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M E M O R A N D U M   

Date: March 25, 2014 

To: Council 

From: José Montañez 

Subject: Tilefish Management Measures for 2015-2017 

 
 
The following materials are enclosed for Council consideration of the 2015-2017 tilefish 
management measures. 
 
 
 1) Summary of the Tilefish Monitoring Committee Recommendations (including      

summary table of the SSC and Monitoring committee recommended catch and 
landings limits) 

  
 2) March 2014 Scientific and Statistical Committee Report 
  
 3) Staff Recommendation Memo 
  
 4) Tilefish Fishery Performance Report 
  
 5) Golden Tilefish Advisory Panel Information Document 
 
 
Links to the additional reference materials can be found at: 
  
 1) Tilefish Assessment (Draft Report for Peer Review, January 2014) 
      on line at: http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/ssc-meeting-1 
  
 2) Tilefish Assessment Summary Report 
      Assessment Summary Report included in Tab 3 (SAW/SARC) 
      on line at: http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/april-2014 
  
 3) SAW 58 Panelist Reports 
     on line at: http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/saw/reports.html 

http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/ssc-meeting-1
http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/april-2014
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/saw/reports.html


 

Tilefish Monitoring Committee 

Meeting Summary 

March 12, 2014 

Attendees: Dan Farnham (Commercial Fisherman-NY), Steve Heins (NY-DEC), Douglas Potts 

(GARFO), Paul Nitschke (NEFSC), and José Montañez (Council Staff). Others in attendance: Laurie 

Nolan (Tilefish Fishing Industry and Council Member). 

Discussion: The Tilefish Monitoring Committee was presented with the SSC's acceptable biological 

catch (ABC) recommendation. The ABCs recommended for the next three years are: 801 mt (1.766 m 

lb) for 2015, 861 mt (1.898 m lb) for 2016, and 884 mt (1.949 m lb) for 2017. The monitoring 

committee discussed the different component of the tilefish catch. 

Tilefish monitoring committee comments and recommendations: 

Annual Catch targets and Basis for Derivation 

The recommendations in this section were made for the next three years (2015-2017). The Tilefish 

Monitoring Committee recommended an annual catch target (ACT = ABC) of 801 mt (1.776 m lb) for 

2015, 861 mt (1.898 m lb) for 2016, and 884 mt (1.949 m lb) for 2017. The committee recommended the 

total allowable landings (TAL) be reduced by 5 mt (0.011 m lb)
1
 from the ACT to account for 

commercial discards. The TAL recommended is 796 mt (1.755 m lb) for 2015, 856 mt (1.887 m lb) for 

2016, and 879 mt (1.938 m lb) for 2017. All catch levels and landings limits are shown in Table A at the 

end of this document. 

Some industry and monitoring committee members suggested that it may be advisable to set constant 

TAL levels when possible (FYs 2016-2017). For example, it was mentioned that setting the ACT at 861 

mt (1.898 m lb) for fishing years 2016 and 2017 would provide more stability to the fishery. The 

Monitoring committee did not reach a consensus recommendation regarding this strategy. 

Relevant Sources of Management Uncertainty 

Past sector-specific performance and catch performance can be used as a basis for qualifying 

management uncertainty (implementation error), and as an indicator of future availability to achieve the 

2015-2017 ACTs. 

                                            
1
 Source: Golden Tilefish SAW 58. Assessment of Golden Tilefish, Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps, in the Middle Atlantic-

Southern New England Region. January 13, 2014. In this document, it was estimated that the average combined discards of 

tilefish for the last three years (2010-2012) for the trawl (large and small mesh) and gillnet were 5 mt (0.011 m lb).  



The commercial fishery landings performance has been in line with expectations and the Monitoring 

Committee recommends that an adjustment to address this aspect of management uncertainty is not 

necessary. The Monitoring Committee noted that IFQ vessels have been landings nearly the entirety of 

the IFQ. Furthermore, since the IFQ system became effective, tilefish landings are closely scrutinized. 

The incidental fishery landed less than 40,000 lb (40%) of their allocation last year, and this year the 

landings trajectory is near identical when compared to last year's landings trajectory. High fuel prices 

and dogfish interaction with the Loligo fleet
2
 during the winter months were mentioned as potential 

factors for the incidental category not landing their entire allocation. 

Commercial Discards 

Development of a time series of discards was not done in the assessment model since discarding was 

considered negligible and information on discards do not exist for most of the time series. Very low or 

insignificant discards were estimated in other fisheries (incidental tilefish fisheries). There is higher 

uncertainty (high CVs) on the low recent discard estimates since the discarding of tilefish is a rare event 

on observed trips. Therefore, an average of several years was used to judge the recent relative magnitude 

of discarding in other fisheries. Following the process created by the ACL/AM Omnibus Amendment, 

the monitoring committee adjusted the TAL from the ACT using average annual discards for 2010-2012 

as presented in the Golden Tilefish SAW 58 document (5 mt or 0.011 m lb). 

The Monitoring Committee also discussed that the commercial discards are not generated by the IFQ 

fishery, which prohibits discarding. The Monitoring Committee recommends that the Council considers 

modifying the tilefish catch and landings flowchart to deduct discards after the ACT is divided between 

the IFQ and incidental categories as this would allow for commercial sector specific adjustments. 

Other Management Measures 

Incidental Trip Limit 

Industry members have indicated that perhaps non-trawl vessels are using the incidental trip limit to 

target tilefish since the incidental trip limit was change from 300 lb to 500 lb in fishing year 2012
3
. More 

specifically, there is a concern that the 500 lb trip limit may increase the number of vessels and trips 

fishing for tilefish (especially for non-trawl gears). There is a tradeoff between increasing discards of 

tilefish as bycatch in other fisheries when the trip limit is too low and creating incentives for targeting 

tilefish when the trip limit is too high. 

Incidental Trip Limit Background - When the Tilefish FMP was implemented, a 300 lb incidental trip 

limit was adopted. If the incidental category landed more than 5 percent of the TAL for a given year, the 

Regional Administrator could reduce this limit in the following fishing year. The incidental trip limit 

was increased to 500 lb with the implementation of the Omnibus Amendment developed by the Council 

                                            
2
 When the dogfish interaction with the Loligo fleet is high during the winter months, Loligo vessels tend to decrease fishing 

effort offshore. 
3
 300 lb whole weight (275 lb gutted) to 500 lb whole weight (458 lb gutted). 



to comply with the ACL and AM requirements of the MSA. The Council thought that increasing the trip 

limit in the commercial tilefish incidental fishery from 300 lb to 500 lb would not be expected to change 

fishing practices and that discarding of tilefish would be reduced. The new regulations state that if the 

incidental category landed more than 5 percent of the TAL for a given year, the Regional Administrator 

could reduce this limit in the following fishing year. In addition, The Regional Administrator will 

monitor the harvest of the tilefish incidental TAL based on dealer reports and other available 

information, and shall determine the date when the incidental tilefish TAL has been landed. The 

Regional Administrator shall publish a notice in the Federal Register notifying vessel and dealer permit 

holders that, effective upon a specific date, the incidental tilefish fishery is closed (in-season closure of 

the incidental fishery) for the remainder of the fishing year. 

The Monitoring Committee discussed the concerns raised by the industry and recommended no change 

to the incidental trip limit at this time. However, the Monitoring Committee will follow this issue closely 

and if incidental vessels are shown to be targeting tilefish at the 500 lb level and/or the landings of the 

incidental fishery reach the 5% of the TAL level, then the Committee could recommend lowering the 

incidental trip limit. NEFSC, GARFO, and Council staff will continue to track this issue. 

Recreational Bag Limit 

There are no recommendations to change the 8-fish recreational bag-limit per person per trip. 

Research Set-Aside 

The monitoring Committee recommended that no TAL be made available for the Research Set-Aside 

Program until a survey pilot project to develop an independent index of abundance for tilefish is 

implemented. A fishery independent index of abundance does not exist for tilefish. Therefore, tilefish 

models are calibrated with CPUE series, as there are no fishery-independent sources of information on 

trends in population abundance. Industry has indicated that they are willing to collaborate in an initiative 

with the NEFSC and Council staff to develop a tilefish survey pilot project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table A. Summary of the SSC and Monitoring Committee recommendations for catch and 

landings limits for tilefish (2015-2017), compared to 2014 measures. 

 
2014 

(Current) 
2015 2016 2017 

Basis 
(2015-2017) 

OFL 
Not Available  
(Level 4 Stock) 

  2.180 m lb 
(989 mt) 

2.343 m lb 
(1,063 mt) 

2.405 m lb 
(1,091 mt) 

Projection 

ABC 
2.013 m lb 
(913 mt)1,2 

1.766 m lb 
(801 mt) 

1.898 m lb 
(861 mt) 

1.949 m lb 
(884 mt) 

Projections/ 
Council Risk Policy 

ACL 
2.013 m lb 
(913 mt) 

1.766 m lb 
(801 mt) 

1.898 m lb 
(861 mt) 

1.949 m lb 
(884 mt) 

ABC = ACL 

ACT 
2.013 m lb 
(913 mt) 

1.766 m lb 
(801 mt) 

1.898 m lb 
(861 mt) 

1.949 m lb 
(884 mt) 

Deduction for 
Management 

uncertainty = 0 

Discards 
0.0176 m lb 

(8 mt)2 
0.011 m lb 

(5 mt) 
0.011 m lb 

(5 mt) 
0.011 m lb 

(5 mt) 
Avg. discard (2010-

2012) sm/lg mesh OT 
and gillnet gear TAL 

1.995 m lb 
(905 mt) 

1.755 m lb 
(796 mt)  

1.887 m lb 
(856 mt) 

1.938 m lb 
(879 mt) 

RSA 0 0 0 0 0 

Quota -  
IFQ 

1,895,250 lb 
(859.75 mt) 

1,667,136 lb 
(756.2 mt) 

1,792,799 lb 
(813.2 mt) 

1,840,970 lb 
(835.05 mt) 

95% of the TAL 

Quota - 
Incidental 

99,750 lb 
(45.25 mt) 

87,744 lb 
(39.8 mt) 

94,357 lb 
(42.8 mt) 

96,893 lb 
(43.95 mt) 

5% of the TAL 

1
The SSC recommended a constant landings policy for 2013-2014. Specifically, the SSC recommended 

an ABC of 913 mt (2.013 m lb). The SSC made the strong recommendation that the MC establish the 

TAL not to exceed 905 mt (1.995 m lb), based on the established rebuilding schedule and historical 

performance of the stock and the fishery at this level of landings. 
2
The 913 mt level is based on a maximum discard of 8 mt (highest discard level as reported in SBRM 

2009-2011). The 8 mt was added to the historical landings threshold (905 + 8 = 913 mt). 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

 
DATE:   19 March 2014 
 
TO:   Richard M. Robins, Jr., MAFMC Chairman 
 
FROM:   John Boreman, Ph.D., Chair, MAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee 
 
SUBJECT:  Report of the March 2014 Meeting of the MAFMC SSC 
 
 

The SSC met in Baltimore, MD, on 12-13 March 2014 for the main purpose of developing ABC 
recommendations for Golden Tilefish in response to terms of reference provided by the MAFMC 
(Attachment 1).  The SSC also received an update on development of ad hoc ABC specifications for 
Black Sea Bass, an update on a proposed research track for Black Sea Bass, and an update from the 
Scientific Uncertainty Subcommittee on criteria for setting multi-year ABCs.  The SSC also discussed 
the outcome of the workshop recently held by the MAFMC on climate change and fisheries, the 
suggested list of MAFMC research priorities, the method being proposed by NOAA Fisheries to set 
stock assessment priorities, and the status of the re-authorization of the Magnuson-Stevens Act as it 
relates to the SSC.  The meeting agenda is attached (Attachment 2). 
 
A total of 15 SSC members were in attendance on March 12th and 13 SSC members on March 13th 
(Attachment 3); a quorum was present for both days.  Also in attendance were staff from the NMFS 
Northeast Fisheries Science Center and Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office, Council members 
and staff, and representatives from the fishing industry.      
 
All documents cited in this report can be accessed via the MAFMC SSC website  
(http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2014/march-12-13-2014). 
 
 
Golden Tilefish 
 
1) The materials considered in reaching its recommendations: 
 

• MAFMC Staff.  2014.  Golden Tilefish Advisory Panel Information Document.  20 pp. 
• MAFMC Staff.  2014.  2014 Tilefish Advisory Panel (AP) Fishery Performance Report (FPR).  5 pp. 
• Southern Demersal Working Group.  2014.  Assessment of Golden Tilefish, Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps, in the 

Middle Atlantic-Southern New England Region (DRAFT).  NOAA Fisheries Northeast Fisheries Science Center.  
171 pp.  

