 

process, the management measures in place were (a) 25 fish possession limit, (b) a minimum size 

of 10 – 12.5 inches and (c) a season of January 1 – December 31. 

(3) The current hyper-customization of measures from state to state, by ASMFC, similar to the old 

summer flounder conservation equivalency process, creates difficulty analyzing the effects of the 

management measures and creates management measures different from the Federal measures 

and different in each state.  

(4) The 2014 staff memo recommending 2015 measures advises against increasing the minimum 

size beyond 12.5 inches due to the life history of Black Sea Bass  

(5) The same memo for 2015 Federal measures recommended a minimum size of 12.5 inches, a 15 

fish possession limit and a season of May 15–September 17 and October 18-December 31; this  

recommendation was accepted by and passed by both the Council and the Agency 

(6) During each of the rebuilding years, a recreational deep-water offshore Black Sea Bass fishery 

existed from January to March and was never captured by MRFSS, thus the landings were never 

used in the stock assessments; yet rebuilding occurred. 

(7) I make my recommendations considering the fact that we all know the stock assessment 
underestimates the current stock size and we all know MRIP is doing a poor job of estimating 
recreational catch.  With that in mind, I maintain the regulations that were in place, during the 
rebuilding phase, which have been proven to be effective, because the stock was rebuilt while 
they were in place, are more justifiable than the process we currently follow using ACL’s and 
AM’s. I maintain the proposed regulations can be used as a proxy for ACL’s and AM’s in Black 
Sea Bass management.  The suggested Federal measures are restrictive enough to prevent 

overfishing of the stock and are liberal enough to allow a productive recreational fishery.   

 

It has been said that the Black Sea Bass situation is similar to Red Snapper in the Gulf of Mexico.  I 

disagree.  In the Gulf, NMFS is proposing restrictive measures and the States are attempting to 

implement more liberal measures.  In the case of Black Sea Bass, recreational fishermen would gladly 

accept the Federal measures in place over the current state measures. 

 

I have discussed the above management measures with many members of the recreational and 

conservation communities and they either support or are not opposed to the proposed measures.  We 

have an opportunity to develop a consensus management scenario for the future.  Please give it your 

serious consideration.  Thanks, Tony DiLernia 
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