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Vision: Sustainably Managing Atlantic Coastal Fisheries

Summer Flounder, Scup, & Black Sea Bass 2018 TC Tasks
Activity level: High
Committee Overlap Score: High (Multi‐species committees for this Board)

Committee Task List


November 2018: webinar meeting to recommend 2019 federal rec measures for scup
and black sea bass
 2018 Summer Flounder Benchmark Stock Assessment
 November 2018: Assessment Peer Review
 January‐March 2019: Development of summer flounder and black sea bass rec
measures

Summer Flounder SAW Working Group: Tiffany Cunningham, Jason McNamee, Mark
Terceiro

TC Members: Greg Wojcik (CT, TC Chair), Julia Beaty (MAFMC), Sydney Allhale (VA), Peter
Clarke (NJ), Kiley Dancy (MAFMC), Justin Davis (CT), Steve Doctor (MD), Emily Gilbert
(NOAA), Jeff Kipp (ASMFC), John Maniscalco (NY), Jason McNamee (RI), Kirby Rootes‐Murdy
(ASMFC), Gary Shepherd (NOAA), Caitlin Starks (ASMFC), Mark Terceiro (NOAA), Todd
VanMiddlesworth (NC), Tiffany Cunningham (MA, TC Vice Chair), Richard Wong (DE)

DRAFT PROCEEDINGS OF THE
ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION
SUMMER FLOUNDER, SCUP AND BLACK SEA BASS MANAGEMENT BOARD

The Westin Crystal City
Arlington, Virginia
August 8, 2018

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the Summer Flounder, Scup and
Black Sea Bass Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.

Draft Proceedings of the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Management Board Meeting
August 2018

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Call to Order, Chairman Robert Ballou ......................................................................................................... 1
Approval of Agenda ...................................................................................................................................... 1
Approval of Proceedings, April 2018 ............................................................................................................ 1
Public Comment ............................................................................................................................................ 1
Update on the Strategic Plan for Black Sea Bass Management.................................................................... 1
Consider Options for Recreational Management
Black Sea Bass .......................................................................................................................................... 6
Summer Flounder .................................................................................................................................. 23
2018 Fishery Management Plan Reviews and State Compliance Reports for Summer Flounder,
Scup, and Black Sea Bass............................................................................................................................. 32
Other Business ............................................................................................................................................ 32
Advisory Panel Nominations.................................................................................................................. 32
Research Set Aside ................................................................................................................................ 33
Adjournment ............................................................................................................................................... 36

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the
Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting

ii

Draft Proceedings of the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Management Board Meeting
August 2018
INDEX OF MOTIONS

1.

Approval of agenda by consent (Page 1).

2.

Approval of Proceedings of the April 30, 2018 Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass
Board joint meeting with the Mid‐Atlantic Fishery Management Council Board’s as well as the
Board’s May 3, 2018 meeting (Page 1).

3.

Move that non‐compliance issues be removed from further development from draft
Addendum XXXII for 2019 for recreational black sea bass and be considered with joint federal
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These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the
Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting

iii

Draft Proceedings of the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Management Board Meeting
August 2018
ATTENDANCE
Board Members
Nichola Meserve, MA, proxy for D. Pierce (AA)
Raymond Kane, MA (GA)
Sarah Ferrara, MA, proxy for Rep. Peake (LA)
Bob Ballou, RI (Chair)
David Borden, RI (GA)
Eric Reid, RI, proxy for Sen. Sosnowski (LA)
Matt Gates, CT, proxy for P. Aarrestad (AA)
Sen. Craig Miner, CT (LA)
Maureen Davidson, NY, proxy for J. Gilmore (AA)
Emerson Hasbrouck, NY (GA)
John McMurray, NY, proxy for Sen. Boyle (LA)
Joe Cimino, NJ, proxy for L. Herrighty (AA)
Tom Fote, NJ (GA)
Adam Nowalsky, NJ, proxy for Asm. Andrzejczak (LA)

Roy Miller, DE (GA)
John Clark, DE, proxy for D. Saveikis (AA)
Craig Pugh, DE, proxy for Rep. Carson (LA)
Dave Blazer, MD (AA)
Russell Dize, MD (GA)
Ed O’Brien, MD, proxy for Del. Stein (LA)
Rob O’Reilly, VA, proxy for S. Bowman (AA)
Bryan Plumlee, VA (GA)
Sen. Monty Mason, VA (LA)
Chris Batsavage, NC, proxy for S. Murphey (AA)
Mike Blanton, NC, proxy for Rep. Steinburg (LA)
Mike Ruccio, NMFS
Marty Gary, PRFC
Mike Millard, USFWS

(AA = Administrative Appointee; GA = Governor Appointee; LA = Legislative Appointee)

Ex‐Officio Members

Staff
Caitlin Starks
Jessica Kuesel
Megan Ware

Robert Beal
Toni Kerns
Kirby Rootes‐Murdy

Guests
Heather Corbett, NJ DFW
Kiley Dancy, MAFMC
Arnold Leo, E. Hampton, NY
Jonathan Hare, NOAA

Desmond Kahn, Newark, DE
Aaron Kornbluth, PEW Trusts
Paul Perry, Gloucester, MA

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the
Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting

iv

Draft Proceedings of the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Management Board Meeting
August 2018
The Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass
Management Board of the Atlantic States
Marine Fisheries Commission convened in the
Jefferson Ballroom of the Westin Hotel,
Arlington, Virginia, Wednesday, August 8, 2018,
and was called to order at 2:30 o’clock p.m. by
Chairmen Robert Ballou.
CALL TO ORDER
CHAIRMAN ROBERT BALLOU: (We join the
meeting already in progress)
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Does anyone on the Board
have any recommended modifications to the
agenda? Chris Batsavage.
MR. CHRIS BATSAVAGE: Maybe under Other
Business we’ll want to discuss Advisory Panel
nominations; or at least potential Advisory
Panel nominations, please.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Sure, we’ll do that under
Other Business.
Any other recommended
changes? Emerson Hasbrouck.
MR. EMERSON C. HASBROUCK: Yes under new
business I have a brief item I would like to bring
up; thank you.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Do you want to just give
us, what item would that be? What would be
the name of the item?
MR. HASBROUCK: Just a quick discussion on
RSA, Research Set Aside.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: We’ll add those two items
to the agenda under other business or new
business. Any other recommended changes?
Any objection to approving the agenda as
modified just now? Seeing no objection; the
agenda as modified stands approved by
consent, and we’re on to the next item, which is
the meeting minutes.

APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: This would be approval of
the proceedings from the Board’s April 30, 2018
meeting; which was our joint meeting with the
Mid‐Atlantic Council, as well as the Board’s May
3, 2018 meeting, which was the brief meeting
we had to address the resolution of the appeal
to Addendum XXX per the recommendation of
the Policy Board. Are there any recommended
changes to either of those two proceedings?
Seeing none; is there any objection to
approving those two sets of meeting minutes
as proposed? Seeing none; both meeting
minutes stand approved by consent, and we’re
on to Item 3, which is public comment.
PUBLIC COMMENT
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
An opportunity for
anyone from the audience who would like to
address the Board on any item that is not on
the agenda. Is there anyone who would like to
do that? Is there anyone who has signed up?
Well, we’re checking now; but if anyone has
signed up they would be here and their hand
would be up I assume at this moment. Seeing
no hands; I’ll assume there is no request for
public comment.
UPDATE ON THE STRATEGIC PLAN FOR
BLACK SEA BASS MANAGEMENT
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: We’ll move on to Item 4,
which is an update on the Strategic Plan for
black sea bass management. Item 4 is a brief
update on the Board’s Strategic Planning
Process for black sea bass management.
Caitlin Starks to my right has a presentation that
summarizes the various efforts; either already
underway or slated for consideration, both
short term and long term, pertaining to black
sea bass management both recreational and
commercial. I will note that there are a lot of
moving parts; which makes this attempt to
summarize and align where we are, where
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we’re going, and how we plan to get there
rather challenging.
But I view it as a welcome challenge because it
reflects how active and committed we are as a
Board to addressing the many important issues
that confront us. With that I’ll turn the
microphone over to Caitlin for her presentation.
MS. CAITLIN STARKS: I’ll plan to keep this brief;
so we stay to our allotted time, but in this
presentation I’ll go over the status of the
Strategic Plan for reforming black sea bass
recreational management, and also the next
steps for the Board regarding commercial
management. At the joint meeting of the Board
and Council in April, 2018, the Board Chair and
Vice‐Chair presented a draft Strategic Plan for
reforming black sea bass recreational
management; which addressed a range of
concerns brought up by managers and
stakeholders in recent years.
The Board and Council discussed the Strategic
Plan; offered their support for its further
development, and following the meeting they
provided input and feedback on the document.
A summary of this feedback is provided in the
meeting materials. Then in June, a group of
ASMFC Council and NOAA staff, plus several
Board and Council members met in Philadelphia
to discuss and flush out some of the ideas that
were presented in the document.
In the next slides I’ll briefly go over some of
those ideas; and then provide some next steps
for continuing work on the Strategic Plan. At
the June meeting the group had a higher level
discussion of some of the key ideas that were in
that Strategic Plan draft document; mainly
focusing on some of the long term, in order to
identify the direction we want to start moving
in for black sea bass recreational management.
Some of the main topics discussed were how to
improve the stability of management while still
abiding by Magnuson Stevens.

Considering we are required to manage sea
bass to an annual catch target and also how we
might be able to incorporate stock status and
fishing mortality into management, in order to
build a framework where measures can be
more stable from year to year. The last bullet
up on this slide was not explicitly discussed at
the June meeting; but considering the Board’s
motion in May, the long term strategy should
also aim to address any changes in distribution
and abundance of the resource.
This is where we are in terms of moving through
the Strategic Plan as it was laid out at the April
meeting. For the interim program the goal is to
establish a recreational management program
that is reasonable for all of the states; while this
long term strategy is being further developed.
That can somewhat lead somewhat easily into
that full program. We’ll discuss this more under
the next agenda item; but for now I’ll just say
we’re facing a few challenges with setting up a
program for 2019, due to the timing of
information available for setting measures. As
usual, we’ll get Wave 6 harvest information in
mid‐February, but the timing of the operational
assessment that will happen for black sea bass
is still uncertain.
That could definitely affect the RHL for 2019,
but for now we’re just basing all of our
decisions on the old MRIP information, because
we don’t have that stock assessment yet, and
we don’t know how or if that RHL might change.
For the long term recreational management
program, the next steps moving forward are to
continue developing the long term program for
recreational management over the course of
the next year; through the working group, and
build on some of the ideas that have been
discussed thus far.
In addition to the development of the
recreational program, it will also be important
moving forward to start developing the
commercial aspects of the long term program.
As you’ll recall in May, the Board made a three‐
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part motion; the last part of which was to task
the PDT with developing a white paper
identifying actions that would consider changes
in distribution and abundance of the black sea
bass resource in future management of both
the recreational and commercial fisheries.
We already have work ongoing for the
recreational side that can address this directive;
so the next step on this front would be to get a
working group of Commissioners together to
start thinking about the questions that we need
to answer and the data that we have available
for managing the commercial fishery.
Unless there is any objection to following this
type of approach we can move forward with
putting that working group together following
this meeting; and David Borden has already
kindly agreed to chair that for us. Here is just a
very general estimated timeline of how work
might move forward on these two items; one
being the Strategic Plan for recreational
management, and the other being commercial
issues.
At this meeting the Board will address the
interim program through an addendum for
2019 management; and possibly future years
from September until the end of this year staff
will continue working on developing some of
those long term management strategy goals,
and possibly bring something back to the
working group.
Additionally, that separate working group can
convene to address how to fold in the changes
in commercial management into the bigger
picture management strategy. In early 2019
we’ll hopefully have that Operational
Assessment that will inform us about recent
harvest and the status and distribution of the
stock.
This will hopefully give the working group a
better information base on which to start
developing a management document to

address the long term. Just to close out this
presentation; I want to lay out some of those
working parts that Bob alluded to, so that the
Board has these in front of them and can keep
track. First we’ve got the draft Addendum that
we’ll talk about in the next item; and that
addresses the short term recreational
management program. Second, the Board and
Council will consider the Addendum in a
framework on conservation equivalency, Block
Island Sound Transit, and slot limits for the
Council side next week at the joint meeting.
Third, the Board can put together a working
group and start addressing those commercial
management aspects. Fourth, the Board will
probably have to react to the 2019 Operational
Assessment; depending on the results of that.
Then fifth, the development of the long term
black sea bass management strategy will
continue through those two working groups;
considering both recreational and commercial
management with the idea being that we’ll
ultimately need an amendment to implement
some of those bigger picture changes.
Lastly, you will hopefully get a new assessment
sometime in the near future that would allow
the Board to be basing some of those bigger
picture management changes on that current
information about the stock status abundance
and distribution of black sea bass. I will stop
there and let anyone ask any questions.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Questions, comments,
based on Caitlin’s presentation as to sort of
where we are, where we’re looking to go and
how we’re hoping to get there. Nichola
Meserve.
MS. NICHOLA MESERVE: I’m very pleased to
see that there is a plan in place and action is
going to be taken on the commercial issues as
well; and it will be led by my esteemed
colleague to my right here. I was wondering if
there is the potential for the working group to
also talk about recreational issues some more;
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as the draft addendum is developed for the
next Board meeting.
I say that because we have the Strategic Plan;
the reform initiative that had some additional
ideas in it for possible implementation in 2019.
I am not sure if the working group, when we
last met on the recreational issues, looked at
that document again to see if there is anything
else that we could pull into the draft
amendment; just a suggestion to not close the
door yet on things that we might be able to
possibly look at for 2019.
MS. STARKS: Yes, I believe the idea is to after
this meeting we’ll be discussing in further detail
some of those options for 2019 management
under the next agenda item. But after any
decisions are made about what to include or
not include in that addendum, we’ll have
another working group meeting to really flush
out some of those topics.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Additional questions or
comments; yes, Rob O’Reilly.
MR. ROB O’REILLY: That was fairly quick. The
Operational Assessment, which we used to call
an update I guess. Will that slow down the
process for a benchmark assessment; or is the
benchmark assessment already established and
certain? Because I’m imagining that we’re
going to know quite a bit more with the
benchmark and with the new MRIP data placed
within that model; so that if it’ a matter of the
same personnel or some of the same personnel
getting involved with the operational that they
would with the benchmark.
Lately for some species, like summer flounder,
we’ve just had survey updates and catch
updates rather than an operational assessment.
Is all that being taken into account?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I am not sure. We have a
couple tentative hands going up. I’m not sure
who is best to answer. I will just say that I’m

not aware that the benchmark has yet been
scheduled. We have an aspirational goal of
2020, but that may or may not prove to be
viable. I think as of right now we need some
clarification on we’re clear that we have an
operational update scheduled for early 2019.
We have hopes that there will be another
benchmark 2020 would be right now our target
or hope. But I don’t believe it’s been scheduled.
Toni.
MS. TONI KERNS: There is no black sea bass
benchmark on the books; and currently the
NRCC is working on a wholesale change in how
we move forward with the assessment process.
We can report back to the Commission on that
once the NRCC has come to a closer solution or
a final decision. That is where we stand; and
we’re still hoping to try to get black sea bass a
little earlier in 2019 than even late in the year
this year. It’s not off the table.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Thank you for that. Mike
Luisi.
MR. MICHAEL LUISI:
To Rob’s question
regarding the new MRIP numbers. Rob, it is my
understanding that the Operational Assessment
that we’re talking about will incorporate the
new time series on recreational; the calibration
time series as that goes forward, while I have
the microphone Caitlin, if you could go back just
to your summary slide.
I just wanted to add for clarity for next week. I
know many of you will be coming down to
Virginia Beach for our joint meeting with the
Council. But I wanted to add to that summary
that we will need to set ABCs for black sea bass
for 2019 next week. The hope, the SSC has
recommended an ABC, which the Council and
the Board will need to consider.
While I know that the Director of the Science
Center is somewhere – he was somewhere in
the room areas – Jon, we are hoping to get that
operational assessment as early as possible in
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2019, so that it may influence a change possibly
to the ABC that we would set next week for
2019. We haven’t had a commitment yet;
maybe John can speak to when that is being
planned. But the hope is that we will set the
ABC next week with an Operational Assessment
coming as early as possible in 2019 to
potentially influence that change to the ABC for
2019.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Any further questions or
comments? Dr. Hare, did you want to respond,
thank you?
DR. JONATHAN A. HARE: I don’t know if it’s a
response or just a comment. The MRIP, the
new MRIP estimates will be part of the
Operational Assessment done in 2019. Our
target at this point is to do scup, bluefish and
black sea bass together in April. But we still are
considering the request to try to do black sea
bass earlier. However, looking at the new MRIP
data which we’ve had for about a month, that is
going to be challenging; because there are
some challenges with that data as we saw
yesterday.
The catch estimates have increased; but more
importantly, the relative new catch estimates to
the past catch estimates have been changing
through time. It is that change in the relative
estimates through time which are going to
make the assessments complicated. The 2019
Operational Assessment will include the MRIP
data. Then I also just wanted to note that we
did provide an assessment update to the Mid‐
Atlantic late June; and the SSC has reviewed
that. I believe the SSC will be reporting out at
that next week in Virginia. Then the other
question, just for my clarification, and maybe I
can ask this. You don’t need to answer, but I’m
trying to understand what the rationale for the
new benchmark assessment is; because what
new science will be available for a new
modeling or a new assessment that you can try
different management approaches without a
new benchmark assessment? I just wanted to;

if possible, explore the rationale for a new
benchmark; since we just did one in 2016.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Thank you, Dr. Hare. I
know you weren’t looking for a response; but
I’ll just offer one for what it’s worth, and that is
to the extent that there might be an interest in
exploring region‐specific reference points. That
is something that the current assessment does
not afford the Board the opportunity to pursue.
To the extent that there might be interest in
pursuing that that would be one example of an
issue that might be a basis for wanting to see a
new benchmark sooner rather than later;
because we’re struggling with this issue of how
to deal with this shift in resource distribution
and abundance, and whether there might be a
need to see if there is a way to manage the
resource with regard to its northern and
southern spatial configuration.
We can’t currently do that as I understand it
under the benchmark. That was one of the
issues that I know was discussed; sort of in the
Strategic Plan as a discussion item, and that’s
really all it is right now, a discussion item. But
it’s my response to your question as to what
might warrant another benchmark.
DR. HARE: Thank you.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
comments. David Borden.