• Northeast Fisheries Science Center.  2014.  Assessment summary Report for Golden Tilefish (PRE-PUBLICATION 
DRAFT).  58th Northeast Regional Stock Assessment Workshop.  16 pp. 
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• Montanez, J.  2014.  Staff memorandum to Chris Moore, dated 16 February 2014, entitled: “Golden Tilefish 
Management Measures (2015, 2016, 2017).”  18 pp. 
 

The SSC notes that CIE reviewer comments were not brought to its attention until the March 12 ABC 
determination meeting.  However, the SSC also notes that SSC member Dr. Robert Latour chaired the 
SAW/SARC and brought concerns to the SSC’s attention. 
 
 
2) The level (1-4) that the SSC deems most appropriate for the information content of the most recent 
stock assessment, based on criteria listed in the Omnibus Amendment: 
 
The SSC deemed that the Golden Tilefish assessment should be classified as a level 3 assessment.  The 
SSC reached this recommendation based on consistency between input data and model dynamics, the 
substantial improvements in available model diagnostics, and the lack of a pathological retrospective 
pattern.   
 
The SSC has remaining concerns that the assessment relies solely on fishery-dependent data.  The SSC 
recommends efforts to thoroughly explore index standardization to account for factors known to affect 
catch-per-unit-effort (CPUE). 
 
 
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:  
 
The SSC accepts the recommendation from the peer-reviewed assessment that an FMSY proxy is F=0.37.  
The 2015 OFL based on the FMSY proxy is = 989 mt.  
 
However, the SSC notes extreme concern over the mapping of FMSY proxy (F=0.37) to the spawner-per-
recruit- (SPR-) based reference point.  The SSC notes that its reliance on the recommended OFL 
assumes that the distribution and prosecution of the fishery will remain unchanged.   
 
 
4) The level of catch (in weight) and 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 recommends setting ABC for three years.  Based on the FMSY proxy (F=0.37), an assumed 
lognormal coefficient of variability around OFL of 100%, and applying the Council’s risk policy for a 
typical life history, the recommended ABCs are: 
 

2015  801 mt 
2016  861 mt 
2017  884 mt 

 
The SSC recommends that these ABCs be re-examined annually in light of substantial changes in the 
size distribution in the catch or in the spatial distribution of the fishery, but notes that changes in the 
reported size distribution of the catch resulting from reconciliation of size category reporting practices 
should not be a trigger for re-evaluation of the ABCs. 
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5) The most significant sources of scientific uncertainty associated with determination of OFL and ABC:  
 

• Reliance on fishery-dependent data in the assessment. 
 

• Reliability of the FMSY proxy and its relationship to potential SPR-based reference points. 
 

• The method used to adjust assessment-based estimates of recruitment for the last three years. 
 

• The dome-shape selectivity curve that makes a strong assumption about the presence of older 
fish in the population, for which we lack strong empirical evidence. 
 

• Possibility of localized depletion. 
 

• Lack of knowledge of the stock range and the distribution of fish within that range. 
 

• Potential for changes in the reproductive ecology of tilefish. 
 
 
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: 
 
Analyses of the relationship between survey catch and temperature were included in the assessment. 
 
No specific additional ecosystem considerations were taken into account by the SSC in reaching its 
ABC recommendation. 
 
 
7) Prioritized research or monitoring recommendations that would reduce the scientific uncertainty in 
the ABC recommendation: 
 

• Explore methods to estimate the abundance and distribution of burrows as a forerunner of a 
fishery-independent survey. 

 
• Perform exploratory analyses of fish distributions to assess whether the dome-shaped selectivity 

curve used in the assessment reflects fishery selectivity or availability, or both. 
 

• Expand observer coverage to improve index standardization of fishery-dependent data. 
 

• Leverage large pelagic recreational fishing activity to improve life history information. 
 

• Assess the accuracy and reliability of aging techniques. 
 

• Consider genetic approaches to assess possible stock structure. 
 

• Evaluate the reliability of the report of protogynous hermaphroditism in the S. Atlantic stock. 
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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.  
 
 
Other Topics 
 
ABC Specifications for Black Sea Bass 
 
Olaf Jensen gave an update on the progress his special SSC working group is making on developing 
more robust ABC specifications for Black Sea Bass, for which the latest assessment is considered to be 
Level 4.   
 
Research Track for Black Sea Bass 
 
Toni Kerns presented a proposed timeline for a research track intended to address outstanding issues 
raised during the latest assessment review.   
 
Development of Criteria for Setting Multi-year ABCs 
 
Mike Wilberg updated the SSC on progress being made by the Scientific Uncertainty Subcommittee on 
criteria for setting multi-year ABCs.  The most recent work has involved an investigation of the 
potential impacts of data lags on the vulnerability of stocks to overfishing.  Following Dr. Wilberg’s 
presentation, Jason Didden updated the SSC on the MAFMC’s progress in developing an omnibus 
framework action to consider ways to set multi-year ABCs/ACLs and consider changes to the 
determination criteria for assessment level.  The SSC's SUN subcommittee will meet with staff as 
development progresses.  
 
Climate Change and Fisheries 
 
Rich Seagraves presented a summary of the full-day workshop conducted during the February 2014 
meeting of the MAFMC on the potential impacts of climate change on fisheries in the mid-Atlantic 
region. 
 
MAFMC Research Priorities 
 
Rich Seagraves distributed the most recent list of research priorities for species managed by the 
MAFMC and asked the SSC species leads to review and verify the priorities for their respective species.  
Rich will ask the NRCC whether any further work on the list, including setting research priorities across 
species, would be worth the SSC’s effort given the recent budget climate at the Northeast Fisheries 
Science Center.  If so, this topic will be placed on the agenda for an upcoming SSC meeting. 
 
Criteria for Timing of Stock Assessments 
 
NOAA Fisheries is seeking public comment on a proposed set of criteria for timing of stock 
assessments.  Although the NRCC has already developed and is using criteria, the agency has asked the 
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MAFMC for feedback on the proposed set.  SSC members were asked to review the proposal and send 
any comments to the SSC Chair by April 15th so a consolidated SSC response can be provided to 
MAFMC leadership before the agency’s deadline. 
 
Re-Authorization of the Magnuson-Stevens Act 
 
The SSC discussed the working draft of proposed re-authorization language that was recently circulated 
by Rep. Hastings, in terms of its implications for SSCs.  Proposed language that affects the SSCs 
includes: (1) up to a three-year delay in initiation of stock rebuilding once an overfished status 
determination is made to lessen the economic impact on existing fishing operations; (2) more 
transparency in SSC deliberations, including public access to audio and video of the SSC meetings; (3) 
additional reasons why the 10-year rebuilding time period may be extended for some stocks; (4) 
additional exemptions to ACLs for stocks that have relatively short life spans; (5) definition of what 
constitutes a “data poor” stock; and, most significantly, (6) a change to the requirement for setting ACLs 
from not exceeding the fishing level recommendation of the SSC (i.e., the ABC) to not exceeding the 
SSC’s overfishing level recommendation (i.e., the OFL).  SSC members were reminded that the 
language proposed by Rep. Hastings is only a working draft and will likely see substantial revisions 
before it is introduced to Congress. 
  
  
cc:  SSC Members, Lee Anderson, Chris Moore, Rich Seagraves, Jose Montañez, Paul Nitschke, Fred 
Serchuk, Toni Kerns 
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Attachment 1 
 
 

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
Scientific and Statistical Committee Meeting 

March 12, 2014 
Tilefish Terms of Reference 

 
 
The SSC will provide a written report that identifies the following for up to three fishing years (2015-
2017): 
 
1) The materials considered in reaching its recommendations; 
2) The level (1-4) that the SSC deems most appropriate for the information content of the most recent 
stock assessment, based on criteria listed in the Omnibus Amendment; 
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;  
4) The level of catch (in weight) and 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;     
5) The most significant sources of scientific uncertainty associated with determination of OFL and ABC;  
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; 
7) Prioritized research or monitoring recommendations that would reduce the scientific uncertainty in 
the ABC recommendation; 
8) A certification that the recommendations provided by the SSC represent the best scientific 
information available. 
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Attachment 2 

 
 

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council 
Scientific and Statistical Committee 

March 12-13, 2014 
Agenda 

 
 
Wednesday   March 12, 2013 
1000 Tilefish OFL/ABC Recommendations for 2015-2017 (Vaughan/Nitschke)  
1200 Lunch 
1300 Tilefish (cont.)  
1500 SSC WG on Black Sea Bass Ad Hoc ABC Specifications (Jensen) 
1600 Black Sea Bass Research Track Development (Kerns/Seagraves)    
 
Thursday March 13, 2013 
0830 Update on interim multi-year specification metrics (Wilberg /SUN Subcommittee) 
0930 EAFM Update – Climate Workshop Summary (Seagraves)  
1000 Research Plan Development (Seagraves) 
1045 NMFS Prioritization of Stock Assessments (Wilberg) 
1115 Update on MSFCMA reauthorization (Boreman)  
1130 Other Business 
1200 Meeting adjourns   
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Attachment 3 

 
 
 

MAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee  
12-13 March 2014 Meeting 

Baltimore, MD 
 
Name        Affiliation 
 
SSC Members in Attendance:  
John Boreman (SSC Chairman)    North Carolina State University 
Tom Miller (SSC Vice-Chair) (3/12 only)   University of Maryland - CBL 
Mike Wilberg      University of Maryland - CBL 
Doug Lipton (3/12 only)     NMFS 
Ed Houde      University of Maryland - CBL 
Doug Vaughan      NMFS (retired) 
Olaf Jensen      Rutgers 
Tom Noji      NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center  
Dave Secor (3/12 only)     University of Maryland – CBL 
Sunny Jardine      University of Delaware 
Wendy Gabriel      NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
David Tomberlin      NMFS Office of Science and Technology 
Mark Holliday      NMFS Office of the Assistant Administrator 
Mike Frisk      Stony Brook University 
Rob Latour      VIMS 
 
Others in attendance: 
Rich Seagraves      MAFMC staff 
Jose Montañez (3/12 only)      MAFMC staff 
Jason Didden (3/13 only)     MAFMC staff 
Kiley Dancy (3/12 only)     MAFMC staff 
Toni Kerns (3/12 only)     ASMFC staff 
Fred Serchuk       NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
Paul Nitschke (3/12 only)     NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
Lee Anderson       MAFMC Vice-chair 
Doug Potts (3/12 only)     NMFS Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office 
Steve Heins (3/12 only)     NYDEC 
Laurie Nolan (3/12 only)     MAFMC member 
Dan Farnham (3/12 only)     Offshore Fishery, Inc. 
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M E M O R A N D U M   

Date:  February 16, 2014 

To: Chris Moore, Executive Director 

From: José Montañez, Staff 

Subject: Golden Tilefish Management Measures (2015, 2016, 2017) 

 

Executive Summary                                                                                                                                                     

 

Based on the results of the benchmark stock assessment conducted in January 2014, the tilefish resource 

is not overfished and overfishing is not occurring (NEFSC 2014). The 2012 stock is at 101% of the 

accepted reference point (SSBMSY proxy). Staff recommend specifications be set for 3 years. Staff 

recommendation for the acceptable biological catches (ABCs) for 2015, 2016, and 2017 are 801 mt 

(1.766 m lb)
1
, 861 mt (1.898 m lb), and 884 mt (1.949 m lb), respectively. This is based on the new 

stock assessment being classified as Level 3, and the application of the Council risk policy for a typical 

stock. The FMP specifies that the annual catch limit (ACL) equals the ABC. Staff recommend an annual 

catch target (ACT) = total allowable landings (TAL = commercial quota) of 801 mt (1.766 m lb), 861 mt 

(1.898 m lb), and 884 mt (1.949 m lb) for 2015, 2016, and 2017, respectively.  

 

Staff do not recommend any change to the current recreational possession limit (8-fish per person per 

trip with no minimum size), or incidental trip limit (500 lb). Staff recommend that no quota be allocated 

to the Research Set-Aside Program. 

Introduction                                                                                                                                                      

 

The Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA) requires each Council's SSC (Scientific and Statistical Committee) 

to provide, among other things, ongoing scientific advice for fishery management decisions, including 

recommendations for ABC, preventing overfishing, and maximum sustainable yield. The Council's 

catch limit recommendations for the upcoming fishing year(s) cannot exceed the ABC recommendation 

of the SSC.  In addition, the Monitoring Committee (MC) established by the Fishery Management Plan 

(FMP) is responsible for developing recommendations for management measures designed to achieve 

                                                
1
 1 mt = 2,204.6 lb. 
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the recommended catch limits for the Council to consider for the 2015, 2016, and 2017 fishing years for 

tilefish. 

