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1. Welcome/Call to Order (C. Batsavage, ASMFC/M. Luisi, MAFMC)           10:00 a.m.  
            

2. Board Consent                          10:00 a.m.  

 Approval of Agenda 

 Approval of Proceedings from February 2020 
 
3. Review Public Comment Summary on Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding                 10:05 a.m. 

Amendment Public Information and Scoping Document 
(D. Colson Leaning, M. Seeley) 

 Public Comment Summary 

 Plan Development Team (PDT)/Fishery Management Action 
Team (FMAT) Report  

 
4. Provide Guidance to PDT/FMAT on Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding                     10:45 a.m. 

Draft Amendment (C. Batsavage, ASMFC/M. Luisi, MAFMC)                           
 

5. Other Business  11:50 a.m. 
 

6. Public Comment  11:55 a.m. 
 

7. Adjourn  12:00 p.m. 
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MEETING OVERVIEW 
 

ASMFC Bluefish Management Board and Mid‐Atlantic Fishery Management Council Webinar 
May 6, 2020 

10:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 
 

Chair: Chris Batsavage (NC) 
Assumed Chairmanship: 12/19 

Technical Committee Chair: 
Mike Celestino (NJ) 

Law Enforcement Committee 
Representative: Rob Kersey (MD) 

Vice Chair: 
Joe Cimino (NJ) 

Advisory Panel Chair: 
Vacant 

Previous Board Meeting: 
February 4, 2020 

Voting Members: ME, NH, MA, RI, CT, NY, NJ, DE, MD, PRFC, VA, NC, SC, GA, FL, NMFS, USFWS (17) 

 

Public Comment – For items not on the agenda, public comment will be taken at the end of the 
meeting. Individuals that wish to speak at this time should use the webinar raise your hand 
function and the Board Chair will let you know when to speak. For agenda items that have 
already gone out for public hearing and/or have had a public comment period that has closed, 
the Board Chair may determine that additional public comment will not provide additional 
information. In this circumstance, the Board Chair will not allow additional public comment on 
an issue. For agenda items that the public has not had a chance to provide input, the Board 
Chair may allow limited opportunity for comment. The Board Chair has the discretion to limit 
the number of speakers and/or the length of each comment. 
 

2. Board Consent  

 Approval of Agenda 

 Approval of Proceedings from February 2020 
 

3. Review Public Comment Summary on the Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment 
Public Information and Scoping Document (10:05‐10:45 a.m.)  

Background 

 In December 2017, the Board and Council jointly initiated the development of an 
amendment to consider modifications to the fishery management plan’s goals and 
objectives, commercial/recreational allocations, commercial allocations to the states, the 
quota transfer processes, and any other issues pertinent to management of the fishery. 

 The 2019 operational stock assessment indicated that the stock was overfished relative to 
the updated biological reference points. In response to the overfished designation, a 
rebuilding plan was incorporated into the amendment.  

 The Council led a supplemental scoping process to gather public input on the inclusion of the 
rebuilding plan into the amendment. Council staff coordinated 11 scoping hearings between 
February 13 and March 4, 2020 and received in‐person and written comments from 159 
individual stakeholders. The Scoping Comment Summary Document provides an overview of 
public input received. (Briefing Materials) 

 The Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT)/Plan Development Team (PDT) met in April to 
review scoping comments and provide recommendations on the scope of the Amendment. 
(Supplemental Materials) 

Presentations 

 Public Comment Summary & PDT/FMAT Report by M. Seeley & D. Colson Leaning  



 

 

4. Provide Guidance to the PDT/FMAT for the Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Draft 
Amendment (10:45‐11:50 a.m.)  

Background 

 The FMAT will reconvene following the meeting to develop a range of draft management 
alternatives to be considered for inclusion in the amendment. The Board and Council should 
also indicate if there are issues or approaches that should not be pursued further in this 
action. 

 The Board and Council should provide guidance to the FMAT on the specific approaches to 
be considered for further analysis.  

 
5. Other Business (11:50‐11:55 a.m.) 
 
6. Public comment (11:55 a.m. ‐ 12:00 p.m.) 
 
7. Adjourn 



Bluefish Technical Committee Task List 

Activity Level: Medium 

Committee Overlap Score: Medium 

 

Committee Task List 

 Meets twice a year to recommend commercial and recreational measures 

 Biological Monitoring Program requirement to collect a minimum of 100 bluefish to 
enhance age and length data used in stock assessments  

 Annual state compliance reports are due May 1 

 

TC Members  
Michael Celestino (NJ DEP – Chair), Sam Truesdell (MA DMF – Vice‐Chair), Amy Zimney (SC 
DNR), Sandra Dumais (NY DEC), Eric Durell (MD DNR), Jim Gartland (VA VIMS), Kurt Gottschall 
(CT DMF), BJ Hilton (GA DNR), Nicole Lengyel (RI DEM), Joseph Munyandorero (FL FWC) Lee 
Paramore (NC DENR), Melissa Smith (ME DMR), Kevin Sullivan (NH FGD), Richard Wong (DE 
DFW), Tony Wood (NEFSC), Matt Seely (MAFMC)  
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INDEX OF MOTIONS 
 
 

1.  Approval of agenda by consent (Page 1). 
 
2.   Approval of proceedings of April 2018 by consent (Page 1).  
   
3. Main Motion 

Move to prohibit the use of conservation equivalency for recreational bluefish management for 

2020 with the exception of states that are accountable for less than 1% of the total coastwide 
harvest (Page 7).  Motion by Nichola Meserve; second by Cheri Patterson. Motion substituted.  
 

4. Motion to Substitute 
Move to substitute to allow conservation equivalency for states that are accountable for  less 
than  1%  of  the  total  coastwide  harvest  and  to  approve  New  Jersey’s  options  1,  2,  and  a 
modified 3 with a 6 fish bag limit (Page 11). Motion by Adam Nowalsky; second by Marty Gary. 
Motion carried (Page 11). 
 
Main Motion as Substituted 
Move to allow conservation equivalency for states that are accountable for less than 1% of the 
total coastwide harvest and to approve New Jersey’s options 1, 2, and a modified 3 with a 6 
fish bag limit. Motion carried (Page  11). 
 

5. Move to elect Joe Cimino as Vice Chair of the Bluefish Board (Page 12).  Motion by Russ Allen; 
second by Mike Luisi. Motion carried (Page 12). 
 

6. Adjourn by consent (Page 13). 
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ATTENDANCE 

 

Board Members 
 

Megan Ware, MA, proxy for P. Keliher (AA) 
Sen. David Miramant, ME  
Cheri Patterson, NH (AA) 
Nichola Meserve, MA  
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Chris Batsavage, NC, proxy for S. Murphey (AA) 
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Ex‐Officio Members 
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Toni Kerns 
Maya Drzewicki 
 

Katie Drew 
Dustin Colson Leaning 
 
 

                                                                                       Guests 
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Draft Proceedings of the Bluefish Management Board Meeting  
February 2020 

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by Bluefish Management Board.  
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting. 

1 

The Bluefish Management Board of the Atlantic 
States  Marine  Fisheries  Commission  convened 
in  the  Jefferson Ballroom of  the Westin Crystal 
City  Hotel,  Arlington,  Virginia;  Tuesday, 
February  4,  2020,  and  was  called  to  order  at 
6:00 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Chris Batsavage. 
 