Other

questions,

MR. DAVID V. BORDEN: To that point; I’m glad
that Dr. Hare raised that issue, because it’s kind
of critical as I understand it to that type of
management strategy to do the work. But that
may be separable from doing a full benchmark
stock assessment. In other words, if you could
– and this is just so that Jon can think about this
– if there was a way of reformulating the 2016
Benchmark Stock Assessment so that it enabled
that type of consideration. Then that might
obviate the need for a full blown benchmark,
another benchmark.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the
Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting

5

Draft Proceedings of the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Management Board Meeting
August 2018
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Good point. Are there
any other comments, yes, Adam Nowalsky?
MR. ADAM NOWALSKY: Which of the proposed
assessments, operational, benchmark, et
cetera, would get us the first look at the impact
of the perceived large 2015 year class that we
could use that information to affect
management decisions? I mean I would just go
back in time. It was a 2012 year class that we
didn’t respond to until January, February of last
year. I’m hoping that we can respond to what
anecdotally and some early science information
is showing is out there sooner than five years.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Dr. Hare, I don’t want to
put you on the spot. But is that a question that
you could respond to; with regard to whether
the Operational Assessment would be able to
undertake the sort of evaluation that Adam is
looking for, namely with regard to recent year
class strength?
DR. HARE: There is information about the
strength of the 2015 year class in the update
that was produced the end of June. I think the
Mid SSC considered that information. Then
when the update is done in 2019, there will be
more information about the strength of the
2015 year class in that Operational Assessment.
We typically, through a lot of these species
which are managed in the Mid‐Atlantic and
ASMFC jointly, we do annual updates so that
every year there is an update of the information
about year class strength. That strength of that
year class will become more and more
confident as updates are done and Operational
Assessments are done.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Anything else? Seeing no
hands; I’ll just note Rob, I agree with you that
that was quick. But I would like to think that it
was helpful and further suggest that it might be
the sort of thing we do almost every meeting;
where we start out the meeting with a quick
update on sort of where we are with all of these

moving parts, to just kind of make sure that we
are caught up and clear on where we are,
where we’re looking to go, what’s new, what
might have developed since our last meeting.
That is the intent. It was a quick 15 minute
agenda item; but it was intended to kind of hit
the reset button, get us back to where we need
to be and now we continue on with our
business. That’s the intent. With that and
again, you’ll probably see it on future agendas;
because I think it is a helpful exercise to
undertake.
CONSIDER OPTIONS FOR RECREATIONAL
MANAGEMENT MEASURES
BLACK SEA BASS
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: With that we will now
move on to Item 5, which is to consider options
for black sea bass and summer flounder
recreational management. This is a possible
action item. Actually I think it is an action item;
in that I think implicitly we’ve already initiated a
new addendum for recreational black sea bass.
But it certainly couldn’t hurt to make that
explicit via a motion today; and we would need
a motion to initiate a new addendum for
recreational summer flounder management.
The current addendum expires at the end of
this year. Those would be the action items that
we might be looking for at the end of the two
presentations that we’re about to hear.
The goal today is to consider the
recommendations that have emerged from
staff, and the recreational working group and
based thereon provide guidance to staff for the
development of draft documents to be brought
back before the Board for consideration at our
next meeting in October. We’ll start with a
presentation from Caitlin on black sea bass;
then follow with a presentation from Kirby
Rootes‐Murdy on summer flounder. Caitlin, the
floor is yours.
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MS. STARKS: There is a memo on this in the
briefing materials; to kind of summarize what
we’re looking at in terms of management for
black sea bass recreational fishery in 2019; and
possibly future years. But this presentation will
provide a more detailed overview. To start, this
is a quick overview of the presentation. I’ll go
through some of the background on black sea
bass management; then review options for
management in 2019 and future years, and
then go over the recommendations from the
Rec Working Group on what should be included
in the draft addendum, and then finally wrap up
with next steps. Earlier this year at the
February meeting the Board approved
Addendum XXX to the Black Sea Bass FMP. This
Addendum established regional management
with three regions and allocated the RHL to
those regions; based on a combination of
exploitable biomass and harvest information,
and in March regional measures were approved
for 2018.
However, in April the previously approved
allocations of Addendum XXX were appealed by
the Northern Region; which includes
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut and
New York, on the basis that the decision was
inconsistent with the FMP, and there was
incorrect application of the technical data.
Portions of the appeal were brought forward to
the ISFMP Policy Board; which considered that
appeal on May 3, and instructed the Board to
approve a new set of measures for 2018. In
May the Board adopted those new measures,
and also initiated a management action for
black sea bass recreational management in
2019 that would consider changes in resource
abundance and distribution.
That brings us to today. At this meeting it is the
Board’s objective to consider options to include
in a draft addendum for management in 2019;
and possibly future years. I’ll go over these
options in the next slides; but before I do that I
just want to lay out the information that we’re

currently working with, and we’ve already had a
little bit of discussion about today.
Our new MRIP estimates were released in July;
but they’ve not yet been incorporated into an
assessment, and we don’t have the new
information from an assessment to inform the
RHL for 2019 or any changes to that RHL. The
2019 RHL was recommended by the SSC already
at 3.08 million pounds; but it’s not yet been
adopted. As Mike Luisi said, we’ll be taking that
up next week with the Council.
As I mentioned in my previous presentation, the
Operational Assessment for black sea bass that
is scheduled for early 2019, and we’re not
exactly sure of when that will be completed.
But it does have some uncertainty, or give us
some uncertainty about how our RHL for 2019
might be affected if the results of that
Operational Assessment show us that we’re in a
different situation than we think we are now.
The RHL could possibly change for 2019 if we
have that information in time. Other than the
default of coastwide measures, right now there
is not a management program that we can use
for 2019 without a new addendum; because of
the changes that we made to Addendum XXX.
That brings me to some options that we have
for considering in a new addendum for 2019.
Our first option, as always, is coastwide
measures; because that is the default under the
black sea bass FMP, and that would not require
a new management document. The second
option is state‐by‐state measures; and a third is
regional measures. For both of these our
typical route would be to determine in advance
through an addendum some scheme that would
guide the development of state measures;
whether that’s state or region specific shares of
the RHL based on proportional harvest, or catch
per angler, or another metric. Making those
decisions about how to divvy up the RHL was
essentially the exercise that we went through
with Addendum XXX. Just remembering all
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those options that we included in that
addendum, we could potentially consider some
of those same options again for 2019.
However, there is a fourth option that could be
considered for 2019; and that is to set measures
through the specifications process.
This option would constitute a change in the
process; where basically the decision making on
the state or regional shares or measures would
be removed from the addendum itself, and the
states would be able to determine and
negotiate their measures starting towards the
end of the year, and into 2019 once there is
more information available.
This could avoid some of the frustration and
confusion that has been produced when we
take example measures out to the public in an
addendum for public comment; and then that’s
based on preliminary information. Following
the public comment period we get new
information that changes everything; so it does
create some confusion for the public.
Setting measures through specifications
wouldn’t really change the information and the
process that we go through to develop state
measures or regional measures. It would just
allow it to happen outside of that addendum.
Like we’ve done in the past, the TC would start
analyzing the harvest information in the fall;
and develop preliminary harvest projections
under different sets of measures, and then
tweak those as new information becomes
available, in order to achieve but not exceed
our 2019 RHL.
The benefit here is that this work can be
developed without the rush of needing to get
those example measures into an addendum for
public comment. It could therefore be higher
quality work, and could wait to use more
complete harvest information from later in the
year. This isn’t to say that the public would not
have a chance to comment on any potential
measures.

The public would still have plenty of
opportunities to provide input through the
state processes that occur even when the
Commission is considering addenda to set
measures. States take those measures out to
the public through their own processes as well.
This also means state shares would not be
written into an addendum; and could therefore
be modified annually without needing a new
management document to do so, if the 2019
addendum were set up to allow that.
To try and give you all a better idea of how this
might work, this is an example timeline. Today
the Board can identify the options that they
want to include in this draft addendum for
2019. For the purposes of this example, we’ll
say that the Board chooses to include this
option to set measures through specifications.
Between now and October, we’ll develop a
draft document; which the Board would
consider for approval for public comment in
October. Then if approved, following the
comment period, the Board would take up the
document for final approval in December. If the
specifications option is selected, then the states
would then begin considering and evaluating
different sets of measures using a similar
technical process as has been done in the last
recent years.
A quick note here, while the intent of this
option is not to include those shares or
measures in the addendum itself,
the
addendum could still contain some guiding
principles for the development of those
measures.
For example, it could include
regional alignment or constraints on the
differences in regional measures; as we
included in Addendum XXX.
Then those
principles, whatever was selected by the Board,
would have to be followed as measures were
developed during the specifications process.
Essentially, what we’re suggesting here is
something similar to what the Board did this
May after the appeal. They had their regional
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alignment; and limits to how much measures
could differ.
Then the states worked out those measures
together, following within those limits.
Following the preliminary negotiations and the
development of the measures, in February and
March the Board would likely still need to react
to the Wave 6 harvest data, and tweak those
measures some more to keep the harvest
within the RHL. I’ll just note again that this
timeline will probably look different; depending
on what happens with the timing of that
Operational Assessment.
I’ll start now going through some of those
Working Group recommendations on options to
include in this addendum. On their call in July
the group discussed all the options that I just
laid out; and recommended moving forward
with the option to set measures through
specifications, with the rationale that it would
provide the Board with the most flexibility to
react to new information in 2019.
They also recommended several guiding
principles to include in the addendum to shape
the development of measures; and finally also
recommended including options for reducing
noncompliance in the fishery. I’ll go through
those in more detail on the next slides. For the
guiding principles that the group recommended
including in the addendum, they recommended
a regional management approach using the
same three regions as defined in Addendum
XXX; Massachusetts through New York, New
Jersey as its own region, and then Delaware
through North Carolina.
For each region a regulatory standard was
recommended to require states measures to
either be completely consistent or differ by no
more than some prescribed amounts. Options
that they discussed included differences of one
inch in minimum size, up to three fish in bag
limit, and several options on the difference in
season length, and some of those were 115

days; which is the maximum difference in
seasons in 2018, and 57 days, which is one‐half
of that and then having the option of having no
limit on the seasonal differences.
Along the coast they also recommended
limiting the difference in measures between
regions to better address equitable access
coastwide. One option is for no state to have a
bag limit that is more than double that of any
other state; and the draft addendum could also
consider limits to differences in season length
and minimum size, with consideration given to
the regional differences and seasonal
availability and size distribution.
One idea they also discussed was that
potentially the 2018 measures that we have
now could serve as a cap on the disparity of
measures between states in a region, and
between regions. The Working Group also
noted that available information on resource
distribution and angler effort should be taken
into account in setting specifications. This could
potentially include harvest information by state,
state survey information, and any other
available data that would reflect changes in
distribution and abundance of black sea bass.
Finally, the group recommended two options
for how long this addendum could stay in place.
Option one is that it could stay in place until a
new management is developed for the long
term; which will likely take two to three years
for an amendment. Option two is to limit the
duration to two years. Staff would like to note
here that even if this addendum were allowed
to stay in place until the long term management
strategy, or a new amendment were developed
that the Board would always have the option to
replace it with a new program via an addendum
at any time.
Several options that the Rec Working Group
brought up for improving noncompliance, and
this was specifically to address the October,
2017 Board motion to task the existing working
group with developing options aimed at
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reducing noncompliance in the summer
flounder, scup, and black sea bass fisheries.
They recommended some things focusing on
addressing uniform and effective enforcement
of regulatory programs by state; with regard to
size, bag, and season limits.
They recommended including fillet laws to
improve enforceability of measures, having
some measures of accountability for angler
violations by charter and party boat captains,
rules for assigning harvest to individual anglers
on those party and charter vessels, and also
limitations on commercial and recreational
fishing on the same trip. To wrap up; this is a
potential timeline for the development of this
action. Today the Board is discussing options to
consider including in this draft addendum for
2019.
In October the Board will consider approval of
the draft addendum for public comment; and
then in December the Board could consider
final approval of the Addendum. In February,
the states would then be able to propose some
draft measures; following whatever process
ends up being selected in the final addendum,
and maybe finalize those measures in March,
depending on the status of the Operational
Assessment, maybe later if it’s pushed back.
I’ll also add what Nichola brought up earlier
that the Rec Working Group can meet between
now and October again to further develop some
of the options that the Board decides on today.
With that I’ll just put this up here that the
Board’s goal is to consider some of these
options to include in the draft addendum for
2019 and beyond; and I will take any questions.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
Emerson.

Questions for Caitlin.

MR. HASBROUCK: Could you go back to your
previous slide, please, timeline? It might be a
typo; but I see December, 2019. Should that be
2018, and if so, if it is are we going to have a

special Board meeting, or is that going to be
done at the joint Council/Commission meeting
in December?
MS. STARKS: I believe it would be taken up at
the joint meeting; and yes, it is 2018; the
December joint meeting.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
clarification. Dr. Hare.

Thank you for that

DR. HARE: Just a comment on the timeline.
You know you have the Operational Stock
Assessment in between February and March. It
is currently scheduled for April; and it is highly
likely that we will be unable to push it earlier.
In terms of thinking about the plan, you know I
might plan for April, and then we will do our
best to have it be earlier rather than plan for it
to be earlier and then have problems when we
do it in April.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: We’re trying. We’re really
trying.
DR. HARE: So are we.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I know, I know. I get your
point; and I think we’re also just trying to do our
best to ensure that it’s recognized as a high
priority, given its potential influence on our
2019 management program. But appreciate
where you’re coming from, thank you for that.
Additional questions for Caitlin. We’ll turn to
kind of reviewing these options and thinking
through what we want to pursue. But right now
I’m really just looking for questions on her
presentation. Mike Luisi.
MR. LUISI: Caitlin, can you go back a couple
slides to where you established. It was the slide
that had kind of the baselines where you
deviate whether you’re within the region; you
deviate by one inch or three fish. Yes that’s the
one. I just want to understand. I can
understand
the
difference
with
the
intraregional limitations; such that in the case
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of the second bullet, you couldn’t deviate from
a state within a region by what is defined there.
But I just want to go on record to express my
concern regarding how I read this as being an
interregional difference between regions;
where a bag limit in a state could be no greater
than two times that of another state. The way
that I read that and thinking about how the bag
limits, so I don’t have them all in front of me
right now. But I know that the bag limits in New
England are awfully small during certain times
of the year. Let’s say that for instance,
Massachusetts may have a 5‐fish‐bag limit.
I know in some cases I think it even drops below
five in some states; maybe to three. Would that
mean if we were to move forward with
something like that that if a state has a 3, 4, or 5
fish bag limit that the southern region, which I
think we all know has a 15‐fish‐bag limit, would
have to make modifications not to exceed two
times that of a state that has a very small bag
limit. Would that be the intent there? I just
wanted to put that out there to see what your
thoughts were; and just express my concern
regarding that.
MS. STARKS: I think that generally was the
intent of the option. But again, it could be
further developed by the Working Group to
come up with a different number. But it may
have also intended to say regions that are next
to each other. That is details that we would
definitely want to work out.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
thank you. John.

Good exchange there,

MR. JOHN CLARK: Yes, just kind of following up
on Mike’s question. My recollection of this
meeting in my notes was that these were
suggestions not recommendations; and that
was definitely a point of contention on the call.
My notes were that we wanted to look at 15
fish in the southern region, because they are
smaller fish. That is the same biomass maybe

as five fish in New England. That was clearly my
notes. That was not a recommendation that
was a suggestion by some people.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Fair enough. I think that is
a fair characterization as to how it went; and it
just kind of rolled forward as not necessarily a
consensus opinion, but just among the issues
that were raised during the call. But thank you,
John for that clarification. Tom Fote.
MR. THOMAS P. FOTE: At one point New Jersey
had a 2‐fish‐bag limit, and we’re now looking at
10 times 2 fish, a double 2 fish. What I was
looking at in a part of that discussion was if the
highest bag limit say in the New England is 10
fish, then it could be up to 20 fish in the other
regions adjacent, because that’s the highest bag
limit, not looking at the lowest bag limit. I
wouldn’t want to basically curtail anybody to
four fish because we have a 2‐fish‐bag limit
during a certain period of time, just to keep it
open if they’re bycatching fish. That is what I
was interpreting that to mean.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Additional questions?
Seeing no hands; I think what we would now
like to do is get the Board’s feedback on which
if any of these recommended options staff
should pursue for further development,
whether it’s a good slate of options and all
should be further developed, whether there are
additional options that should be considered.
This sort of process that we go through at this
stage is to really kind of get your sense as to
whether this is a good working outline to
pursue; or whether there should be any
modifications made to it. I would like to open
the floor now to thoughts on that issue. David
Borden.
MR. BORDEN: Bob, could Caitlin put up that
slide with the options. I think it’s the prior one.
Yes, do we have to have the coastwide
measures in there? If we don’t then I think we
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should take it out.
considered.

I can’t see that being

CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
There has been a
suggestion to remove coastwide measures as an
option in this addendum. Is there any objection
to that suggestion? Toni.
MS. KERNS: I don’t have an objection. But it’s a
default measure of the Plan. It’s difficult for us
to completely remove it from an addendum,
because it’s part of the FMP. If there is nothing
else then that is what we default to as part of
the FMP.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: David, I know you want to
respond so I’ll go to you. But I really hear Toni
on this; and that is if the Board couldn’t come
to terms with the addendum, we would need a
default. We would need something to have in
place for management. As she indicated, this is
the FMP default provision. Do you have further
thoughts on how to handle this?
MR. BORDEN: I thought of that and it’s really
status quo. The default is taking the place of
status quo. But I think we should narrow this in
the interest of time. I would also support taking
out the state‐by‐state measures.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Before we go to that are
you comfortable leaving in coastwide; given its
status as a default? Okay, and is there any
objection to leaving it in given its status as a
default?
Seeing no objection; the next
suggestion is to remove state‐by‐state
measures.
Are there thoughts on that
suggestion? Is there any objection to that?
Seeing no objection; we’ll remove that and
we’re now left with three options, broadly
speaking, coastwide regional and setting
measures through the specifications process. Is
the Board comfortable with those three broad
categories of options? Mike Luisi.

how that ended up; and staff put a ton of time
into developing allocations based on the
regions, based on different time periods. We
thought at the time that we kind of came to
some agreement, some compromise between
the winners and the losers that come as a result
of allocation decisions.
I just would hate to go back through all of that
again. With all of the other work that we have
in front of us that I think we can do a much
better job of putting our energies into; which
would be the future, which would be 2020 and
beyond, rather than focusing again on
allocation of the resource as was presented in
Addendum XXX.
I think the regional structure is sound. I think
that is there. You’ve had these regions for a
number of years. I am concerned that if we
start looking at shares, time periods, ten years,
five years, two years, three years. We’re going
to go down a rabbit hole again in this
addendum; and we’re going to find ourselves at
the same point that we were last year.
It would be my preference to focus this
addendum on the 2019 fishery; and perhaps
2020, given the timeline that Caitlin presented
in just the idea that we would be setting
measures through specifications. Eliminate the
grind of presenting and developing and going
out to the public with allocation options that is
only going to create more drama than what I
think is necessary at this time.
We have to fix this fishery for the future. 2019
is upon us. We’re not going to fix it in a few
months; between now and when 2019
measures need to be in place. My opinion
would be to remove the regional measures;
remove the line that goes to state shares over
the RHL, and just drop regional measures into
the specifications process. That would be what
I would suggest.

MR. LUISI:
You know we went through
Addendum XXX last year and we all remember
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CHAIRMAN BALLOU: On the floor is the
suggestion; thoughts on that. Nichola.
MS. MESERVE: I agree with Mike Luisi. My
interpretation of the Working Group’s
recommendation was that the specifications
process would replace any options for regional
measures or state‐by‐state measures, because
of the difficulty that we find ourselves in with
the assessment timing, the new recreational
harvest estimates, the turmoil and process that
we went through with Addendum XXX. I
support the Working Group’s recommendation
on that and the others as well.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I don’t see any other
hands; so I’m going to ask, is there any
objection to the suggestion that was just made
and seconded essentially, to remove regional
measures as well so that our two broad
categories would be the coastwide measures as
the FMP default. Then the primary focus,
obviously as the other alternative or as the sole
alternative, would be to set measures through
the specifications process. I’ll just start by
saying is there any objection.
Seeing none;
Caitlin if you want to flick to the next slide or
maybe it’s the slide after this. It’s the one that
has the guiding principles; this would be now, if
I understand correctly. These would be the
options that would be further developed for
consideration in the draft addendum. Let’s
leave this slide up and see. There have already
been some references to that last bullet item;
the interregional issue. How does the Board
feel about this range of sub‐options, let’s call
them, under the specification setting approach.
Emerson.
MR. HASBROUCK: I’m a little confused. We just
had a brief discussion about removing a
regional approach. But the regional approach
that’s here is listed here; so does that mean we
could still discuss a regional approach through
the specification setting process? Is that what
this means?