 

The SSC will recommend an ABC for the tilefish fishery that addresses scientific uncertainty, and the 

MC will recommend an annual catch target (ACT) and management measures to address management 

uncertainty. Based on the SSC and MC’s recommendations, the Council will make a recommendation to 

the NMFS (National Marine Fisheries Service) Greater Atlantic Region Administrator
2
. In this 

memorandum, information is presented to assist the SSC and MC in developing recommendations for 

the Council for the 2015 (and possibly 2016 and 2017) fishery for tilefish. 

 

More detailed descriptions of the fishery and stock status are provided in the "Golden Tilefish Advisory 

Panel Information Document" (APID; January 2014; found online at http://www.mafmc.org/council-

events/ssc-meeting-1) and in the Stock Assessment Work 58 (SAW 58) Assessment Summary Report 

(NEFSC 2014; found online at http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/ssc-meeting-1), respectively. 

 

Management System 

 

See APID (page 1). In summary, the: 

 FMP became effective November 1, 2001 

 FMP established a stock rebuilding strategy and TAL as the primary control on fishing mortality 

 FMP established a constant harvest strategy of 905 mt (1.995 m lb) to rebuild stock in a ten year 

rebuilding time frame (i.e. Sunset of October 31, 2011). (The tilefish fishing year is November 1 

- October 31) 

 Amendment 1 (effective November 1, 2009) implemented an IFQ system and continued 

rebuilding strategy implemented under the original FMP 

 

Catch and Landings Update 

Commercial landings (calendar year) from 1970 to 2013 are presented graphically in the APID (Figure 3, 

page 6) and landings for fishing years (FY) 2002 through 2014 are presented in Table 1 below. With the 

exception of FY 2003, 2004, and 2010 commercial tilefish landings have been below the commercial 

quota specified each year since the Tilefish FMP was first implemented. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
2
 Formerly known as the Northeast Regional Administrator. 

http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/ssc-meeting-1
http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/ssc-meeting-1
http://www.mafmc.org/council-events/ssc-meeting-1
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Table 1. Summary of management measures and landings for FY
a 

2002 through 2014. 

Management measures 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

ABC (m lb) NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2.013 2.013 

TAL (m lb)  1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 

Com. quota-initial 

(m lb)  
1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 

Com. quota-adjusted  
(m lb)  

1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 

Com. landings  1.935 2.318b 2.647b 1.497 1.897 1.777 1.672 1.887 1.997 1.946 1.873 1.817 - 

Com. overage/underage  

(m lb) 
-0.060 +0.323 +0.652 -0.498 -0.098 -0.218 -0.323 -0.108 +0.002 -0.049 -0.122- -0.178 - 

Incidental trip limit (lb) 300 300 300 133 300 300 300 300 300 300 500 500 500 

Rec. possession limit - - - - - - - - 8c 8c 8c 8c 8c 

a
 FY 2002 (November 1, 2001 - October 31, 2002). 

b
 Lawsuit period (see 3

rd
 paragraph on page 6 of the APID). 

c
 Eight fish per person per trip. 

 

Commercial discards are described in the APID (pages 12-13). According to VTR data, very little (< 

0.2%) discarding was reported by longline vessels that targeted tilefish for the 2004 through 2013 period 

(Table 9 of the APID). Overall, the discard of tilefish in other commercial fisheries (large/small mesh 

trawls and gillnets) appears to be low (several metric tons per gear type). Estimated discards since 1989 

are less than 7 mt (15,432 lb) in most years with a maximum of 41 mt (90,389 lb) in 2001. For the last 5 

years (2009-2013), on average 5.6 mt (12,346 lb) of tilefish were discarded in other fisheries (Paul 

Nitschke, pers. comm. 2014). However, commercial discards were considered an insignificant 

component of the removals and not included into the assessment. 

 

Recreational catches and landings are described in the APID (pages 15-19). A small recreational fishery 

briefly occurred during the mid 1970's, with less than 100,000 pounds annually (MAFMC 2000). 

Recreational catches have been low for the 1982 - 2013 period, ranging from zero for most years to 

30,326 fish
3
 in 2010 according to NMFS recreational statistics (Table 10 of the APID). VTR data 

indicates that the number of tilefish caught by party/charter vessels from Maine through Virginia is low, 

ranging from 81 fish in 1996 to 6,535 fish in 2013 (Table 11 of the APID). On average, 1,445 tilefish 

were caught by party/charter vessel during the 1996-2013 period. However, recreational catches were 

considered an insignificant component of the removals and not included into the assessment. 

 

Review of SSC Recommendations from March 2012  

 

The ASPIC (A Stock Production Model Incorporating Covariates) surplus production model was used to 

define fishing mortality, stock biomass and biological reference points (FMSY and BMSY) for the 

                                                
3
 The PSE's associated with the 2010 recreational landings value (A + B1 in number) is ~70. 
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development of the tilefish FMP in 2001. SARC 41 (2005) and SARC 48 (2009) accepted the ASPIC 

model as a basis for stock status determination. 

 

In addition to updating the ASPIC surplus production model during the SARC 48 assessment, there were 

attempts made to also explore the use of a forward projecting size (SCALE; Statistical Catch at Length) 

structure model due to the continued concerns with process error issues from year class effects within 

the surplus production model and to include more realistic life history information on size and growth 

within the model. SARC 48 endorsed the ASPIC model and rejected the SCALE model. The SARC 48 

surplus production model indicated that the stock was rebuilt; however, the review panel concluded that 

the stock was not yet rebuilt due to process error concerns within the surplus production model caused 

by year class effects. In addition, the catch size distributions and reductions in CPUE as year classes age, 

suggested that the stock has not yet rebuilt. 

 

In March 2012, the SSC met to recommend an ABC for tilefish for fishing year 2013-2014. The SSC 

determined that the assessment (SARC 48) was a Level 4 assessment. The SSC did not accept the 

reference points of the ASPIC or SCALE models because of the divergent patterns from these two 

models and the high degree of uncertainty associated with the reference points. Because the assessment 

for this stock was categorized as a Level 4 assessment, it was not possible to provide an OFL.  

 

The SSC recommended a constant landings policy. Specifically, the SSC recommended an ABC of 913 

mt
4
 (2.013 m lb). The SSC made the strong recommendation that the MC establish the TAL not to 

exceed 905 mt (1.995 m lb), based on the established rebuilding schedule and historical performance of 

the stock and the fishery at this level of landings. The SSC recommended setting the ABC of 913 mt 

(2.013 m lb) for two years (2013 and 2014) in the expectation that a benchmark assessment of tilefish 

will be performed in 2013. 

 

At that March 2012 meeting, the SSC considered the following to be the most significant sources of 

uncertainty associated with determination of OFL and ABC: 1) Reliance on commercial CPUE time 

series (lack of a fishery-independent index of abundance; lack of fishery-independent indices of stock 

characteristics including age, sex-ratio, spatial distribution, and habitat associations; lack of 

understanding of the recruitment pattern; uncertainty over stock structure at regional and local scales; 

and uncertainty over the fraction of the stock that is vulnerable to exploitation); 2) Potential for localized 

depletion; 3) Divergence of ASPIC and SCALE model results because they make different assumptions 

over population dynamic processes (the episodic recruitment pattern of tilefish challenges the ASPIC, 

and data demands of SCALE are not fully met); 4) Uncertainty over selectivity pattern in the fishery; 

and 5) Uncertainty over lack of information on discard and recreational harvest. 

 

 

                                                
4
 The 913 mt (2.013 m lb) level is based on a maximum discard of 8 mt (17, 634 lb; Tilefish AP recommendations 2012). The 

8 mt (17, 634 lb) was added to the historical landings threshold (905 + 8 = 913 mt). The SSC also notes the recreational catch 

was included in scientific uncertainty. 
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Stock Status and Biological Reference Points  

 

The tilefish stock assessment was peer reviewed and approved for use by management at Stock 

Assessment Workshop 58 (SAW 58). A statistical catch at age model called ASAP (Age Structured 

Assessment Program) was used in this assessment to incorporate newly available length and age data to 

better characterize the population dynamics of the stock. The tilefish resource is not overfished and 

overfishing is not occurring in 2012. SSB was estimated be 11.53 million lb (5,229 mt) in 2012, about 

101% of the accepted reference point SSBMSY proxy = SSB25% = 11.36 million lb (5,153 mt). The 

fishing mortality rate was estimated to be 0.275 in 2012, below the accepted reference point FMSY proxy 

= F25% = 0.370. 

 

Advisory Panel Fishery Performance Report 

 

Some relevant key points of the 2014 AP Fishery Performance Report (FPR) for consideration include: 

 

 CPUE is improving (catch rates improving) overall but variations (ups and downs) in CPUE still 

exist. In the last 3 years, the length of a fishing trip has been very stable (ranging from 5.8 to 7.0 

days) and shorter than the case several years before that (7 to 10 days), reflecting higher catch 

rates. 

 

 Observations indicate new incoming multiple-year classes; there is more of a size mix than 

before (healthy mix of ages). Commercial fishermen are catching a broad size distribution of 

fish. 

 

 It was noted that in the SAW/SARC 58, after all model exploration and examination were 

completed, the final model terminal year was selected to be 2012 to avoid questions regarding 

the incomplete 2013 data. During the working group process, industry members noted an 

increase in the 2013 landings of small fish that were not available during the meeting. At the 

February 2014 AP meeting, two industry members indicated that their combined landings of 

KKs (extra small fish ≤ 2 lb) during the first and second half of 2013 were 7,766 lb (3.5 mt) and 

22,969 lb (10.4 mt), respectively
5
. This indicates that the number of small fish landed over the 

2013 year increased. It was also indicated that industry has seen new recruitments in the fishery 

in the later part of 2013 and now in 2014. 

 

 

 

 

                                                
5
  This represented a 2% and 5% of their combined total landings during the first and second half of 2013, respectively. 

Industry members indicated that these two vessels contribute with about 50% of the total tilefish landings. 
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Projections
6
 and Basics for 2015-2017 ABC Recommendation 

 

Projections for OFL and ABC levels and the associated fishing mortalities for years 2015, 2016, and 

2017 are presented in Table 2. Three scenarios assuming lognormal distributions (CVs of 100% 

[scenario 1], 60% [scenario 2]; and 30% [scenario 3]) were developed. In addition, two scenarios 

assuming constant ABC levels are also presented. The 905 mt (1.995 m lb) constant ABC scenario 

(scenario 5) is based on the 905 mt (1.995 m lb) constant harvest (quota) strategy in the FMP. The 861 

mt (1.898 m lb) constant ABC scenario (scenario 4) was develop using the mid-point ABC level under 

the scenario assuming a lognormal distribution with a CV = 100%. These scenarios were developed to 

provide a wide range of options for discussion purposes. All projections show that OFL increases with 

time and the probability of overfishing is low, ranging from 19% under the constant harvest strategy of 

861 mt (1.898 m lb) in 2017 to 39% under the scenario that assumes a lognormal distribution with a CV 

= 30%. 

 

Staff recommend measures be developed for 3-years, the maximum allowed under the fishery 

management plan (FMP) to provide for continued stability in the fishery and markets.  

 

If the SSC considers the new stock assessment for tilefish to be Level 3, then the 2015 OFL is presented 

in Table 2 which is based on fishing at FMSY proxy then the annual OFL's are as presented in Table 2 

which are based on fishing at FMSY proxy on the projected stock biomass for each year (2015-2017) 

under the first three scenario and under the last two scenarios the OFLs are based on a constant ABC 

level (i.e., 905 mt [1.995 m lb] and 861 mt [(1.898 m lb]). 

 

It is clear that recommendations for ABC which would equal the OFL would not account for any 

scientific uncertainty associated with estimation of OFL and the assessment of the tilefish stock. 

 

Staff recommend that tilefish be considered a typical stock under the Council's risk policy due to the 

following considerations: 

 

 The new stock assessment incorporates length and age data and better characterizes the dynamics 

of the stock (e.g., life history and longevity). 

 

 The life history strategy of tilefish (long lived, slow growth, low reproductive potential) makes 

the species particularly vulnerable to overfishing if high catchability is allowed. However, the 

fishery is managed via an ITQ system where a relatively small number of commercial vessels 

(~10) use long-line fishing gear to target tilefish. There is a small incidental quota (5% of the 

TAL) that is allocated to the incidental fishery. Most of the incidental landings are by otter trawl 

                                                
6
 All tilefish projections assume that 905 mt is taken in the 2013 and 2014 bridge years.  Median fishing mortality, catch, and 

spawning stock biomass trends with estimated 90% confidence intervals from a FMSY = 0.37 projection can be seen in 

Appendix Figure 1.  Comparison of the FMSY projection with a projection that assumes a constant 905 mt catch can be seen in 

Appendix Figure 2. 
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gear. However, the overall vulnerability of tilefish to otter trawl gear is very low compared to 

other species due to the burrowing behavior of this species
7
. 

