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Surfclam and Ocean Quahog (SCOQ)  
Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT)  

Meeting Summary (DRAFT: Pending FMAT Review) 
September 4, 2019, 10:00 – 3:00pm 

Foxborough, MA 

 
FMAT Members: 
 Jessica Coakley: MAFMC, FMAT Chair 

José Montañez: MAFMC 
 Doug Potts: Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office (GARFO) 
 Lisa Colburn: Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC), Social Sciences Branch (SSB) 
 Marianne Ferguson: National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Coordinator, GARFO 
 John Walden: NEFSC, SSB 
 Eric Thunberg: NEFSC, SSB 
 Tammy Murphy: NEFSC, SSB 
 Jay Hermsen: GARFO, Analysis and Program Support Division (APSD) 
 
Members of the Public: 
 Dave Wallace, Wallace and Associates  
 Guy Simmons, Sea Watch International 
 
Supporting Materials: 
1. FMAT Meeting Agenda 
2. FMAT – SCOQ Catch Share Next Steps Recommendations Spreadsheet 
3. MAFMC Staff Memo to the Council dated 05.22.2019 – SCOQ Catch Share Program Review – 
Issues and Potential Actions for the Council to Consider 
4. Northern Economics, Inc. Review of the Atlantic Surfclam and Ocean Quahog Individual 
Transferable Quota Program. Prepared for Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council. 
May 2019. Online at: http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/june-2019-council-meeting 
 
Meeting Purpose: 
The purpose of this meeting is to provide recommendations to address potential actions from 
the “Review of the Atlantic Surfclam and Ocean Quahog Individual Transferable Quota 
Program.”  
 
SCOQ Advisory Panel meeting and SCOQ Committee meeting on September 17, 2019 will 
review and provide comments on the FMAT’s technical recommendations. The input from the 
AP and Committee, along with the FMAT recommendations will be presented to the Council’s 
Executive Committee at the October 2019 Council meeting, when the Council discusses its 2020 
Implementation Plan. 
 
 
 
 

http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/june-2019-council-meeting
http://www.mafmc.org/s/SCOQ-ITQ-Program-Review-Final-20190517.pdf
http://www.mafmc.org/s/SCOQ-ITQ-Program-Review-Final-20190517.pdf
http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2019/scoq-ap-sept17
http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2019/scoq-committee-sept17
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Note: The six issues identified from the SCOQ Catch Share Program Review have been 
bundled under 4 headings here for ease of discussion.   
 
Issue: Discards – Evaluate the possibility of using electronic monitoring to assess discards (co-
mingling) in these fisheries 
 
The FMAT discussed this regulatory issue and the fact that you currently cannot land both 
surfclam and ocean quahog on the same trip. Industry has expressed concern about the 
commingling of these clams on trips because of potential enforcement concerns. During public 
comment period, industry noted that they are avoiding areas because of this issue and they 
would like to fish on surfclams that have set on old quahog beds, but there is not an easy way 
to separate them. Industry also indicated that large quahog vessels can go deeper to avoid 
surfclam, but not vice versa.  
 
The FMAT discussed what NMFS could do to allow a mixed trip. For NMFS and enforcement, it 
would be preferred for cages to be exclusively surfclam or ocean quahog so landings can be 
accounted for by volume and enforced. However, this would require sorting on deck, which the 
industry has indicated is time consuming and challenging for the industry. Allowing the cages to 
be mixed poses issues for both the stock assessment, because it would not allow for accurate 
accounting of both surfclams and quahogs in each cage, and enforcement. 
 
The FMAT discussed the need to evaluate the efficiency of different approaches versus cost: 

a) What would be the cost of having a camera to do electronic monitoring that can 
distinguish between surfclam and ocean quahog, versus the cost associated with on 
board sorting? What about dock side sampling?  
b) How many cages would need to be monitored electronically?  
c) Would electronic monitoring disrupt general on-board operations?  
d) What are the costs associated with having someone monitoring/reviewing the tape? 
e) What are the tradeoffs of efficiency versus costs? 

 
The FMAT noted that there are several current sources data that should be examined to 
determine the scope of the current issue and what is being provided through those data 
streams: 

   1. Observer Data 
   2. Processor Reports 
   3. Dockside sampling  
   4. Clam survey 

 
In addition, there is some experience looking at electronic monitoring in the Northeast for 
some NEFMC fisheries and in other regions. The NMFS NEFSC SSB has developed a framework 
for evaluating costs of electronic monitoring (EM) versus other strategies that could be applied 
here to understand the tradeoffs. During public comment, industry members indicated they 
were interested in conducting some research through SCEMFIS on this.  
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Possible Next Steps: The FMAT recommended this issue could be addressed either through an 
a) NMFS regulatory action, b) whitepaper to first explore this issue (prior to Council 
commitment to action), or c) through an Amendment. See the Excel Matrix for more detail.  
 
Issue: Improved Social and Economic Data Collection 
 
The FMAT discussed the potential to improve social and economic data collection for SCOQ, to 
address gaps in this information for the next SCOQ catch share program review. But the FMAT 
quickly recognized that many of the data gaps identified through the SCOQ Catch Share 
Program Review apply to all our fisheries in the region. So, there could be opportunity to 
generally improve information for some or all fisheries given the approach considered.  
 