CALL TO ORDER 

CHAIRMAN  CHRIS  BATSAVAGE:    Okay, 
continuing on with the toothy critters portion of 
the  ASMFC  meeting.    We’ll  roll  right  into  the 
Bluefish  Management  Board.    I  want  to 
welcome  everyone.    My  name  is  Chris 
Batsavage;  I’m  the  Administrative  Proxy  for 
North  Carolina.    I’ll  be  serving  as  Chair  for  the 
Bluefish Board meeting. 
 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    I’ll  start  by  the 
approval of the agenda.  Does anyone have any 
modifications  to  the agenda?   Okay, one  that  I 
would like to add if there is no objection is after 
we get through our action items is to just get a 
sense  from  the  Board  members  of  when  they 
think  they will  be  able  to  implement  the  2020 
recreational  measures  for  bluefish  in  their 
states.    If  there  is  no objection  to  that we will 
just do that at the very end.   
 

APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS 

CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Okay  seeing  none, 
approval of  the minutes  from April,  2018.   Are 
there  any  changes  or  edits  to  those  minutes?  
Seeing none, then those are approved.   Next  is 
public comment.  Are there any members of the 
public  that  would  like  to  speak  on  any  topics 
that are not on the agenda for today?  
 

CONSIDER APPROVAL OF CONSERVATION 
EQUIVALENCY PROPOSALS 

 

CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Seeing  none,  we’ll 
move  on  to  the  first  action  item,  which  is 
Consider Approval of Conservation Equivalency 
Proposals,  and  I’ll  hand  that  over  to  Dustin 
Colson Leaning.  Dustin. 

MR. DUSTIN COLSON LEANING:  Hi everyone, as 
Chris  just  said  my  name  is  Dustin.    I  am  the 
Fishery  Management  Plan  Coordinator  for 
bluefish,  and  today  I  have  a  brief  presentation 
on recreational bluefish proposals  for  the 2020 
fishing season.  I’ll begin with some background 
information,  and  then  discuss  the  Technical 
Committee  review  of  bluefish  proposals, 
followed by a  summary of  comments  from the 
Law Enforcement Committee. 
 
At the end we’ll have time for questions before 
expedited Board discussion and action.   
 
REVIEW OF CONSERVATION EQUIVALENCY 

PROPOSALS 
 

MR. COLSON LEANING:  In December the Board 
approved  and  the  Council  recommended  a 
coastwide 3‐fish bag limit for private and shore‐
based anglers and a 5‐fish bag limit for the for‐
hire  fishermen  for  the  2020  recreational 
bluefish season. 
 
These measures would be applied in both state 
and  federal  waters.    As  a  reminder  the 
Commission’s  conservation  equivalency  or  CE 
Policy  allows  states  to  submit  alternative 
measures  for  state  waters  that  achieve  the 
same  reduction  in  recreational  landings  that 
would have been achieved under the coastwide 
regulations.    Following  the  December  meeting 
the Bluefish Technical Committee or TC met via 
conference  call  on  December  16,  to  set 
conservation  equivalency  criteria  for  state 
proposals.  The following criteria were specified 
in  the  memo  to  the  Board.    I’ll  run  through 
them  quickly,  but  all  reductions  must  be 
calculated  in  pounds  of  fish,  as  opposed  to 
numbers  of  fish.    Conservation  equivalency 
analysis should use recreational data from 2016 
to  2018.    If  the  percent  standard  error  or  PSE 
values  exceeded  50,  then  the  data  should  be 
pooled  across  the  three  year  timeframe.  
Seasonal closures need to be for an entire wave 
as  well.    The  analysis  should  assume  that 
noncompliant harvest will continue at the same 
level  in  2020.    Reductions  in  landings  for 
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multiple  measures  should  be  accounted  for 
using  the  interaction equation  that  you  see up 
on the slide. 
Lastly,  the  memo  provided  state‐by‐state 
projected  reductions  under  the  coastwide 
regulations.    States  were  required  to 
demonstrate that proposed measures achieved 
equal or greater percent reductions than those 
presented in this table.   
 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE REPORT 

MR.  COLSON  LEANING:    Following  the  first  TC 
meeting Rhode Island, Connecticut, New Jersey, 
and  Georgia  submitted  proposals  for 
conservationally equivalent measures. 
 
However,  last  week  Connecticut  and  Rhode 
Island  decided  to  withdraw  their  regional 
bluefish CE proposal  from Board consideration, 
so  I  have  removed  discussion  of  this  proposal 
from  my  presentation.    The  TC  met  a  second 
time via conference call on January 23 to review 
state  proposals.    The  TC  also  recommended 
approval of the methodologies used to develop 
both Georgia and New Jersey’s proposals. 
 
Before discussing each state’s proposal and the 
TC  recommendation,  I will  share  some  general 
comments  from  the  TC  on  the  Conservation 
Equivalency  Process  as  a  whole.    The  TC 
maintains  that  there  is  a  high  level  of 
uncertainty in the percent reductions calculated 
due to the effect of changes in angler behavior, 
the  size  and  structure  and  distribution  of  the 
population as well.These changes are difficult to 
account  for  and  cannot  be  accurately 
quantified.  Additionally  there  is  greater 
certainty  in  the  percent  reductions  calculated 
for  simple  management  measures,  such  as 
changes  in  bag  limits  or  minimum  size,  and 
relatively  more  difficult  for  complex  measures 
such  as  slot  limits  and  sector‐specific 
regulations. 
 
Furthermore,  through  the  course  of  evaluating 
proposals the TC discovered that when analyses 
were conducted on disaggregated MRIP modes, 

for  example  splitting  the  private  angler  mode 
and  the  shore mode  into  separate modes,  the 
expected  reduction  in  harvest  from  the 
coastwide  measures  was  less  than  anticipated 
from  analyses  in  which  the  modes  were  left 
combined,  as  was  the  case  in  the  coastwide 
measures. 
 
The discrepancy  appears  related  to differences 
in  the  scale  of  snapper  fisheries,  and  the 
associated effect on average fish weight among 
modes  and  states.    The  table  presented  here 
provides  the  range  of  anticipated  predicted 
reductions  for  states,  resulting  from  various 
approaches.   
 
The  difference  is  especially  dramatic  in  some 
states  such  as  Rhode  Island  with  prominent 
snapper  fisheries.    This  is  an  important 
consideration  for  projecting  2020  harvest  and 
for  the  future,  when  considering  separate 
recreational measures by mode.  First going into 
Georgia’s  proposal,  its  2020  recreational 
bluefish  fishery  proposal  is  quite  simple.    The 
state  proposes  to  keep  its  2019  measures  in 
place, which  includes  a  12  inch minimum  size, 
and a 15‐fish bag limit with the exception that it 
has a  two month closure during  the months of 
March and April. 
 
The  analysis  indicates  that  Georgia’s  harvest 
would  be  reduced  by  13.10  percent,  which 
exceeds its reduction requirement according to 
the table of 8.13 percent.  The TC has approved 
Georgia’s  proposal,  but  did  want  to  highlight 
that  the  wave  PSE  values  exceed  50  percent, 
even after pooling  the data across  three years. 
PSE is a measure of precision and MRIP specifies 
that  large  PSEs  above  50  indicate  the  very 
imprecise  estimate.    It  is  important  for  the 
Board  just  to  consider  this  from a  risk  analysis 
perspective.   
 
