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1.0 Introduction 

In July 2016, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued a Fisheries Allocation Policy Directive 

(later revised in February 2017) and two associated procedural directives which provide additional 

implementation details. These directives provide policy guidance to the Regional Fishery Management 

Councils on reviewing fisheries allocations. The policy directs each Council, within three years of the 

policy's implementation (i.e., by August 2019) or as soon as practicable, to develop allocation review 

triggers to ensure that the relevant allocations within their Fishery Management Plans (FMPs) are 

periodically re-evaluated. This document provides an overview of the policies with a focus on possible 

allocation review criteria, as well as staff recommendations for review triggers for relevant MAFMC 

allocations.  
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2.0 NMFS Allocation Review Policy and Procedural Directives 

NMFS Policy Directive 01-119 outlines the use of an adaptive management1 approach to fisheries 

allocations, with a series of steps for periodic re-evaluation and, if necessary, reconsideration of fisheries 

allocations. The policy directive is accompanied by two procedural directives that provide additional 

details on criteria for initiating allocation reviews (NMFS Procedural Directive 01-119-01) and 

recommended practices and factors to consider with allocation reviews (NMFS Procedural Directive 01-

119-02).  

The adaptive management approach described under Policy Directive 01-119 includes three steps, 

summarized below and in Figure 1:    

1. A trigger is met. NMFS Procedural Directive 01-119-01, developed by the Council Coordination 
Committee (CCC), describes the types of triggers that could be used by a Council to initiate an 
allocation review, as detailed later in this document. The three main categories of triggers identified 
are public input-based, time-based, and indicator-based. Time- and indicator-based triggers are 
relatively straightforward, while the directive indicates public input-based triggers should be paired 
with some additional social, ecological, or economic evaluation to ensure that an allocation review is 
an appropriate use of Council resources. The Council will need to identify the appropriate allocation 
review triggers for each of the applicable allocations within their FMPs.  

2. The Council completes a review of the relevant allocation. If/when a trigger is met, the Council 
should complete an initial review to determine whether a management action (including formal 
consideration of alternative allocations) is needed. At this stage, in-depth analysis is not required, but 
the evaluation should clearly articulate how the FMP management objectives are or are not being 
met under the current allocation. This step should also include consideration of whether the existing 
goals and objectives are still appropriate for the fishery. The purpose of this step is to determine 
whether a management action to consider new allocation alternatives (via step 3) is warranted. This 
step is discussed in more detail in the CCC triggers document (Procedural Directive 01-119-01) and in 
the NMFS fisheries allocation factors guidance (Procedural Directive 01-119-02).  

3. [If needed based on outcome of step 2…] The Council evaluates fisheries allocation options for an 
FMP action. If the Council determines, via step 2, that a formal consideration of alternative allocations 
is warranted, then the Council would initiate the formal process for developing management options 
(i.e., initiate an FMP amendment or framework action). This step would include typical management 
action steps such as a thorough technical evaluation and solicitation of public input.  

 
1 Adaptative management is defined as the ongoing process of evaluating if management objectives have been met 
and adjusting management strategies in response.  
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Figure 1: Steps in the adaptive management process for allocation reviews (taken from Fisheries 
Allocation Review Policy; NMFs Policy Directive 01-119).  

2.1 Applicable MAFMC Allocations  
The broad NMFS definition of "fisheries allocation" as defined in 50 CFR 600.10 and in the National 

Standard 4 guidelines is a "direct and deliberate distribution of the opportunity to participate in a fishery 

among identifiable, discrete user group or individuals." However, the NMFS Policy Directive 01-119 

defines allocation more narrowly, covering only allocations that distribute "specific quantities to 

identifiable, discrete user groups or individuals." 

The Mid-Atlantic Council apportions fisheries resources between various user groups, including 

allocations between commercial and recreational sectors, allocations within commercial and recreational 

sectors, allocations to incidental fisheries, and allocations to individuals or vessels within fisheries 

managed under catch share programs such as Individual Transferable Quota (ITQ) or Individual Fishing 

Quota (IFQ) systems.   

Catch Share Fisheries 

The Policy Directive states that in the case of fisheries managed under catch shares, Councils are not 

required to review allocations made to individual fishery participants but may need to consider review of 

other types of allocations within the catch share system. Fisheries managed under Limited Access Privilege 

Programs (LAPPs; a type of catch share program) by the MAFMC include Surfclam, Ocean Quahog, and 

Golden Tilefish.  
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For these fisheries, while individual or vessel level allocations do not require review triggers, other 

allocations that the Council should consider for triggers include the allocation to the incidental golden 

tilefish fishery (5% of the total allowable landings), allocations to the golden tilefish permit tiers, and the 

allocation to the Maine mahogany quahog fishery (100,000 bushels annually).  