 

Based on the 2015 projected SSB/SSBMSY = 101%, the Council risk policy for a typical stock (P* = 

0.40), and an assumed lognormal distribution with a CV = 100%, the staff recommend an ABC of 801  

mt (1.766 m lb) for 2015. For 2016, the staff recommend an ABC of 861 mt (1.898 m lb) based on a 

projected SSB/SSBMSY = 102%, the Council risk policy for a typical stock P* = 0.40, and a lognormal 

distribution CV = 100%. For 2017, the staff recommend an ABC of 884 mt (1.949 m lb) based on the 

projected SSB/SSBMSY = 106%, the Council risk policy for a typical stock P* = 0.40, and a lognormal 

distribution with a CV = 100%.  

 

An alternative ABC consideration by the SSC could be the implementation of a constant ABC level of 

861 mt (1.898 m lb) for the 2015-2017 period (scenario 5). This alternative is based on the overall 

fishery performance under the constant harvest strategy that managers have used during the rebuilding 

process and the fact that a constant ABC of 861 mt (1.898 m lb) for 2015-2017 would in the aggregate 

result in comparable biological impacts to the stock when compared to the variable ABC for 2015-2017 

recommended above. In the past, industry members have argued that a constant quota or landings level 

allow them to better plan fishing operations and allow for continued stability in the fishery and markets 

when compared to a variable quota or landings level from year to year. 

 

General Note: Recreational catches and commercial discards were not included in previous assessments 

due to: 1) the fact that recreational catches have been low according to MRFSS-MRIP and VTR data 

and 2) the potential high uncertainty associated with trawl discards estimates. Paul Nitschke (pers. 

comm. 2014) indicated to staff that the incorporation of these small amounts of recreational catches and 

commercial discards in population models would likely scale the biomass estimates higher. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
7
 Tilefish are shelter-seeking and often occupy vertical shaft burrows in semi-lithified clay in flat areas, horizontal and 

vertical burrows in semi-lithified clay outcrops on the upper slopes, flanks, and shoulders of submarine canyons, and have 

also been observed using rocks, boulders, and the scour depressions beneath them, and exposed rocky ledges for shelter. 
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Table 2. Tilefish projected OFL and ABC (in mt) levels and associated fishing mortalities for 

2015-2017. 

         100% CV (Scenario 1)                 Probability

Year OFL ABC SSB/SSBMSYABC/OFL F overfishing overfished

2015 989       801        1.01 0.81 0.29 0.23 0.01

2016 1,063     861        1.02 0.81 0.29 0.23 0.02

2017 1,091     884        1.06 0.81 0.29 0.21 0.02

        60% CV (Scenario 2)                 Probability

Year OFL ABC SSB/SSBMSYABC/OFL F overfishing overfished

2015 989       859        1.02 0.87 0.32 0.31 0.01

2016 1,051     913        1.04 0.87 0.32 0.32 0.02

2017 1,073     932        1.04 0.87 0.32 0.30 0.02

        30% CV (Scenario 3)                 Probability

Year OFL ABC SSB/SSBMSYABC/OFL F overfishing overfished

2015 989       918        1.01 0.93 0.34 0.39 0.02

2016 1,040     965        1.03 0.93 0.34 0.39 0.02

2017 1,054     978        1.02 0.93 0.34 0.39 0.03

905 constant (Scenario 4)                 Probability

Year OFL ABC SSB/SSBMSYABC/OFL F overfishing overfished

2015 989       905        1.01 0.92 0.34 0.37 0.02

2016 1,042     905        1.04 0.87 0.32 0.32 0.02

2017 1,067     905        1.05 0.85 0.31 0.27 0.03

861 constant (Scenario 5)                 Probability

Year OFL ABC SSB/SSBMSYABC/OFL F overfishing overfished

2015 989       861        1.02 0.87 0.32 0.31 0.01

2016 1,051     861        1.05 0.82 0.30 0.25 0.02

2017 1,082     861        1.06 0.80 0.29 0.19 0.01  
 

Source: Paul Nitschke, Pers. comm.2014. 

Note: Projections assumed that the annual catch limit (905 mt = 1.995 million lb) are taken in 2013 and 

2014. 
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Other Management Measures 

 

Considerations for ACL 

 

As defined in the Omnibus ACLs and AMs Amendment, ABC is equivalent to the total allowable catch 

(ACL) (Figure 1). 

 

 
 

 

Figure 1. Flowchart for tilefish catch and landings limits. 
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Table 3 shows the ACLs associated with the staff recommendations for ABC based on a Level 3 stock 

assessment for tilefish. 

 
Table 3.  Tilefish ABCs and ACLs for 2015-2017 under the overall ABC recommended by staff.  

 

Assessment Level 3 

ABC ≈ P*=40th 

percentile, based on an 

assumed lognormal OFL 

distribution that has a 

CV=100% 

2015 

ABC 801 mt (1.766 mil lb) 

ACL 801 mt (1.766 mil lb) 

2016 

ABC 861 mt (1.898 mil lb) 

ACL 861 mt (1.898 mil lb) 

2017 

ABC 884 mt (1.949 mil lb) 

ACL 884 mt (1.949 mil lb) 

 

 

Considerations for ACT 

As described in the Omnibus Amendment, the Tilefish MC will be responsible for recommending 

annual catch targets (ACTs) for the Council to consider. The relationship between the ACT and other 

catch components are given in Figure 1. The Committee may provide other recommendations relevant to 

setting catch limits consistent with the MSA. The MC can consider all relevant sources of management 

uncertainty in the tilefish fishery and provide the technical basis, including any formulaic control rules, 

for any reduction in catch when recommending an ACT. The ACT, technical basis, and sources of 

management uncertainty would be described and provided to the Council. 

Management uncertainty is comprised of two parts: uncertainty in the ability of managers to control 

catch and uncertainty in quantifying the true catch (i.e., estimation errors). Management uncertainty can 

occur because of a lack of sufficient information about the catch (e.g., due to late reporting, 

underreporting, and/or misreporting of landings or bycatch) or because of a lack of management 

precision (i.e., the ability to constrain catch to desired levels).  

 

Staff recommend the MC consider past specific landings performance, as a basis for quantifying 

management uncertainty (i.e., implementation error) and as an indicator of future ability to achieve catch 
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target when developing the 2015-2017 ACT recommendation for the fishery (Table 1). The MC should 

also consider the potential imprecision/variability in expected observed commercial and recreational 

catch
8
 to ensure the ACL is not exceeded. As indicated in the tilefish flow chart (Figure 1), recreational 

catches can be accommodated under scientific uncertainty or management uncertainty. 

 

The tilefish fishery is managed via an IFQ system and managers believe that all tilefish commercial 

landings under this program are accounted for. The recreational catch is minimal, and as indicated under 

the General Note in page 8, the incorporation of these small amounts of recreational catches and 

commercial discards in the ASAP model would likely increase the biomass estimates. Staff recommend 

no reduction in catch from the ACL. Table 4 shows the ACTs associated with the staff recommendations 

for ABC based on a Level 3 stock assessment for tilefish. 

 
Table 4.  Tilefish ACTs for 2015-2017 under the overall ABC recommended by staff.   

 

Assessment Level 3 

ABC ≈ P*=40th 

percentile, based on an 

assumed lognormal OFL 

distribution that has a 

CV=100% 

2015 ACT 801 mt (1.766 mil lb) 

2016 ACT 861 mt (1.898 mil lb) 

2017 ACT 884 mt (1.949 mil lb) 

 

 

Total Allowable Landings (TAL)  

Management uncertainty can occur because of insufficient information about discards (Figure 1). As 

previously indicated, commercial discards are low (see page 3 for further discussion) and have not been 

included in the assessment due to the high uncertainty associated with the discard estimates over the 

time series. As indicated under the General Note in page 8, the incorporation of small amounts of 

recreational catches and commercial discards in the ASAP model would likely increase the biomass 

estimates. Staff recommends no reduction in catch from the ACT due to discards (Table 5).  

 

The commercial quota has been almost entirely taken since the IFQ system went in effect. The landings-

based allocations (IFQ 95%, incidental 5%) were maintained in the derivation of the sector-specific 

TALs (Table 5).  

                                                
8
 Recreational tilefish trips appear to be limited and a minor component of the catch as indicated in the APID, the AP FPR, 

and the Golden Tilefish Assessment Summary for 2014.   
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Table 5.  Tilefish TALs for 2013-2015 under the overall ABC recommended by staff. 

 

Assessment Level 3 

ABC ≈ P*=40th 

percentile, based on an 

assumed lognormal OFL 

distribution that has a 

CV=100% 

2015 

TAL - ITQ Fishery 761 mt (1.678 mil lb) 

TAL - Incidental 40 mt (0.088 mil lb) 

2016 

TAL - ITQ Fishery 818 mt (1.803 mil lb) 

TAL - Incidental 43 mt (0.095 mil lb) 

2017 

TAL - ITQ Fishery 840 mt (1.852 mil lb) 

TAL - Incidental 44 mt (0.097 mil lb) 

 

Recreational Bag Limit  

 

A recreational bag limit was implemented under Amendment 1 in 2009. Current regulations require an 8-

fish recreational bag-size limit per person per trip. This limit was set at the upper range of mean effort 

observed during the 1996-2005 period. VTR data indicates that mean effort for the 2006 to 2013 period 

has ranged from 1.2 to 3.4 fish per angler. The recreational bag limit may be changed through 

specifications based on the recommendations of the MC. Staff does not recommend any changes to the 

recreational bag limit. 

Incidental Trip Limit 

 

When the Tilefish FMP was implemented, a 300 lb incidental trip limit was adopted. If the incidental 

category landed more than 5 percent of the TAL for a given year, the Regional Administrator could 

reduce this limit in the following fishing year. The incidental trip limit was increased to 500 lb with the 

implementation of the Omnibus Amendment developed by the Council to comply with the ACL and 

AM requirements of the MSA. The Council thought that increasing the trip limit in the commercial 

tilefish incidental fishery from 300 lb to 500 lb would not be expected to change fishing practices and 

that discarding of tilefish would be reduced. The new regulations state that if the incidental category 

landed more than 5 percent of the TAL for a given year, the Regional Administrator could reduce this 

limit in the following fishing year. In addition, The Regional Administrator will monitor the harvest of 

the tilefish incidental TAL based on dealer reports and other available information, and shall determine 

the date when the incidental tilefish TAL has been landed. The Regional Administrator shall publish a 

notice in the Federal Register notifying vessel and dealer permit holders that, effective upon a specific 
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date, the incidental tilefish fishery is closed (in-season closure of the incidental fishery) for the 

remainder of the fishing year. 

 

At the February 2014 Tilefish AP meeting held to develop the FPR, industry members expressed 

concern about directed trips in the incidental category by non-trawl vessels. The incidental tilefish quota 

monitoring report
9
 indicated that for the 2013 fishing year, incidental landings were 36,442 lb (37% of 

the incidental quota). In fact, for the last four fishing year, incidental landings have been well below the 

incidental quota. Council staff further investigated incidental tilefish by gear type and did not find 

evidence that a directed fishery within the incidental category has been developed (Table 6). Staff does 

not recommend any changes to the incidental trip limit. 

 

Research Set-Aside 

A fishery independent index of abundance does not exist for tilefish. Therefore, tilefish models are 

calibrated with CPUE series, as there are no fishery-independent sources of information on trends in 

population abundance. Industry has indicated that they are willing to collaborate in an initiative with the 

NEFSC and Council staff to develop a survey pilot project. Staff recommends that no TAL be made 

available for the Research Set-Aside Program until a strategy to develop a survey pilot project is 

developed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
9
 As of week ending January 25, 2014. Data reported January 29, 2014. 
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Table 6. Tilefish incidental landings by gear type for non-ITQ vessels. FYs 2010-2013. 