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Caitlin.
MS. STARKS: Yes. Having an addendum that
says an option is to set measures through the
specifications process; but with some guidelines
that include regional management, would mean
through the specifications process but not
through the addendum itself, the Board would
determine measures that were for regions.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: You’re nodding; so that
apparently answers your question, Emerson.
Thank you for that. To be honest with you, I
also got spun around a little bit on that
difference between setting forth regional
measures in a draft addendum, which is what
we’ve done in the past per regional shares. You
know maintaining a regional approach but
doing it through a specifications process. With
that are there additional thoughts, comments
on this range of issues to be addressed through
the draft addendum. Matt.
MR. MATTHEW GATES: Yes, we have options
there for limiting how different we can be. Last
year we ran into a little trouble with some of
those; when we were forced to take a reduction
in the northern region. Kind of the way it
worked out is one state had to take the majority
of that reduction.
I would like to see us have an option that we
could at least take out to public comment on
that would maybe limit how much any one
state within a region would have to reduce; if in
fact we had to do a reduction. For instance, if
we had to take like say the northern region had
to reduce by 100,000 fish, limit what each state
would need to reduce by to maybe 50 percent
of that so that one state is not taking all of the
reduction.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay, Caitlin is nodding
and writing that down. It sounds like that is
something that she’ll do her best to work up
and develop. Of course we’re starting from a
different baseline this year than we were last
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year; but I do take your point. Additional
thoughts and I would like to particularly call the
Board’s attention to that last item that John
Clark, you spoke to. Obviously that is a new
issue.
It’s something that we’ve never addressed
before as far as I know. You know there is the
conceptual issue of trying to limit differences in
measures between regions; and then there is
the “how do you do that” component to that. I
guess I’m looking for some Board feedback on
the general concept of trying to obtain more
consistency, let’s say between the regions, and
then as well how might that be accomplished?
Whether it’s appropriate to be addressed or at
least pursued, and revisited in October after it’s
further developed, or whether it’s something
the Board does not want to pursue. That is
what I think we need feedback on; given some
of the earlier comments we had. Mike, did you
have a thought on that? I’m sorry, your hand
kind of went up and then it went down. It’s
down. Now David Borden’s hand is up.
MR. BORDEN: Bob, just to question you. You
just referenced we’re going to be starting from
a new baseline in this. I’m a little confused on
it. The new baseline is going to be what?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I was just thinking about
the current regulations that are in place, and
reductions needed on a state‐by‐state basis,
and how they would affect an individual state
regulation. That was just what was spinning in
my head when Matt was making his comment.
But Toni has a thought on that.
MS. KERNS: Because this is a specification
process and there are no rules about. Well, we
don’t know what we’re going to have to do for
next year. We don’t know what this year’s
catch is going to look like. We don’t know what
the quota will look like for next year. I would
say you have no baseline; in reality.

You will have potentially through the document
some consistency standards that you can go off
of; but it will be part of the specification process
where the TC will look at the performance of
the fishery, the availability of the fishery, CPUE,
effort, all different information and provide
recommendations to the Board on the types of
measures that they think will work to meet the
RHL of 2019.
Then the Board will have to grapple with that
information and work together to develop a set
of regulations. I think it’s a little bit different
than last year; in the sense of having a baseline.
That will come into play a little bit about what
Matt was getting at, and that discussion and
negotiation with the region will be part of what
we work through, and how the TC makes their
recommendations to the Board.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Good point and I also
realize that 2018 harvest is also another issue
that changes year to year. Thank you for that
clarification; and maybe that helps debunk this
issue of there really isn’t a baseline, as Toni was
just saying. David.
MR. BORDEN: Thank you for the clarification.
I’m more comfortable with that. I just point
out, other than all of the agony we all went
through last year trying to reach compromises
on this. I would just make the observation that
there were a number of people both in the Mid‐
Atlantic region and the South Atlantic region
that at the end of the discussion were
expressing some willingness to moderate their
increases, in order to minimize some of the
negative impacts on the northern region. I
think this process can work; but that type of
discussion has to take place right up front.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Rob O’Reilly.
MR. O’REILLY: The RHL does decrease for 2019,
so we have to keep that in mind, 3.08 million
pounds. Concerning the 15 fish, I can’t speak
for the southern region in entirety. As a matter
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of fact last year was the first time there was a
southern region; prior to that it was just
coincidental that the states observed the
federal waters rule.
Last year sort of put the stamp on a southern
region; Delaware through North Carolina. The
15 fish is held pretty dearly in Virginia; and last
year before things settled out, there were those
who would rather have the season truncated a
little bit as opposed to the 15‐fish‐bag limit not
being there, because there was some talk about
going to 10 at one point.
That said; I think it’s good that we maybe get
some information on the creel and the success
rate towards 15 fish. I remember many years
ago, which is ten, so that’s many years ago.
When we were looking at problems with black
sea bass, and Toni Kerns was the person
coordinating. We found out we really couldn’t
do much getting much of an impact for a
reduction, unless we got down to 6 fish. I
remember that distinctly.
You know it was even higher than 15 then, so
that is a sticking point at least for Virginia;
probably would remain so. I think we know
that when you get in the charter or the
headboat business the proverbial lure is there;
and I don’t think that has gone away over all the
years. That is why the 15 fish is held pretty
tightly in Virginia. I appreciate the time to talk
about that.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Mike Luisi.
MR. LUISI: Just quickly Bob, since you asked to
address that last bullet. I think instead of
dealing with it right now, I can see three or four
different ways that could be fleshed out,
whether the regions are next to one another,
whether they are across regions, whether it is
the smallest bag limit of a state or as Tom Fote
alluded to, the largest bag limit within a state. I
just think we can spend some time dealing with

the details on a workgroup call; rather than
now.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
suggestion, Adam.

Thank you for that

MR. NOWALSKY: I differ a little bit. I agree with
Mike’s comments earlier that about where is
our time best spent. I disagree with the last
comment about maybe we could spend a little
more time working on this last bullet point. My
own opinion is the Working Group talked about
it. There was a difference of opinion on the call.
That last bullet point was one suggestion that
was there.
When we look at the disparity between the
regions right now, if we try to hold ourselves to
that standard, quite frankly that is a no go right
there. You’ve got the southern states, and then
there is New Jersey. There is no way you could
get to that constraint right there. I think we’re
wasting our time on that item.
The frustration level and the last presentation
about what we’re working on longer term that
is really where our focus needs to be. I
understand the concerns about competition, et
cetera. The Working Group couldn’t decide if
this was something to even work on; couldn’t
get agreement on it. I think we should just take
it off the table right now, personally.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: John Clark.
MR. CLARK: I was thinking along the lines of
Adam there. I know it’s just semantics, but
rather than limit differences and measures
between regions, just something like maintain
equity between regions, so it doesn’t put us
into that kind of narrow focus that we just have
to make sure our measures are similar to each
other’s.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Mike Ruccio.
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MR. MICHAEL RUCCIO: That was the same
thought I think that I had. It strikes me; you
know having listened to the conversation of the
Working Group and now here. I haven’t heard
anybody overtly reject this as a concept. But
the particulars of how it’s going to be
implemented are what we’re kind of starting to
stumble on.
I would offer that there are a lot of particulars
on what we’re going to implement for next year
that are really difficult to kind of conceptualize
right now; because there are so many moving
parts this year, even more than in a normal year
where we would just deal with the timing of
MRIP data availability. We have the potential
for a stock assessment that is going to come in
mid process; and I needn’t mention MRIP and
the changes there.
Perhaps one way to move forward would just
be to, as John had said, either just have the limit
differences or try to maintain equity; something
that is almost aspirational that is in there, but
moves away from having specification of
specific no more than two times difference
between states. That would give the flexibility
to try to work towards measures that are
similar. But if we find that we need that as a
tool to be able to use, then it wouldn’t preclude
being able to use that. That might be a good
compromise.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Nichola, did I see your
hand?
MS. MESERVE: I appreciate the most recent
comments about keeping in the concept,
possibly removing that one particular example
that was discussed on the call. But I would like
to see the working group continue on this
concept. My recollection from last call was that
this again was a northern vs. southern
disagreement.
That’s a trend that we keep on seeing; and
unless we can have some compromise on these

bag limits, I fear that we’re not going to be very
content with the interim program or the full
program whenever we get to it. I hope we can
continue to have this discussion; and keep this
concept moving forward, even if it’s just
aspirational.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I’m going to take one
more comment from Tom Fote; and then I’m
going to ask for whether there is consensus on
keeping this in, at least as a concept or
removing it. If there are differences of opinion I
think we’re going to need a motion. Tom Fote.
MR. FOTE: We’re talking about affecting party
and charterboats. Let me see, if we have a 10‐
fish‐bag limit in New Jersey, and you have a 5‐
fish‐bag limit in New England, nobody is going
to drive down to New Jersey to catch 10 small
fish when they can get five big fish in New
England. The same thing happens true. We
have people from New Jersey that go up even
when it’s only 10 fish, because they know
they’re getting 10 big black sea bass; compared
to what they catch in Jersey. But they ain’t
going the other way around.
Nobody is coming from New England to fish in
New Jersey for black sea bass; because they’re
afraid all they’re going to catch is small fish.
When you look at the poundage wise, there is
really no difference between it. A 5‐fish‐bag
limit in New England is about equal to a 10‐fish‐
bag limit in New Jersey.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
I’ll take one more
comment from Maureen.
MS. MAUREEN DAVIDSON: In response to
Tony’s remarks, people might not drive from
New England, but they will drive from New York
to catch the more fish in New Jersey if there is a
huge difference in our state possession limits.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Here is where I think we
are. There are some differences of opinion; no
surprise, we’re talking about black sea bass.
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But my sense is that there is more support for
at least keeping it in as a concept, having the
Working Group further discuss it. We’ve got
our next meeting in October, where we would
have the time to really decide whether it
belongs in or not versus, I’ll call it the Adam
Nowalsky suggestion, and that is just take it out
now because we’ve got more important things
to spend our time on.
I’m going to ask it this way. Is there objection
to keeping it in as a concept; with the
understanding that that suggested example
doesn’t seem to be a very popular one. The
onus on the working group would be to look at
other ways to address that issue, or perhaps I
think to Mike Ruccio’s point, and perhaps just
have it in there as a guiding principle.
Use it for what it’s worth; but not necessarily
have any specificity associated with it. It seems
to me that that could be an option as well. Let
me see if I can just ask the question and then
not talk over myself. Is there objection to
leaving it in as a concept for further
development by the Working Group? Seeing no
objection; we’ll leave it in as a concept. I think
we now have a good suite of options. I’m going
to look to Caitlin to see if there is anything else
that we need to work on or discuss.

MR. JOE CIMINO: Not being part of the
Workgroup, can we define new management?
Are we speaking to reference points
specifically?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I think, well I’ll let Toni
tackle that.
MS. KERNS: It would be just until we have
either that long term change. What we’re
trying to do with the long term recreational
management measures changes, which Caitlin
went over earlier, because in order to make
those changes we would need an amendment.
I don’t know how long an amendment will take.
But I know that in the past the Board has
constantly asked us to do a new addendum
every single year, and that becomes difficult for
the states as well as us, and for the public.
We’re trying to set us up to have something in
place until we have something new in place.
That can be the amendment or if you guys
decide next year or two years or three years
down the line. If we don’t have an amendment
and you don’t like what you have approved
through this management process, you can
start another addendum. At any time you can
always do another addendum.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Adam.

Probably the compliance issues, so let’s switch
to the compliance issues next. I’m sorry that is
actually the third leg of this. There are two
more issues. The first of the two issues that we
need to still look at is whether the Board is
comfortable with this duration issue. We’ve got
two options for duration.
No one on the working group recommended
one year; I think we can all appreciate that
perspective. It was either two years or sort of
indefinitely but better stated, until new
management is developed for the long term. Is
the Board comfortable with those two options
for the duration component of this addendum?
Yes, Joe.

MR. NOWALSKY:
I would define new
management as performance evaluation no
longer based on annual comparison of MRIP to
a RHL. That is what I would define new
management as.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: But you’re not necessarily
suggesting we put it in the document that way;
but you’re just kind of helping inform this
discussion, as I understand it.
MR. NOWALSKY: Correct. The question of what
is new management. I think that was going
back again to that last presentation; that
meeting in June. That was really the basis for
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the discussion point that this Annual
Performance Evaluation isn’t working; how do
we move to something different? That is what
we’re moving towards, I believe long term.
That’s what I think our new management
program is. I don’t think we need it explicitly
defined; but the purpose of this conversation, I
hope that helps.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Any further thoughts on
this particular issue; the duration issue? Seeing
none; it looks like there is consensus for these
two options to be carry forward. Then our last
set of issues, and if you could put that slide up,
has to do with reducing noncompliance. Here
are the bullets that were teed up, I think
through some input from various folks.
I mean this came up during the Working Group
call, and then I think there was some follow up.
Here’s right now the sort of slate of issues that
could be further developed, and included in the
draft addendum under this category of reducing
noncompliance. Thoughts on this overall issue,
and the bullets provided?
MR. FOTE: Yes, I brought this up on the call,
because I hear it constantly in New Jersey,
because of our strict filleting laws. You know,
you have to bring fish in. If you’re a party and
charter boat you have to have a special permit,
you’ve got to bring those racks in, and it’s
inconsistent with other states. Some states
don’t really have enforceable rules is what my
law enforcement has been telling me for years.
I’m just looking for more consistency that we
can actually enforce the filleting laws and the
no filleting laws that will all be the same.
Whatever they are, whatever rules you want to
set up, as I was saying; we want to have similar
bag limits we should have the same laws on
filleting, so if you go to a different state you
don’t wind up being able to circumvent the law.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Any other thoughts on
this? I will go to Roy first and then Mike Ruccio.

MR. ROY W. MILLER: Quickly, could you define
for me looking at Bullet Point 3 and 4. If harvest
is assigned to individual anglers, what would
the charter and party boat captains be held
accountable for?
MS. STARKS: These were two ideas that kind of
are on the same thread. I might look to
Nichola; because she’s got some detail on how
we might construct those laws.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Nichola.
MS. MESERVE: Part 3 was, I believe, based on a
rule that Massachusetts perhaps other states
have. I’m not sure until we have this exercise of
looking at this more. But we have a rule where
charter and party boat captains can also be held
accountable for the violations that occur on
their vessel by anglers.
Our regulation says that discretion is given to
the law enforcement officer as to when to apply
that. If the vessels are using all their best
management practices of announcing the rules,
posting the rules, having measuring devices the
officer uses their discretion. I think the fourth
bullet has to do with whether comingling of
catch is allowed.
If coolers have to be labeled or if there is some
way to assign that particular harvest to an
angler; so that there isn’t an instance where the
catch is just abandoned during a law
enforcement intercept, and then no one is held
responsible for it. I think this list needs more
details for each one as to particular options.
But these were what were discussed on the call;
or in e‐mails following up as rules that other
states may have already on their books.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Mike Ruccio.
MR. RUCCIO: Just a process question, I guess. I
don’t have any specific issues with any of these
points; I think they are all worth consideration,
but was curious how and when this will go to
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the Enforcement Committee, and what the
nexus might be if there is development of
specific measures, kind of comparable
measures, to go into the Federal FMP.
Because so much of the enforcement process
now happens through JEA agreements with
NOAA OLE; we would want, I think for
maximum effectiveness, to ensure that both the
Commission and the Federal FMP reflect any
changes, particularly if it comes to something
like fillet laws so that we’re consistent across
state and federal waters.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
Good point, good
questions. Mike Luisi, did you want to take a
stab at that?
MR. LUISI: To that point, I was remembering an
e‐mail that I received recently regarding this
exact issue. Some of the issues here are things
that have been brought up at joint meetings
that we’ve had with the Council; specifically the
filleting at sea, and accountability of the either
charter captain or the individual angler on a
boat.
I got an e‐mail back at the end of July. There is
a meeting being planned between the Law
Enforcement Committee, Tilefish Committee,
and HMS Committees to discuss a number of
things; but some of them are related to what’s
on the board here. I wonder if it would be
reasonable to, due to Mike’s comments as well.
Perhaps this Law Enforcement issue could turn
into one of those joint framework/addenda or
addendum with the Council, since we’re kind of
discussing all the same parts. I would hate to go
in two different directions; and it might be
worth just pulling out what we’ve already
discussed as the addendum that we’re going to
work on for 2019.
Have kind of a parallel track with the Law
Enforcement concerns in addition to something
at the Council level; you know a framework that

would be done at the Council. I don’t have
anybody here to ask as to whether or not a
framework right now is reasonable to include in
the Council’s priorities. But maybe by next
week we can follow back up on something like
that.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I was thinking the same
thing, Mike. I was wondering if we could maybe
park this issue for now; see if we could add it to
the agenda next week at our joint meeting, and
see if there is an opportunity to do just what
you and Mike are suggesting, I think, and that is
kind of integrate these issues into a joint action,
to ensure consistency at both the state and
federal levels.
Does that sound like a reasonable approach? Is
there any objection to that approach? It isn’t
necessarily being taken out of this pending
document; but the idea would be to explore
whether there is a better venue, so it could
come out I guess. If we find that there is a
better venue to address it via a joint framework
action. Eric Reid.
MR. ERIC REID: My question is do you have
envisioned something that would have to be
approved by both bodies; or would that be an
oral process? It only worries me because if it is
a Mid‐Atlantic Council action and a Commission
action, I just want to make sure that the New
England viewpoint isn’t diluted.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Understood. Well, I
assume the whole point is that it would be a
joint action between the Board and the Mid‐
Atlantic Council. I’ll just leave untouched the
issue of the New England angle there. This
addendum, is this going to be a joint action?
No. I guess to your point; and really to your
point, Eric as well. The way to make this a joint
action, the way to make sure that there is
consistency between what this Board wants to
pursue and any need to align with federal
waters rules is through a joint action via the
Mid‐Atlantic. It sounds like this could be an
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CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Toni.

short term solely by the Board, given its overlap
with federal waters issues. I think that is the
sense I get from the way this discussion is going
is trying to figure out how we can address this
in a timely fashion; because it is a priority issue
that this Board has identified quite a while ago
that is now coming back to the fore. Here we
are talking about potentially shifting it into
another venue; which would cause further
delay. Mike Ruccio.

MS. KERNS: The Mid‐Atlantic Council does not
have any priorities; and I think Chris has said,
and you can correct me if I’m wrong, Mike. I
don’t think that they in their priorities they
don’t have this action for this year; so for staff
time to work on something for this year. If it’s a
joint action and if it’s not frameworkable, then
they would have to go into an amendment.
Then I would suggest that it slide into the long
term amendment.

MR. RUCCIO: I didn’t raise it to try to be
obstructionist at all, or to see it delayed. I just
thinking through the issues there is a lot of
overlap between what would be state and
federal here. I appreciate the discussion.
Maybe one way to approach it is to keep it in
for now; to begin the development through the
Commission process, and that will reveal if it
can be through just a Commission related
action, or if it needs to involve Mid‐Atlantic.

This issue may take more than the two months
that we have between now and annual meeting
to flesh out as well. If that happens then I
would again suggest that we push it to a
different document; whether it is an addendum
that happens before the amendment or into the
amendment, up to the Board. But I think you
would all want to address 2019 in a timely
fashion; but that is up to the Board. But that is
the sense that we have gotten so far.