These fisheries are already subject to requirements for periodic review of their management programs, 

which are generally comprehensive and typically include a review of allocation objectives. The Magnuson 

Stevens Act (MSA) requires catch share programs implemented January 12, 2007 and later to include 

provisions for regular monitoring and review. The Surfclam and Ocean Quahog ITQ program was 

established prior to this date; however, NMFS's Catch Share Policy (NMFS 2017a) indicates that periodic 

reviews are expected of all catch share programs, regardless of when they were put in place. A review of 

the Surfclam and Ocean Quahog ITQ program was completed in 2019 (Northern Economics 2019). A 

review of the Golden Tilefish IFQ program was completed in 2017 (MAFMC 2017).   

As described in the staff recommendations later in this document, reviews of the golden tilefish incidental 

fishery and permit tier allocations and the Maine mahogany fishery allocations could be conducted as part 

of the catch share review process. If the existing catch share review format does not sufficiently address 

these allocations, future reviews could be modified to do so more directly. Alternatively, the Council could 

choose to specify review criteria for these allocations outside of the catch share review process.  

Jointly Managed Species 

Some species are jointly managed with the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC) or the 

New England Fishery Management Council (NEFMC). The monkfish fishery is jointly managed with the 

NEFMC as the administrative lead. The NEFMC has already adopted their allocation review policy, and 

determined that it was not applicable to the monkfish fishery (jointly managed with the MAFMC) given 

that allocations in that FMP are for days at sea (DAS), and there is not an allocation of specific quantities 

to identifiable, discrete user groups or individuals.  

Small Recreational Fishery Deductions  

For Atlantic mackerel and spiny dogfish, there are annually varying amounts deducted from the total 

allowable landings to account for expected recreational harvest. For mackerel, following the Mackerel 

Rebuilding Framework in 2018, there is no longer a set poundage amount or percentage set aside for the 

recreational fishery; instead the median of the most recent 5 years of recreational catch is deducted as 

part of the commercial quota calculation. Spiny dogfish also does not have a set percentage allocation to 

the recreational fishery; the most recent recreational landings are deducted as part of the commercial 

quota calculation during specifications setting. These are not considered allocations per se for the 

purposes of this Policy Directive, as they are essentially projected catch amounts for small components of 

the fishery to ensure that the Annual Catch Limit is not exceeded. Thus, additional review triggers beyond 

the typical specifications process are not necessarily required.  

Applicable Allocations 

Based on the above information and consultation with NMFS, staff notes that the allocation types 

contained in Table 1 do not require development of allocation review triggers. Table 2 describes those 

MAFMC allocations that are likely to fall under an allocation review trigger policy.  
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Table 1: MAFMC allocations that would NOT require allocation review triggers under the Policy 
Directive.  

FMP Allocation Notes 

Surfclam and Ocean 
Quahog 

ITQ allocation to vessels/individuals 
Policy Directive indicates that triggers 

for allocations to individual participants 
under ITQs/IFQs are not required   Golden Tilefish IFQ allocation to vessels/individuals 

Monkfish (NEFMC Lead) Days at sea 
Days at sea does not fall under 

applicable definition of "allocation"  

Mackerel, Squid, 
Butterfish 

Mackerel recreational deduction from TAL 
Not allocations per se under Policy 
Directive; developed and reviewed 

during specifications Spiny Dogfish Recreational deduction from TAL  
 

Table 2: MAFMC allocations likely to require allocation review triggers, the year adopted or last 
revised, and approximate year of last review.  

FMP Allocation 
Year adopted or  

last revised 
Year of last reviewa 

Summer 
flounder, scup, 
black sea bass 

Summer flounder 
commercial/recreational allocation 

1993 2016 (Economic model) 

Summer flounder commercial allocation 
1993 (Pending 
2021 revision) 

2019 (Commercial Issues 
Amendment) 

Scup commercial/recreational allocation 1996 2013 (Economic model) 

Scup seasonal quota period allocationb 1996 
2007 (Tabled Amendment)/ 

2017 (quota period dates 
through Framework 12) 

Scup summer period state sharesc 2002 2007 (Tabled Amendment) 

Black sea bass commercial/recreational 
allocation 

1996 2007 (Tabled Amendment) 

Black sea bass commercial state sharesc 2003 
Ongoing (ASMFC working 

group) 

Mackerel, Squid, 
Butterfish 

Longfin squid trimester allocationb 2007 
2017 (Longfin Squid 

Amendment) 

Surfclams and 
Ocean Quahogs 

Allocation to Maine mahogany quahog 
fishery 

1997 2019 (ITQ Review) 

Bluefish 

Bluefish commercial/recreational 
allocation 

2000 
Ongoing (Bluefish 

Amendment) 

Bluefish commercial state shares 2000 
Ongoing (Bluefish 

Amendment) 

Blueline and 
Golden Tilefish 

Golden tilefish IFQ vs. incidental fishery 2009 2017 (IFQ Review) 

Golden tilefish permit tier allocations 2009 2017 (IFQ Review) 

Blueline tilefish commercial/recreational 
alloc. 