Moving  on  to  the  New  Jersey  proposal,  this 
proposal  included  eight  options  for  the  TC  to 
consider.  The  options  include  adjustments  to 
minimum  size,  a  slot  limit  option,  a  bag  limit 
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option, and seasonal closures.  All options meet 
or  exceed  New  Jersey’s  specific  required 
reduction  of  27.68  percent.    These  are  the 
options  here.    They  are  also  listed  with  their 
corresponding projected reduction percentage. 
 
The TC agreed that proposals methodology met 
the  conservation  equivalency  criteria  as 
specified  in  the  guidance  memo.    However,  a 
few TC members raised concern about Options 
5 and 8, which maintain high bag  limits.    Their 
concern  was  that  while  the  analysis  does 
demonstrate  that  these  options  meet  the 
required reductions  in weight, the options may 
not  produce  a  similar  reduction  percentage  in 
numbers of fish. 
 
As  such,  the  TC  suggested  that  the Board  take 
into  consideration  the  stocks  overfished  status 
when considering these two options from a risk 
analysis  perspective.    That  being  said,  the  TC 
still  recommends  approval  of  New  Jersey’s 
proposal  for  the  2020  recreational  bluefish 
fishery on technical merit. 
 

LAW ENFORCEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT 

MR.  COLSON  LEANING:    Now, moving  into  the 
LEC  or  the  Law  Enforcement  Committee 
comments, the LEC also met on January 23rd, to 
review  CE  proposals  for  both  the  striped  bass 
and  bluefish  fisheries.    I’ll  focus  on  the  input 
gathered that is pertinent to bluefish proposals, 
since  you’ve  already  received  a  presentation 
from Max. 
 
The  LEC  provided  a  few  comments  regarding 
regulation changes in general.  First, any change 
to  regulations  required  increased  outreach 
effort and education, both of which take time to 
be  successful.    Second,  frequent  changes  to 
regulations  lower  overall  compliance,  so 
consistency and simplicity in regulations is key. 
The  LEC  also  shared  that  officers  will  usually 
issue more warnings  than  citations  following  a 
regulation  change,  so  there  is  a  phase‐in 
process that should be considered as well.  The 
LEC  also  provided  the  following  feedback 

specific  to  the  proposed  measures.    Differing 
regulations  by  mode  poses  challenges  for 
enforcement.    The  more  divided  recreational 
fishing  modes  are,  the  more  difficult  it  is  to 
adequately  enforce  any  restrictions.    This  is 
especially true in marinas or at docks where for‐
hire  and  private  and  rental  boat  anglers 
comingle.   New  seasonal  closures  can  increase 
unintentional noncompliance, so when they are 
implemented  closures  should  remain  in  place 
for several years.    If possible it  is also better to 
implement  one  continuous  closure  rather  than 
two or  three separate closures,  so  that anglers 
are  not  caught  off  guard.    The  LEC  also 
discussed  the  importance  of  consistency when 
implementing  regulations  in  shared  water 
bodies, or neighboring states to help reduce the 
confusion.   
 
Officers  will  enforce  strict  possession  limits  at 
the  location where  anglers  are  stopped, which 
can  lead  to  unintentional  noncompliance  if  an 
angler is stopped in one area but was fishing in 
an  adjacent  jurisdiction  with  different 
regulations.   Over all  the  LEC  indicated  that all 
regulations  proposed  are  enforceable,  but 
emphasized  that  consistency  and  simplicity  in 
regulations is key in preventing noncompliance.  
With that I’ll open it up to questions. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Thanks  for  the 
presentation, Dustin.  Before I get to the Board, 
I just had one clarifying question for you in your 
presentation,  and  maybe  New  Jersey  could 
chime on this.    I  think  it said that  they had a 9 
inch  minimum  size  limit  for  their  recreational 
fishery  in 2019.    Is that the case, or  is that  just 
for the commercial fishery?  I know some of the 
CE proposals they have do not have a minimum 
size limit of 9 inches, or maybe Joe or someone 
from New Jersey had the answer to that. 
 
MR. JOE CIMINO:  Yes, and I guess I’m not sure 
where you saw that a minimum was in place. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    I  think  it  was  in 
Dustin’s presentation. 
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MR. COLSON LEANING:  I’m looking here at the 
FMP  Review,  the  2018  fishing  season,  and  in 
that document we have a 9  inch minimum size 
as  the  regulations  for  New  Jersey  for  bluefish.  
Is  that  what  you’re  referring  to,  whether  that 
was the regulation that was in place previously? 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  I just want to confirm 
that that was indeed the case, or is that just for 
the  commercial  fishery?    I  just  wasn’t  aware 
that  New  Jersey  had  a  minimum  size  limit  for 
the recreational fishery already in place. 
 
MR. CIMINO:  Me either. 
 
MR.  COLSON  LEANING:    Excuse  me.    I  was 
referring  to  the  wrong  column  in  the  table.  
That  is my mistake.   You are correct that there 
is  not  a  minimum  size,  so  please  strike  that 
from my presentation on  the recreational side, 
apologies there. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    No  worries.    Okay,  I 
just wanted to make sure I guess everyone was 
clear  on  that,  especially  since  it  will  kind  play 
into  New  Jersey’s  proposal.    Are  there  any 
questions, Nichola? 
 
MS. NICHOLA MESERVE:  A couple of questions 
for Dustin.  The 28 percent reduction that we’re 
trying  to  achieve  for  this  year  is  based  on  the 
2018  landings  of  13.27  million  pounds.    I  was 
wondering  if  you  have  an  update  on  the  2019 
landings, and how they are faring in comparison 
to  2018.    The  second  part  of  the  question  is 
about  the  relative  contribution  of  Georgia  and 
New Jersey to the coastwide total harvest. 
 
MR.  COLSON  LEANING:    I  can  pull  up  a  slide 
here with Maya’s  help.    I  have  up  here  that  if 
you look at Wave 1 through 5 landing you have 
15.83 million  pounds  for  2019.    Using  2018  as 
indicative  of  how  much  harvest  occurs  within 
the  first  waves  to  try  to  predict  the  total 
projected  harvest,  we  have  projected  total 

landings  of  17.22  million  pounds.    Can  you 
remind me again of your second question? 
 
MS.  MESERVE:    The  relative  contribution  of 
Georgia  and  New  Jersey  to  the  coastwide 
landings,  just  to  get  an  idea  of  how  their 
regulations  will  play  into  the  scheme  of  the 
coastwide landings. 
 
MR. COLSON LEANING:   Yes, this  is  just  looking 
at  a  three‐year‐average  harvest.    We’ve  got 
about  25  percent  for  New  Jersey,  in  terms  of 
their  contribution  to  the  recreational  fishery.  
Then Georgia is at 0.11.   
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Jason McNamee. 
 
DR. JASON McNAMEE:  Nice job, Dustin.  Thanks 
for the presentation and nice job with the extra 
slides  too.    My  question,  the  Technical 
Committee  kind  of  raised  a  couple  of  items 
about  risk,  and  you  know  they  kind  of 
highlighted  two  of  New  Jersey’s  proposal,  the 
one with the slot and then the one that split the 
modes. 
 
They kind of  talked about; my  interpretation  is 
there  is  this  notion  that  those  two  increased a 
risk.    Is  there anything, did  they offer  anything 
in  addition  to  just  that  kind  of  notion  of 
increased  risk  due  to  the  increased  complexity 
of the regulations, or was there more to it than 
that? 
 