If these issues stem far enough that it’s
something that we kind of half joke, maybe we
should bring in the South Atlantic and HMS too.
But as we start to tease this apart in
development, it may be that it is appropriate to
consider a really broad scope. Another way to
approach it would be just to start the work now
and try to bring partners along as we need. You
know I can’t speak for the Council. It would
probably need to be part of their prioritization
process this fall to spin up another action;
because as Toni said, it’s not currently slated.

issue that could be peeled off and addressed in
that way. That is what I’m sensing from the
way this discussion is going; but maybe we need
to either further discussion now or park it until
next week. David Borden.
MR. BORDEN: For my own edification; does the
timeline change if we make it a joint action?

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Yes, I’m going to channel
my colleague from Massachusetts, Nichola
Meserve, and just remind the Board that this is
already an issue that has been delayed once.
What we’re talking about now is essentially
delaying it again. Not that it isn’t a good
suggestion given that we seem to be thinking of
a better venue; a better process to address it.
But to Toni’s point that means further delay. To
your question I think, Eric, it would mean that it
would not get addressed in the short term.
Now it may turn out that it’s going to be a very
difficult, if not impossible issue to address in the

CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
Thoughts
suggestion. Rob O’Reilly.

on that

MR. O’REILLY: I responded to Nichola when she
sent this around. I’m thinking at least from
what I can understand, some of the
accountability and some of the teeth in the law
in Massachusetts really has changed recently,
because of violations. I related how our system
works. But beyond that it seems that maybe if
there is going to be a delay that we find out
what the states can do; and what NOAA can do.
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It is problematic to have a number of states in
federal waters with 80 to 85 percent of their
fishery occurring in federal waters; and to have
this not in a situation where we have the
federal component. I think that’s going to be a
problem. But the other problem I see is we are
going after this without really knowing what we
have at hand. At least I don’t.
I don’t know what all the states have; in terms
of these various items that we’re looking about
noncompliance. It might be good to know that.
It might be good to gather that information.
You’ve got the state regulations; have the
federal rules, Law Enforcement is going to
meet; Mike Luisi just talked about sort of a joint
meeting that is going to be looked at. I’m not
sure we’re ready.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Let’s see if we have
consensus; or whether we need to do it in the
form of a motion. Does the Board support the
suggestion that this essentially be and I’m
paraphrasing, but this is my understanding, held
off for inclusion in this addendum and further
developed, but for purposes of being addressed
through a joint action with the Mid‐Atlantic
Council. Is there opposition or objection to that
revised approach? Eric Reid. There is at least
some opposition; so I’m going to ask Adam to
offer that in the form of a motion; and we’ll
have a vote on it. Go ahead, Adam.
MR. NOWALSKY: I move that non‐compliance
issues be removed from further development
for the addendum for 2019 and beyond
recreational black sea bass, and be considered
with joint federal management.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Adam.
MR. NOWALSKY: I agree with those last
comments. I understand the frustrations. I’ve
experienced them first hand with customers,
myself, as well as fellow captains. I understand
them. I also know though that a couple of bad
apples are the ones that really raise the stink. It
isn’t always the entire barrel that is rotten and
needs to be thrown out. We have a disaster
headed for us in the 2019 black sea bass fishery.
I’m going to come right out and say it.
A 3.0 something million pound RHL, a 2015 year
class that is huge, management’s failure to
respond to the 2011 year class that was huge,
and now in a massive deficit of regulations. We
have a disaster on our hands next year, Mr.
Chairman. While I understand that these
noncompliance issues are important. We need
all hands on deck; coming up with the best
possible solution we can for next year. To that
end, if we can’t do it by consensus I am
prepared to make a motion to not have this be
part of the rest of the addendum we work on
for this year.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Let’s see if we can get that
up on the board. I’m sorry, moved by Adam,
seconded by Rob O’Reilly. We’ll get that up on
the board. I would recommend that we not
discuss it further; given the very healthy
discussion we’ve just had, and the need to
move on to summer flounder.
I’ll be inclined to call the question; unless there
is pressing need for further discussion. But I’ll
wait for it to get up on the Board; and there it
is.
Move that non‐compliance issues be
removed from further development from the
Addendum for 2019 and beyond for
recreational black sea bass, and be considered
with joint federal measures. Moved by Mr.
Nowalsky and seconded by Mr. O’Reilly, yes,
Nichola.
MS. MESERVE: I’m just wondering if the maker
of the motion would be willing to remove the
“and beyond;” because it seems like we would
never consider it, even with joint measures with
that clause in the motion.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Well the motion belongs
to the Board; so is there objection to moving
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the phrase “and beyond” from this motion? Is
there any objection to that? Adam.
MR. NOWALSKY: The intent of the motion was
that the proposed addendum we’re working on,
we talked about 2019 and 2020, or maybe not
until a new management program was in place.
I just didn’t want to be back here at the same
time having the same discussion for 2020; even
though every other recreational piece of the
addendum is moving forward.
My hope is that in 2020 there would be a joint
management action that would be going into
place to address these issues. That would be
my hope; but that was the only reason for
choosing and beyond. I’m certainly open to any
changes that would not take away from that
concern.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Mike Luisi.
MR. LUISI:
My accounting makes this
Addendum XXXII; if Addendum XXXI is the joint
action with the framework to consider slot
limits and transit provisions and all of that
conservation equivalency. If this is XXXII we
might as well just say it’s Addendum XXXII.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Is there any objection to
modifying the motion to read from draft
Addendum XXXII? Seeing no objection; let’s
modify that motion as such. It would just say
from Draft Addendum XXXII for recreational
black sea bass; striking for 2019 and beyond.
How is that? I think that is what I just heard
recommended. If you could just strike for 2019
and beyond, any further thoughts on this?
David Borden.
MR. BORDEN: I’m opposed to the motion for
the reason that I liked Mike’s suggestion. He’s
the Chair of the Mid‐Atlantic Council; he
wanted to have this discussion with the Council.
I think that if this motion doesn’t pass, I would
encourage us to have that discussion with the
Mid‐Atlantic Council, and see whether or not

the Council can figure out a way to accelerate
their action on this. We would keep it in on an
interim basis; and then maybe consider this
later, depending upon that input.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: My take is that even if this
motion were to pass, it doesn’t preclude us
from jump starting this as early as next week at
our meeting with the Mid‐Atlantic Council, at
least to broach the issue and start to plan for its
development. I just wanted to clarify that. Eric.
MR. REID: Okay, so now I’m going to go home
and I’m going to explain to my commercial
fishermen that noncompliance will be removed
from further development for the recreational
sea bass fishery. The PR of that is just
staggering to me. I can’t accept that. I’m
probably outnumbered. But it won’t be the first
time that’s right. I’m going to make a motion to
table until the joint meeting with the Mid‐
Atlantic next week, and have this conversation
there. Is that time specific enough?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
postpone until.

It would be move to

MR. REID: Motion to table, to have this
discussion with the joint meeting next week.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Toni is saying it should
be move to postpone until the joint meeting
with the Mid‐Atlantic Council in August, 2018,
which is next week’s meeting. Is there a
second to that motion? Seconded by Ray Kane,
so moved and seconded motion to postpone. Is
there any need to further discuss this motion?
Is the Board ready for the question? If so, all in
favor of the motion please raise your hand;
opposed please raise your hand, any
abstentions, and any null votes? The motion
passes 9‐3 with no abstentions and no null
votes. We will revisit this at next week’s
meeting. Mike is that okay? Mike, go ahead.
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MR. LUISI: I’m running for Chair again next
week; so if I mess up enough today maybe they
won’t bring me back on as Chair. I’m going to
get in trouble if I say too much. The Council is
under, they are under more strict guidelines as
to what can be added to their agendas. They
need to have those agendas posted weeks,
months in advance of meetings.
New business that comes before the Council
comes before the Council at the end of the
Council meeting; which nobody from the Board
will be remaining, unless you decide to stay all
day through Thursday. I’m a little concerned
about when we’ll fit this into our agenda. I’ll
leave it at that.
There is probably an
opportunity to have a quick discussion.
I don’t want to get in trouble; as far as adding
additional items to an agenda that was not
announced in the Federal Register. Chris isn’t
here to ask how the details of that works. But I
just want to put it out there to make sure the
Board understands that there are certain
limitations that the Council has in adding
additional items to their agenda; different from
what the Commission does through Board
meetings.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Mike Ruccio.
MR. RUCCIO: It’s a good point. I think the
notice requirements pertain to if the Council
were to be taking any kind of action on this. I
think initiating a discussion, you would probably
be okay. There is still the open‐ended question
of whether or not there is time to do that within
everything that’s scheduled.
But I think in prior cases where there has been
kind of a spontaneous issue that’s come up, it is
okay for the Council to initiate a discussion on
it. It’s just really, you have to then push it to
another meeting with appropriate notice to
then take it back up and then move it forward.
This may not, I guess the caveat with it is this

may not advance it the way that we had
thought; but it could still be discussed.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Emerson and I do want to
try to wrap this up as soon as possible; so I’ll
take two more comments. Then I think we
really have to move on to summer flounder.
Emerson.
MR. HASBROUCK:
Yes, based on
information Mike just provided us, I pass.

the

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Rob O’Reilly.
MR. O’REILLY: Just quickly, are no states
dealing with noncompliance whatsoever; or any
of those five elements whatsoever? I think we
all ought to think about that and figure out
what we’re doing, and then add NOAA to that
National Marine Fisheries Service. Then if we
are able to have a conversation at the Council
meeting next week, I think that is what we all
should know about what’s going on.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I’m just going to say that I
guess what we need is to ask our staff to
immediately coordinate with the Mid‐Atlantic
staff following this Board meeting to try to see
if we can squeeze in sometime next week to
take up this issue. I think that’s the best we can
do with it for now. I think if I’m not mistaken,
we’ve covered all the ground that we need to
on recreational black sea bass. I’m getting a
nod in the affirmative; so we’re going to now
switch to recreational summer flounder, and
Kirby Rootes‐Murdy has a presentation.
CONSIDER RECREATIONAL MANAGEMENT
OPTIONS FOR SUMMER FLOUNDER
MR. KIRBY ROOTES‐MURDY: I’ll try to go
through this as quick as possible; because we’re
a little bit behind schedule. I’m going to go
through a memo that was included in
supplemental materials as a background section
that includes management, recreational data,
science, and then four possible options for
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looking at summer flounder recreational
management for 2019 and beyond.
Briefly, as you guys are aware, you’ve seen this
in past addenda for summer flounder. We have
been managing the fishery in a number of ways
over the last 25 years. Back in 1993, we had
coastwide measures. After a number of years it
was determined that those weren’t sufficient
for managing the resource.
Framework 2 and Addenda III and IV on the
Commission side, created conservation
equivalency, we had Addendum VIII that put in
place the state‐by‐state harvest targets that
became very much attached to conservation
equivalency. From 2004 to 2013 that is what
the states used to manage their recreational
fishery. Starting in 2014 through 2016, we had
addenda that implemented mandatory regional
management. Then obviously Addenda XXVIII,
which was initiated in 2016, implemented for
2017, specified what the 2017 measures were
to be. The Board chose last year to extend that
into 2018.
In terms of recreational data, it is important to
keep in mind that MRIP formally MRFSS, is our
main source of data for understanding how
recreational catch and harvest is across the
coast. In July of this year MRIP released revised
catch and effort estimates all the way back
through the entire time series.
That was based on a new mail‐based fishery
effort survey, and revised Access Point Angler
Intercept Survey that you heard about
yesterday. For summer flounder in particular
what these changes have meant is that the
estimates, the harvest estimate have changed
over time anywhere from 25 percent increase
to a 210 percent increase from previous
estimates. This creates a challenge; in terms of
understanding its impact on the resource right
now.

When looking at the science side of things, we
had a benchmark assessment back in 2013 that
indicated the stock was not overfished, and
overfishing was not occurring. In 2015 and
2016, we received assessment updates that
indicated otherwise that the resource was in
fact experiencing overfishing. There is as you
probably are well aware, a retrospective
pattern in the assessment model right now that
is overestimating the biomass and the
recruitment, and underestimating the fishing
mortality rate.
There is currently a benchmark assessment
underway for summer flounder.
We’re
anticipating that to be completed and peer
reviewed in November of this year. That will
incorporate calibrated MRIP estimates; and the
Board and Council will consider the results of
that assessment in February, 2019.
I just want to make it clear. There was some
elusion, or at least a reference to what the 2019
specs are. Right now we don’t have for summer
flounder or black sea bass 2019 harvest specs.
We have proposed specifications that are
derived from the SSCs recommendation; and
this body will take up next week jointly with the
Mid‐Atlantic Council what those harvest
specifications should be for 2019.
For summer flounder in particular, we have a
bit of a challenge because there are these
proposed specifications that come out of
basically running the parts of the assessment
model with additional data in it. We know that
these harvest specs, which will be considered
next week, will likely be reconsidered in
February, 2019.
That is why there is an asterisk on it that they’re
coming out of a recommendation and there is a
formula that you probably are aware of in
deriving an RHL from an ABC. I just want to
make sure that’s clear. I’ve tried to lay out that
we have a number of challenges when it comes
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to trying to manage next year’s recreational
fishery for summer flounder.
There is the MRIP data release, the timing of
the
benchmark
assessment,
landings
specifications at next week’s joint meeting will
be revisited in February of 2019. If we were to
try to do things as we have done the last few
years, in terms of coming up with example
measures based on preliminary harvest
estimates, and initiating an addendum to plug
those example measures into, we would likely
have to do that work twice. The Technical
Committee would have to do that work twice;
because we know we’re going to get new
information in the early part of next year.
For potential options, I have four of them. I’m
going to try to go through them as quickly as
possible. The first is that if this Board chooses,
you could move to add options into the draft
Black Sea Bass Addendum XXXII; as Mike
pointed out that would allow summer flounder
recreational measures to be set through a
specification process.
I think the simplest way I can try to explain this
to you all is that it would take the addendum in
future years out of what we’ve been doing in
the past. There would still be a public comment
process that the states would facilitate; once
we get example measures developed by the
Technical Committee.
But there would not be an addendum that lays
out what those example measures are. We
would have a February meeting likely; where
the states would sign off on generally how
those regions would look, and then we would
probably have to have a March or later meeting
to have the states sign off on what the
measures would be. Again, annual addenda
would not be required under this approach.
The second option is to extend the provisions of
Addendum XXVIII for an additional year. The
ISFMP Charter allows the Board to extend those

provisions up to one year. It would require a
two‐thirds majority vote. It’s important to
know that there would likely be the need to
initiate some action to demonstrate that there
is a good faith effort to put in place a set of
measures or some kind of management
program beyond that.
In the interim there would be some work that
would still be needed. The third option is to use
voluntary
regions
under
conservation
equivalency; to establish 2019 regulations. We
have the ability through the FMP right now to
form voluntary regions. That is specified in
Addendum XVII.
It’s important to know that those regions must
have the same size limit, bag limit, and season
length. The start and end date of the season
can vary, but the total season length has to be
the same for those states within a region. The
fourth possible option, actually I’m sorry, I
misspoke. We have five possible options.
The fourth is to initiate an addendum that
considers recreational management strategies
for 2019 and beyond. It would be a similar
process as previous years; including trying to
put in place example measures, which I’ve
already outlined, might be problematic. The
fifth option would be to work within the
provisions of the FMP; so that would be going
back to either a coastwide set of measures, or
state‐specific harvest target based on that
states performance in 1998.
If we were to go down this route, there would
be the need for the Board to choose or at least
specify, whether to use calibrated vs. un‐
calibrated data for that harvest target
proportion. I have in the next slide, after
questions if you have any, I have what that
breakdown is. They are frankly very minimal
changes from what the un‐calibrated harvest
estimates were for 1998. But if that is of
interest I can always put that on the screen. At
this point I’ll take any questions.
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CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I apologize; I had to leave
the table. Did you mention during your
presentation the possibility of combining this
addendum with the black sea bass addendum?
MR. ROOTES‐MURDY: Yes.

2019, and the Board then would have literally a
couple of months before people’s fishing
season start, to try to get an addendum
reviewed by the public, provide comments, and
the Board sign off on options. Does that make
sense?
MR. BORDEN: Okay thank you, yes.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Thank you. I’m sorry I
missed that; so questions for Kirby, David
Borden.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Adam Nowalsky.

MR. BORDEN: Kirby, could you go back to the
original slide; I think it may be the first or
second slide that has the timeline on it. I think
what I’m referring to is the one where you’ve
got the options, the one with the options that
we have. We’ve got five options. I think the
first one.

MR. NOWALSKY: Options one through four
would all be contingent, implementation of any
of them would all be contingent upon a joint
decision with the Mid‐Atlantic Council in
December; to move in the direction of
conservation equivalency versus coastwide
measures, correct?

MR. ROOTES‐MURDY: You’ve got it. It should
say five instead of four.

MR. ROOTES‐MURDY: Well, I think all five of
them, unless we were to do coastwide
measures, we still have to do conservation
equivalency jointly between the Council and the
Commission.

MR. BORDEN: Maybe I’m not clear on which
slide it is. But let me ask the question anyways.
If we were to, yes this is the one. If we were to
extend the provisions of the current FMP, until
we get to the point where we do the revisions
to it. How much of the fishery is taking place
during that period? In other words, you don’t
have to extend the provision for a whole year, if
you just extended it for three months then we
would only do the work one, right? Do I have
that correct?
MR. ROOTES‐MURDY: I think the challenge is
that if we extend the provisions for what you’re
saying is part of 2019 but not the full year, we
would still have to have a management
document that is being worked on, and then we
would have to be replacing that. If we’re doing
an addendum to replace Addendum XXVIII, we
would still need to go out and do public
comment for it.
The time table for that would be super
truncated versus what we’ve done in the past;
because we have the assessment results in

MR. NOWALSKY: Then we would be going
down the path of assuming that’s what was
going to happen; which is similar to what we’ve
been doing. Then once the Service, assuming
that that decision for conservation equivalency
was voted in the affirmative at the joint
meeting. The Service would have to wait to see
what our program looked like, before deciding
to implement the final rule for conservation
equivalency.
I guess where I’m going with this is I’m not sure
from a timeframe perspective three and four
are even viable at this point; in terms of being
able to go through all of our processes. Keeping
in mind now at least this Board has the benefit
of having two different FMP coordinators by the
species. But there is still a lot of co‐staff work
that has to be done between these two. Is it
realistic to think some new management
program can be implemented in time to pass
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muster for federal review for implementation in
the 2019 season? Is that realistic?
MR. ROOTES‐MURDY: Maybe I’ll take a first
stab at it and Mike Ruccio can maybe provide
the Services perspective. But annually what we
do when the Board and Council sign off on
doing conservation equivalency is that at some
point, in generally April, we try to send what
those measures will be that the states have
agreed to, and have implemented or are in
process of implementing that in combination
constrain the coastwide harvest to the RHL.
That is what we have to do with any of these
options. We have to show that we’re going to
constrain harvest to the RHL. That’s what the
Plan dictates. I guess that’s what I’m trying to
make clear is that with any of these that we’re
doing conservation equivalency that remains.
That is going to be there.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Mike Ruccio.
MR. RUCCIO: Just to add on a little bit to that.
Kirby has hit the nail right on the head. The
actual details of what we’ve done in years past,
you know we’re active members, participatory
both in the Council and the Commission
process. We have members that are part of the
Technical Committee as well as NEFMC that has
been up at the Council level, if there is
evaluation of new or different technical
approaches.
Then the kind of lynchpin for our approval of
conservation equivalency is a letter from the
Commission that outlines the case for why the
measures are conservationally equivalent. In
years past that’s been a very simple letter that
kind of speaks to whatever addenda and the
requirements of the addenda.
But in some of the more recent years, where
we’ve had some departures from kind of the
standard, particularly in years where we’ve
needed a reduction and it hasn’t simply been

evaluation of this is what the measures were,
here is the percent reduction we’re trying to get
to, where we’ve kind of massaged data, things
of that nature.
The letters we’ve gotten from the Commission
have been more detailed. To the extent that
the Commission feels confident, it can enact its
process
and
provide
us
with
that
documentation in a letter to make our decision.
The answer is yes. If the Commission doesn’t
think that it’s possible to work through that
process or timeframe in a manner that would
lend itself to being able to make that type of
evaluation on the timeframe that’s necessary to
get measures in, then the answer I guess would
be no. But Toni’s got her hand up; so she’s
going to help out too.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Toni.
MS. KERNS: Adam, I think what you’re getting
at is under Option 3, if I’m remembering
correctly is the addendum process that we’ve
been doing for the past like three, or four or
five years. In that process Kirby outlined that in
order to utilize that and set us up on the
timeframe that we would need to be at to
provide the Service that letter; we would have
to ask the TC to do double the work, because
we won’t have the data.
We’ll have to put example measures in that use
the old MRIP data; and then come January,
we’ll have a new assessment, hopefully, with
new information. Then we would have to ask
the TC to then go and redo the information that
was in that addendum with the new data. The
process, the ability is there but it’s asking a lot
of your staff, our staff and the National Marine
Fisheries Service, and Mid‐Atlantic Council staff.
The regional approach we would just hold, or
the voluntary regions, I think is that Option 3,
sorry that’s Option 3. We would just hold off;
because we have the ability to do that right
now. We would probably ask the TC to hold off
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on making any recommendations until after the
assessment comes out. Any of these options
will require a tight turnaround and a lot of quick
work; once the assessment has been released,
in order to try to get close to a reasonable
deadline to send that letter over to NOAA.
Does that help?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Adam.
MR. NOWALSKY: What I’m hearing is that any
of them could be done. Four will involve
substantially more work specifically from the
TC; if I heard you correctly, and one through
three are probably similar, with the exception
that the voluntary regions would require more
input from Commissioners from this Board,
maybe another workgroup or something to try
to hash out, because it’s something we haven’t
done before.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Toni.
MS. KERNS: I would say that is correct; and I
would add that Number 4, I think that avenue is
going to be more confusing to the public,
because what we take out for public comment
will be based on the un‐calibrated MRIP
estimates, and then what you guys actually
made your management changes on would be
based on calibrated MRIP estimates.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
John.