2017 2017 (Blueline Tilefish Am.) 

a Year of last review can be unclear in some cases, since "allocation review" has not yet been clearly defined. Informal allocation 

evaluations and discussions may not have been clearly documented as allocation reviews.  

b Although these allocations are to seasonal periods, they have allocative impacts to specific user groups (i.e., large vs. small 

vessels, inshore vs. offshore fleets).  

c Scup summer period state shares and black sea bass commercial state shares are currently only written into the ASMFC FMPs. 
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2.2 Allocation Review Triggers (NMFS Procedural Directive 01-119-01) 

NMFS Procedural Directive 01-119-01 was developed in cooperation with the CCC to provide guidance on 

possible allocation review triggers, including 1) public interest-based triggers; 2) time-based triggers; and 

3) indicator-based triggers. Use of such triggers is not mutually exclusive to ongoing formal and informal 

evaluation of fishery performance and outcomes.  

Sections 2.2.1 through 2.2.3 below are excerpted directly from the procedural directive on allocation 

review triggers. Section 2.2.4 provides a summary table comparing the trigger types.  

2.2.1 Public Interest-Based Criteria 
If a Council develops effective indicator or time-based allocation review mechanisms, then a public-

interest review trigger mechanism may not be necessary. However, if those review mechanisms are not 

established, or if they are not responsive to changing conditions within a fishery, then a public-interest 

review mechanism could be used to trigger an allocation review.  

The U.S. Regional Fishery Management Council system is transparent and open to public input throughout 

the process. Councils implement extensive work plans throughout the year, and manage some regulatory 

initiatives, including plan amendments, over the span of several years. Managing to meet the Councils’ 

statutory requirements and other competing priorities requires effective planning, which typically 

includes an annual priority-setting process. Ideally, public input on the need to review a specific fishery 

allocation would feed into this process to enable an orderly consideration of the question, in the context 

of competing priorities and organizational resources. This guidance addresses the solicitation or 

consideration of statements of public interest at three different levels within the Regional Fishery 

Management Council process:  

1. Ongoing public input on fishery performance  

2. Solicitation of public comment regarding allocation review  

3. Formal initiatives  

Ongoing public input on fishery performance  

As noted above, the Council process is open, transparent, and offers frequent opportunities for public 

comment and input. This dynamic establishes a feedback loop between the Council and the public in 

regard to both the specific issues under the Council’s consideration and broader indicators of fishery 

performance. Given the extent to which the impacts of allocation decisions are associated by the public 

(both through direct observation and perception) with fishery performance, public interest in allocation 

review is likely to be expressed at many points within the Council process and in reference to a variety of 

fisheries management issues.  

This feedback loop of ongoing public comment is a valuable opportunity for the public to express interest 

in allocation review, and for the Council to gauge how effectively allocation objectives are being met. It 

also serves as an opportunity for the Council to understand and evaluate the extent to which allocation 

lies at the root of fisheries management challenges, and the need to initiate allocation review may be 

indicated through this process.  
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Solicitation of public comment regarding allocation review  

Councils may choose to engage in allocation review “scoping discussions” with stakeholders and other 

interested parties. Unlike the collection of feedback through ongoing public comment described above, 

this process is deliberate and specifically targets public input on the need for allocation review. Councils 

rely on outreach and information-gathering mechanisms to achieve public input including the solicitation 

of written comments, scoping discussion at Council meetings, and port meetings and other community 

engagement strategies.  

One of the benefits of this approach to allocation review is that it is focused directly on the allocation and 

the necessity for potential review rather than on the secondary and tertiary impacts of the allocation. An 

additional benefit to this strategy is the Council’s ability to dictate a schedule. While more demanding of 

time and resources than identification of allocation review triggers in the course of ongoing public 

comment, the process for soliciting, receiving, and considering public input can be designed by the Council 

and scheduled in a manner that does not conflict with other Council initiatives and priorities.  

When considering the solicitation of public input regarding allocation review, Councils should be aware 

of, and sensitive to, the expectations among stakeholders that could develop as a result of the Council 

indicating interest. The Council should carefully consider its ability (resources and capacity) and 

willingness to follow through with an allocation review if warranted before reaching out to the community 

for focused input.  

Formal petition mechanism  

The first two approaches to gathering, evaluating, and responding to public input are already possible 

within the current Regional Fishery Management Council system. In both cases, the decision to initiate 

the review would rest with the Council. A stronger public interest review mechanism could include a 

provision for a stakeholder request or petition requesting review, together with a requirement for a 

Council to initiate an allocation review within a reasonable period of time. Such a provision would have 

more potential to impose a cost on a Council’s established work plan and priorities but would provide 

another mechanism to ensure that allocations receive due consideration in response to public concern. If 

such a mechanism is established, it may be appropriate to incorporate indicator-based criteria to establish 

a minimum threshold for initiating review.  