Gear Type lb # boats lb # boats lb # boats lb # boats

Otter Trawl Bottom, Fish 45,642      85         23,929      76         17,243      80         24,545      85         

Otter Trawl Bottom, Scallop 1,032        1           -           -        -           -        -           -        

Otter Trawl Bottom, Other 1,021        7           1,247        6           469          7           738          5           

Otter Trawl, Midwater 772          11         1,284        9           136          3           48            2           

Gillnet, Anchored/Sink/Other 750          8           3,672        14         685          14         1,596        10         

Pots and Traps, Lobster, Inshore/Offshore Combined 38            1           5              1           8              1           118          4           

Pots and Traps, Fish/Other Combined 3              1           -           12            2           1              1           

Lines Hand 221          4           255          2           4,306        10         2,922        5           

Hand Line, Auto Gig 327          1           -           -        -           472          1           

Lines Long Set with Hooks 1,523        3           29            1           2,215        3           127          1           

Dedge, Sea Scallop -           -        28            1           29            1           -           -        

Dredge, Other 1,591        3           82            3           365          8           422          8           

Unknown, Other Combined Gears 11,448      22         7,285        29         6,817        23         2,878        21         

Total 64,368      147        37,816      142        32,285      152        33,867      143        

Gear Type % of Tot # boats % of Tot # boats % of Tot # boats % of Tot # boats

Otter Trawl Bottom, Fish 70.91% 85         63.28% 76         53.41% 80         72.47% 85         

Otter Trawl Bottom, Scallop 1.60% 1           0.00% -        0.00% -        0.00% -        

Otter Trawl Bottom, Other 1.59% 7           3.30% 6           1.45% 7           2.18% 5           

Otter Trawl, Midwater 1.20% 11         3.40% 9           0.42% 3           0.14% 2           

Gillnet, Anchored/Sink/Other 1.17% 8           9.71% 14         2.12% 14         4.71% 10         

Pots and Traps, Lobster, Inshore/Offshore Combined 0.06% 1           0.01% 1           0.02% 1           0.35% 4           

Pots and Traps, Fish/Other Combined 0.00% 1           0.00% -        0.04% 2           0.00% 1           

Lines Hand 0.34% 4           0.67% 2           13.34% 10         8.63% 5           

Hand Line, Auto Gig 0.51% 1           0.00% -        0.00% -        1.39% 1           

Lines Long Set with Hooks 2.37% 3           0.08% 1           6.86% 3           0.37% 1           

Dedge, Sea Scallop 0.00% -        0.07% 1           0.09% 1           0.00% -        

Dredge, Other 2.47% 3           0.22% 3           1.13% 8           1.25% 8           

Unknown, Other Combined Gears 17.79% 22         19.26% 29         21.12% 23         8.50% 21         

Total 100.00% 147        100.00% 142        100.00% 152        100.00% 143        

Incidental Trip Limit 300 lb 300 lb 500 lb 500 lb

Source: Dealer Data.

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013

FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013
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Appendix Figure 1. Final ASAP run 27b AGEPRO FMSY = F25 = 0.37 projections with 90% CIs using an 

age-1 recruitment adjustment to the geometric mean for 2010-2012.  Removals of 905 mt were assumed in 

2013 and 2014 bridge years. Source:  (Paul Nitschke, pers. comm. 2014). 
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Appendix Figure 2. Comparison of final ASAP run 27b AGEPRO projections using an age-1 recruitment 

adjustment to the geometric mean for 2010-2012 at FMSY = F25 = 0.37 and a constant catch of 905 mt.  A 

Catch of 905 mt was assumed in 2013 and 2014 bridge years. Source: (Paul Nitschke, pers. comm. 2014). 
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2014 Tilefish Advisory Panel (AP)  

Fishery Performance Report (FPR) 

 

The Tilefish AP met via Webinar on February 4 2014 to develop the Tilefish FPR below. This 

FPR represents a consensus of the Tilefish AP. 

 

The Advisers in attendance were: Ron Callis and Dan Farham. They represent the tilefish 

fisheries of Montauk (commercial) and Ocean City (recreational charter). Also in attendance 

were Laurie Nolan, Council Member, Doug Potts of the NERO, Paul Nitschke and Barbara 

Rountree of the NEFSC, Douglas Vaughan SSC lead for tilefish, and Tony Kratowicz. 

 

The charge to the Tilefish AP was to provide input on factors that have influenced catch levels 

over time. The following is the consensus report from the Tilefish AP.  

 

Market Issues 

 

Prices have increased and been strong in recent years. A major reason for this is that the tilefish 

industry is able to coordinate times of landings to avoid market gluts and spread tilefish landings 

throughout the year. The ability to do this has improved since IFQs came into place. 

 

The price for Golden tilefish decreases when tilefish landed in the South Atlantic derby fishery 

enters the New York market. This typically occurs a few months out of the year as the South 

Atlantic tilefish fishery typically closes early in the season, due to its being a ‘derby’ fishery. It is 

likely, that as the South Atlantic Golden Tilefish Quota increases
1
 and additional Golden tilefish 

caught in the south Atlantic enters the Fulton market, the downward pressure on the price of 

tilefish caught in the mid-Atlantic region will become more relevant. In addition, in late fall, 

striped bass also competes with tilefish in the market place. Fishermen take this into account 

when planning fishing activity. 

 

Golden tilefish caught in this region are sold as whole fish through regional markets, mainly for 

ethnic customers. However, an increasing although small amount is going to local buyers on 

Long Island, where there has been an uptick in local restaurants featuring such local fishes as 

well as purchases by a Sea-to-Table business serving the larger region (sea2table.com). 

 

Having a steady year round supply has helped the overall marketing development for this 

product. (And price increase). The market may not be able to absorb larger increases in product 

availability in the very short-term. At this time, an increase in supply causes a decrease in price, 

as seen when southern tilefish enters the New York market. Market expansion is needed to 

further place additional product in the market place and maintain stable prices. Over the longer-

term, increases in production can improve markets. 

 

Major costs that have risen in recent years are fuel and bait. The high cost of operating a vessel 

continues to place a premium on fishing as close to home port as possible. 

                                                           
1
 Effective October 9, 2012, the commercial Annual Catch Limit (quota) for golden tilefish increases from 282,819 

pounds (gw) to 541,295 pounds (gw). Source:  
http://www.safmc.net/fishidandregs/fishgallery/goldentilefish/tabid/289/default.aspx 
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Environmental Issues 
 

The industry has observed no tilefish aggregation changes due to changes in water temperatures, 

in contrast with what they observe with other fishes. The temperatures where Golden tilefish are 

found seem stable due to extreme depth. (Note: tilefish are generally found in rough bottom, 

small burrows and sheltered areas at bottom water temperatures ranging from 48.2
o
F to 57.2

o
F 

[9°C to 14°C], generally in depths between 328 and 984 ft [100 to 300 m]). 

 

Dogfish interaction reduces tilefish catches and strongly affects where people fish. When 

fishermen encounter dogfish they move to other fishing areas. The dogfish interaction is mostly 

in the winter period. However, in recent years, dogfish presence extends past the winter time 

period (right until June). Skate interaction also reduces tilefish catches; this is mostly limited to 

the winter period. Skates can severely damage tilefish gear. When fishermen encounter dogfish 

or skates they move to other fishing areas. 

 

Recreational tilefish fishermen have observed aggregations of large fish in small areas in the 

spring/summer time around the Wilmington canyon (>80 to 90 fathoms). Not sure if they could 

be spawning events. Down East, tilefish concentrate in smaller amounts because of canyons and 

bottom structures.  

 

Management Issues & Management Induced Effort Shifts 
 

The number of tilefish vessels participating in the fishery has been steady. Data showing a slight 

increase between 2012 and 2013 reflect participation changes in the incidental category. Since 

the onset of the ITQ management system, there has been no change in the number of vessels (4) 

that constitute the vast bulk of the landings (they constitute about 80% of the landings/IFQ 

allocation). 

 

Tilefish landings are in alignment with the TAL specified for the fishery; observed differences in 

the data are very small. AP members believe that they are catching their allocation. It is believed 

that tilefish landings for the 2013 FY (1.817 m lb) reported in the Golden Tilefish AP 

Information Document are an underestimate of the landings and are likely to be closer the quota 

limit (1.995 m lb). It is believed that the reported underage (0.178 m lb) may be due to late 

reporting. 

 

The implementation of the IFQ system has particularly benefited those in the former "part-time" 

and "tier 2" vessel categories of the old limited access program. These vessels can plan their 

fishing activities throughout the year, rather than being forced into a derby fishery on November 

1 (start of the fishing year) if they plan to harvest tilefish in a given year. These vessels 

participate in a number of fisheries (e.g. monkfish, scallop, and swordfish) and the IFQ system 

allows them to "fill in" tilefishing when it works best for them. Under the IFQ system, the former 

"part-time, tier 2, and full-time" vessels are working closely with each other and dealers to avoid 

landing large quantities of tilefish at the same time and avoid drastic price reductions.  
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One commercial fisherman indicated that he is using electronic VTR. He also indicated that his 

crew has encountered some small technical problems (e.g. transmission). These "user" issues are 

being addressed by the crew members and the NEFSC staff.  

 

General Fishing Trends 
 

CPUE is improving (catch rates improving.). However, still see variations (ups and downs) in 

CPUE. In the last 3 years, the length of a fishing trip has been very stable (ranging from 5.8 to 

7.0 days) and shorter than the case several years before that (7 to 10 days), reflecting higher 

catch rates. 

 

Observations indicate new incoming multiple-year classes; there is more of a size mix than 

before (healthy mix of ages). Commercial fishermen are catching a broad size distribution of 

fish. 

 

Try to fish as close to port as possible. Basically, fishing in same areas all of the time; high fuel 

prices keep people from going further out and searching. 

 

It was noted that in the SAW/SARC 58, after all model exploration and examination were 

completed, the final model terminal year was selected to be 2012 to avoid questions regarding 

the incomplete 2013 data. During the working group process, industry members noted an 

increase in the 2013 landings of small fish that were not available during the meeting. At this AP 

meeting, two industry members indicated that their combined landings of KKs (extra small fish ≤ 

2 lb) during the first and second half of 2013 were 7,766 lb and 22,969 lb, respectively
2
. This 

indicates that the number of small fish landed over the 2013 year increased. It was also indicated 

that industry has seen new recruitments in the fishery in the later part of 2013 and now in 2014. 

 

Fishermen are not moving around much as they are finding a healthy mix of animals in 

traditional fishing grounds. However, there are areas that are thought to have more quantities of 

larger fish than smaller fish that could be targeted if needed. 

 

One fisherman indicated that this winter season his crew has encountered fewer tiles during a 

single run as compared to last winter and that trip duration is slightly longer. The same 

individual stressed that the composition of the catch (mix sizes) is still very healthy. Another 

fisherman indicated that the weather has been a major concern this winter and trips may be 

getting longer due to windstorms and not fish availability. 

 

The topography of the traditional fishing areas is well known and they have the advantage of 

little or no gear conflict, unlike some of the potential tilefishing areas which are used for other 

fisheries. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
2
 This represented a 2% and 5% of their combined total landings during the first and second half of 2013, 

respectively. 
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Other Issues 
 

-Sometimes, a vessel may underharvest its quota allocation due to fear of overharvesting. The 

AP would like to see carry-over of unused portions (with a small proportion of the cap) to the 

next fishing year such as it is done in the scallop fishery. It was also stated that having a carry-

over of unused quota may benefit vessels that may not be able to land their entire allocation in 

one fishing years due to vessel repairs and maintenance. 

 

-Reliance on fishery-dependent data to manage the fishery may be a drawback. Assessment is 

data poor. No survey information on size distribution. 

 

-The industry discussed potential issues with the golden tilefish species code for the unclassified 

market category. In general terms, harvested tilefish are sorted by size for marketing purposes as 

some customer prefer a specific size over others, in addition, there is a price differential for 

different market size categories. The current market size categories used by the NEFSC for 

golden tilefish are:  extra-large, large, medium, small, kitten, small-kitten, unclassified, and 

fillet-unclassified. Industry is concerned with moving forward/using a base age stock assessment 

due to dealer reporting issues by market category. It is important to ensure that market category 

distributions accurately reflect the landings as small, kitten, and medium market category 

distributions can shift from one year to the next due to the growth of a strong year class. 

 

Industry members from New York have indicated that they market tilefish under a 

large/medium
3
 fish category (5-7 lb) as a marketing tool thru the dealers in Fulton. Since the 

NEFSC did not contain a market category for fish sold as large/medium, the dealers in New 

York report these fish as unclassified. The unclassified market category is typically used for mix 

fish that may be truly unclassified fish, for example, it may be fish that was pulled from the other 

catch due to quality problems or very small amounts of mix size fish incidentally landed that 

may not require sorting by size. Industry members have stated that in RI all tilefish landed are 

caught incidentally by the trawl fleet and sold as unclassified fish (most of these fish are smaller 

in the 1.69 to1.84 lb range). On the other hand, a large quantity of the tilefish caught in NY and 

sold thru the Fulton market as unclassified are larger in size (5-7 lb range). As such, when 

looking at the size distribution of commercial landings, the medium size and large size fish are 

not well captured as some are reported as unclassified. The large/medium market category was 

historically a relatively small proportion of the catch. Council and NEFSC staff are working to 

address this issue by adding a market category that would capture tilefish sold as large/medium 

to improve the accuracy in characterizing the size distribution of the removals and tracking of 

year classes. 