Additional questions;

MR. CLARK: I’m just trying to get clear on this
Option 2. First of all, this would just be doing
what we’re doing right now right? We would
just be continuing the current addendum,
correct? Then the second part, I was just going
to ask do we know yet, have any idea of what
our performance is this year, how that would
relate to the RHL for 2019? We don’t have any
wave data yet, so we’re pretty much in the dark
right now and we don’t know how the RHL for
2019, whether it will go lower or higher based
on the assessment.

MR. ROOTES‐MURDY: As I’ve said we’ve got
these interim, I’m going to call them interim
specifications; proposed specifications that you
all are going to take up next week. The RHL
does go up. But I’m trying to hit home the point
that I would not put a lot of stock in that;
because it’s updating parts of the assessment
without the new calibrated MRIP information.
As we’ve noted, we had this retrospective
pattern that is in the current assessment; so it
would likely be revised either way down the
road.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: John.
MR. CLARK: Given all that wouldn’t the
simplest and safest thing just be to go with
Option 2?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Toni.
MS. KERNS: Just to clarify. The Charter allows
the provision to extend for six months under
the current program; so you could use the
current program, but then the second extension
would be an additional six months, but in that
timeframe you have to initiate another
document to move forward with management
changes. It does require additional work.
MR. CLARK: They all require additional work;
but I’m just saying for right now is it the
simplest, or are they all pretty much a pain in
the rear?
MS. KERNS: I think it depends on how you want
to move forward with summer flounder
management. What is outlined in the white
paper that was in your briefing materials is that
trying to think about what you all have been
doing, and try to streamline this process and
not have to do addendum from year after year.
One of the benefits that we see from the staff
perspective to the annual setting of
specifications is that I don’t see it to be very
different than what we used to do with
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coastwide measures; except for the fact that
there is the lack of the allocation there that is
preset. The allocation discussion would have to
be either done every year; or we work it into
some of the conditional provisions of an
addendum.
But in terms of public comment, it’s not any
different than what we used to do before
where you all went home and really got the
majority of the comment from your own
stakeholders; and then brought those back to
the table. I think it’s very similar.
MR. CLARK: Under two, you would still have to
go out for public comment; even though we’re
just extending what we’re doing?
MS. KERNS: What I just described was the
Option 1 specification settings. Under Option 2,
you can extend the provisions for the first six
months; and then you can extend the provisions
for a second six months, but you still need to do
another management document for the future.
During that second six month period, you have
to have management changes moving in
process.
MR. CLARK: But at the second six months we
would know what the actual RHL is and we
would have a path forward at that point; which
we don’t really have now.
MS. KERNS: In theory, but is that path forward
something different than this process that you
have been using for the past four years? I think
that Option 1 sets you up to utilize the process
that you’ve been using for the past four years.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: If I could just follow. Does
Option 2, extending the provisions of the
addendum for a year at two six months
increments? Does that mean that the current
state regulations would be the same; or could
they be modified?

MS. KERNS: They can be modified; and they
would have to be in order to meet the RHL,
whether that would go up or go down, it would
depend on the performance and what the RHL
is set at.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: How does that differ from
Option 1? I think I hear members of the Board
struggling, and I am as well now. Between the
process that would play out, Options 1 and 2
would differ in terms of the way the process
would play out.
MS. KERNS: Option 1 sets you up for the future;
Option 2 is only a one‐year fix.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: We need to shift from
comments to recommendations for moving
forward. I’m actually looking for the latter; but
if there are still burning questions, we’ll
entertain them. Mike Luisi.
MR. LUISI: I think that with all the moving parts,
with the assessment, with the benchmark that
is happening. We’re going to need to be able to
act pretty quickly. We talked about black sea
bass and this Option 1 that is presented here for
summer flounder in that we could make
modifications to our upcoming seasons
recreational specifications by a Board motion.
I think that needs to be included; and I would
suggest that summer flounder be added to
Addendum XXXII, to incorporate it with black
sea bass as we move forward. If everything else
fails, I think a two‐thirds vote to extend the
current provisions should be an option for us.
But anything in addition to that I think just
delays and adds significant workload at a time
when there are too many moving parts.
There are too many unknowns and
uncertainties for us to have any idea even in
December, January, even February of really
what the picture holds for this upcoming
season. Right now, I would prefer if we just
moved forward with just Options 1 and 2; as
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potential solutions for us for going forward for
2019. Then we could take up additional work
after the benchmark is presented and reported
and we can grasp it more; perhaps we set
ourselves up for an amendment or something
for the future.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Kirby.
MR. ROOTES‐MURDY: I think Mike, to really
hone in on that then. What would be helpful is
probably a motion to add summer flounder to
this addendum; and then regarding the
extending the provisions of Addendum XXVIII
that can be done really at any point over the
next few months. I mean when we have these
joint meetings, or when we meet in October.
December the joint meeting would probably be
the next time to really consider that. It’s kind of
in your back pocket; but you don’t have to
necessarily move forward concurrently. Does
that make sense?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Yes it sounds like it would
not have to be an option developed for an
addendum. It would just be the fallback option
if Option 1 didn’t play out appropriately.
Regarding Option 1, and thinking about the
timeframe for the recreational black sea bass
addendum which is going out to public
comment and hearing between October and
December. Can we do that having not yet made
a decision on conservation equivalency? Toni.
MS. KERNS: Yes, I think you can. It would
become a tool in the toolbox for you guys to
utilize; just like voluntary regions and anything
else under conservation equivalency.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: But it would have to be
built on the assumption that conservation
equivalency was going to be adopted. Then if
so, here is the management program that
would be in place.
MS. KERNS: Yes. You have lots of tools under
conservation equivalency that you can utilize.

You can use state‐by‐state measures, you can
use voluntary regions. This would just become
another tool for you all to utilize under
conservation equivalency.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Yes, and I’m sorry. I just
want to make sure that the sequencing didn’t
cause an awkwardness; in terms of asking the
public to comment on an option that required
first a vote by the Council and the Board to
adopt conservation equivalency. But it doesn’t
sound like you’re concerned about that; okay,
other thoughts and comments. Adam.
MR. NOWALSKSY: The first option specifically
offers that the Addendum could define specific
elements of the process; like what we talked
about the sideboards, if you will of the black sea
bass differences that we talked about. When
did staff propose to get input from Board
members on what those sideboards would be;
or did they intend to develop them themselves
through the PDT? I mean we expect to see this
Board a draft addendum before us in October.
When were those specific elements going to be
developed and by whom?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Kirby.
MR. ROOTES‐MURDY: We would basically jump
on the Working Group train and have this
Working Group consider those as well. It would
be between now and October the Working
Group would need to meet and talk about that;
as part of developing the document.
MR. NOWALSKY: The same Working Group that
is knee deep in black sea bass or another
Working Group?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: It’s a good question. I’m
going to leave it hanging for a moment.
Remember that with summer flounder,
assuming we take the same regional approach,
we have a different regional configuration.
Mass is a region by itself, so is Rhode Island, so
is New Jersey, so is North Carolina. You’ve got
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Connecticut and New York together, Delaware,
Maryland, Virginia together.
Slightly different perspective there in terms of
those guiding principles, in terms of
intraregional issues; because it wouldn’t make
any sense to have to worry about intraregional
issues when you’ve got states that are their
own region. I’m not saying it isn’t an important
issue to be pursued; I just want to remind the
Board that it would be addressed differently
than black sea bass, given the different regional
configuration. Adam.
MR. NOWALSKY: Again, who?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I’ll now pick up the
question and suggest that it be the same group;
unless there is interest in forming another
group or a different group. The same group
that is currently addressing the black sea bass
issue would be the likely culprits to pick up on
this further development of this issue.
That’s what’s on the floor as a suggestion. I
know it’s getting late, and I know people are
getting weary, I certainly am. But I want to see
if we can come to consensus on a way forward;
so to start out at the top, there are five options
being presented. There seems to be particular
interest in pursuing Option 1.
There has been a suggestion that Option 2 is
that back pocket option that could always be
drawn upon if need be. I haven’t heard a whole
lot of discussion or support for Options 3, 4, and
5; so I really need Board input right now on
which of those five options the Board wants to
pursue. Then we can talk a little bit more about
and make sure we’re clear on exactly how we’re
going to pursue them between now and
October; whatever it is we’re going to pursue.
Mike.
MR. LUISI: Kirby mentioned that in order to add
summer flounder to Addendum XXXII we would
need a motion; which would be Option 1 as you

presented, Kirby. Is that correct? It would be
better to have a motion, Mr. Chairman, or do
you want to do it by consensus?
My
recommendation would be to add summer
flounder to the document that Caitlin presented
earlier.
Have the Working Group as was just
mentioned; work on the details of the Sections
dealing with guiding principles. They may be
different. We may not have the same issues
and guiding principles that we did with black
sea bass; but that is something we can talk
about to present to the Board in October for a
draft document to go to the public.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I think I’m right there with
you with the exception that what I’m thinking is
a motion that would wrap together both black
sea bass and summer flounder; if that’s the
maker of the motion’s intent. First I would like
to see if there is consensus on Option 1; which
would require a motion, and we can wrap in
black sea bass, and we can basically bring this
whole meeting to a crescendo here, or is there
still any interest in considering any of the other
options?
First let me just ask, is there
consensus on, at least between now and
October, focusing on the further development
of Option 1 as the way forward for recreational
summer flounder. If there is consensus on that
then I think we are ready for a motion; and that
motion would be to initiate. I thought we
needed a motion to initiate addendum for both
recreational black sea bass and summer
flounder; since the Board has yet to explicitly
take such action for either species.
MS. KERNS: I think if you have consensus
around the table then it is in the record; and it’s
noted and it can be added, you don’t have to do
a motion.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I’m learning as I go. I
thought we needed a motion to initiate
addendum, but I guess not. As long as there is
consensus, I guess it’s the same concept,
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meaning if there is no objection. It is basically
the same concept as if there is no objection to
initiating an Addendum XXXII that would
address both recreational black sea bass and
recreational summer flounder pursuant to the
Board’s discussion and guidance provided
today. Pretending as if that were the motion up
on the Board, and if it were, is there any
objection to that motion?
I don’t want to rush things; but I just want to
make sure we’re good, and if we are I see no
objection so we’re solid, I think on a way
forward. In terms of the mechanism, I didn’t
get a warm and fuzzy from at least one Board
member over the idea of drawing upon the
same recreational working group. Is there
another way forward or another approach, in
terms of working through the development of
this new addendum for both species; or should
we continue to rely upon the existing
recreational working group for that process?
If I don’t see any hands up, I am going to
assume that we’ll use the same recreational
working group. We’ll start early and meet often
if we need to; because I get the point that there
is a lot of work to be done, but I think that is our
charge right now. I think we need to do that.
I’m going to look to my right to see if there are
any other issues that we need to cover under
Agenda Item 4. We’re going to, and I’m sure
there won’t be a strong objection to this.
2018 FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEWS
AND STATE COMPLIANCE REPORTS FOR
SUMMER FLOUNDER, SCUP, AND
BLACK SEA BASS
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: We’re going to push Item
5, the FMP reviews to our October meeting;
which means we’re down to Item 6. I’m sorry
that was Item 6. We just covered Item 5, so I
got myself out of whack. We’ve completed
Item 5. We’ve just decided to postpone
Consideration of the Approval of the 2018
Fishery Management Plan Reviews and State

Compliance Reports for Summer Flounder,
Scup, and Black Sea Bass to our October
meeting.
OTHER BUSINESS
We are now down to other business, and we
have two issues and I think we can address at
least one of them quickly; because I’ve already
talked to Chris Batsavage, and Chris, why don’t
you go ahead and introduce the topic. Then
we’ll have a brief discussion on it.
ADVISORY PANEL NOMINATIONS
MR. BATSAVAGE: As you know, we all received
a notice about our Advisory Panel members; to
see who still for all our Boards, but for Summer
Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass to see who
still wants to serve and who doesn’t. In the
process of that we received two nominations;
or sent them on, and were wondering, what is
the best way forward, as far as getting Board
approval for two AP nominations from North
Carolina?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: My suggestion was since
the Board has not had the opportunity to
review those candidates, they weren’t in the
meeting materials. There were two options
that I thought of. One was to potentially pick
this up at next week’s meeting; but I’m sensing
that that might not be the greatest idea. Mike
Luisi is confirming that that is not the greatest
idea. The other option is to do it through an e‐
mail to the Board. If the Board is comfortable
with that approach, I think we’ve done that
with other AP nominations.
We’ll do an e‐mail; Caitlin will handle that.
Chris, if you could forward the nominees to
Caitlin, whatever you have on them. She’ll put
them out to the Board and of course any other
state that might have any AP nominees can do
the same. The Board will have the opportunity
to respond yay or nay on the recommended
appointments from North Carolina, and we’ll
handle it that way. Are you comfortable with
that approach, Chris?
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MR. BATSAVAGE: Yes that works fine. Thank
you.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Is the Board comfortable
with that approach? Seeing no objection that is
how we’ll handle that issue with regard to
North Carolina’s AP nominees, and there are
two as I understand it.
RESEARCH SET ASIDE
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
Now we’re on to,
Emerson Hasbrouck, you had asked to have
some time for RSA Research Set Aside.
MR. HASBROUCK:
Yes thank you, Mr.
Chairman, and I’ll try to move quickly on this.
Some of you may recall that several years ago
there was a Mid‐Atlantic Research Set Aside
Program that provided about a million dollars a
year for fisheries research. That program has
been suspended.
On the basis of that I would like to move that
the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea
Bass Board create a working group to meet
with the Mid‐Atlantic Fishery Management
Council’s Collaborative Fisheries Research
Committee, to examine the possibility of
reestablishing the Mid‐Atlantic Research Set
Aside Program. If I get a second, I can expand
on that a little bit.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Seconded by Eric Reid.
Are we okay taking this issue up? It’s essentially
an action item that wasn’t on the agenda; but
I’m going to look to staff to indicate whether
we’re okay taking this on as an issue that wasn’t
on the agenda. Toni is over conferring with
Mike. Let’s first get it up on the Board.
Emerson, I just want to make sure that
procedurally we’re okay with this. Typically
under other business we don’t take up action
items; but maybe this is one that we’re okay on.
I just want to make sure. Tom, Fote.
MR. FOTE: Before I could vote on anything
about the Research Set Asides, I want to make

sure that we’ve corrected the problems that
were there; the reasons we suspended it, and
that the money that was basically going for
summer flounder was going, using from the RSA
was going for summer flounder research,
because there was money be going other
places. I’m not comfortable doing it at this
time; until I know what the results were from
why we suspended it, and have they been
corrected yet.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Again, I don’t want to get
into a substantive discussion. This is just,
potentially if it is in order it is a motion to
establish a working group.
MS. KERNS: I think what we can do is talk with
the Council. This isn’t something that would
happen by the end of the year; because I don’t
think that their Committee is meeting this year.
But it could be something that they can
consider for their priorities for next year; and if
it is something that gets included then we can
do that.
It can be an “ask” of the Council; but the
Council would also have to agree to get
together their Committee and work with us. It’s
not a decision that we can make solely on our
own. But I don’t think that there would be an
opposition to making the “ask.”
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I’m wondering if the
motion should read a request; but Adam.
MR. NOWALSKY: Just for clarities sake that is
the Council’s Research Steering Committee.
You can take off Collaborative Fisheries.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I guess I really need help.
Procedurally is this motion in order at this point
in the meeting under New Business, to move to
create a working group to meet with the Mid‐
Atlantic Council. I should look at my chart
instead of looking around. To move that the
Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass Board
create a working group to meet with the Mid‐
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Atlantic Fishery
Management
Council’s
Research Steering Committee to examine the
possibility of reestablishing the Research Set
Aside program.
Is there any procedural
problem with taking this motion up right now?
MS. KERNS: No there is no action per se; it’s
just getting a working group together. It
doesn’t affect the outcome of the fishery
management plan. I think it’s totally fine. I just
want to control expectations that this will get
concluded in August the Council takes up their
priorities in October. If it’s a priority for them
to establish the Committee to talk about these
things, then we can jointly get together and
talk, but there are some contingencies in order
to make this happen.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: With eyes wide open on
this we have a motion by Mr. Hasbrouck, a
second by Mr. Reid. Is there any further
discussion on this? Adam Nowalsky.
MR. NOWALSKY: I would propose this be
tweaked a little bit to reflect that what we’re
doing is request that the Council meet with a
working group we create. As I read this right
now, we’re creating the working group first;
essentially saying we’re going to do it today.
What I think we’re really after is going to the
Council and saying, we want to meet with your
Research Steering Committee.
We believe that is the best way forward, and to
get that dialogue going and discuss it with
them. I can envision I would hope it wouldn’t
happen, but we could get a working group, we
can come up with all these wonderful ideas.
Then the Council turn around and say, well
we’ve got this other proposed way of you doing
it.
I think the intent of this is to reach out to the
Council, express our interest in meeting with
that Committee, and get some feedback from
them. Then decide what we want to form;
whether it’s a working group, whether it’s

Board Chair
consumption.

or

whatever,

thought

for

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Caitlin has a thought that
I’m going to ask her to offer on the record. But I
just want to note that while you were talking,
Adam the motion has been perfected to read
that the motion is to create a working group
and request to meet with the Mid‐Atlantic
Council’s Research Steering Committee.
Emerson, did you have your hand up?
MR. HASBROUCK:
Yes, thank you Mr.
Chairman. I said earlier when I made the
motion that if I got a seconder I would expand
upon it a little bit. I understand there was a
procedural issue; which I think we’ve addressed
that. Just by way of real quick review. Four
years ago the Mid‐Atlantic Fishery Management
Council suspended the Mid‐Atlantic RSA
program.
That vote was to suspend the RSA program not
end it. At that time there was discussion about
convening a working group and a workshop to
address or to look into the issues relative to
that RSA program. My intent here is for our
Board to establish a working group; to work
with the Mid‐Atlantic Council Committee, not to
go independently, but to work in conjunction
with them.
The species that we’re talking about for the
Mid‐Atlantic RSA is essentially summer
flounder, scup, black sea bass, which are
obviously managed by this Board, as well as
bluefish and then butterfish and longfin squid.
Those last two obviously we don’t manage.
There are a whole range of issues that have to
be looked at before anybody can decide
whether or not we should or should not go
forward with an RSA program.
To Tom’s question, you know that’s one of the
major issues. You know there needs to be
involvement of Law Enforcement in this
discussion; in terms of what specifically it was
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that those bad actors did how they did it, and
then what can be put in place to prevent that
from happening in the future.
Listening to the discussion on glass eel harvest
in Maine got me thinking about this. I mean
they’ve had some issues where people were
circumventing the law; in terms of that harvest
and they’ve come up with a very good program
to manage that. I think that if we get some
people together and understand what the past
problems were; and what the past benefits are,
beyond just having a million dollars‐worth of
funds available for research every year.
That we might be able to go forward with a new
and improved, if you will RSA program that
addresses the deficiencies of the prior program,
yet moves forward with the advantages of that
prior program. That is what my intent was; and
I see this having this Board establish a working
group is the first step. Obviously, we can’t meet
with the Council’s Committee until that
Committee is ready to meet with us. I don’t
intend for us to go off on our own and review
the issues, and come up with a plan, it has to be
joint.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Caitlin, I’m sorry. It is so
hard to listen and talk at the same time. Do you
want to just reflect on the TC angle that you’ve
been whispering in my ear about?
MS. STARKS: Yes, we just wanted to note as
staff that it will be important for the Board to
kind of give us a sense of priorities; in terms of
what the TC is going to have to be looking at
this fall and in the spring, since we’ll be doing
new measures for black sea bass and summer
flounder, as well as some other additional
things that have been brought up. We just
wanted to note that.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I think that ties into Toni’s
comments that this is something that is going to
have to be on an arc that won’t necessarily get
immediate attention; but will have to be fit in as
best as possible. Mike Ruccio.