MR.  COLSON  LEANING:    I  know  that  the  first 
question that was asked is this something that ‐ 
if you implement a really wide slot  let’s say for 
one of the options and you still maintain a high 
bag  limit;  some  TC  members  were  concerned 
that maybe just the time window of when we’re 
projecting  MRIP  harvest  from  using  2016  to 
2018 as a base reference years.   
 
If that just happened to work out in such a way 
that you achieve a 27.68 reduction, or whether 
if you expanded the time window to ten years, 
whether  the  data  wouldn’t  work  out,  and 
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essentially  asking  if  those  years  were 
anomalous.    Looking  to  the  data  a  little  bit 
further  it  didn’t  appear  that  way.  But  there 
were  some  concerns  from  the  TC  perspective 
that when  you  break  things  down by  state,  by 
wave,  by  mode  looking  at  length  frequencies 
that the PSEs just kind of get higher and higher, 
and  there  is  some  concern  that  it’s  just  paper 
math rather than an actuality.   
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Further  questions, 
Justin Davis. 
 
DR.  JUSTIN DAVIS:   Dustin,  I  think you  just  told 
us that we would be looking at something like a 
44  percent  reduction  from  projected  2019 
landings to meet the 2020 RHL.   But  I think we 
used  2018  right,  as  our  metric  for  reduction, 
and  we  took  about  it  was  about  a  30  percent 
reduction  over  all  from  2018  landings,  2018 
landings looked like they would be substantially 
less than what is projected for 2019.  Is it fair to 
say  that  it’s  likely  we  were  too  conservative 
with  the  reduction  that  we  were  planning  on 
taking  to meet  the 2020 RHL?   As a  follow up, 
what  are  the  implications  if we  do  exceed  the 
2020 RHL next year? 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Dustin. 
 
MR. COLSON LEANING:  This discussion came up 
at  the  Board  meeting  in  October,  and  the 
Monitoring  Committee  had  put  forward  a 
projected reduction using 2016 through 2018 as 
base years. 2018 was a surprisingly low year for 
the  recreational  fishery.    The  Board  at  the 
meeting seemed to indicate that we should use 
the  most  recent  data  to  generate  this 
projection. 
 
I  think  the  Monitoring  Committee  projected 
reduction was in the range of the high 30s, if my 
memory  serves  me.    Now  using  this  updated 
information  about  2019,  I  think  it’s  fair  to  say 
that a 28.56 percent reduction isn’t going to cut 
it, using 2019 as a reference point.  In terms of 
what are the implications?  Without getting too 

much in the weeds on the regulations, I will say 
that there  is a pound‐for‐pound payback  in the 
federal plan, and it’s a joint plan. 
 
But  that  is  in  the  event  that  the  stock  is 
overfished,  which  it  currently  is,  as  well  as  in 
the event that a sector transfer is not to blame 
for  any  ACL  overages.    In  terms  of  how  the 
payback  occurs,  it’s  quite  nuanced,  so  I  don’t 
know if I want to dive too deeply in there.  But I 
would be happy to put the  language up on the 
board if that helps. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:    A question  I  have on 
that.  It might be for NOAA Fisheries is just due 
to  the  timing  of  getting  final  MRIP  estimates, 
would  that  pound‐for‐pound  payback  for  the 
recreational  fishery  if  we  went  over  in  2020.  
Would  that  occur  in  2021,  or  would  it  be  in 
2022?   Derek Orner,  I’ll put you on the spot.    I 
don’t know if you have an answer for that. 
 
MR. DEREK ORNER:    I’m chatting with  some of 
our  folks up  there  in GARFO now on  that.     As 
soon  as  I  get  something  I  can  let  you  know.    I 
don’t know off the top of my head. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Jay,  do  you  have 
something else? 
 
DR. McNAMEE:   Yes thank you, Mr. Chair.   The 
question  that  Justin  asked  kind  of  made  me 
wonder.    Summer  flounder  we  have 
conservation  equivalency,  it’s  how  we  do  that 
fishery, and there  is accountability built  into  it.  
In  the case of bluefish  that accountability does 
not exist.  The accountability is way up the flow 
chart  there.    For  instance,  if  New  Jersey  or 
Georgia  blew  past  what  their  goal  of  what 
they’re  trying  to  do  with  their  CE,  it  doesn’t 
matter  to  them  specifically,  it  matters  to 
everyone.  Is that correct? 
 
MR.  COLSON  LEANING:    That  is  my 
understanding,  and  I’m  seeing  Toni  nod  her 
head. 
 



Draft Proceedings of the Bluefish Management Board Meeting  
February 2020 

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by Bluefish Management Board.  
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting. 

6 

CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Justin. 
 
DR.  DAVIS:    Dustin,  could  you  also  remind  us.  
We’re  currently  working  on  a  rebuilding  plan, 
which  was  triggered  because  the  stock  was 
declared  overfished,  and  there  is  some  date 
certain  by which  that  rebuilding  plan  needs  to 
be  implemented.    Which  fishing  year  will  we 
likely  see  implementation  of  the  rebuilding 
plan? 
 
MR.  COLSON  LEANING:    The  announcement 
from GARFO came in on November of 2019, so 
it  starts  a  two‐year  countdown  from  that  date 
as  to when  implementation  of  the  plan would 
need  to  be,  and  then  the  stock  needs  to  be 
rebuilt to the target level within ten years. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Cheri Patterson. 
 
MS.  CHERI  PATTERSON:    NOAA  Fisheries  has  a 
pound‐for‐pound payback  system, whereas are 
we  working  with  pounds  here  or  are  we 
working  with  numbers  of  fish?    Quotas  and 
pounds, thank you. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:   Derek, did  I  see your 
hand earlier? 
 
MR. ORNER:  Yes,  it  is done in pounds, and the 
payback would be in 2022. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Thank  you  for 
following  up  on  that.    Are  there  any  other 
questions from the Board?  Nichola. 
 
MS. MESERVE:    I  guess  it’s  really a question  to 
the  neighboring  states.    At  the  Striped  Bass 
Board  there  was  a  lot  of  discussion  about 
concerns  about  compliance  and  enforcement 
and  equity  between  neighboring  states  with 
different regulations that resulted from CE.  I’m 
wondering if any of the neighboring states have 
any  input  on  whether  they  have  similar 
concerns  with  bluefish  as  were  expressed  for 
striped bass. 
 

CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Are  there  any 
concerns  from  some  of  the  states  regarding 
these  different  regulations  in  shared  waters?  
Jim Gilmore. 
 
MR.  JAMES  J.  GILMORE:    I  don’t  know  if  it’s 
concern,  because  when  I  first  looked  at  this  I 
was like well,  if you’ve got a high value species 
like  black  sea  bass  or  fluke  or  whatever,  or 
striped  bass,  and  you  can  start  seeing  there  is 
definitely  competition.    Bluefish  doesn’t  seem 
to  rise  to  that  level,  because  when  I  saw  the 
numbers  going  down  to  a  3‐fish  bag  that  was 
like  that’s  great,  because  anything  above  that 
tends to end up in the garbage. 
 