Any petition-based review process should establish requirements that identify specific conditions or 

outcomes upon which such requests may be based. In addition, Councils should include establishment of 

guidelines for petitions. While a Council has discretion to determine whether or not to move forward with 

an allocation review as per the requirements it establishes under a petition-based process, it should at 

least respond to the request for a review under this process. This response could be a simple as a letter 

to the petitioner(s), explaining the Council’s rationale for its decision (e.g., petition did not meet 

conditions for consideration, lack of standing by petitioners, etc.).  

2.2.2 Time-Based Criteria 
The establishment of a time-based trigger has figured prominently in recent discussions regarding 

allocation review, including provisions for periodic allocation review in several MSA re-authorization 

drafts. In several respects periodic allocation review on a set schedule is the most simple and 

straightforward criterion for triggering an allocation review; the approach is unambiguous and less 

vulnerable to political and Council dynamics. That said, the attributes of simplicity and the mandate of a 



8 

strict schedule render time-based criteria less sensitive to other Council priorities and the availability of 

time and resources to conduct an allocation review.  

Time-based triggers for initiating allocation review might be most suitable for those fisheries or FMPs 

where the conflict among sectors or stakeholder groups make the decision to simply initiate a review so 

contentious that use of alternative criteria is infeasible. In such a situation, a fixed schedule ensures that 

periodic reviews occur regardless of political dynamics or specific fishery outcomes. Given the inflexible 

nature of time-based triggers, however, it is recommended that they be used only in those situations 

where the benefit of certainty outweighs the costs of inflexibility.  

The inflexible nature of time-based triggers can impact both the work and effectiveness of the Council as 

well as the outcomes of the allocation process itself. As noted above, fixed, time-based triggers for review 

may conflict with other Council priorities. To the extent that those priorities include consideration of 

actions to mitigate significant social, economic, or conservation concerns, adherence to a fixed review 

schedule may prevent a Council from achieving significant and beneficial management outcomes while 

achieving at best marginal improvements through allocation review. Given the fact that there is 

potentially no relationship between the pace at which fishery performance evolves and a fixed schedule 

for allocation review, use of such a trigger creates the potential of a significant expenditure of Council 

time and resources with little need for review or likely improvement in fishery performance.  

Time-based triggers for review may impede stability in subject fisheries. To the extent that reviews are 

conducted on a regularly scheduled basis, there is an incentive for sectors receiving allocations to 

continuously employ operational and political tactics to improve their allocation at the next review. The 

assurance of a “new” allocation review may as well encourage speculative entry into subject fisheries. 

When considering the adoption of a time-based review trigger, care should be taken to identify if and to 

what extent the process is likely to be manipulated or “gamed”, and measures to minimize that activity 

should be considered.  

The selection of review intervals using time-based triggers should be informed by fishery characteristics, 

data availability, and Council resources. Newly developed or rapidly changing fisheries may warrant more 

frequent review, while established fisheries with stable participation and performance can likely be 

reviewed less frequently. Whether following an initial allocation or a re-allocation, the timing of further 

review should accommodate the collection and analysis of a data series from which meaningful and 

accurate review and analysis can be achieved. The five-year initial review and subsequent reviews every 

(up to) seven years of LAPPs as required under Section 303A of the MSA may indicate a desirable minimum 

interval between reviews. Similarly, the 10-year durability of LAPP permits may suggest a maximum 

interval for time-based review triggers.  

2.2.3 Indicator-Based Criteria 
The MSA requires that fisheries be managed for Optimum Yield (OY), which is Maximum Sustainable Yield 

(MSY) as reduced by relevant social, economic and ecological factors. In defining OY, the NS1 guidance 

provides that these factors should be “quantified and reviewed in historical, short term and long term 

contexts.” Furthermore, it recommends that each FMP should contain a mechanism for periodic review 

of the OY specification, in order to respond to changing conditions in the fishery. In establishing indicator-

based metrics for review of allocations – whether among sectors (e.g., commercial, recreational, for-hire, 

gear, international, etc.), within a sector (e.g., among catch share recipients), or for purposes such as 
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bycatch accounting –it is logical to apply similar parameters to an allocation review as to an OY review, 

particularly if the goals and objectives of an FMP specifically address these items. In support of such an 

approach, the NS4 guidance states that allocation decisions should be “rationally” linked to attaining OY, 

and/or to the objectives of an FMP. It follows that selection of indicator-based criteria to trigger an 

allocation review should inherently be linked to those same objectives. In the interest of public 

transparency and clarity, Councils may even consider establishing an objective that is specific to allocation 

within an FMP.  

A time component is inherent in any indicator-based criteria for review of allocations, whether explicitly 

included (e.g., achieving a desired economic efficiency within XX years) or not. Evaluating a criterion used 

in establishing an allocation, particularly if it requires the addition of ensuing years of data to a 

quantitative analysis, indirectly applies a timeframe for review.  

There are several categories of indicator-based criteria to consider as triggers for initiating review of 

allocations, all stemming from the definition of OY: social, economic and ecological. Ideally, the rationale 

for an initial allocation decision would consider a mix of criteria from all categories, although data 

limitations may preclude quantitative consideration. This could impact the ability to set an objective, 

specific review trigger for a particular criterion.  