 

-Constant harvest strategy seems to be working and rebuilding the fishery. Industry would like to 

see status quo landings in the near future given healthy trends in the catch. 

 

                                                           
3
 Extra-large fish are >25lb; large = 7-24 lb; medium = 3.5-5 lb; small and kittens = 2-3.5 lb; and extra small and 

tiny are <2 lb. Market category names small and extra small are used in Ney Jersey while kittens and tiny are used in 

New York. The NEFSC aggregates both small and kittens when looking at the size distribution of commercial 

landings. 
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-One headboat captain indicated that he has seen about 6 headboats
4
 fish for tilefish in mid-

Atlantic canyons
5
. Two of the boats (out of Ocean City) conduct direct tilefish fishing trips. 

While the other four boats may catch tilefish while targeting tuna or swordfish (i.e., when the 

tuna limit has been reached, on the way out or on the way in from a tuna/swordfish fishing trip, 

or at any time when tuna/swordfish fishing is slow). During the winter period there are no tilefish 

party/charter boat trips as dogfish are just too abundant. 

 

-One headboat captain fishing out of Rudee Inlet indicated that while they do not run tilefish 

fishing trips they catch them sometimes (they target blueline tilefish and groupers). However, 

they have noticed that they are not seeing as many large golden tilefish (>25 lb) as they used to. 

He also indicated that they are not seeing as many large blueline tilefish as before either. This 

could be an issue with fishing pressure he stated. The group discussed the fact that fish in the 

southern canyons (Norfolk, Washington) tent to aggregate in "smaller spots" of about 2 or 3 

football fields in size and fishing pressure can be too much and need to wait several months 

before you go back there to fish again. The group discussed how this contrasts with the wide 

open areas where the commercial fishery operates in in the northern part of the range (e.g., 

statistical area 537 - Atlantis and Block Canyons; statistical area 616) where tilefish are found in 

wide open areas in contrast to "smaller spots" where some recreational fishing occurs in the 

south. Commercial fisherman indicated that the Montauk fleet has seen an increase in the amount 

of blueline tilefish caught (ranging from 600 to 1500 lb per trip) and that the recent decrease in 

the amount of large blueline tilefish found in the south (i.e., Rudee Inlet) may be due to warmer 

water temperature and changing migratory patterns. Blueline tilefish harvested by the Montauk 

fleet are shipped to the Fulton market. 

 

-There has been an inflection in the landings patter of incidental tilefish landings from late 

March to early April 2014 according to the NERO "Incidental Tilefish Quota Monitoring 

Report
6
." Advisors are concerned about directed trip in the incidental category by non-trawl 

vessels. 

                                                           
4
 According to the AP member, one boat is from Montauk, 2 from New Jersey, and 2 from Maryland. He could not 

remember where the remaining boat was from. 
5
 Note: It is not likely that all six boats would fish in the canyons on the same day. And when scheduling trips, these 

boats would schedule at most one trip per week. 
6
 Source: NERO. As of week ending January 25, 2014. Data reported January 29, 2014. 
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Management System 

 

The Fishery Management Plan (FMP) which initiated the management for this species became 

effective November 1, 2001 (66 FR 49136; September 26, 2001) and included management and 

administrative measures to ensure effective management of the tilefish resource. The FMP 

established a stock rebuilding strategy and total allowable landings (TAL) as the primary control 

on fishing mortality. This constant harvest strategy (905 mt) was expected to eliminate 

overfishing and rebuild the tilefish stock in the ten year rebuilding time frame. The FMP also 

implemented a limited entry program and a tiered commercial quota allocation of the overall 

TAL. Amendment 1 to the Golden Tilefish FMP created an IFQ (Individual Fishing Quota) 

program that took effect on November 1, 2009 (74 FR 42580; September 24, 2009). 

 

Basic Biology 

 

The information presented in this section can also be found in the Tilefish FMP (MAFMC, 2001; 

http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/history/tilefish.htm). Golden tilefish (Lopholatilus 

chamaeleonticeps) are found along the outer continental shelf and slope from Nova Scotia, 

Canada to Surinam on the northern coast of South America (Dooley 1978 and Markle et al. 

1980) in depths of 250 to 1500 feet. In the southern New England/mid-Atlantic area, tilefish 

generally occur at depths of 250 to 1200 feet and at temperatures from 48°F to 62°F or 8.9°C to 

16.7°C (Nelson and Carpenter 1968; Low et al. 1983; Grimes et al. 1986). 

 

Katz et al. (1983) studied stock structure of tilefish from off the Yucatan Peninsula in Mexico to 

the southern New England region using both biochemical and morphological information. They 

identified two stocks -- one in the mid-Atlantic/southern New England and the other in the Gulf 

of Mexico and the south of Cape Hatteras.  

 

Tilefish are shelter seeking and perhaps habitat limited. There are indications that at least some 

of the population is relatively nonmigratory (Turner 1986). Warme et al. (1977) first reported 

that tilefish occupied excavations in submarine canyon walls along with a variety of other fishes 

and invertebrates, and they referred to these areas as "pueblo villages." Valentine et al. (1980) 

described tilefish use of scour depressions around boulders for shelter. Able et al. (1982) 

observed tilefish use of vertical burrows in Pleistocene clay substrates in the Hudson Canyon 

                                                           
1
 This document was prepared by the MAFMC staff. Data employed in the preparation of this document are from 

unpublished National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Dealer, Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs), Permit, and Marine 

Recreational Statistics (MRFSS/MRIP) databases as of January 2013, unless otherwise noted. 

http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/history/tilefish.htm
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area, and Grimes et al. (1986) found vertical burrows to be the predominant type of shelter used 

by tilefish in the mid-Atlantic/southern New England region. Able et al. (1982) suggested that 

sediment type might control the distribution and abundance of the species, and the longline 

fishery for tilefish in the Hudson Canyon area is primarily restricted to areas with Pleistocene 

clay substrate (Turner 1986). 

 

Males achieved larger sizes than females, but they apparently did not live as long (Turner 1986). 

The largest male was 44.1 inches at 20 years old, and the largest female was 39 years at 40.2 

inches FL. The oldest fish was a 46 year old female of 33.5 inches, while the oldest male was 

41.3 inches and 29 years. On average, tilefish (sexes combined) grow about 3.5 to 4 inches fork 

length (FL) per year for the first four years, and thereafter growth slows, especially for females. 

After age 3, mean last back-calculated lengths of males were larger than those of females. At age 

4 males and females averaged 19.3 and 18.9 inches FL, respectively, and by the tenth year males 

averaged 32.3 while females averaged 26.4 inches FL (Turner 1986). The largest male was 44.1 

inches at 20 years old, and the largest female was 39 years at 40.2 inches FL. The oldest fish was 

a 46 year old female of 33.5 inches, while the oldest male was 41.3 inches and 29 years (Turner 

1986). 

 

The size of sexual maturity of tilefish collected off New Jersey in 1971-73 was 24-26 inches TL 

in females and 26-28 inches TL in males (Morse 1981). Idelberger (1985) reported that 50% of 

females were mature at about 20 inches FL, a finding consistent with studies of the South 

Atlantic stock, where some males delayed participating in spawning for 2-3 years when they 

were 4-6 inches larger (Erickson and Grossman 1986). Grimes et al. (1988) reported that in the 

late 1970s and early 1980s, both sexes were sexually mature at about 19-26 inches FL and 5-7 

years of age; the mean size at 50% maturity varied with the method used and between sexes. 

Grimes et al. (1986) estimated that 50% of the females were mature at about 19 inches FL using 

a visual method and about 23 inches FL using a histological method. For males, the visual 

method estimated 50% maturity at 24 inches FL while the histological method estimated 50% 

maturity at 21 inches FL. The visual method is consistent with NEFSC estimates for other 

species (O'Brien et al. 1993). Grimes et al. (1988) reported that the mean size and age of 

maturity in males (but not females) was reduced after 4-5 years of heavy fishing effort. Vidal 

(2009) conducted an aging study to evaluate changes in growth curves since 1982, the last time 

the reproductive biology was evaluated by Grimes et al (1988). Histological results from Vidal's 

study indicate that size at 50% maturity was 18 inches for females and 19 inches for males. Vidal 

(in 48
th

 SAW Assessment Report - NEFSC 2009a) summarizes the following: 

 

"These results show a significant decrease in size and age at maturation since the 

last evaluation of this stock in the early 1980’s (Grimes et al. 1986). An 

environment in which survival rates are low for potentially reproducing individuals, 

often favors selection of individuals that are able to reproduce at smaller sizes and 

younger ages (Hutchings 1993; Reznick et al. 1990). In a hook fishery, it is assumed 

that the smallest fish in the population are less vulnerable to the gear depending on 

the hook size. In this fishery, hook size has been intentionally increased to avoid 

catch of the smallest fish in the population. The fact that such dramatic changes 

have manifested in this stock may suggest a density-dependent effect of decreased 
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population size. It is uncertain at this point in time, whether these changes are 

consequences of phenotypic plasticity or selection towards genotypes with lower 

size and age at maturation." 

 

Nothing is known about the diets and feeding habits of tilefish larvae, but they probably prey on 

zooplankton. The examination of stomach and intestinal contents by various investigators reveal 

that tilefish feed on a great variety of food items (Collins 1884, Linton 1901a and 1901b, and 

Bigelow and Schroeder 1953). Among those items identified by Linton (1901a and 1901b) were 

several species of crabs, mollusks, annelid worms, polychaetes, sea cucumbers, anemones, 

unicates and fish bones. Bigelow and Schroeder (1953) identified shrimp, sea urchins and several 

species of fishes in tilefish stomachs. Freeman and Turner (1977) reported examining nearly 150 

tilefish ranging in length from 11.5 to 41.5 inches. Crustaceans were the principal food items of 

tilefish with the squat lobster (Munida) and spider crabs (Euprognatha) were by far the most 

important crustaceans. The authors report that crustaceans were the most important food item 

regardless of the size of tilefish, but that small tilefish fed more on mollusks and echinoderms 

than larger tilefish. Tilefish burrows provide habitat for numerous other species of fish and 

invertebrates (Able et al. 1982 and Grimes et al. 1986) and in this respect they are similar to 

"pueblo villages" (Warme et al. 1977). 

 

Able et al. (1982) and Grimes et al. (1986) concluded that a primary function of tilefish burrows 

was predator avoidance. The NEFSC database only notes goosefish as a predator. While tilefish 

are sometimes preyed upon by spiny dogfish and conger eels, by far the most important predator 

of tilefish is other tilefish (Freeman and Turner 1977). It is also probable that large bottom-

dwelling sharks of the genus Carcharhinus, especially the dusky and sandbar, prey upon free 

swimming tilefish. 

 

Status of the Stock 
 

A surplus production model (ASPIC) was used in the 2009 Golden tilefish stock assessment (48
th

 

SAW). The ASPIC surplus production model has been the basis of the stock assessment for the 

last three assessments. The assessment summary report and the entire assessment report can be 

found at http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/crd/crd0910/crd0910.pdf and 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/crd/crd0915/, respectively. 

 

The Golden tilefish stock is not overfished and overfishing is not occurring (Figures 1 and 2). 

The 2009 SARC 48 updated reference points derived from the SARC 48 are: BMSY = 11,400 mt, 

FMSY = 0.16 and MSY = 1,868 mt. The updated biomass reference points (BMSY and K) increased 

by 21% from the 2005 SAW 41 estimates, updated FMSY decreased by 24%, and updated MSY 

decreased by 6%. The current 2009 assessment provides a more optimistic evaluation of stock 

status in 2004 than did the 2005 SAW 41 assessment. Furthermore, based on the 2009 

assessment model results and updated reference points, fishing mortality (F) in 2008 is estimated 

to be 0.06, 38% of FMSY and stock biomass (B) in 2008 is estimated to be 11,910 mt, 4% above 

BMSY. A benchmark stock assessment for Golden tilefish is currently being conducted by the 

NEFSC (SAW/SARC 58). Peer review for this benchmark assessment will take place the last 

week of January 2014 and a final report should be published shortly thereafter. The reference 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/crd/crd0910/crd0910.pdf
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/publications/crd/crd0915/
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points and status determination for tilefish may be revised based on the results of this latest stock 

assessment. 