MR. RUCCIO: I don’t want to belabor this
discussion too much; but just for everyone’s
benefit, there have been quite a few
discussions, and there has been work that has
been ongoing to kind of continually evaluate
both the problems that occurred, and talk
about reestablishment of the RSA program.
I’m not entirely familiar enough with them to be
able to speak informatively for everyone’s
benefit on that. But it strikes me that rather
than spinning up a working group, it might be
good just to ask for an update from the Council
on what efforts have transpired since the
suspension of the program. I know there has
been quite a bit of work.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: We have a motion. Is the
Board ready to vote on this motion; any further
discussion, any need to caucus? Yes, a 30
second caucus then we’ll vote on this motion.
Okay, who knew that we would be engaged in a
new issue here at the end of this meeting?
With that and given the amount of discussion. I
realize this is a pretty substantive issue.
Let’s make sure we’re clear on the motion
which is to move that the Summer Flounder,
Scup, Black Sea Bass Board create a working
group and request to meet with the Mid‐
Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s
Research Steering Committee to examine the
possibility of reestablishing the Research Set
Aside program.
All in favor of the motion please raise your
hand; thank you, hands down. Opposed
please raise your hand; any null votes, any
abstentions. I’m sorry, any abstentions, 2, any
null votes, 1. The motion passes 8‐1 with 2
abstentions and 1 null vote. Completed, done,
I don’t think there is anything left on the
agenda. Is there any objection to adjourning;
one hand, Dr. Jon Hare?
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DR. HARE: I would just like to ask that when
such a meeting is held with the Mid‐Atlantic
Council that the Northeast Fisheries Science
Center and GARFO be included in that meeting;
since we administer the RSA program. Then
also just for a point of interest. The New
England Fisheries Management Council is
currently reviewing their RSA program. I don’t
know exactly what their timeline is for
completing that review; but I think it’s before
the end of the year. They will have gone
through their RSA program, which might add to
your thoughts about it as well.
ADJOURNMENT
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Thank you, any further
business to come before the Board? Seeing
none; we’re adjourned. Thank you so much.
(Whereupon the meeting adjourned on
August 8, 2018)
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1.0 Introduction
Draft Addendum XXXII proposes alternative approaches for state management of the
recreational summer flounder and black sea bass fisheries for the 2019 fishing year and beyond.
The management unit for summer flounder in US waters is the western Atlantic Ocean from the
southern border of North Carolina northward to the US‐Canadian border. The management
unit for black sea bass in US waters is the western Atlantic Ocean from Cape Hatteras, North
Carolina northward to the US‐Canadian border.
Summer flounder and black sea bass fisheries are managed cooperatively by the states through
the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (Commission) in state waters (0‐3 miles), and
through the Mid‐Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) and NOAA Fisheries in federal
waters (3‐200 miles). This draft addendum is proposed under the adaptive management and
framework procedures of Amendment 12 and Framework 2 that are a part of the Summer
Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Fishery Management Plan (FMP).
The Commission’s Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Management Board (Board)
approved the following motion on May 3, 2018:
Move to…develop a new action for the 2019 recreational fishery to address the
changes in black sea bass abundance and distribution that consider management
based on the distribution of the resources, along with any other options
recommended by the Management Board.
On August 8, 2018 the Board also agreed to add recreational management for summer flounder
to the issues to consider in Draft Addendum XXXII.
2.0 Overview
2.1 Statement of Problem
The Commission is currently facing a number of challenges with regard to recreational
management for black sea bass and summer flounder. Among these are: the FMP does not
provide an appropriate management program for the current distribution of the resources and
fisheries along the coast; harvest estimates used for management are highly variable (leading to
regulatory instability), and the availability of recreational data is not concurrent with
management timelines.
The FMP strategies for managing the summer flounder and black sea bass recreational fisheries
include coastwide measures (the same minimum size, possession limit, and season length) for
both species, and in the case of summer flounder, state‐by‐state or regional measures based on
achieving harvest targets derived from the proportion of each state’s estimated 1998
recreational landings. Since the adoption of the FMP, the summer flounder and black sea bass
resources and the recreational fisheries that utilize them have experienced shifts in abundance,
distribution, and behavior. These changes render the management strategies incapable of
4
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achieving the overarching goals of constraining coastwide harvest to the coastwide recreational
harvest limit (RHL) while providing fair and equitable access for fishery participants throughout
the range of the resource.
Alternative regional approaches implemented in recent years have made progress toward
reducing regulatory differences between states, but have faced other challenges related to
achieving the RHL, via use of prior year recreational harvest estimates to establish regulations
for the following year. The high variability of annual harvest estimates introduces uncertainty
about their accuracy, makes it difficult to evaluate the effect of regulations, and often leads to
annual changes in season, size, and possession limits, i.e., regulatory instability. Inherent delays
in the production of recreational harvest estimates confounds the ability to gather informed
public comment on proposed options and finalize regulations well in advance of each annual
fishing season.
The purpose of this document is to establish a management approach that addresses several
key management objectives, including: regional equity; regulatory stability; harvest
opportunities commensurate with species abundance and distribution; and management
measures that are responsive to late‐breaking recreational harvest estimates, stock status
information, and public input.
Of note, the Board intends to address all of the above‐noted management challenges and
objectives via comprehensive, long‐term management reforms over the next several years.
Those actions will draw upon improved recreational fishery data, new stock assessments, and
innovative management tools. Accordingly, this document seeks to advance an interim
approach that lays the foundation for broad‐based, long‐term management reform.
2.2 Background
In practice, the recreational fisheries for summer flounder and black sea bass are managed on a
“target quota” basis. A set portion of the total allowable landings (40% for summer flounder
and 51% for black sea bass) is established as an annual recreational harvest limit (RHL), and
management measures are established that can reasonably be expected to constrain
recreational harvest to this limit each year.
Specifically, recreational harvest estimates from the prior year are compared to the current
year RHL to assess whether coastwide harvest needs to be reduced or can be allowed to
increase. The regulations in place the prior year also serve as the basis for modeling the effect
of alternative regulations on harvest in the current year.
The Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP) is the primary source of recreational
catch and effort data used to evaluate and regulate the fisheries1. MRIP catch and effort
1

MRIP is an evolving program with ongoing improvements to its methods. Several recent advancements include
the transition from a telephone survey to a mail survey to estimate fishing effort have resulted in the need to
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estimates are generated by two‐month “waves” (January–February is Wave 1, March–April is
Wave 2, etc.), with each wave’s preliminary estimates being released roughly six weeks after its
conclusion (e.g., May–June estimates released in mid‐August). Full‐year preliminary estimates
are therefore available in mid‐February of the following year. The release of final full‐year
estimates generally requires another two months, to allow for additional quality control checks.
The timing of recreational data releases has created challenges in developing management
programs reflective of the most current recreational fishery information. For the past several
years, management measures for summer flounder and black sea bass have been set through
addenda. In order to come to final decision on management measures before the start of the
fishing seasons (typically between February and April), draft addenda including proposed
management options and example management measures were released for public comment
late in the previous year (December); the Board would then review the public comments and
approve the final document at the following meeting (typically in February). This timeline
meant that the proposed (example) management measures in the addenda were based on the
preliminary harvest data available in December (i.e., only Wave 1‐5 data, coupled with a Wave
6 harvest projection based on the prior year’s Wave 6 data). However, Wave 6 harvest
estimates released in February often diverged from the projected harvest, resulting in the need
to adjust the proposed measures to constrain harvest to the RHL, well into the fishing season
and long after public comment had been provided, creating confusion and frustration for all
involved, particularly stakeholders.
2.2.1 Summer Flounder
Starting in 1993 under Amendment 2 and continuing through 1998, each state (Massachusetts
through North Carolina) adopted the same minimum size, possession limit, and season length
as established in federal waters for the recreational fishery. While these consistent measures
were intended to uniformly impact the resource and stakeholders of all states, it was later
determined that one set of management measures applied coastwide did not provide equitable
access to the resource due to the significant geographic differences in fish abundance and size
composition.
To address this disparity, the FMP was amended in 2001 (Framework Adjustment 2) to allow for
the use of “conservation equivalent” management, through which state‐specific measures
would constrain coastwide recreational harvest the same as consistent measures. Each year, if
the Council and Board opted to manage the fishery with state‐specific conservation
equivalency, the Board would have the lead in approving state‐specific regulations, and the
federal waters rules (coastwide measures) would be waived in favor of the state rules.

calibrate estimates of recreational catch and effort for 1981–2017 for comparison to newer estimates. In addition,
the MRIP harvest estimates for 2018 need to be “back‐calibrated” for comparison to the 2018 and interim 2019
RHLs, because these RHLs were based on stock assessment using the pre‐calibrated MRIP harvest estimates.
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Concurrently, the Board adopted a series of addenda (Addenda III and IV in 2001, and Addenda
VIII and XIV in 2004) implementing state‐based conservation equivalency, including the
establishment of state allocations based upon recreational landings estimates from 1998
(Addendum VIII). The Board also adopted Addendum XVII in 2005 (and the Council Framework
Adjustment 6 in 2006), enabling the states to voluntarily opt into multi‐state regions that would
set regulations based on a pooling of their 1998‐based allocations.
From 2001–2013, the Board and Council opted to use state‐specific conservation equivalency
tied to the proportion of each state’s estimated 1998 recreational landings. (No states opted to
use the voluntary regional conservation equivalency approach offered in Addendum
XVII.) Conservation equivalency provided states with the flexibility to tailor their regulations to
meet the needs and interests of their fishery as long as their targets were not exceeded. Several
year‐specific addenda (XVIII in 2006 and XXIV in 2013) provided additional flexibility to the
management system by allowing harvest opportunities forgone by states to be accessed by
other states facing reductions.
This approach succeeded, initially, in mitigating the inequity in conservation burden among
states due to coastwide measures, but later became viewed as an inadequate long‐term
solution. The evolving problems largely stemmed from substantial changes in resource status,
stock dynamics, and angler effort along the coast subsequent to 1998, in which gave rise to
major disparities in the regulatory programs among the states.
In response, the Board adopted Addendum XXV, which implemented conservation equivalency
on a regional basis for 2014. Five2 regions were established: 1) Massachusetts; 2) Rhode Island;
3) Connecticut, New York, and New Jersey; 4) Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia; and 5) North
Carolina. All states within a region were required to have the same possession limit, size limit,
and season length. Regulations were approved for each region that collectively were projected
to constrain harvest to the RHL, with a focus on providing more equity in recreational harvest
opportunities along the coast. Under this approach, management moved away from fixed state‐
by‐state (or regional) allocations, although the Board retained the ability to revert to the use of
1998‐based allocation (or coastwide measures) in the future.
The Board maintained a regional conservation equivalency management approach, with some
variation, for 2015–2018 through multiple addenda. Addendum XXVI in 2015 retained the same
regions and allowed for status quo regulations in all states. For 2016, Addendum XXVII
implemented one change by establishing New Jersey as its own region so that the State could
enact separate management measures for its portion of the Delaware Bay that were more
closely aligned with Delaware’s management measures in the Bay, while maintaining
regulations for the rest of New Jersey’s waters consistent with those of New York and
2

Initially, in February 2014, the Board established four regions, one being Massachusetts and Rhode Island
combined. Subsequently, in March 2014, the Board approved a request from Massachusetts and Rhode Island to
split into individual regions to account for the significantly different recreational fisheries of the two states.
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Connecticut. For all other states, the same regulations in effect for 2014 and 2015 were
maintained for 2016. Consequently, regional conservation equivalency provided for much more
regulatory consistency over the three‐year period 2014–2016, despite a 27% reduction in the
RHL in 2016.
In 2017, the Board was faced with a 30% reduction in the RHL, producing a 41% harvest
reduction when the preliminary 2016 harvest estimate was compared to the 2017 RHL.
Estimated harvest for 2016 increased significantly from 2015 despite largely status quo
measures. In fact, the previous three years showed how variable annual harvest estimates
could be—at the coastal (50%), regional (>60%), and state (>100%) level—despite nearly
consistent measures across the years, underscoring the difficulty of using prior year harvest
estimates to predict future year harvest estimates. Given the limitations of projecting the
impacts of different management measures (i.e., harvest estimate volatility and confidence
intervals), the Board adopted an approach under Addendum XXVIII that applied broad action
across all states/regions to reduce harvest while also providing more coastwide consistency in
regulations.
Under Addendum XXVIII, each region was required to increase its minimum size by one inch,
have a possession limit of four fish or less, and maintain its existing season length. North
Carolina was exempted from the size limit increase because its fishery is confounded by three
species of similar flatfish for which consistency in regulations is ideal. This approach continued
the movement away from using the 1998‐based allocations to set regional targets. Note that
New Jersey implemented alternative regulations, reducing its season rather than its size limit
due to expected socioeconomic effects on the fishery, arguing for conservation equivalency
with regard to total removals. In response, the Board found that the alternative regulations
were not conservationally equivalent, and the State was found out of compliance by the full
Commission. However, the Commission’s finding was not upheld by the U.S. Secretary of
Commerce, and therefore, New Jersey ultimately maintained its alternative regulations for
2017.
Addendum XXVIII’s regional management approach was extended into 2018, and the Board
approved state regulations under a 17% harvest liberalization for each region (Table 1). The
Board approved state regulations under a 17% harvest liberalization for each region (Table 1).
The Board established a de facto harvest target for the coast that was more conservative than
the 2018 RHL, based on concerns about stock status, projections of increased biomass that had
not been realized, and ongoing difficulties in predicting the effects of modifications to the
management measures.
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Table 1. 2018 recreational regulations for summer flounder. Color blocking indicates regions.
State
MA
RI
CT
NY
NJ Coast
NJ DE Bay
DE

Minimum Size
Possession Limit
17”
5 fish
19”
6 fish
19”*
4 fish
19”
4 fish
18”**
3 fish
17”
3 fish
16.5”
4 fish
17”***
4 fish
MD
16.5”
4 fish
VA
16.5”
4 fish
NC
15”
4 fish
*CT has 45 designated coastal sites where the minimum size is 17"
** NJ has 1 designated coastal site where the minimum size is 16” for 2 fish
*** MD was temporarily delayed in implementing its region’s liberalization

Season
May 23–Oct 9
May 1–Dec 31
May 4–Sep 30
May 4–Sep 30
May 25–Sep 22
May 25–Sep 22
Jan 1–Dec 31
Jan 1–Mar 31
Apr 1–Dec 31
Jan 1–Dec 31
Jan 1–Dec 31

2.2.2 Black Sea Bass
Under Amendment 9, the Commission and Council used uniform coastwide size, season, and
bag limits to constrain the recreational fishery to the annual RHL from 1996 to 2010. Over time,
the states grew concerned that the coastwide regulations disproportionately impacted states
within the management unit. The effect became more dramatic as the RHL decreased in the
late 2000s (including the lowest ever value in 2009), harvest overages became common, and
repeated coastwide reductions were necessitated.
In response, the Board approved a series of addenda which allowed states to craft individual
measures to reduce harvest to the RHL, first through state shares in 2011 (Addendum XXI) and
then through ad‐hoc regional management for 2012–2017 (Addenda XII, XIII, XV, and XVII). A
uniform set of measures still applied in federal waters and to federal for‐hire permit holders
who are ultimately subject to the most restrictive rule if state measures differ from federal
measures. (Conservation equivalency, like that used for summer flounder to waive the federal
rules when appropriate states rules are adopted, is being considered for implementation in
2020 through Draft Addendum XXXI.) Addendum XXI’s state shares of the RHL were loosely
based on the proportion of each state’s harvest in 2010, and resulted in state‐specific percent
harvest reductions for 2011.
For 2012, the Board considered continuing a state‐by‐state allocation approach, but had
concerns about restricting future access based on past fishery performance (which had proven
problematic for summer flounder) and the likelihood of divergent state and federal regulations,
particularly to the south where most harvest is taken in federal waters. Instead the Board
selected the ad‐hoc regional management approach, through which the northern region states
of Massachusetts through New Jersey individually crafted state measures aimed at changing
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harvest by the same percent, while the southern region states of Delaware through North
Carolina set their regulations consistent with the measures set for federal waters.
Under this approach, coastwide harvest reductions were required in all years except 2012
(liberalization) and 2017 (status quo) due to final harvest estimates that exceeded the
projected harvests from the implemented regulations. Because 90% or more of the coastwide
harvests came from north of Delaware, the Board differentially applied the required reductions
between the two regions. While DE–NC continued to match the federal rule, MA–NJ were held
responsible for achieving the coastwide reduction, implementing uniform percent harvest
reductions, but with state‐specific regulation changes in 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016.
Multiple factors played a role in the inability of northern state regulations to restrict harvest to
projected levels during this period. The lack of an accepted peer reviewed stock assessment
with which to set catch limits for 2010–2016 resulted in the use of the constant catch approach
in most years, a method relying on past landings data rather than current resource condition.
The 2016 benchmark stock assessment would later reveal much higher abundance than
previously assumed, and that the catch limits had been overly conservative. This mismatch
between RHL and stock abundance—coupled with high variability in recreational harvest
estimates—resulted in regulations that repeatedly underperformed, leading to additional
restrictions. Increasingly restrictive regulations in the face of an apparently growing stock
understandably angered and disillusioned much of the angling public.
While the ad hoc regional management approach afforded the states flexibility in setting their
measures, it created wide discrepancies in conservation measures that were not tied to any
original management plan baseline or goal (e.g., state allocations). The repeated use of uniform
percent harvest reductions in the northern region, with no accountability for the effectiveness
of regulations or shifting resource distribution, resulted in growing disparity in regulations
within the northern region, as well as between the two regions. Scientific studies and the 2016
stock assessment have evidenced a northward shift in the black sea bass resource along the
Atlantic coast.
For 2018, the Board initially adopted a new approach that allocated the RHL between three
regions (MA–NY, NJ, and DE–NC) based primarily on 2006–2015 exploitable biomass estimates
derived from the 2016 stock assessment. This approach resulted in harvest liberalizations for NJ
and DE–NC, yet a sizeable reduction for MA–NY (Appendix I, Table 6). The Northern Region
states of MA–NY appealed the decision, citing the recent shift in the resource northward, late‐
breaking revisions to harvest data with significant effects on state reductions, and results that
were inconsistent with the objective of providing more equitable access. Through the appeals
process a solution was brokered which allowed NJ and DE–NC to maintain their liberalizations,
while better meeting the needs of MA–NY based on projections of resource availability in 2018.
The final outcome of Addendum XXX established regulations for one year only (Table 2).
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Table 2. 2018 recreational regulations for black sea bass. Color blocking indicates regions.
State
MA