I’m  kind  of  looking  at  this.    I  don’t  have  a 
problem maybe with the other states are doing 
in  terms  of  competition  or  whatever.    I  guess 
we can get to it.  I have the same concern as the 
TC.    It’s  like  if  you  see  they want  to  get  a  few 
more fish like up to 8‐fish bag or something like 
that  yes  fine.    Ten  to  15  fish  bag  limits, 
somebody  needs  to  explain  to  me  why  that 
makes any sense. 
 
Again,  I always have to  tell and admit  I’m a bi‐
state resident, so when I’m in Jersey you know 
it  is  the  same  fish  we’ve  got  in  New  York.  
Maybe down south it’s different, but when I go 
out.  I mean I had a blitz last summer, and I saw 
boats taking a lot of fish, and I said what do you 
do  with  those?    Most  of  them  are  probably 
throwing  them  in  the garbage.    I  really  kind of 
question  that  really,  does  a  high  bag  limit  like 
that  make  any  sense,  so  if  somebody  can 
enlighten me that would be great? 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Joe Cimino. 
 
MR.  CIMINO:    I  didn’t  expect  to  find us  in  this 
position.    The  timing  of  this  was  actually  a 
bigger  challenge  than  striped  bass.    You  know 
with striped bass we had three public hearings, 
and tried to craft some options.  Here we didn’t 
have  time  to  do  anything,  but  there was  huge 
backlash, and it wasn’t just in New Jersey. 
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You  know  that  decision  that  was  made  to  do 
the 3‐5  split was  a big decision  that  the public 
should  have  had  more  input  on.    We  tasked 
ourselves  in  Marine  Fisheries  Administration 
with  coming  up  with  some  options  that  met 
these  reductions,  most  of  which  as  you  see 
wipe  away  the  3‐5  mode  split,  there  are  a 
couple that do still have that in there.   
 
We honestly don’t know if we would go out to 
our  public  and  they  would  hate  every  one  of 
these options.  We were simply trying to do our 
best to put options forward, which we thought 
was  the  Board  decision,  and  we  certainly 
expected  other  states  to  be  doing  the  same 
thing.  I can’t say that we’re sitting here fighting 
for any of these, but the big thing for us was to 
get  some  options  for  our  public  that  wiped 
away the mode split. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Roy Miller. 
 
MR. ROY W. MILLER:    Just a  follow up on Joe’s 
comments.  I presume all of your options would 
be  statewide,  am  I  correct  in  that?    Joe  is 
shaking  his  head  yes.    You  haven’t  given  any 
consideration  to  potential  differences  in 
Delaware  Bay  that  kind  of  thing,  the  age  old 
topic  that we dealt with, with striped bass and 
summer flounder and so on.   
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  John McMurray. 
 
MR.  JOHN G. McMURRAY:   Really my concerns 
are  the  same  that we  just went over  and over 
again  with  striped  bass,  mostly  consistency 
among  states,  consistent  regulations.    But  also 
we’re  already  taking  an  extraordinary  risk  by 
using 2018 harvest as a proxy for 2020 landings.  
CEs  for bluefish would add to  that uncertainty.  
Also from New York’s perspective it would give 
New  Jersey an advantage over adjacent  states, 
particularly  New  York.    I’m  talking  specifically 
about  the  party  boat  fleet,  because  frankly 
most  people  in  the  private  angling  community 
are okay with 3 fish. 

 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:   Are there any further 
questions  or  comments?    I  think we’re  getting 
to  the  point  of  taking  action  on  these 
conservation  equivalency  proposals  put 
forward.    I  guess  we  can  try  to  do  it  in  one 
motion, or address them individually, whatever 
the  Board  wants  to  do  on  this,  as  long  as  it 
doesn’t  take  seven  hours  like  striped  bass.  
Nichola Meserve. 
 
MS.  MESERVE:    We  all  have  the  questions  of 
trying  to  set  the  groundwork  for  this,  but  I’m 
concerned that we’re setting ourselves up for a 
difficult course correction in a year or two when 
we have  a  rebuilding  plan  being  implemented, 
and  also what  are  very  likely  to  be  pound‐for‐
pound  payback  for  overage  this  year.    I  don’t 
think we’re  in a position where we want  to be 
adding additional uncertainty to the projections 
at this time.   
 
In  2019  we  have  the  benefit  of  commercial 
underage to help with what Dustin showed was 
going  to  be  an  overage  of  the  RHL  in  2019.  
We’re  not  going  to  be  in  the  same  position  in 
2020.   The TC comments also  talked about  the 
uncertainty  in  angler  behavior  to  the  new  bag 
changes,  and  I  think  that’s  especially  so  in  a 
case  with  bluefish,  where  we’ve  had  a  15‐fish 
limit since 2001.  I think we would be in a better 
position  of  sticking  with  more  coastwide 
measures and not depreciating the value of the 
5 and 3 bag limits.   
 
Particularly  where  one  of  the  states  is 
responsible  for about a quarter of  the  landings 
and it has accountability for all of us.  With that 
I  would  move  to  prohibit  the  use  of 
conservation  equivalency  in  recreational 
bluefish  management  for  2020,  with  an 
exception  for  states  that  are  accountable  for 
less  than  1  percent  of  the  coastwide 
recreational harvest. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Go ahead and get that 
motion up on the board.  Okay move to prohibit 
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the use of conservation equivalency for bluefish 
management with  the  exception of  states  that 
are  accountable  for  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
total  coastwide  harvest.    Motion  by  Nichola 
Meserve  and  second  by  Cheri  Patterson;  is 
there any discussion on the motion?  Nichola. 
 
MS.  MESERVE:    I  just  wanted  to  add  in  the 
word  recreational  in  there  somewhere, 
conservation  equivalency  for  recreational 
bluefish management. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Yes  Cheri,  I  guess 
you’re  fine  with  that  addition,  okay.    Justin 
Davis. 
 
DR.  DAVIS:    Question  for  the  maker  of  the 
motion.  Is this just for 2020? 
 
MS.  MESERVE:    Yes  that  was  also  part  of  the 
motion,  thank  you.    In  recreational  bluefish 
management  for  2020,  meaning  that  it  would 
be the Board’s purview to reconsider where we 
are in 2021, if you want to allow CE then or not, 
so it would just be for one year. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Okay  Cheri,  you’re 
okay  with  that  modification,  okay  further 
discussion, Jay McNamee. 
 
DR.  McNAMEE:    I’m  kind  of  thinking  through 
this,  and  I  think  this  is,  I  always get  concerned 
about  consistency  in  the  things  that  I’m  doing 
management  wise.    I  like  this  motion  and 
support it, and I’m trying to convince myself I’m 
not being completely inconsistent with what we 
just did for striped bass. 
 
But  I  think  the  difference  here  is  there  is  a 
higher  authority  with  the  accountability.    The 
accountability  for  striped  bass  we  had  that 
discussion,  but  in  this  case  we  know  there  is 
accountability.    There  is  going  to  be  a  pound‐
for‐pound payback.  It’s going to affect all of us 
not  just  the  states doing  the CE,  and we know 
we are  kind of behind  the  curve here  to begin 

with,  and  so  I  think  I’m  going  to  support  this 
motion. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Roy Miller.   
 