It follows that use of several criteria, either singly or in combination, and across multiple categories, may 

be optimal when using indicator-based criteria as a trigger for an allocation review. For example, a Council 

may select one social, one ecological and one economic criterion as indicators, and define the “trigger” 

for review as any two of the three criteria meeting predetermined limits. This clearly defines the minimum 

threshold to trigger an allocation review. Taking this example to Step 2, consideration of allocation 

alternatives may occur if the selected indicators meet established limits within a particular timeframe, 

effectively combining indicator- and time-based triggers in order to ensure an adaptive management 

approach. As noted above, it may be difficult to set measurable values as triggers for indicator-based 

criteria, and use of quantitative thresholds is likely to be more the exception than the norm. In such cases, 

qualitative triggers should be considered to ensure that FMP goals and objectives are addressed.  

In selecting indicator-based criteria, it is important to recognize there are factors that are not in and of 

themselves measurable metrics for a particular criterion or set of criteria; however, they may impact 

selected criteria and thus influence the “triggering” of a review. These factors may include acquisition of 

new data, natural disasters, etc. that are not necessarily measurable on their own, but can impact 

measurable criteria from any of the three categories.  

Finally, while there is overlap in the discussion of indicator-based criteria in this document with the NMFS 

guidance document, the purpose of the two documents is different. The latter document refers to the 

indicators below as “factors” (in addition to many others) to be considered by Councils in the context of 

establishing initial allocations, or if a re-allocation action is undertaken. The CCC document discusses their 

use as one of three possible types of triggers for an allocation review. While some overlap is inevitable, 

the context in which that overlap occurs is important.  

Economic Criteria  

While the quality and quantity of fisheries economic information has improved over the years, there may 

be instances in which a disparity exists in the available data for one or more industry sectors, user groups 

or communities impacted by an allocation decision. This should be explicitly noted and accounted for 
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should quantitative economic criteria be selected by Councils as a trigger for allocation review. Because 

economic outcomes are often closely tied to social outcomes, links between economic and social triggers 

should also be acknowledged (Jepson and Colburn 2013).  

The NS5 regulations prohibit the establishment of allocations for economic purposes alone, however, 

economic efficiency “shall” be considered where practicable. Multiple economic tools are available to 

assist in establishing indicator-based triggers for review: cost-benefit analysis, economic impact analysis, 

and economic efficiency (Edwards 1990; Plummer et al. 2012). However, public understanding of the 

differences between and proper use of these tools is often limited.2 Whatever the economic triggers for 

allocation review, it will be of utmost importance to explain the tool(s) used in plain language that 

stakeholders can understand. Although not all sectors of the public may agree with the criteria or trigger 

value, public understanding of the tool is critical to its acceptance as a means of informing both an initial 

allocation decision and its subsequent review. Failure to achieve a desired economic efficiency within a 

particular timeframe, and unanticipated or greater than anticipated/analyzed costs (e.g., outside of a 

certain error level) are examples of triggers for initiating a review of allocation decisions. 

Social Criteria  

As noted above, social and economic impacts are often linked, and changes in social criteria may lead to 

changes in economic criteria and vice versa. National Standard 8 requires that management measures 

account for social and economic impacts to communities, as well as provide for “sustained participation.” 

This is defined in the NS8 guidelines as “continued access” to the resource, depending on resource 

condition.  

A number of studies and technical memoranda have been published detailing the development and 

measurement of social metrics such as community resilience, vulnerability and well-being. Jepson and 

Colburn (2013) describe categories of indices --social, gentrification, fishing dependence-- that can be 

used to estimate social impacts of management decisions at the community level. Councils may choose 

to select several indices among the above categories or an entire category of indices as indicator-based 

criteria to trigger an allocation review. The methods used in Jepson and Colburn provide a quantifiable 

means of tracking the potential social impacts of an allocation decision. As alluded to earlier, setting a 

minimum threshold (e.g., a 0.5 standard deviation change in a social index score, etc.) or a timeframe 

(e.g., every three or five years) for undertaking a review of selected criteria will ensure that a fishery is 

not in a constant state of “allocation flux,” again illustrating the inter-relationship of the various criteria 

discussed in this document. While Councils may lack a quantitative means of developing social criteria, 

use of public interest-based criteria may provide a means for doing so (e.g., public input regarding loss of 

processing capacity or tackle shops in a community), or for establishing qualitative criteria.  

Finally, for many communities, social change can be closely linked to ecological change (e.g., a sudden 

harvest moratorium as a result of a stock assessment; Jepson and Colburn 2013). While ecological criteria 

for allocation review are addressed in the following section, this relationship is worth noting as it further 

demonstrates that the categories of indicator-based criteria do not exist independent of one another.  