Mandatory fixed costs surveys, and trip costs (variable): Fishermen participation in the 
voluntary NEFSC/SSB commercial fishing business cost survey, which to date has collected fixed 
costs, variable costs, and crew payments for a specific calendar year has declined. This survey is 
voluntary, and response rate has fallen over the first two phases of data collection. Phase 1 
survey in (2006-2008) and Phase 2 survey (2011, 2012, 2015; offered via hard copy and web) for 
all Northeast fleets had response rates were around 20-25% at the beginning of the phase and 
fell in subsequent years. In 2015, the response was 6%. For SCOQ, one response was provided 
in 2015.  
 
The SSB is currently engaged in efforts to try to streamline the survey and boost participation. A 
presentation to the Councils could be of value on this survey, in terms of outreach when they 
are conducted. The only other source of cost data in the Northeast is the trip cost information 
collected by observers on observed trips, but many fisheries have little to no observer coverage 
(e.g., SCOQ, tilefish). In addition, processor reports used to be mandatory, but now are 
voluntary, so even less information available on those costs or employment. Additional 
information on costs would be of great value in terms of evaluating impacts of actions, but in 
many fleets the samples sizes are too low to be considered reliable. The FMAT suggested these 
data could be improved through a mandatory process for reporting but could explore options 
for how that data is collected.  
 
Crew permit or registry: Employment information is one of the most often requested pieces of 
information requested for our fleets. Those are generally not available or in many cases are not 
reliable (e.g. output from I/O models require significant assumptions; were not used as risk 
elements in EAFM risk assessment). In addition, there is limited detail even on the basic 
demographics of our crews (e.g., age, etc.); aging out of the fleet has been raised as a concern 
but the data are limited to evaluate. A crew intercept survey is being conducted right now. 
Intercept surveys are expensive and require meeting vessels when they return to the docks to 
conduct interviews.  
 
Having information to identify the universe of persons to survey (either through a permit or no-
cost registry) would allow for better sampling and may allow for better understanding where 
crews are fishing for different fleets/boats. For example, Alaska requires a crew license for 
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those harvesting. The only other source of employment information would be the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, which contains data only on employment types that can be covered 
unemployment insurance.  
 
Ownership data collection: As it relates to the excessive share amendment, the Council should 
be choosing preferred alternatives soon. NMFS intends to review the data collected relative to 
the preferred models and affiliates.  
 
During public comment, industry noted the Council should consider whether a crew permit 
system is necessary. It was noted that surfclam boats are having all kinds of crew problems, 
especially in New Bedford, due to the crew opportunities on scallop boats. The FMAT clarified 
they were proposing a crew permit or registry system, where an individual would have a permit 
to be crew on any commercial fishing vessel, not fleet specific.  
 
Possible Next Steps: The FMAT recommended this issue could be addressed by considering 1) 
mandatory fixed costs surveys and trip cost, 2) a crew permit or registry, and 3) reviewing the 
SCOQ ownership data collection protocol, through the following mechanisms of either an a) 
NMFS regulatory action, b) whitepaper to first explore this issue (prior to Council commitment 
to action), or c) through an Amendment. See the Excel Matrix for more detail. 
 
Issue: Decline in Independent Operators & Barriers to New Entry (these two areas are inter-
related) 
 
The FMAT noted that some fisheries require established relationships with buyers: (e.g., SCOQ, 
whiting). This is not unlike other types of industries in that respect. It was suggested that it may 
worth considering the industrial organization of other fisheries – put barriers to entry in a given 
fishery in context with barriers to entry in other fisheries. It may also make sense to frame this 
in terms of “intrinsic” and “extrinsic” barriers to entry. Are we thinking about “barriers to entry” 
in terms of harvesters or processors – in the NEI report this is focused on both? 
 
A white paper that would synthesize the specific barriers to entry for both the harvesting and 
processing sectors could be developed that looks at markets, labor, crew, and occupational 
barriers, etc. Understanding the specifics of the barriers will be a first step in developing 
potential options that may support entry. 

 
During public comment it was noted that advisors can provide lots of information about the 
operational nature of the fisheries. They can provide information about product markets in 
other countries. In addition, one person commented that every processor currently in the 
business has been there for 4 or 5 generations – have inherited their business because they 
would never be able to own those businesses otherwise. Notes that you cannot do anything 
else with but clam with a clam boat – it would cost at least $1 million to re-rig. Processors had 
to buy the boats – no other choice.  
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Issue: Imbalance Between Annual Catch Limits and Harvest 
 
The FMAT noted that this issue could be addressed in excessive shares amendment or through 
an independent Amendment action (e.g. looks at other mechanisms to set quota to more 
closely align with landings). In addition, the FMAT noted that the Council does not need an 
Amendment to modify a quota for any of its fisheries.  
 
During public comment it was noted that if you want to consider lowering quota to better 
match demand, there are unintended consequences – can create a downward spiral. Quota 
holders may raise their prices, and others are forced to pay it. This will not occur if quota far 
exceeds the quantity of product demanded. 

 
Possible Next Steps: The FMAT recommended this issue could be addressed through, a) quota 
specifications or b) through an Amendment. See the Excel Matrix for more detail. 

 