MR.  MILLER:    Mr.  Chairman,  reiterating  the 
point  I made earlier.   We have concerns about 
setting ourselves up  for differential  regulations 
in  Delaware  Bay  when  we  can  avoid  it.    If  a 
couple  of  the  New  Jersey  proposals  were 
implemented we would  have  a  fair  amount  of 
differential  in  regulations  in  Delaware  Bay, 
which of course is a shared border.  I’m inclined 
to support the motion, because if there were a 
coastwide exceedance of the target reduction, I 
believe  we  would  all  have  to  pay  back  the 
following year, rather than just the state of New 
Jersey if they went over.  If it was on a state‐by‐
state basis then I would have no concerns about 
it.    But  if  they  are  going  to  be more  liberal,  in 
terms  of  their  size  limits  in  Delaware  Bay  and 
shared waters, then that concerns me. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Justin Davis. 
 
DR.  DAVIS:    I  generally  support  this motion.    I 
have the same concerns that have been voiced 
around the table about the likely overage of the 
RHL  that  we’re  facing  next  year  and  the 
paybacks,  and  the  rebuilding  plan  that  is 
coming.    I  would  note  that  New  Jersey’s 
proposal Number 2 as  I  look at  it  seems  like  it 
essentially  would  be  more  conservative  than 
the  standard coastwide option, because you’re 
not  allowing  for  a  higher  bag  limit  for  the  for‐
hire mode. 
 
It seems like that would actually potentially add 
to  conservation,  unless  I’m  misunderstanding 
something, and New Jersey one of  their  stated 
reasons  for  pursuing  conservation  equivalency 
was  to  eliminate  the mode  split,  because  they 
got  negative  public  feedback  on  that.    I  guess 
I’m  a  little  hesitant  to  preclude  them  from 
pursuing  that  option  if  it’s  more  conservative 
and also is something their public likes, because 
it’s  more  simple  and  doesn’t  create  more 
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advantage  for  one  sector.    I  wonder  if  New 
Jersey can just clarify that that  is the case with 
Option 2. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Joe. 
 
MR.  CIMINO:    That  is  correct.    I mean  there  is 
that possibility that members of our public and 
even  our  Council  would  reject  this  idea  of  the 
mode split to the extent that if their only option 
was to have both at 3 fish that we wanted that 
option there for them. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Nichola. 
 
MS. MESERVE:  I’ll  look to staff to correct me if 
I’m  wrong,  but  because  that  is  a  proposed 
measure that is more conservative than what is 
required  the  state  does  not  need  Board 
approval to implement that measure. 
 
MR. COLSON LEANING:  That’s correct. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Yes  that  was  a  good 
clarification.  Mike Luisi. 
 
MR. MICHAEL LUISI:    I would  like  to be able  to 
support New Jersey, and I think that it would be 
nice  to be able  for  them to be able  to go back 
and work with those stakeholders to try to find 
something  that  works  for  them.    But  as  this 
table  stands,  I  have  grave  concerns  over  some 
of  the options  in the proposal with the highest 
bag limits.   
 
You  know  while  those  bag  limits  are  probably 
not very  likely  to be attained.   When you have 
high bag limits there is a probability for there to 
be really large estimates of catch.  If by chance 
somebody  comes  home  with  a  cooler  full  of 
fish,  and  is  intercepted  by  one  of  the  APAIS 
surveyors  in  the  state.    I  think  we’re  dancing 
around the point that there may be some form 
of a payback as there is going to be a payback, a 
pound‐for‐pound  payback.    We  talked  about 
this at our joint meeting in December when we 

were  talking  about  the  recreational  measures.  
We are also facing a rebuilding plan.   
 
That  is  even  going  to  be  worse,  as  far  as  the 
reductions  that  are  going  to  be  necessary.    At 
this  point  now,  unless  New  Jersey  is willing  to 
take  some  of  these  options  off  the  table  that 
have the 15‐fish bag limit, the 10‐fish bag limit, 
even the 8‐fish bag limit for all modes.  I would 
be  inclined  to  support  the  motion,  given  the 
concerns  that  I  think could come as a  result of 
having  rules  in  place  that  have  bag  limits  that 
high. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Adam Nowalsky. 
 
MR. ADAM NOWALSKY:   As Joe mentioned, we 
haven’t had a  lot of time to get  input from the 
public.    But  one  thing  that  we’ve  heard,  we 
heard  it  in  the  last  discussions  was  concerns 
about mode split.  I think we would like to have 
the  opportunity  in  New  Jersey  to  have  that 
conversation.  
 
I would be inclined to look for inclusion of 2, 3, 
and  6  so  that we  could  at  least  get  that  input 
from our public, given that we’ve heard that as 
a theme, and at  least that would provide some 
sense  of  compatibility  with,  we’re  doing 
something  for  somebody  so  we’re  giving 
somebody a chance to consider things. 
 
I would note that all of those options are more 
conservative  than  what  would  become  the 
status quo option, Option Number 1 under that.  
I  know  it  has  been  a  long day  already,  but  I’m 
going  to  move  to  substitute  to  allow 
conservation  equivalency  for  the  states  that 
are accountable  for  less  than 1 percent of  the 
total  coastwide  harvest,  and  to  approve  New 
Jersey’s proposals 1, 2, 3, and 6. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Go ahead and get that 
up  on  the  board.    Adam,  what  is  up  on  the 
board does that reflect your substitute motion? 
 
MR. NOWALSKY:  Yes, thank you Mr. Chairman. 
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CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:    Great,  do we  have  a 
second, Craig Pugh. 
 
MR. CRAIG D. PUGH:  A second for discussion. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Discussion  on  the 
motion.  Justin Davis. 
 
DR.  DAVIS:    I’m wondering  if  Adam  can  clarify 
his  rationale  for  not  including  Option  4, which 
does  away with  the mode  split,  has  a  low  bag 
limit, which one of  the concerns  that has been 
voiced around the table  is a high bag  limit, but 
including  Option  3  which  has  that  high  8‐fish 
bag limit. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Adam. 
 
MR.  NOWALSKY:    Two  words,  well  one  word, 
snappers.    Juvenile  bluefish  caught  from  piers, 
land.    First  fish  for  a  lot  of  people,  and  to 
exclude  that  opportunity  would  be  a  no  go  at 
home. 
 
MS. TONI KERNS:  Mike Luisi. 
 
MR.  LUISI:    I  am  looking  at  Option  3  and 
comparing it with Option 6.  What I’m seeing is 
that  if  these  are  supposedly  equivalent  I’m 
challenged in understanding.  With an 8‐fish bag 
limit,  based  on  the  open  season  dates,  there 
looks  like to be a two month closure  in the fall 
under an 8‐fish bag limit.  
 
But  under  the  5‐fish  bag  limit  there  are  two 
waves  closed,  both  the  spring  and  the  fall.    I 
almost feel like they should be reversed, where 
the  larger bag  limit  should have more  closures 
associated with  them,  and  the  lower  bag  limit 
should  have  less  closure.    I  just  wonder  if 
somebody  can  explain  how  those  two.    The 
numbers  aren’t  on  the  board,  but  I  don’t 
remember what they were in the proposal, but 
how they can be equivalent to one another. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Joe. 