 
2 For example, constituents often cite the results of economic impact analyses as justification for allocation of 
resources to a particular user group. However, the peer-reviewed economic literature clearly states that cost-benefit 
analyses, not economic impact analysis, are the appropriate tool for informing allocation decisions.   
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Ecological Criteria  

Ecological criteria may be considered some of the most self-evident criteria for triggering an allocation 

review. Changes in fishery status resulting from a stock assessment, undocumented sources of mortality 

(fishing or otherwise), increases in discards, and changes in species distribution and food web dynamics 

are all examples of factors that may influence an allocation review. However, as noted previously, not all 

of these factors are necessarily measurable, indicator-based metrics that the Councils have any control 

over. Measurable criteria that could be considered are failure to end overfishing within a specified 

timeframe, failure to achieve or rebuild to a certain level of abundance, a significant increase in discard 

mortality from a particular sector, significant changes in landings (e.g., an increase/decrease greater than 

one to two standard deviations within a three-year timeframe, etc.). As with social metrics, public interest-

based criteria may at least provide a means of establishing qualitative ecological criteria (e.g., anecdotal 

evidence of changes in distribution, discards, size of fish, etc.).  

2.2.4 Comparison of Possible Review Criteria 
Table 3 summarizes the review criteria types and their advantages and disadvantages.  

Table 3: Types of allocation review criteria discussed in NMFS Allocation Review Policy guidance 
documents, and their pros and cons.  

 Description Pros Cons 

Public interest-
based 

Public can request reviews via 
1) ongoing Council processes 
(e.g., annual fishery 
performance reviews), 2) formal 
solicitation of public input (e.g., 
scoping), or 3) a formal petition 
process.  

Responsive to public 
perceptions of changes in the 
fishery and the needs of fishing 
communities. Council can 
determine a more structured 
schedule and process for public 
input on allocation.  

Can create public expectation of 
allocation changes. Some 
processes (e.g., scoping) are 
more resource and time 
intensive. Vulnerable to political 
and Council dynamics; reviews 
may occur too frequently or 
infrequently.  

Time-based Review triggered based on set 
time period, e.g., every 10 years 
or every 8-10 years, etc. 

Simple and clear. Less 
vulnerable to political or Council 
dynamics.  

Specified timing could conflict 
with other Council priorities, 
and may not align with timing of 
public interest or changes in the 
fishery. May be difficult to 
determine ideal review time. 

Indicator-based Review triggered when 
specified ecological, social, 
and/or economic triggers are 
met.  

Informed by quantitative and 
qualitative data on fishery 
conditions and changes.  

More complicated to develop 
and monitor indicators and 
thresholds. Depending on 
triggers desired, some analyses 
may be time and resource 
intensive. 

2.3 Recommended Practices and Factors to Consider (NMFS Procedural Directive 01-
119-02) 

NMFS Procedural Directive 01-119-02 discusses recommended practices and factors to consider when 

reviewing and making allocation decisions. Given that the focus of the Council's current discussion is on 

allocation review triggers (for existing allocations), Procedural Directive 01-119-02 is not discussed in 

detail here. However, when conducting an allocation review or formal action for allocation 

reconsideration, the Council should consider the recommended practices described in that document, 

including evaluating and updating FMP objectives, identifying user needs, minimizing speculative 
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behavior, and planning for future conditions. Procedural Directive 01-119-02 also describes ecological, 

economic, and social factors that could be considered during an allocation review and/or during an 

allocation action. As previously mentioned, in-depth analysis is not required at the allocation review stage, 

but a review should clearly articulate whether the existing allocation is meeting the FMP objectives. The 

recommended factors to consider described in Procedural Directive 01-119-02 could help the Council 

determine if a more in-depth evaluation is needed. The full procedural directive is available at: 

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/webdam/download/64669108.  

4.0 Policies Adopted by Other Regions 
The allocation review trigger policies that have been adopted thus far by other councils are summarized 

below.  

New England 

The New England Council's policy identifies the criteria that will be used to trigger the review of allocations 

that distribute specific quantities to identifiable, discrete user groups or individuals. Their policy clarifies 

that this narrower definition means that this policy does not apply to days-at sea allocations or allocations 

of access to an area, for example, since they are not a specific quantity of fish. The criteria that will be 

used by the New England Council are: 

1. Catch share programs: Allocations will be reviewed as part of the review of catch share or LAPP 

programs.  

2. Time-based: The primary trigger criteria for review of non-catch share allocations will be at eight 

to ten years after initial implementation. This range of years is selected so that the allocation 

review can be coordinated with other competing Council priorities and the availability of data. 

When allocations are created in a management action, the Council may specify a more frequent 

review period. 

3. Public interest: The secondary trigger for review will be public interest as developed through the 

existing Council input process. A key element of this process is the annual setting of priorities. 

Public interest in an allocation review will be considered as part of this process. 

The draft policy adopted by the NEFMC at their January 2019 meeting, including a table of relevant 

allocations, can be found at   

https://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/12a-thru-12e_190107_M_Allocation_Review_Triggers.pdf.  