Minimum Size
15”

RI

15”

CT

15”

NY

15”

DE
MD

13”
12.5”
12.5”

Possession Limit
5 fish
3 fish
7 fish
5 fish
(7 for authorized. for‐hire
vessels Sep 1‐Dec 31)
3 fish
7 fish
10 fish
2 fish
10 fish
5 fish
15 fish
15 fish

VA

12.5”

15 fish

NC

12.5”

15 fish

NJ

12.5”

Open Season
May 19–Sep 12
Jun 24–Aug 31
Sep 1–Dec31
May 19–Dec 31
Jun 23–Aug 31
Sep 1–Dec 31
May 15–Jun 22
Jul 1–Aug 31
Oct 8–Oct 31
Nov 1–Dec 31
May 15–Dec 31
May 15–Dec 31
Feb 1–Feb 28
May 15–Dec 31
Feb 1–Feb 28
May 15–Dec 31

2.3 Status of the Stock
2.3.1 Summer Flounder
The most recent summer flounder stock assessment update was completed in July 2016, using
data through 2015 (NEFSC 2016). The assessment is an update of the model from the 2013
benchmark stock assessment, which is a combined‐sex, age‐structured ASAP assessment
model. Results from the 2016 assessment update indicate that summer flounder was not
overfished, but overfishing was occurring, in 2015. More detail on the assessment update can
be found in the report:
http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/55d237a9Summer_flounder_2015_Assess_Update.pdf
The 2016 stock assessment update provided the basis for setting fishery specifications for
2017–2019. Data updates for 2017 and 2018 further informed the process for the 2018 and
2019 specifications (Table 3). A new benchmark stock assessment for summer flounder is
scheduled to undergo peer review in November 2018, with results expected to be available in
early 2019. These results could result in revised 2019 specifications.
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Table 3. 2017–2019 summer flounder specifications pertinent to the recreational fishery, as based on
the 2016 stock assessment update.
Management Specifications
OFL (Overfishing Limit)
ABC (Acceptable Biological Catch)
Recreational ACL (Annual Catch Limit)
Recreational ACT (Annual Catch Target)
Recreational Harvest Limit

2017
mil lb.
16.76
11.30
4.72
4.72
3.77

2018
mil lb.
18.69
13.23
5.53
5.53
4.42

2019
mil lb.
20.60
15.41
6.22
6.22
5.15

2.4.2 Black Sea Bass
The most recent black sea bass stock assessment was completed in December 2016, using data
through 2015 (NEFSC 2017). The assessment is a benchmark assessment, using a combined‐sex,
age‐structured ASAP assessment model. Due to concerns regarding potential spatial structure
of the stock, the assessment modeled black sea bass as two separate sub‐units (North and
South) divided approximately at Hudson Canyon, from which results were combined for the
coastwide stock status determination. Results from the 2016 assessment indicate that black sea
bass was not overfished, nor was overfishing occurring, in 2015. More detail can be found in
the assessment report:
http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/5953f11d2016BlackSeaBassStockAssmt.pdf
The 2016 benchmark stock assessment provided the basis for setting fishery specifications for
2017–2019. Data updates for 2017 and 2018 further informed the process for the 2018 and
2019 specifications (Table 4). A stock assessment update for black sea bass is expected to occur
by April 2019. Results could result in revised 2019 specifications.
Table 4. 2017–2019 black sea bass specifications pertinent to the recreational fishery, as based on the
2016 benchmark stock assessment.
2017
2018
2019
Management Specifications
mil lb.
mil lb. mil lb.
OFL (Overfishing Limit)
12.05
10.29
9.18
ABC (Acceptable Biological Catch)
10.47
8.94
7.97
Recreational ACL (Annual Catch Limit)
5.38
4.59
4.10
Recreational ACT (Annual Catch Target)
5.38
4.59
4.10
Recreational Harvest Limit
4.29
3.66
3.27

3.0 Proposed Management Program
The Board needs to consider a management program for summer flounder and black sea bass
in 2019 and thereafter. As a bridge toward future, broad‐based management reform, the Board
is considering changing the process of how recreational management measures are set
annually. The Board is seeking public comment on each of the options included in the Draft
Addendum.
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As proposed, the options for the two species are similar, but not exact. Both approaches
involve the use of standards and guiding principles to formulate management measures that
are subject to public review and input later in the process, allowing for more informed and
transparent decision‐making. Both approaches carry forward the basic structures of the
regional management approaches developed in previous years for each species.
3.1 Summer Flounder Management Options
A) Status Quo (Coastwide or Conservation Equivalency Measures)
The Board and Council will specify coastwide measures to achieve the coastwide RHL or
conservationally equivalent management measures using guidelines agreed upon by both
management authorities in Framework 2 and Addenda XIV and XVII. Under conservation
equivalency, the states implement state‐by‐state measures to achieve their individual
harvest target or contiguous states voluntarily enter into an agreement forming regions to
achieve their pooled harvest target. Harvest targets are based on the state allocations of
the RHL established in Addendum VIII (Table 5).
Table 5. State summer flounder recreational allocations, as established by Addendum VIII
State
MA
RI
CT
NY
NJ
DE
MD
VA
NC
Allocation
5.5%
5.7%
3.7%
17.6%
39.1%
3.1%
3.0%
16.7%
5.6%
Note: Percentages are based on pre‐calibrated MRIP data for 1998. Percentages changed slightly with
the MRIP calibration and the Board would need to determine which data to use for state allocations.

B) Establish Recreational Management Measures through the Specifications Process
This option proposes a procedural change from the process used in recent years to establish
annual recreational management programs for summer flounder. Through this change in
process, the Board is not allocating shares of the RHL to states and/or regions.
If this option is selected, management measures would be set annually through a
specification process, instead of being proposed and established through addenda. The
process would involve the following steps:


At the joint meeting with the Mid‐Atlantic Fishery Management Council typically in
December, the Board and Council would decide whether to specify coastwide measures
to achieve the coastwide RHL or conservation equivalent management measures using
guidelines agreed upon by both management authorities. If the latter, the Board would
then be responsible for establishing recreational measures to constrain harvest to the
RHL.



The Technical Committee (TC) would continue to evaluate harvest estimates as they are
released, and project how suites of possession limits, size limits and seasons would
impact recreational landings in each region. In recommending adjustments to measures
(reductions, liberalizations or no change), the TC would examine several factors and
suggest a set of regional regulations, which when combined, would not exceed the RHL.
13
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These factors could include but are not limited to stock status, resource availability
(based on survey and assessment data), and fishery performance (harvest, discards,
effort, estimate uncertainty, inter‐annual variability), as well as the standards and
guiding principles set forth below. The Board would use information provided by the TC
to approve a methodology for the states to use in developing regional proposals,
typically at the Commission’s Winter Meeting.


The states would collaborate to develop regional proposals for the current year’s
recreational measures that include possession limits, size limits and season length
pursuant to the Board‐approved methodology. These proposals would be reviewed by
the TC to ensure the data and analysis are technically sound. Public input on proposed
measures would be gathered at the state level through state public processes, and
brought to the Board by state commissioners for consideration when finalizing
measures.



The Board would establish final measures following the release of Wave 6 estimates in
February (likely through an additional Board meeting or call). Once the Board has
approved the regional measures and the states have promulgated them, the
Commission would send a letter to the Regional Administrator certifying the Board‐
approved measures, in combination, will achieve but not exceed the RHL.

As part of this new process, the Board would also agree to a set of standards and guiding
principles to structure the development of measures during specification setting (Section 3.1.1).
3.1.1 Standards and Guiding Principles for Establishing Management Measures for Summer
Flounder
If option B above is selected, the following set of standards will structure how measures are
developed during specification setting:
1. Measures will be developed using a six‐region approach, where the regions are defined
as: 1) Massachusetts, 2) Rhode Island, 3) Connecticut‐New York, 4) New Jersey, 5)
Delaware‐Virginia, and 6) North Carolina.
2. Recreational measures for all states within a region will consist of the same minimum
size limit, possession limit, and season length.
3. For regions that use alternative methodology or other types of regulatory changes
outside of those proposed by the TC, the Board must consider and approve those
approaches first.
In addition to the standards, the setting of measures through specifications should also strive to
adhere to these guiding principles in order to provide fair and equitable access to the resource:
Recreational measures should be as similar to the prior year’s measures as possible. This
principle will ensure that regional measures do not change significantly on an annual basis
14
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nor that measures for states in bordering regions diverge significantly over time. While
allowing for a reasonable amount of flexibility, the intent is to adjust regional measures uni‐
directionally along the coast, based on the performance of the fishery and stock availability,
while maintaining an equitable opportunity to harvest fish for all stakeholders.
3.2 Black Sea Bass Management Options
A) Status Quo (Coastwide Measures)
The Board and Council will specify coastwide measures to achieve the coastwide RHL.
NOAA Fisheries would also open federal waters during February 1–28, 2019 at a 12.5” size
limit and 15 fish possession limit. States that participate in the February 2019 black sea bass
recreational fishery by also adopting these rules would be required to adjust their
regulations for the remainder of the fishing year to account for their projected harvest
during February (as established by the Board and Council).
B) Establish Recreational Management Measures through the Specifications Process
This option proposes a procedural change from the process used in recent years to establish
annual recreational management programs for black sea bass. Through this change in
process, the Board is not allocating shares of the RHL to states and/or regions.
If this option is selected, management measures would be set annually through the
specifications process, instead of being proposed and established through addenda. The
process would involve the following steps:


At the joint meeting with the Mid‐Atlantic Fishery Management Council typically in
December, the Board and Council would decide whether to adopt coastwide
measures or if the states would implement measures to constrain harvest to the
RHL. If the latter, the Board would then be responsible for establishing recreational
measures to be implemented in state waters that would constrain harvest to the
RHL.



The TC would continue to evaluate harvest estimates as they are released, and
project how suites of possession limits, size limits and seasons would impact
recreational landings in each region. In recommending adjustments to measures
(reductions, liberalizations or no change), the TC would examine several factors and
suggest a set of regulations for regions, which when combined, would not exceed
the RHL. These factors can include but are not limited to stock status, resource
availability (based on survey and assessment data), and fishery performance
(harvest, discards, effort, estimate uncertainty, inter‐annual variability), as well as
the standards and guiding principles set forth below. The Board would use
information provided by the TC to approve a methodology for the states to use in
developing regional proposals, typically at the Commission’s Winter Meeting.
15
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The states would collaborate to develop regional proposals for the current year’s
recreational measures that include possession limits, size limits and season length
pursuant to the Board‐approved methodology. These proposals would be reviewed
by the TC to ensure the data and analysis are technically sound. Public input on
proposed measures would be gathered at the state level through state public
processes, and brought to the Board by state commissioners for consideration when
finalizing measures.



The Board would establish final measures following the release of Wave 6 estimates
in February (likely through an additional Board meeting/call). Once the Board has
approved the regional measures and the states had promulgated them, the
Commission would send a letter to the Regional Administrator certifying the Board
approved measures in combination will achieve but not exceed the RHL.

As part of this new process, the Board would also agree to a set of standards and guiding
principles to structure the development of measures during specification setting (Section
3.2.1).
3.2.1 Standards and Guiding Principles for Establishing Management Measures for Black Sea
Bass
If option B above is selected above, a set of standards would structure how measures would be
developed during specification setting, dependent on the options selected below:
1. Measures will be developed using a three‐region approach, where the regions are
defined as Massachusetts through New York; New Jersey; and Delaware through North
Carolina (north of Cape Hatteras).
2. The Board will determine how a coastwide harvest liberalization or reduction is
distributed among the regions, based on factors including (but not limited to) resource
distribution and expected availability, angler effort, prior year fishery performance, and
TC recommendations. This process will result in annual de facto harvest targets for each
region; these targets are not allocations nor do they necessarily set a precedent for
setting future allocations. The regions will then work together to develop recreational
measures that achieve the coastwide RHL.
The process for setting recreational measures within a region will be structured according
to one of the following options:
Sub‐option B1) Recreational measures within a region will be crafted using the prior year’s
measures as a starting point. States within the region will develop measures that
collectively achieve but do not exceed the de facto harvest target set by the Board. In the
event that a region is not required to reduce harvest from the prior year, no state will be
16

Draft Document for Board Review. Not for Public comment.
required to restrict measures. In the event that a region is allowed to liberalize harvest,
states will develop their measures in a manner that collectively reduces intraregional
disparities (e.g. states with relatively restrictive measures, as determined by the TC based
on performance, should be allowed a larger liberalization, while states with relatively liberal
measures should take a smaller liberalization or remain at status quo). In the event that
region must reduce harvest, states will develop measures in a manner that ensures each
state takes an equitable reduction, with consideration given to prior year fishery
performance, resource distribution and expected availability, angler effort, and TC
recommendations.
Sub‐option B2) Recreational measures within a region will be crafted using a regional
regulatory standard as a starting point. The states within a region will establish a regulatory
standard (including a minimum size limit, possession limit, and season (season could be
defined using either start and end dates or number of days open)) to achieve the region’s
target harvest. Each state within the region would adopt the standard minimum size limit,
but could implement a possession limit and season that are the conservation equivalent to
the regulatory standard (based on state‐specific projected harvest), provided the possession
limit deviates from the standard by no more than 3 fish, and the disparity between the least
and most restrictive seasons within the region does not increase (in number of open days)
from the prior year.
In addition to the standards, the setting of measures through specifications should also strive to
adhere to these guiding principles in order to provide fair and equitable access to the resource:
Regions should work together to limit disproportionate harvest reductions for individual states.
The Board should reduce interregional differences between measures when possible, taking
into account regional differences in availability.
4.0 Compliance
TBD
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MEMORANDUM
October 3, 2018
To:

Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass Management Board

From: Caitlin Starks, FMP Coordinator
RE:

Black Sea Bass Commercial Working Group Proposal

In August 2018, the Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass Board agreed to establish a working
group (WG) to focus on the commercial management of Black Sea Bass, and Bob Ballou appointed David
Borden (RI) to Chair the sub‐committee. The goal of the working group is to identify potential issues and
strategies for the Board to consider within the commercial fishery management framework that relate
to changes in black sea bass abundance and distribution. The working group also includes Rob O’Reilly
(VA), John Maniscalco (NY) and Nichola Meserve (MA).
On September 25, 2018 the commercial WG met to address the following tasks: 1) define issues the
commercial fishery is facing due to changes in abundance and distribution of black sea bass; 2) define
goals and objectives; and 3) discuss strategies to address the issue(s). Based on the WG’s discussion, this
memo proposes a statement of the problem, objectives to address the problem, and some potential
management strategies for the Board to consider at the October 2018 meeting. The WG is seeking the
Board’s feedback on this proposal and any general suggestions for additional strategies for the working
group to explore. The WG will refine strategies to address the issues and report back to the board at a
future meeting.
Statement of the Problem
Commercial black sea bass allocations to the states were first implemented in 2003 as part of
Amendment 13, loosely based on historical landings from 1980‐2001. The state shares in Amendment
13 allocated 67% of the coast‐wide commercial quota between the states of Delaware through North
Carolina and 33% between the states of New York through Maine. These state commercial allocations
have been unchanged for 15 years, meanwhile the fishery and resource have/are experiencing shifts in
distribution, abundance, behavior, effort, etc.
There is scientific information to support these shifts. According to the last black sea bass stock
assessment, which modeled fish north and south of Hudson Canyon separately, the majority of the stock
occurred in the south prior to the mid‐2000s. Since then the biomass in the north has grown
considerably and currently accounts for the majority of spawning stock biomass. While the region
specific models created for the assessment were never intended to be stand‐alone, this shift in black sea
biomass distribution has been confirmed in peer reviewed journal articles (e.g., Bell et al., 2015).
Management should be responsive to shifts in in black sea bass distribution, abundance, behavior,
fishing effort, harvest by gear type, etc. Allocations should be reviewed and revised on a regular basis to
account for these changes to ensure equity of access and improve fishery efficiency (human safety, fuel
use, and discards), using the latest and most appropriate data sources.
Coastwide black sea bass quota management (as currently conducted by NOAA Fisheries per the FMP)
can also be problematic. Under the current regulations, all states are subject to fishery closures if a
coastwide quota overage occurs, despite state‐by‐state quota management by the ASMFC. These
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closures can leave states with remaining commercial quota unable to utilize their full allocation of the
resource. Management should aim to reduce impacts of state‐specific commercial quota overages to
other states.
Objectives and Goals to Address the Problem
The WG identified the following as management objectives for commercial black sea bass:




Ensure fishing mortality and spawning stock biomass are maintained within established thresholds
and targets, and the stock is not overfished nor experiencing overfishing
Improve equity in access to the fishery among the states
Improve fishery efficiency (e.g. use of time, fuel and other resources; reducing discards)

The WG discussed the need to determine what metric(s) would be used to evaluate equity in access to
the fishery. Some ideas discussed were socioeconomic benefits or opportunities, as well as resource
availability related to the distribution of exploitable biomass and abundance. The WG noted discard
reductions and increased efficiency would likely result from allocations based on more current
information on the resource’s distribution along the coast.
The WG proposed gathering the following information, particularly for recent years, to guide further
development of management objectives and strategies.







Descriptions of each state’s fishery (management program, participation, effort, landings by gear,
distribution of landings and trips, etc.), provided by technical committee (TC) members
A comprehensive review of survey data for black sea bass to inform understanding of stock
biomass/abundance distribution and availability to state commercial fisheries
Socioeconomic information for each state’s fishery, provided by the Committee on Economics and
Social Sciences
Commercial size distribution
More current scientific information on the geographic shifts in black sea bass biomass (e.g., an
update of Bell et al.’s results for the shift in center of biomass)
Utilization of federal black sea bass moratorium permits

Potential Management Strategies
During the conference call, the WG thought through some possible management strategies that could
be considered for addressing the defined commercial issues for black sea bass. The WG agreed a wide
range of options should be considered, and that some management strategies may require coordination
with the Mid‐Atlantic Fishery Management Council. Some of the ideas the WG supported exploring
further included:







Adjustments to the state by state allocations. Allocations could be based on a weighted
combination of current quotas and other metrics representative of the stock distribution shift.
Shared trip limits between states.
A similar strategy to the scup model to increase equitability in access for federal vessels.
Gradual transition from current to new allocations or management system.
Establishing criteria to trigger review and/or revision of allocations based on new stock
assessment information.
Landings flexibility.
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MEMORANDUM
September 17, 2018
To:

Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass Management Board

From: Tina Berger, Director of Communications
RE:

Advisory Panel Nominations

Please find attached three new nominations to the Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass
Advisory Panel – Kurt Martin, a commercial fisherman (fish weirs/traps/hand lines) from
Massachusetts; and Brent Fulcher and James Ruhle, commercial trawl fishermen from North
Carolina. Please review these nominations for action at the next Board meeting.
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (703) 842-0749 or
tberger@asmfc.org.