 
MR. CIMINO:    It’s  just how  the numbers work.  
The  wave  closures  have  some  high  variability, 
but what we’re offering with that bag limit of 8‐
fish  is  a  closure  in Wave  5,  and  there  is  just  a 
greater  reduction  in  a  Wave‐5  closure  than 
there would be  in  the proposed Wave 2 and 6 
closures  for  the  5‐fish  bag  limit.    Wave  5 
happens  to  be  our  most  consistent  of  the 
waves, I believe. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Any further discussion 
on  the  motion?    Do  we  need  time  to  caucus, 
one minute  to caucus?    I’m sorry  for  the delay 
everyone.  They just want to make sure that the 
numbers  that we’re  going  to  take  action  on  in 
New  Jersey’s proposal  are  indeed  correct.   We 
should have this wrapped up here pretty soon, 
thanks.    Before we  vote  I would  like  to  call  on 
Adam Nowalsky, please. 
 
MR.  NOWALSKY:    Thank  you  everyone.    In 
reviewing  this,  I  think Mike brought up a great 
point about the differences between Options 3 
and  6.    We’ve  got  some  question  about  the 
validity  of  Option  6  right  now  as  it  was 
presented.    As  a  result  of  that  and  with  the 
intention of using Option 6, we were looking to 
get  some  benefit  to  the  closed  season  in  the 
bag limit. 
 
It  would  be  my  intention  at  this  point  to 
withdraw  the  motion  with  the  consent  of  the 
Board to substitute, and then bring forth a new 
motion  that would  include Options  1,  2,  and  a 
slightly modified 3 that would drop the bag limit 
from there so that we have an option.  With the 
consent  of  the  Board,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  withdraw  the  motion  and  then  be 
recognized to offer a new substitute. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Okay any objection to 
what Adam is proposing?  Okay. 
 
MR. NOWALSKY:  Okay, so the new motion will 
be  move  to  substitute  to  allow  conservation 
equivalency for states that are accountable for 
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less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  coastwide 
harvest, and to approve New Jersey’s Options 
1, 2, and a modified Option 3 with a 6‐fish bag 
limit. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:   Okay while  staff  gets 
that  prepared  can  I  get  a  second,  seconder 
Marty Gary?  Okay we have the new substitute 
motion up on the board, any discussion on the 
substitute motion?  Nichola Meserve. 
 
MS. MESERVE:  I guess I’m just looking for some 
clarity  as  to  whether  this meets  the  reduction 
required.   Was  this  reviewed  by  the  Technical 
Committee?  Is the table in both the New Jersey 
proposal and  the TC Review of  the New  Jersey 
proposal  wrong  that  just  switched  up  the 
numbers?    Like  how  certain  are  we  that  this 
modification  is  conservationally  equivalent, 
having  not  had  it  reviewed  by  the  Technical 
Committee? 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Joe. 
 
MR. CIMINO:    The option of  concern has been 
completely dropped.  Option 1 is the coastwide 
measure, 2 is 3‐fish for all modes, and the new 
option  that  is  out  there  is  the  approved 
seasonal  closure  of  September  1  through 
October  31st,  and  it  was  8‐fish  and  we’re 
bringing  it  down  to  6.    That  was  almost  a  29 
percent  reduction  originally,  so  we’re  building 
up from there as far as the percent savings. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:   Further discussion on 
the motion, Mike. 
 
MR. LUISI:  The previous motion I was prepared 
to  oppose,  the  8‐fish  bag  limit,  it was  just  too 
much in my opinion.  Six is better, and it’s right 
on that line for, kind of going back and forth in 
my mind about, I think I can support that to give 
New Jersey an option moving forward with their 
stakeholders.   
 
I  don’t  think  that  when  they  get  out  to  the 
public and the for‐hire sector at least is going to 

see.    Instead  of  implementing  the  coastwide 
measure,  the  for‐hire  fleet  I  think  is  going  to 
give  you  guys  a  little  bit  of  grief  over  one 
additional  fish  in their bag, but then they close 
for  two  months.    I  think  that  is  going  to  be 
problematic.   
 
You  know moving  this  forward when  your  for‐
hire  fleet  reaches  out  to  you  and  provides 
comment.    But  I  will  support  the  motion  to 
provide giving New Jersey some bit of flexibility.  
I don’t think it’s anything that is going to put us 
in  any  worse  position  than  we  might  end  up 
being  in  a  few  years  anyway,  under  the 
rebuilding plan.  I’ll support the motion. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Is  there  any  more 
discussion,  how  about  one minute  to  caucus, 
and  actually  one  minute  this  time?      Is  the 
Board ready to vote?  All those in favor of the 
substitute motion please raise your hand; okay 
11 in favor, all those opposed, okay 5 opposed, 
any abstentions, null votes?   Okay the motion 
to  substitute  passes  and  now  becomes  the 
main  motion.    I  guess  I  should  probably  read 
that into the record at some point. 
 
Now,  the  main  motion  is  move  to  allow 
conservation  equivalency  for  states  that  are 
accountable for less than 1 percent of the total 
coastwide  harvest,  and  to  approve  New 
Jersey’s Options 1, 2, and a modified 3 with a 
6‐fish bag  limit.    Is  there a need to caucus  for 
this or is the Board ready to vote?  Okay if they 
are  ready  all  in  favor  please  raise  your  hand.  
Actually sorry, this is final action; it is a roll call 
vote.    I  guess  I’ll  start  by  asking  is  there  any 
opposition  to  the  motion?    Okay  no 
opposition,  any  abstentions?    Okay  then  the 
motion passes by unanimous consent.   
 

ELECT VICE‐CHAIR 

CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Next  item  on  the 
agenda  is  to  elect  a  Vice‐Chair,  because  it  is 
really no fun for me to be up here all by myself 
having all the fun.  I would like to see if there is 
a motion for that.  Russ Allen. 
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MR. RUSS ALLEN:   With  great  pleasure  I  offer 
up Joe Cimino to the Board as Vice‐Chair. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Any  second  to  that 
motion,  Mike  Luisi,  any  opposition?    I  didn’t 
think  there  would  be.    Well  I  guess 
Congratulations, Joe, thank you at least.   
 
CHAIRMAN  CIMINO:    Godspeed  to  you,  Mr. 
Chair. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Yes  I  know  I  just 
started.  Okay before we adjourn, I did mention 
at the beginning of the Board meeting that I just 
wanted to get a sense of when states think they 
will  be  able  to  implement  their  2020 
management  measures,  either  through 
conservation equivalency or for most cases the 
coastwide measures. 
 
Just  as  an  FYI  to  the  Board,  North  Carolina 
implemented  the  3‐fish,  5‐fish  bag  limit  on 
February 1st.    I  guess kind of working south  to 
north, without  spending  too much  time  to  get 
just a general sense of when state’s think they’ll 
be  able  to  implement  things.    I’ll  start  with 
Florida, Jim Estes. 
 
MR.  JIM ESTES:   Our process  is we have  seven 
Commissioners that approve our rules, and they 
meet  five  times  a  year.    They  are  going  to  be 
meeting  in  about  two  weeks  I  think,  and  the 
next  time  they meet  is  in May.    The  agenda  is 
already  set  for  February,  and  so  we  can  bring 
this and plan to bring this to our Commission in 
May.    Sometimes  when  there  are  technical 
issues and there are small things that we do, we 
can do a one‐stop‐shop where  they  approve  it 
during the meeting.   
 