South Atlantic 

At their June 2019 meeting, the South Atlantic Council adopted two types of criteria for triggering 

consideration of an allocation review: indicator and time.  

The Council chose several indicator-based criteria as triggers:  

• Either sector exceeds its ACL or closes prior to the end of its fishing year three out of five 

consecutive years,  

• Either sector under harvests its ACL or OY by at least 50% three out of five consecutive years,  

• After a stock assessment is approved by the SSC and presented to the Council, and  

• After the Council reviews a species Fishery Performance Report.  

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/webdam/download/64669108
https://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/12a-thru-12e_190107_M_Allocation_Review_Triggers.pdf
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The Council chose a time-based trigger to ensure allocation reviews are regularly considered. Each species 

will have its sector allocations reviewed not less than every seven years. The policy contains a tentative 

schedule of allocation reviews for each relevant species, with reviews scheduled between 2019-2027. 

Regardless of whether consideration of an allocation review is triggered by an indicator or time 

criterion, once it occurs the next one will automatically be scheduled for consideration seven years 

later. For species which are jointly managed with the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council, 

the timing for consideration of allocation reviews was coordinated with that council. 

A public interest-based criterion was not selected because the Council currently receives substantial 

and regular comment from the public through scoping and public hearing sessions, general public 

comment periods held at every Council meeting, the public comment form on the Council’s website, 

and through other more informal channels. Thus, the Council decided the existing Council process 

provides sufficient opportunity for public input on allocation.  

Gulf of Mexico 

The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council adopted time-based criteria as the primary allocation 

review triggers, bolstered by general monitoring of indicators for reallocation justification through the 

Council’s general deliberative process including public input channels as a secondary trigger. Consistent 

with the adaptive management process suggested in the Allocation Review Policy, the incorporation of 

the Council’s public input process as secondary public interest-based review triggers will include the 

consideration of relevant social, economic, and ecological indicators as an intermediate step before 

determining whether an allocation review is triggered. For example, economic tools that might contribute 

to the development of indicator-based review triggers could include cost-benefit analysis, economic 

impact analysis, economic efficiency, and others. Social indicators could include a range of social metrics 

such as community resilience, vulnerability and well-being. Examples of ecological criteria include changes 

in fishery status resulting from a stock assessment, undocumented sources of mortality, increases in 

discards, or changes in species distribution and food web dynamics. 

The Gulf Council established different time intervals for review of different FMP allocations, ranging from 

4-7 years, as described in their full allocation policy available at:   

http://gulfcouncil.org/wp-content/uploads/Allocation-Review-Policy.pdf.  

Caribbean 

Information not available at the time of document development.  

North Pacific 

The North Pacific Council identified three non-LAPP allocations (the Halibut Catch Sharing Plan and the 

Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Cod Allocations), and LAPPs as subject to the allocation 

policy directive. The Community Development Quota (CDQ) allocation is not subject to this review. The 

Council adopts the LAPP review process for meeting the allocation review policy with the necessary 

modifications to the LAPP review recommended by staff. The Council adopts the 10-year timeframe as 

the primary trigger criteria for review for non-LAPP allocations, and the existing Council public input 

process as the secondary trigger criteria for review. The Council will specify its approach to allocation 

review at final action for any future allocation decisions. The North Pacific's Council's allocation policy is 

posted on their website at: https://www.npfmc.org/management-policies/.  

http://gulfcouncil.org/wp-content/uploads/Allocation-Review-Policy.pdf
https://www.npfmc.org/management-policies/
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Pacific 

The Pacific Fishery Management Council's policy, adopted in June 2019, notes that, "In general, allocation 

reviews, and especially revisions, are often time consuming and contentious, and once established should 

not be altered without good cause and adequate Council/agency capacity. For allocations that are not 

already specified in an FMP/Catch Share Plan (CSP) (periodic reviews) or required by court order, the 

Council will consider public interest requests before it undertakes a review. Taking public interest into 

account the Council will evaluate the need for the review and, if a need is identified, integrate the 

associated tasks and timelines into its workload planning process. For limited access privilege programs 

(LAPPs) that have periodic reviews specified, the Council will consider the need for review of allocations 

that are part of the LAPP during the initial scoping process for the LAPP review. However, new or revised 

allocations that are adopted as part of an FMP or FMP amendment may include other procedural 

pathways for future allocation review(s)." 

Based on this general procedural policy, the Pacific Council developed a table of relevant allocations and 

triggers, provided in their Council Operating Procedure 27, which will be posted once finalized at 

https://www.pcouncil.org/council-operations/operating-procedures/. This table identifies the FMP/CSP 

and the allocation, when the allocation was first set, and whether the allocations are formulaic (a specific 

formula in the FMP/CSP) or circumstantial (based on circumstances present at the time of each allocation). 

Examples of circumstantial allocations would be those made during the groundfish biennial specifications 

process that are partially determined based on biological and socio-economic conditions expected for 

each biennial period.  