Enc.
cc:

Caitlin Starks and Kirby Rootes-Murdy
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Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass Advisory Panel
Bolded names await Board review and approval
Massachusetts
Joseph Huckemeyer (party/charter; targets
both scup/sf)
137 Pleasant Street
Hyannis, MA 02601
Phone (day): 508.790.0660
Phone (eve): 508.428.4029
FAX: 508.790.1321
joseph@meganet.net
Appt. Confirmed 5/9/07
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/28/14; 8/18

Phone: 401.742.1353
Mikecaptn1@cox.net
Appt. Confirmed 10/28/14

James Tietje (charterboat; targets both scup
and BSB)
227 Clinton Avenue.
Falmouth, MA 02540
Phone (day): 508.548.2626
FAX: 508.548.1569
patriottoo@aol.com
Appt. Confirmed 5/30/96
Appt. Reconfirmed 9/15/00
Appt. Reconfirmed: 3/20/07
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/28/14; 8/18

Travis Barao (rec; targets SF and BSB)
15 Gibbs Street
Rumford, RI 02916
Phone (day): 401.301.7944
Phone (eve): 401.270.7161
travisbarao@gmail.com
Appt. Confirmed 10/28/14

Aaron Gewirtz (comm gillnet inshore; targets all
3 species)
360 Pine Hill Road
Wakefield, RI 02879
Phone: 401.218.5764
NBF05@verizon.net
Appt. Confirmed 10/28/14

Connecticut
John (Jack) Conway (rec; targets SF)
34 Edward Road
North Branford, CT 06471
JConway@sikorsky.com
Appt. Reconfirmed 9/14
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/17/14
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/28/14

Kurt Martin (comm. fish weirs/traps/hand
lines)
43 Rayber Road
Orleans, MA 02653
Phone: 508.237.5888
Timebandit100@hotmail.com

Kyle Douton (for-hire/tackle shop owner;
targets all 3 species)
5 Rockwell Street
Niantic, CT 06357
Phone (day): 860.739.7419
Phone (eve): 860.739.8899
FAX: 860.739.9208
kyle@jbtackle.com
Appt. Confirmed 10/28/14

Rhode Island
Frank W. Blount, Jr. (rec/comm/for-hire; targets
all 3 species)
390 Bridgetown Road
Saunderstown, RI 02874
Phone (day): 401.783.4988
Phone (eve): 401.789.2374
FAX: 401.782.8520
francesflt@aol.com
Appt. Confirmed 10/28/14

Michael C. Plaia (rec/comm/for-hire; targets all
3 species)
119 Currituck Road
Newtown, CT 06470
Phone: 203.512.4280
Makomike333@yahoo.com
Appt. Confirmed 10/28/14

Michael Hall (comm trawl offshore; targets all 3
species)
30 Old Richmond Townhouse Road
Carolina, RI 02812
2

New York
Bob Busby (party/charter; targets SF)
375 Burtis Place
PO Box 129
Peconic, NY 11958
Phone: 631.765.1768
Rbusby@optonline.net
Appt. Confirmed 5/9/07
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/17/14
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/28/14

Phone (day): 732.899.1872
Phone (eve): 732.840.9560
FAX: 732.840.4496
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/28/14
Greg DiDomenico (commercial offshore; targets
all 3 species)
1636 Delaware Avenue
Cape May, NJ 08204
Phone: 609.675.0202
FAX: 609.898.6070
gregdi@voicenet.com
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/28/14

Paul Forsberg (party/charter; targets scup)
1133 Marina Drive
Tarpon Springs FL 34689
pgfviking1@gmail.com
Appt. Confirmed 5/9/07
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/28/14

Robert Meimbresse (for-hire; targets SF)
179 Mudjekeewis Trail
Medford Lakes, NJ 08055
Appt. Confirmed 5/9/07
Captbob626@comcast.net
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/28/14

Marc K. Hoffman (recreational; targets BSB)
140-A Union Avenue
Lynbrook, NY 11563
Phone: 516.887.8202
Phone (cell): 516.244.2146
FAX: 516.887.8113
MKHoffman@optonline.net
Appt. Confirmed 5/9/07
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/28/14

Bill Shillingford (recreational; targets SF)
20 Pinewood Court
Swainton, NJ 08210
Phone: 609.287.4689
Appt. Confirmed 5/9/07
BUCKTAIL8@aol.com
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/28/14

Mark King (comm; targets all 3 species)
PO BOX 1039
Mattituck, NY 11952
Phone: 631-298-8782
Phone (cell): 631-766-7299
d713k@aol.com
Appt. Confirmed 10/24/14

Delaware
P. Wes Townsend (comm/pot; targets BSB
PO Box 207
Dagsboro, DE 19939
Phone: 302.542.1150
Pakafish1@yahoo.com
Appt. Confirmed 10/28/14

Arthur Kretschmer (comm; targets all 3 species)
P.O. Box 81
Mattituck, NY 11952
Phone (home): 631.298.5372
Phone (cell): 631.397.2533
marcialom@msn.com
Appt. Confirmed 10/24/14

Michael P. Hynson, III (rec; targets all 3 species)
13 Wicklow Road
Bear, DE 19701
Phone: 302.893.3507
FAX: 302.221.5620
phynson@dbs4pos.com
Appt. Confirmed 10/28/14

New Jersey
James R. Lovgren (comm; targets all 3 species)
17 Laurelhurst Drive
Bricktown, NJ 08724

Vacancy – recreational bait/tackle; targets SF

3

Maryland
Victor Bunting Jr. (for-hire; targets BSB)
11123 Bell Road
Whaleyville, MD 21872
Phone: 443.614.6484
Victorbunting@rocketmail.com
Appt. Confirmed 5/9/07
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/28/14

Phone (eve): 757.876.6466
FAX: 757.723.1184
meade@amoryseafood.com
Appt. Confirmed 10/28/14
Dr. Ken Neill, III (rec; targets all 3 species)
117 Kenneth Drive
Seaford, VA 23696
Phone (day): 757.898.6832
Phone (eve): 757.890.2711
FAX: 757.890.0200
jackcrevelle@msn.com
Appt. Confirmed 10/28/14

Allen “Buddy” Seigel (rec; targets SF and BSB)
1091 Ocean Parkway
Berlin, MD 21811
Phone (day): 443.340.2833
Phone (eve): 410.208. 3887
buddyscrn@gmail.com
Appt. Confirmed 10/28/14

North Carolina
Art Smith (processor; SF)
368 Hubs Rec Road
Belhaven, NC 27810
Phone (day): 252.721.0735
Phone (eve): 252.964.2195
artsmith@gotricounty.com
Appt. Confirmed 10/28/14
Appt. Reconfirmed 8/18

Jeff Eutsler (comm; target SF)
11933 Gray’s Corner Road
Berlin, MD 21811
Phone (day): 443.497.3078
Phone (eve): 410.213.2436
Tandje1@comcast.com
Appt. Confirmed 2/2/16

Brent Fulcher (comm. otter/bottom trawl;
target all 3 species)
P.O. Box 3321
New Bern, NC 28564
Phone (cell): 252.514.7003
Phone (work): 252.637.1552
bjseafood@earthlink.net

Virginia
Mark Hodges (comm/pot; targets BSB)
2456 Bullock Trail
Virginia Beach, VA 23454-5219
Phone: (757) 463-5475
Email: mhodges@cox.net
Appt. Confirmed 5/9/07
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/28/14

James Ruhle (comm. otter/bottom trawl;
target all 3 species)
P.O. Box 302
Wanchese, NC 27981
Phone: 252.423.0238
fvdaranar@aol.com

Steven Wray (for-hire/bait & tackle; targets SF
& BSB)
2109 West Great Neck Road, Suite 100
Virginia Beach, VA 23451
Phone: 757.237.7517
FAX: 757.481.4925
captstv@yahoo.com
Appt. Confirmed 10/28/14

PRFC
John Dean (comm; targets SF)
49925 Hays Beach Road
Scotland, MD 20687
Phone: 301.904.8078
selbysuzi1121@aol.com
Appt. Confirmed: 11/25/96
Appt. Reconfirmed 7/26/00
Appt. Reconfirmed 2/07

C. Meade Amory (comm trawl; targets all 3
species)
101 South King Street
Hampton, VA 23669
Phone (day): 757.722.1915
4

Appt. Reconfirmed 10/28/14
Dandridge C. Crabbe (charterboat; targets SF)
51 Railway Drive
Heathsville, VA 22473
Phone: 804.453.3251

dcrabbe@crabbescharterfishing.com
Appt. Confirmed 12/11/01
Appt. Reconfirmed 2/07
Appt. Reconfirmed 10/28/14
Nontraditional Stakeholders
Roman Jesien (habitat; BSB interest)
MD Coastal Bays Program
9919 Stephen Decatur Highway, Suite 4
Ocean City, MD 21842
Phone (day): 410.213.2297
Phone (evening): 410.228.5193
science@mdcoastalbays.org
Appt. Confirmed 1/31/07
Vacancy
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ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION
Advisory Panel Nomination Form
This form is designed to help nominate Advisors to the Commission’s Species Advisory Panels. The
information on the returned form will be provided to the Commission’s relevant species management board or
section. Please answer the questions in the categories (All Nominees, Commercial Fisherman,
Charter/Headboat Captain, Recreational Fisherman, Dealer/Processor, or Other Interested Parties) that pertain
to the nominee’s experience. If the nominee fits into more than one category, answer the questions for all
categories that fit the situation. Also, please fill in the sections which pertain to All Nominees (pages 1
and 2). In addition, nominee signatures are required to verify the provided information (page 4), and
Commissioner signatures are requested to verify Commissioner consensus (page 4). Please print and
use a black pen.

Form submitted by _____David E. Pierce_________________________ State: _MA__
(your name)
Name of Nominee: _Kurt Martin_________________________________________
Address: __43 Rayber Road__________________________________________________
City, State, Zip:________Orleans, MA 02653___________________________________
Please provide the appropriate numbers where the nominee can be reached:
Phone (day): 508-237-5888_____________________
FAX: _508-240-1755___________________

Phone (evening): ________________________

Email: timebandit100@hotmail.com, lara.slifka@gmail.com

FOR ALL NOMINEES:
1.

2.

Please list, in order of preference, the Advisory Panel for which you are nominating the above person.
1.

__summer flounder/scup/black sea bass____

2.

____________________________________

3.

____________________________________

4.

____________________________________

Has the nominee been found in violation of criminal or civil federal fishery law or regulation or convicted
of any felony or crime over the last three years?
☐yes

3.

☒no

Is the nominee a member of any fishermen’s organizations or clubs?
☒yes

☐no
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If “yes,” please list them below by name.
__Cape Cod Commercial Fishermen’s Alliance

4.

__MASS Lobstermen’s Association_____

_________________________________

_________________________________

_________________________________

What kinds (species ) of fish and/or shellfish has the nominee fished for during the past year?
_black sea bass, scup, menhaden, long fin squid,
___________ bluefish, butterfish ______

5.

_________________________________

__mackerel, Atlantic herring _
__ sea robins, lobsters__ ______

What kinds (species ) of fish and/or shellfish has the nominee fished for in the past?
_tuna, cod, haddock, spiny dogfish____

_________________________________

_________________________________

_________________________________

_________________________________

_________________________________

FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERMEN:
1.

How many years has the nominee been the commercial fishing business? 33 years

2.

Is the nominee employed only in commercial fishing?

3.

What is the predominant gear type used by the nominee? Fish weirs, traps, hand lines____________

☐yes

☒no

FOR CHARTER/HEADBOAT CAPTAINS:
1.

How long has the nominee been employed in the charter/headboat business? _____

2.

Is the nominee employed only in the charter/headboat industry?

☐yes

☐no

If “no,” please list other type(s) of business(es) and/occupation(s): _________________________
3.

How many years has the nominee lived in the home port community? _____ years
If less than five years, please indicate the nominee’s previous home port community.
______________________________________________________________________________
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FOR RECREATIONAL FISHERMEN:
1.

How long has the nominee engaged in recreational fishing? _____ years

2.

Is the nominee working, or has the nominee ever worked in any area related to the
fishing industry? ☐yes
☐no
If “yes,” please explain.
__________________________________________________________________________________

FOR SEAFOOD PROCESSORS & DEALERS:
1.

How long has the nominee been employed in the business of seafood processing/dealing? _____ years

2.

Is the nominee employed only in the business of seafood processing/dealing?
☐yes
☐no
If “no,” please list other type(s) of business(es) and/or occupation(s):
__________________________________________________________________________________

3.

How many years has the nominee lived in the home port community? _____ years
If less than five years, please indicate the nominee’s previous home port community.
__________________________________________________________________________________

FOR OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES:
1.

How long has the nominee been interested in fishing and/or fisheries management? _____ years

2.

Is the nominee employed in the fishing business or the field of fisheries management?
☐yes
☐no
If “no,” please list other type(s) of business(es) and/or occupation(s):
__________________________________________________________________________________
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FOR ALL NOMINEES:
In the space provided below, please provide the Commission with any additional information which you feel
would assist us in making choosing new Advisors. You may use as many pages as needed.
I’ve been involved in commercial fishing and tried to stay involved in management of fisheries to ensure that
my son can fish for the same species I have fished if he so chooses. I started shellfishing and lobstering in
1981. I began weir fishing with Mark Simonitsch in 1987. I’ve gone dragging for whiting, shrimp and
groundfish, as well as hand lining for groundfish while continuing to lobster and shellfish. I went pot sea bass
fishing in 1988, conch fishing in 1983. In the 90’s I owned and operated a shellfish grant while continuing to
lobster.
As a summer flounder, scup and black sea bass Advisor I would bring my knowledge of commercial fishing to
the group. I would be able to provide guidance regarding fishing for scup and black sea bass. I am also
familiar with the summer flounder fishery on Cape Cod as the weir boats fish and land alongside the dragger
summer flounder commercial fisherman. In the past I have seen summer flounder in the weirs. As a weir, pot,
and hand line black sea bass permit holder I bring fishing-type diversification to the table as well as 30 year
trends in catch data for weir fishing.
I follow the current happenings at ASMFC and NMFS, and have submitted public comments about regulations
in the past. I’ve also participated in research trips through the former Cape Cod Commercial Fishermen’s
Alliance and currently keep a temperature gauge on my lobster trap for NOAA Scientist Jim Manning.
I’ve served multiple terms as a Board of Director to the Cape Cod Commercial Fishermen’s Alliance and seen
them grow and change with the fishing times. I was treasurer for the Outer Cape Lobstermen’s Association. I
am committed to attend meetings, positively participating in the Advisory Panel.

Nominee Signature:

Date: __08/22/2018________

Name: _Kurt Martin__________________________________________
(please print)
COMMISSIONERS SIGN-OFF (not required for non-traditional stakeholders)

________________________________
State Director

__________________________________
State Legislator

________________________________
Governor’s Appointee
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ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION
Advisory Panel Nomination Form
This form is designed to help nominate Advisors to the Commission’s Species Advisory Panels. The information
on the returned form will be provided to the Commission’s relevant species management board or section. Please
answer the questions in the categories (All Nominees, Commercial Fisherman, Charter/Headboat Captain,
Recreational Fisherman, Dealer/Processor, or Other Interested Parties) that pertain to the nominee’s experience.
If the nominee fits into more than one category, answer the questions for all categories that fit the situation.
Also, please fill in the sections which pertain to All Nominees (pages 1 and 2). In addition, nominee
signatures are required to verify the provided information (page 4), and Commissioner signatures are
requested to verify Commissioner consensus (page 4). Please print and use a black pen.

Form submitted by _________Chris Batsavage________________________________ State: __NC___
(your name)
Name of Nominee: __________James A. Ruhle_____________________________________________
Address: _______P.O. Box 302 ________________________________________________________
City, State, Zip:____Wanchese NC 27981____________________________________________________
Please provide the appropriate numbers where the nominee can be reached:
Phone (day): ____252-423-0238____________________ Phone (evening): _252-423-0238____
FAX: ______________________________

Email: __fvdaranar@aol.com____________

FOR ALL NOMINEES:
1.

2.

Please list, in order of preference, the Advisory Panel for which you are nominating the above person.
1.

_ Summer Flounder, Scup and Black Sea Bass_

2.

____________________________________

3.

____________________________________

4.

____________________________________

Has the nominee been found in violation of criminal or civil federal fishery law or regulation or convicted
of any felony or crime over the last three years?
☐yes

3.

☒no

Is the nominee a member of any fishermen’s organizations or clubs?
☐yes

☒no
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If “yes,” please list them below by name.

4.

5.

_________________________________

_________________________________

_________________________________

_________________________________

_________________________________

_________________________________

What kinds (species ) of fish and/or shellfish has the nominee fished for during the past year?
______Summer flounder__________

_________________________________

______Black Seabass____________

_________________________________

______Illex_____________________

_________________________________

What kinds (species ) of fish and/or shellfish has the nominee fished for in the past?
___________Atlantic Croaker

_____

__________Mackerel____________
________Sea Herring____________

_________________________________
_________________________________
_________________________________

FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERMEN:
1.

How many years has the nominee been the commercial fishing business? 50

2.

Is the nominee employed only in commercial fishing?

3.

What is the predominant gear type used by the nominee? ___Otter Trawl_____________________

☒yes

☐no

FOR CHARTER/HEADBOAT CAPTAINS:
1.

How long has the nominee been employed in the charter/headboat business? _____

2.

Is the nominee employed only in the charter/headboat industry?

☐yes

☐no

If “no,” please list other type(s) of business(es) and/occupation(s): _________________________
3.

How many years has the nominee lived in the home port community? _____ years
If less than five years, please indicate the nominee’s previous home port community.
______________________________________________________________________________
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FOR RECREATIONAL FISHERMEN:
1.

How long has the nominee engaged in recreational fishing? _____ years

2.

Is the nominee working, or has the nominee ever worked in any area related to the
fishing industry? ☐yes
☐no
If “yes,” please explain.
__________________________________________________________________________________

FOR SEAFOOD PROCESSORS & DEALERS:
1.

How long has the nominee been employed in the business of seafood processing/dealing? _____ years

2.

Is the nominee employed only in the business of seafood processing/dealing?
☐yes
☐no
If “no,” please list other type(s) of business(es) and/or occupation(s):
__________________________________________________________________________________

3.

How many years has the nominee lived in the home port community? _____ years
If less than five years, please indicate the nominee’s previous home port community.
__________________________________________________________________________________

FOR OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES:
1.

How long has the nominee been interested in fishing and/or fisheries management? _____ years

2.

Is the nominee employed in the fishing business or the field of fisheries management?
☐yes
☐no
If “no,” please list other type(s) of business(es) and/or occupation(s):
__________________________________________________________________________________
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FOR ALL NOMINEES:
In the space provided below, please provide the Commission with any additional information which you feel
would assist us in making choosing new Advisors. You may use as many pages as needed.

Primary Participant on the NEAMAP inshore trawl survey from 2006 till present

Nominee Signature: ________James A.Ruhle__________

Date: ____8/7/2018______

Name: _______________James A. Ruhle____________________________
(please print)

COMMISSIONERS SIGN-OFF (not required for non-traditional stakeholders)

_______Chris Batsavage _________________________ __________________________________
State Director
State Legislator

________________________________
Governor’s Appointee
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