 

The SARC 48 review panel accepted the ASPIC model but concluded that the biomass estimates 

for recent years are over-optimistic because "trends in commercial VTR CPUE declined recently 

in a manner consistent with the passage of the strong 1999 cohort through the population (an 

interpretation further supported by the length frequency data). The current assessment model 

(ASPIC) does not account for those factors. Much of the confidence interval around the 2008 

biomass estimate falls below the updated BMSY listed above. Based on these considerations there 

is no convincing evidence that the stock has rebuilt to levels above BTARGET." Furthermore, the 

48
th

 SAW Assessment Summary Report states that: "The SARC48 Review Panel concluded that 

the tilefish projections are useful for displaying the extent of uncertainty in future stock size, but 

not for predicting future stock size. They noted that the projections were highly variable 

depending on both the assumed future trend in commercial CPUE and to small changes in the 

magnitude of the assumed CPUE values. They also concluded that for the most recent years 

(e.g., 2008) the biomass estimates from the ASPIC model are likely overestimates and that the 

estimates are more uncertain than the model suggests." (NEFSC 2009b). (SARC reports are 

available at http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/saw/reports.html under the heading “SARC 48 Panelist 

Reports”)."  

 
Figure 1. Estimates of tilefish stock biomass (1973-2009) and fishing mortality rate (1973-

2008) derived from the ASPIC model. The two horizontal dashed lines represent the 

Biological Reference Points for the overfishing threshold (FMSY, lower red line) and 

biomass target (BMSY, upper blue line). Source: 48
th

 SAW Assessment Summary Report, 

NEFSC. 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/saw/reports.html
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Figure 2. Estimates of tilefish B/BMSY ratios (1973-2009) and F/FMSY ratios (1973-2008). 

Estimates are from the ‘base’ ASPIC run which fixed the B1/K ratio at 0.5 and used three 

CPUE series (Turner, Weighout, and VTR) for tilefish. Source: 48
th

 SAW Assessment 

Summary Report, NEFSC. 

 

Updated Effort Information Through 2012 

 

The NEFSC provided updated effort information in a document titled "Golden Tilefish data 

update through 2012, Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps, in the Middle Atlantic-Southern New 

England Region. In summary, that document indicated that: 

 

 Catch per unit effort (CPUE) has increased since the last stock assessment (SAW/SARC 

48). The increase in CPUE appears to be due to the presence of one or more strong year 

classes (2005-2006). 

 There is evidence that there is a broader size distribution of the fish being caught.  

 

Fishery Performance 
 

For the 1970 to 2013 calendar years, golden tilefish landings have ranged from 128 thousand 

pounds (1970) to 8.7 million pounds (1979). Since 2001, golden tilefish landings have ranged 

from 1.5 (2005) to 2.5 (2004) million pounds (Figure 3).  

 

The principal measure used to manage golden tilefish is monitoring via dealer weighout data that 

is submitted weekly. Commercial vessels fishing under a tilefish IFQ Allocation Permit must 

submit a tilefish catch report by using the interactive voice response (IVR) phone line system 

within 48 hours after returning to port and offloading. 
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The directed fishery is managed via an IFQ program. If a permanent IFQ allocation is exceeded, 

including any overage that results from tilefish landed by a lessee in excess of the lease amount, 

the permanent allocation will be reduced by the amount of the overage in the subsequent fishing 

year. If a permanent IFQ allocation overage is not deducted from the appropriate allocation 

before the IFQ allocation permit is issued for the subsequent fishing year, a revised IFQ 

allocation permit reflecting the deduction of the overage will be issued. If the allocation cannot 

be reduced in the subsequent fishing year because the full allocation had already been landed or 

transferred, the IFQ allocation permit would indicate a reduced allocation for the amount of the 

overage in the next fishing year.  

 

A vessel that holds a Commercial/Incidental Permit can possess up to 500 lb live weight (455 lb 

gutted) at one time without an IFQ Allocation Permit. If the incidental harvest exceeds 5 percent 

of the TAL for a given fishing year, the incidental trip limit of 500 lb may be reduced in the 

following fishing year. 

 

Table 1 summarizes the tilefish management measures for the 2002-2014 fishing years (FY). 

With the exception of FY 2003, 2004, and 2010 commercial tilefish landings have been below 

the commercial quota specified each year since the Tilefish FMP was first implemented. As a 

result of the decision of the Hadaja v. Evans lawsuit, the permitting and reporting requirements 

for the FMP were postponed for close to a year (May 15, 2003 through May 31, 2004). During 

that time period, it was not mandatory for permitted tilefish vessels to report their landings. In 

addition, during that time period, vessels that were not part of the tilefish limited entry program 

also landed tilefish. 

 

Figure 3. Commercial U.S. Golden Tilefish Landings (Pounds) from Maine-Virginia, 1970-2013. 
Source: 1970-1993 Tilefish FMP. 1994-2013 NMFS unpublished dealer data. 
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Table 1. Summary of management measures and landings for FY
a
 2002 through 2014.  

Management measures 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

ABC (m lb) NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2.013 2.013 

TAL (m lb)  1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 

Com. quota-initial 
(m lb)  

1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 

Com. quota-adjusted  

(m lb)  
1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 1.995 

Com. landings  1.935 2.318b 2.647b 1.497 1.897 1.777 1.672 1.887 1.997 1.946 1.873 1.817 - 

Com. overage/underage  

(m lb) 
-0.060 +0.323 +0.652 -0.498 -0.098 -0.218 -0.323 -0.108 +0.002 -0.049 -0.122- -0.178 - 

Incidental trip limit (lb) 300 300 300 133 300 300 300 300 300 300 500 500 500 

Rec. possession limit - - - - - - - - 8c 8c 8c 8c 8c 

a
 FY 2002 (November 1, 2001 - October 31, 2002). 

b
 Lawsuit period (see text above). 

c
 Eight fish per person per trip. 

 

Tilefish are primarily caught by longline and bottom otter trawl. Based on dealer data from 2007 

through 2013, the bulk of the tilefish landings are taken by longline gear (98%) followed by 

bottom trawl gear (2%). No other gear had any significant commercial landings. Minimal catches 

were also recorded for hand line, dredge (other), gillnets, and lobster pot/traps (Table 2). 

 

Table 2. Tilefish commercial landings ('000 lb live weight) by gear, Maine through 

Virginia, 2009-2013 combined. 

Gear 

 

Pounds 

 

Percent 

 

Otter Trawl Bottom, Fish 143 1.5 

Otter Trawl Bottom, Scallop 1 * 

Otter Trawl Bottom, Other 4 * 

Otter Trawl, Midwater 3 * 

Gillnet, Anchored/Sink/Other 8 * 

Pots and Traps, Lobster, Inshore/Offshore Combined * * 

Pots and Traps, Fish/Other Combined * * 

Lines Hand 19 * 

Lines Long Set with Hooks 9,272 97.7 

Dredge, Other 3 * 

Unknown, Other Combined Gears 37 * 

 

All Gear 9,490 100 

Note:  * = less than 1,000 pounds or less than 1 percent. 
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Over 56 percent of the landings for 2013 were caught in statistical area 537, which includes 

Atlantis and Block Canyons; statistical area 616 had 36 percent of the landings, which includes 

Hudson Canyon; and statistical area 626 had 5 percent of the landings (Table 3). Less than 1 

percent of the total landings were caught in statistical areas 525 (includes Oceanographer, 

Lydonia, and Gilbert Canyons) and 526 (includes Hydrographer and Veatch Canyons). NMFS 

statistical areas are shown in Figure 4. 

 

Table 3. Tilefish percent landings by statistical area and year, 1996-2013. 

Year 

 

Unk 

 

525 

 

526 

 

536 

 

537 

 

539 

 

612 

 

613 

 

616 

 

622 

 

626 

 

Other 

 

1996 19.88 0.07 5.18 - 44.02 0.38 * 1.07 27.99 0.01 - 1.39 

1997 23.30 0.03 0.67 - 56.21 0.02 * 2.59 16.40 0.01 * 0.76 

1998 16.22 1.25 2.15 - 65.86 0.04 - 5.45 8.53 * * 0.50 

1999 2.57 0.97 0.22 - 55.07 0.01 0.11 3.68 36.79 0.02  0.02 0.54 

2000 * 0.36 3.79 - 46.10 0.01 0.05 2.37 43.93 0.47 0.14 2.78 

2001 - 0.23 3.09 - 23.92 * 0.01 3.16 68.96 * 0.10 0.52 

2002 - 0.12 8.73 - 35.86 0.07 0.01 15.39 39.64 0.02 0.02 0.14 

2003 - 0.88 1.79 - 38.48 0.10 - 11.85 46.51 0.05  0.05 0.28 

2004 - 1.03 2.59 - 61.67 0.06 5.28 0.70 25.92 0.03 0.06 2.66 

2005 - 0.12 0.25 - 62.99 0.02 0.03 6.11 25.68 0.03 0.20 4.56 

2006 - * 1.54 1.96 61.70 0.50 1.24 0.71 30.09 0.04 0.05 2.16 

2007 - 0.02 0.42 4.80 55.15 0.01 - 5.53 31.56 0.85 0.43 1.23 

2008 - 1.09 0.06 8.17 39.57 0.01 - 4.62 43.26 2.05 0.02 1.15 

2009 - 2.17 0.01 4.18 42.62 1.30 0.04 4.37 41.72 1.34 1.16 1.10 

2010 - 0.01 0.01 - 57.14 0.55 0.02 7.28 33.95 0.69 0.04 0.31 

2011 - 0.02 * - 53.06 0.01 - 3.12 39.88 0.31 0.06 3.44 

2012 - 0.01 0.01 - 52.54 0.03 * 0.58 43.92 0.20 0.10 2.62 

2013 - * 0.63 - 56.22 1.09 0.03 0.09 35.83 1.25 4.72 0.14 

All 4.85 0.47 1.73 0.87 51.65 0.23 0.54 4.21 33.31 0.35 0.37 1.42 

Note:  - = no landings; *  = less than 0.01 percent. 
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Figure 4. NMFS Statistical Areas. 
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Commercial tilefish ex-vessel revenues have ranged from $2.5 to $5.5 million for the 1999 

through 2013 period.  The mean price for tilefish (adjusted) has ranged from $1.03/lb in 2004 to 

$3.27/lb in 2013 (Figure 5). 

 

Figure 5. Landings, ex-vessel value, and price for tilefish, Maine through Virginia combined, 1999-

2013. Note:  Prices were adjusted to 2013 values using the Bureau of Labor Statistics Producer Price 

Index. 

 

The 2009 through 2013 coastwide average ex-vessel price per pound for all market 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. Price differentials for the 

2009 through 2013 period combined indicate that the ex-vessel price per pound for extra large 

tilefish was 72 percent and 81 percent greater than for small-kittens and small size categories, 

respectively. Price differentials for the same time period indicate that large tilefish was 93 

percent and 103 percent greater than for small-kittens and small size categories, respectively. 

This price differential indicates that larger fish tend to bring higher prices (Table 4). 

Nevertheless, even though there is a price differential for various sizes of tilefish landed, tilefish 

fishermen land all fish caught as the survival rate of discarded fish is very low (L. Nolan 2006; 

Kitts et al. 2007). 
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Table 4. Landings, ex-vessel value, and price of tilefish by size category, from Maine 

thought Virginia, 2009 through 2013. 

Size 

Category 

Landed Weight 

('000 lb) 

Value 

($1,000) 

Price 

($/lb) 

Extra large 188,914 624,911 3.31 

Large 2,375,270 8,802,967 3.71 

Medium 2,990,944 8,554,064 2.86 

Small 229,507 419,970 1.83 

Kittens 1,744,892 3,855,677 2.21 

Small-Kittens 168,219 323,821 1.92 

Unclassified 1,016,436 3,347,014 3.29 

All 8,714,182 25,928,424 2.98 

 

The ports and communities that are dependent on tilefish are fully described in Amendment 1 to 

the FMP (section 6.5; MAFMC 2009; found at 

http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/pdf/Tilefish_Amend_1_Vol_1.pdf). Additional information on 

"Community Profiles for the Northeast US Fisheries" can be found at 

http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/community_profiles/. 

 

To examine recent landings patterns among ports, 2012-2013 NMFS dealer data are used. The 

top commercial landings ports for tilefish are shown in Table 5. A “top port” is defined as any 

port that landed at least 10,000 lb of golden tilefish. Ports that received 1% or greater of their 

total revenue from tilefish are shown in Table 6.  

 

Table 5. 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). 

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 

(1) 

250,941 

(C) 

4 

(1) 

POINT JUDITH, RI 
7,789 

(0) 

48 

(0) 

13,868 

(0) 

53 

(0) 

Note: C = Confidential. 