For each allocation, triggers are identified, including public-interest only triggers for some allocations and 

time-based triggers for others. Their time-based triggers range from 1-2 years (for circumstantial 

allocations that are set through annual or biennial specifications; to be reviewed as part of specifications 

setting) to every 6 years (for LAPP fishery reviews).  

The Pacific Council's policy also clarifies that allocations involving treaty-reserved or federally-reserved 

Indian fishing rights are not subject to the allocation review criteria as they are subject to treaties or are 

handled in agreements outside the Council process. Also not included in the policy are management 

measures which have indirect allocational impacts, such as seasonal quotas that have geographic 

implications.  

West Pacific 

Currently, the top three Western Pacific fisheries (Hawaii longline, American Samoa longline, and main 

Hawaiian islands deep 7 bottomfish) have no allocation systems in place. The Council has previously 

explored the potential use of allocation for these fisheries, including conducting studies and workshops, 

but determined that allocations for these fisheries were not warranted. The Council recommended data 

collection system improvements in order to track eligibility of the various stakeholders for future 

allocation. Thus, the allocation review criteria are not currently applicable for the Western Pacific due to 

the absence of an allocation system, but this Council would develop the criteria and the review triggers if 

a future action were to establish an allocation system. 

https://www.pcouncil.org/council-operations/operating-procedures/
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5.0 Staff Recommended Allocation Review Triggers 

Draft Staff-Recommended MAFMC Allocation Review Policy   

The Council adopts the following policy for allocation review criteria for relevant allocations within 

MAFMC fishery management plans. Triggers for allocations to individuals and vessels under ITQ and IFQ 

fisheries (Surfclam, Ocean Quahog, and Golden Tilefish) are not required by the Policy Directive and are 

not covered by the allocation review triggers below. 

• For fisheries with annually varying deductions from the total allowable landings for small 

recreational fisheries (i.e., spiny dogfish and Atlantic mackerel), these deductions will continue to 

be reviewed during the process of setting specifications (at most every 5 years for spiny dogfish 

and at most every 3 years for Atlantic mackerel, with the option of additional reviews in interim 

years of multi-year specifications if appropriate).  

• Allocations to the incidental golden tilefish fishery and the golden tilefish permit tiers (in the 

Golden and Blueline Tilefish FMP) and to the Maine mahogany quahog fishery (in the Surfclam 

and Ocean Quahog FMP) will be reviewed as part of periodic catch share reviews conducted for 

these fisheries.  

• For all other allocations, the Council will use a combination of time-based and public interest 

criteria. Each relevant allocation will be reviewed at least every 10 years; however, the Council 

may choose to conduct reviews more frequently as needed based on substantial public interest 

in allocation review or other factors. Stakeholder input is received through many channels in the 

Council's deliberative process including but not limited to comments at meetings, during the 

development of management actions, through the development of annual fishery performance 

reports, and during the setting of annual priorities. The Council may also choose to formally solicit 

input on allocations through dedicated processes such as scoping, surveys, or other mechanisms. 

As indicated by the NMFS Policy Directive, the Council will consider ecological, social, and 

economic data in conjunction with public input to determine whether a full allocation review is 

warranted.   

• Although the Council is not formally adopting the use of specific indicator-based criteria for 

allocation reviews, the Council and its advisory bodies regularly review economic, social, and 

ecological metrics through the typical Council process. These metrics will continue to be 

monitored for changes that may suggest that an allocation review is warranted.   

The Council will develop a schedule for time-based allocation reviews in connection with its 5-year 

strategic plans and annual implementation plans.  

General Comments and Considerations 

The following points are not intended to be part of the Council's policy but are provided for Council 

consideration at the August 2019 meeting. 

• Over the years, many allocation-related discussions and analyses have occurred that could be 

considered "reviews," with varying levels of documentation. One advantage to developing a 

cohesive allocation review procedure is that it allows for more consistent and transparent 

documentation of allocation reviews.    
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• The current Council public input process works well for receiving public feedback on allocations; 

however, receiving public input does not necessarily ensure that allocations are periodically 

reviewed in the more deliberate manner discussed in the Policy Directive.   

• Multiple types of trigger criteria can be used in combination, as in the staff recommendations 

where the public-input process supplements time-based review triggers.  

• If time-based criteria are selected, staff recommend developing a planned review schedule in 

conjunction with finalizing the Council's 2020-2024 strategic plan. This schedule should consider 

expected annual priorities and timing of information that may be helpful in the review process 

(e.g., benchmark stock assessments, economic studies, availability of new data). 

• At this stage, the Council does not need to fully define the review process, but should begin to 

consider the level of detail and advisory body input desired for an allocation review. NMFS policy 

documents suggest that reviews are generally meant to be brief discussion documents that can 

assist the Council in determining whether the allocation is or is not meeting the FMP objectives. 

• Once a policy is adopted, a letter describing the policy will be sent to NMFS including a table of 

applicable allocations (a version of Table 2 in this document).  
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