 

 

http://www.mafmc.org/fmp/pdf/Tilefish_Amend_1_Vol_1.pdf
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/community_profiles/
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Table 6. Ports that generated 1% or greater of total revenues from golden tilefish, 2009-

2013. 

Port State 

BARNEGAT NEW JERSEY 

OTHER MONMOUTH NEW JERSEY 

BARNEGAT LIGHT /LONG BEACH NEW JERSEY 

MONTAUK NEW YORK 

HAMPTON BAYS NEW YORK 

MATTICUT NEW YORK 

SHINNECOCK NEW YORK 

 

In 2013 there were 61 Federally permitted dealers who bought golden tilefish from 143 vessels 

that landed this species from Maine through Virginia. In addition, 74 dealers bought tilefish from 

140 vessels in 2012. These dealers bought approximately $5.5 of tilefish in both 2012 and 2013, 

and are distributed by state as indicated in Table 7. Table 8 shows relative dealer dependence on 

tilefish. 

 

Table 7. Dealers reporting buying golden tilefish, by state in 2012 - 2013.  

 

# 

of 

Dealers 

 

MA RI CT NY NJ MD VA Other 

'12 '13 '12 '13 '12 '13 '12 '13 '12 '13 '12 '13 '12 '13 '12 '13 

11 9 11 9 8 7 20 17 12 10 5 2 6 7 1 0 

Note: C = Confidential. 

 

Table 8. 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%+ 

 

According to VTR data, very little (< 0.2%) discarding was reported by longline vessels that 

targeted tilefish for the 2004 through 2013 period (Table 9). In addition, the 2009 stock 

assessment indicates that recent observer directed tilefish longline trips also suggest that discards 

of tilefish is minimal. Observer trawl data for the 1989 through 2008 period indicates that discard 
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to kept ratios for trawl trips that either kept or discarded tilefish in the observer data varied from 

0 in 1993 to 1.4 in 2001 (NEFSC 2009a). 
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Table 9. Catch disposition for directed tilefish trips
a
, Maine through Virginia, 2004-2013 combined. 

Common Name 

 

Kept 

 lb 

 

% 

species 

 

% 

 total 

 

Discarded 

lb 

 

% 

species 

 

% 

 total 

 

Total 

 lb 

 

Disc: 

Kept 

Ratio 

 

GOLDEN TILEFISH 16,363,998 100.00% 99.48% 0 0.00% 0.00% 16,363,998 0.00 

SPINY DOGFISH 44,100 70.45% 0.27% 18,500 29.55% 58.85% 62,600 0.42 

BLUELINE TILEFISH 9,626 100.00% 0.06% 0 0.00% 0.00% 9,626 0.00 

CONGER EEL 8,051 94.15% 0.05% 500 5.85% 1.59% 8,551 0.06 

BLACK BELLIED 

ROSEFISH 

3,477 100.00% 0.02% 0 0.00% 0.00% 3,477 0.00 

SKATES 3,201 67.66% 0.02% 1,530 32.34% 4.87% 4,731 0.48 

SNOWY GROUPER 3,100 100.00% 0.02% 0 0.00% 0.00% 3,100 0.00 

TILEFISH OTHER 2,692 100.00% 0.02% 0 0.00% 0.00% 2,692 0.00 

DOGFISH SMOOTH 2,294 78.72% 0.01% 620 21.28% 1.97% 2,914 0.27 

ELL OTHER 1,485 100.00% 0.01% 0 0.00% 0.00% 1,485 0.00 

BLUEFISH 998 24.53% 0.01% 3,070 75.47% 9.77% 4,068 3.08 

WRECKFISH 984 100.00% 0.01% 0 0.00% 0.00% 984 0.00 

MONKFISH 868 100.00% 0.01% 0 0.00% 0.00% 868 0.00 

YELLOWFIN TUNA 770 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 770 0.00 

BLACK SEA BASS 497 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 497 0.00 

MAKO SHORTFIN SHARK 465 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 465 0.00 

AMERICAN EEL 460 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 460 0.00 

BLUEFIN TUNA 440 91.67% 0.00% 40 8.33% 0.13% 480 0.09 

RED HAKE 412 94.28% 0.00% 25 5.72% 0.08% 437 0.06 

SILVER HAKE (WHITING) 296 96.42% 0.00% 11 3.58% 0.03% 307 0.04 

OTHER FISH 218 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 218 0.00 

MAKO SHARK OTHER  194 88.58% 0.00% 25 11.42% 0.08% 219 0.13 

ALBACORE TUNA 183 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 183 0.00 

MIX RED & WHITE HAKE 130 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 130 0.00 

DOLPHIN FISH 119 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 119 0.00 

COD 100 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 100 0.00 

CUSK 97 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 97 0.00 

PORBEAGLE SHARK 95 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 95 0.00 

REDFISH 72 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 72 0.00 

SUMMER FLOUNDER 72 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 72 0.00 

WHITE HAKE 71 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 71 0.00 
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Table 9 (continued). Catch disposition for directed tilefish trips
a
, Maine through Virginia, 

2004-2013 combined. 

a 
Directed trips for tilefish were defined as trips comprising 75 percent or more by weight of tilefish landed. 

Number of trips = 1,155. 

 

Recreational Fishery 
 

A small recreational fishery briefly occurred during the mid 1970's, with less than 100,000 

pounds annually (MAFMC 2000). Subsequent recreational catches have been low for the 1982 - 

2013 period, ranging from zero for most years to approximately 30,000 fish in 2010 according to 

NMFS recreational statistics (Table 10). 

 

VTR data indicates that the number of tilefish caught by party/charter vessels from Maine 

through Virginia is low, ranging from 81 fish in 1996 to 6,535 fish in 2013 (Table 11). Mean 

party/charter effort ranged from less than one fish per angler in 1999 throughout 2002 and 2005 

to approximately eight fish per angler in 1998, averaging 2.0 fish for the entire time series. 

 

According to VTR data, for the 1996 through 2013 period, the largest amount of tilefish caught 

by party/charter vessels were made by New Jersey vessels (16,592), followed by New York 

(7,772), Massachusetts (496), Virginia (454), Delaware (304), Maryland (242), and Rhode Island 

(182). Party/charter boats from New Jersey have shown a significant uptrend in the number of 

Common Name 

 

Kept 

 lb 

 

% 

species 

 

% 

 total 

 

Discarded 

lb 

 

% 

species 

 

% 

 total 

 

Total 

 lb 

 

Disc: 

Kept 

Ratio 

 

BLACK WHITING 24 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 24 0.00 

POLLOCK 22 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 22 0.00 

LOLIGO SQUID 20 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 20 0.00 

AMBER JACK 18 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 18 0.00 

BUTTERFISH 15 100.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 15 0.00 

SKATE BARDOOR 0 0.00% 0.00% 2,599 100.00% 8.27% 2,599 -- 

DOGFISH CHAIN 0 0.00% 0.00% 1,001 100.00% 3.18% 1,001 -- 

TIGER SHARK 0 0.00% 0.00% 1,000 100.00% 3.18% 1,000 -- 

JONAH CRAB 0 0.00% 0.00% 785 100.00% 2.50% 785 -- 

BLUE SHARK 0 0.00% 0.00% 645 100.00% 2.05% 645 -- 

LOBSTER 0 0.00% 0.00% 614 100.00% 1.95% 614 -- 

SKATE ROSETTE 0 0.00% 0.00% 310 100.00% 0.99% 310 -- 

HAMMERHEAD SHARK 0 0.00% 0.00% 100 100.00% 0.32% 100 -- 

SHARK OTHER 0 0.00% 0.00% 60 100.00% 0.19% 60 -- 

ALL SPECIES 16,449,664 99.81% 100.00% 31,435 0.19% 100.00% 16,481,099 0.00 
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tilefish caught during the time series while the boats from Rhode Island have shown a significant 

downward trend in the number of fish caught (Table 12). 

 

The number of tilefish discarded by recreational anglers is low. According to VTR data, on 

average, approximately two fish per year were discarded by party/charter recreational anglers for 

the 1996 through 2013 period. The quantity of tilefish discarded by party/charter recreational 

anglers ranged from zero in most years to 13 in 2010. 

 

Recreational anglers typically fish for tilefish when tuna fishing especially during the summer 

months (Freeman, pers. comm. 2006). However, some for hire vessels from New Jersey and 

New York are tilefish fishing in the winter months (Caputi pers. comm. 2006). In addition, 

recreational boats in Virginia are also reported to be fishing for tilefish (Pride pers. comm. 2006). 

However, it is not known with certainty how many boats may be targeting tilefish. 

 

Anglers are highly unlikely to catch tilefish while targeting tuna on tuna fishing trips. However, 

these boats may fish for tilefish at any time during a tuna trip (i.e., when the tuna limit has been 

reached, on the way out or on the way in from a tuna fishing trip, or at any time when tuna 

fishing is slow). While fishing for tuna recreational anglers may trawl using rod and reel 

(including downriggers), handline, and bandit gear. Rod and reel is the typical gear used in the 

recreational tilefish fishery. Because tilefish are found in relatively deep waters, electric reels 

may be used to facilitate landing (Freeman and Turner 1977). 
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Table 10. Recreational tilefish data from the NMFS recreational statistics databases, 1982-

2013. 

Year 
no. of fish 

measured 

Landed no. 

A and B1 
Released no. B2 

private 
party/charter private 

1982 0 0 984 0 

1983 0 0 0 0 

1984 0 0 0 0 

1985 0 0 0 0 

1986 0 0 0 0 

1987 0 0 0 0 

1988 0 0 0 0 

1989 0 0 0 0 

1990 0 0 0 0 

1991 0 0 0 0 

1992 0 0 0 0 

1993 0 0 0 0 

1994 0 608 0 0 

1995 0 0 0 0 

1996 0 6,842 0 0 

1997 0 0 0 0 

1998 0 0 0 0 

1999 0 0 0 0 

2000 0 0 0 0 

2001 0 148 0 0 

2002 0 0 20,068 1,338 

2003 18 721 0 0 

2004 3 62 0 0 

2005 0 0 0 0 

2006 0 541 0 0 

2007 2 1,329 0 0 

2008 0 0 0 0 

2009 0 177 0 0 

2010 3 2,812 27,514 0 

2011 0 0 0 0 

2012 0 0 0 0 

2013 0 0 0 0 

Source:  Paul Nitschke (NEFSC). 
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Table 11. Number of tilefish kept by party/charter anglers and mean effort from Maine 

through Virginia, 1996 through 2013. 

Year 

Number of 

tilefish kept 

Mean 

effort 

1996 81 1.4 

1997 400 7.5 

1998 243 8.1 

1999 91 0.4 

2000 147 0.5 

2001 172 0.7 

2002 774 0.9 

2003 991 1.6 

2004 737 1.2 

2005 498 0.9 

2006 477 1.2 

2007 1,077 1.2 

2008 1,110 1.3 

2009 1,451 1.3 

2010 1,866 2.0 

2011 2,938 3.4 

2012 6,424 2.8 

2013 6,535 3.2 

All 26,012 2.0 
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Table 12. Number of tilefish caught by party/charter vessels by state, 1996 through 2013. 

Year 

 

ME 

 

NH 

 

MA 

 

RI 

 

CT 

 

NY 

 

NJ 

 

DE 

 

MD 

 

VA 

 

All 

 

1996 0 0 0 0 0 81 0 0 0 0 81 

1997 0 0 0 0 0 400 0 0 0 0 400 

1998 0 0 0 102 0 141 0 0 0 0 243 

1999 0 0 0 1 0 88 0 0 2 0 91 

2000 0 0 0 0 0 108 39 0 0 0 147 

2001 0 0 0 0 0 122 51 0 0 0 173 

2002 0 0 0 0 0 401 373 0 0 0 774 

2003 0 0 0 3 0 86 902 0 0 0 991 

2004 0 0 0 0 0 12 628 0 0 104 744 

2005 0 0 0 72 0 82 318 14 0 16 502 

2006 0 0 0 0 0 265 65 2 133 12 477 

2007 0 0 0 0 0 447 459 88 5 80 1,079 

2008 0 0 0 3 0 488 545 22 32 10 1,100 

2009 0 0 0 0 0 720 675 18 7 31 1,451 

2010 0 0 0 0 0 595 1,194 19 23 48 1,879 

2011 0 0 496 0 0 720 1,654 60 5 14 2,949 

2012 0 0 0 1 0 1,116 5,146 42 23 98 6,426 

2013 0 0 0 0 0 1,900 4,543 39 12 41 6,535 

All 0 0 496 182 0 7,772 16,592 304 242 454 26,042 
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