This  is  a  little  bit  bigger  deal,  because  of  the 
change  in  the  bag  limit  that  we’re  going  to 
implement, and so we’re going to have to go to 
the  May  meeting  and  then  the  July  meeting, 
which  means  it  will  not  be  implemented  until 
sometime  in  August,  and  we  catch  about  a 

quarter of the fish, so that is going to endanger I 
think the RHL. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Thanks,  that  kind  of 
brings  in  question  just  how  successful we’ll  be 
in  2020,  despite  trying  to  base  reductions  on 
2018,  so  I  appreciate  that.    Georgia  if  I 
remember correctly, you’re able to move pretty 
quickly  after  a  conservation  equivalency,  but 
Doug I’ll pass it over to you for any information 
on top of that. 
 
MR.  DOUG  HAYMANS:    You  are  correct.    I’m 
trying to get it done by March 1. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Thanks  Doug,  South 
Carolina, Mel. 
 
MR. MEL  BELL:    In  the  same way  we  adopted 
the  15‐fish  bag  limit,  as  soon  as  it  becomes 
effective  in  federal  waters  it  will  become  the 
law of the state of South Carolina. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Thanks,  and  Dustin 
can  you  remind  me,  or  maybe  Derek  would 
know.    Is  there  a  general  sense  of  when  the 
measures  in  federal  waters  will  be 
implemented? 
 
MR.  COLSON  LEANING:    I’ve  been  told  that 
they’re  working  on  it,  and  it  says  as  soon  as 
possible.  Correct me if I’m wrong, but I believe 
they’re  putting  it  through  as  an  emergency 
action. 
 
MR. ORNER:    Yes,  I  believe  so.    I  don’t  have  a 
date I can give you though. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Thanks,  I  was  just 
looking for a general timeline not a set date so 
that’s good enough.  Virginia. 
MR.  PAT  GEER:    It’s  on  the  agenda  for  our 
February  25th  meeting,  so  it  should  be 
approved then. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  PRFC, Marty. 
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MR. MARTIN GARY:   We’ll discuss Chris on our 
March  6  meeting,  and  should  have  it 
implemented within ten days of that. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Maryland, Mike. 
 
MR. LUISI:   Via our Public Notice Authority, our 
rules  for  3‐fish  and  5‐fish  the  coastwide 
measure was effective on February 1st.   We’re 
up to speed. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Delaware,  Stew 
Michels. 
 
MR. STEWART MICHELS:  We just got some new 
authority  granted  to  us,  so  we  could  probably 
do  it pretty quickly once we get the process to 
implement  that  authority  in  place.    It  likely 
won’t  be  before  the  Feds  put  in  their 
regulations. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  New Jersey, Joe. 
 
MR.  CIMINO:    We’ll  do  this  for  April  1st  with 
striped bass. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    New  York,  Jim 
Gilmore. 
 
MR. GILMORE:  We’re doing an emergency rule, 
so we’ll definitely have it done by April 1st, and 
before  the  fish  show up  even  if  Punxsutawney 
Phil is right. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Connecticut,  Justin 
Davis. 
 
DR.  DAVIS:    I  think  on  the  outside  we  would 
definitely  have  it  done  by  April  1st,  but  very 
good  chance  we  would  have  it  done  sooner 
than  that.    It’s  well  before  there  are  any 
bluefish  being  caught  in  Connecticut,  so  no 
danger there. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  Rhode Island, Jay. 
 

DR. McNAMEE:  We are in process now, should 
have it fully implemented by April 1st. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    Massachusetts, 
Nichola. 
 
MS.  MESERVE:    We  have  a  state  Commission 
meeting  late  in March, and then should have it 
in place by mid‐April to early May. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    New  Hampshire, 
Cheri. 
 
MS.  PATTERSON:    Yes,  we’ve  already  enacted 
the rule. 
 
CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:  State of Maine. 
 
SENATOR  DAVID  MIRAMANT:    Thanks  that’s 
why our motto is Dirigo, “I lead.”  We’re already 
in compliance. 
 
CHAIRMAN  BATSAVAGE:    All  right  we  weren’t 
the  first,  first  in  flight,  but  not  first  in  bluefish 
conservation.  
 

ADJOURNMENT 

CHAIRMAN BATSAVAGE:   Anyways, I appreciate 
everyone’s  indulgence  on  where  you  stand  on 
getting  these measures  in  place.    Is  there  any 
other  business  to  come  before  the  Bluefish 
Board?    If  there  is  no  objection  then  we  are 
adjourned. 
 
(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 7:15 

o’clock p.m. on February 4, 2020) 
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1 INTRODUCTION AND COMMENT SUMMARY 

1.1 SCOPING OVERVIEW 
The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission have 
proposed to develop a Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment. This amendment was initiated in order to 
review/revise the FMP goals and objectives, commercial/recreational allocations, commercial allocations to the 
states, the quota transfer processes, develop a rebuilding plan, and any other issues. Additional information and 
amendment documents are available at: https://www.mafmc.org/actions/bluefish-allocation-amendment.  

The supplemental scoping process commenced from publication in the Federal Register on February 6, 2020 and 
continued through March 17, 2020 and included eleven public scoping hearings held from Massachusetts through 
Florida (Table 1). Scoping is the process of identifying issues, potential impacts, and reasonable alternatives 
associated with a particular management issue. It provides the first and best opportunity for the public to make 
suggestions or to raise issues and concerns before development of an amendment begins. No alternatives are set 
during the scoping process.  

 

https://www.mafmc.org/actions/bluefish-allocation-amendment
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Table 1: Scoping hearing schedule. 

Date Time Address 

February 13, 2020 7:30-9:00 PM Massachusetts Maritime Academy, Admiral's Hall, 101 Academy 
Drive, Buzzards Bay, MA 02532 

February 18, 2020 6:00-8:00 PM Ocean County Administration Building, Room 119, 101 Hooper 
Avenue, Toms River, New Jersey 08753 

February 19, 2020 7:00-8:00 PM 
Delaware Dept. of Natural Resources & Environmental Control 
Auditorium, Richardson & Robbins Building, 89 Kings Highway, 

Dover, Delaware 19901 

February 25, 2020 4:45-6:00 PM Berlin Library, 13 Harrison Ave. Berlin, MD 21811 

February 26, 2020 7:30-9:00 PM 
Rhode Island Division of Marine Fisheries, University of Rhode Island 

Bay Campus, Corless Auditorium, South Ferry Road, Narragansett, 
Rhode Island 02882 

February 26, 2020 8:00-9:00 PM 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 

Marine Headquarters Boating Education Center (Rear Building), 333 
Ferry Road, Old Lyme, CT 06371 

February 27, 2020 6:00-7:30 PM NC Division of Marine Fisheries Central District Office, 5285 Highway 
70 West, Morehead City, North Carolina 28557 

February 27, 2020 7:30-9:00 PM Stony Brook University, School of Marine and Atmospheric Sciences 
(SOMAS), Room 120 Endeavour Hall; Stony Brook, NY 11794 

March 2, 2020 6:00-8:00 PM Merritt Island Service Center Complex, 2575 N. Courtenay Pkwy 
#205, Merritt Island, FL 32953 

March 2, 2020 6:00-7:00 PM Virginia Marine Resources Commission, 380 Fenwick Road Bldg 96 
Fort Monroe, VA 23651 

March 4, 2020 6:00-7:30 PM 

Internet webinar:  
http://mafmc.adobeconnect.com/bf_allocation_rebuilding_scoping/ 

For audio-only access, dial 800-832-0736 and enter room number 
5068609. 

 

http://mafmc.adobeconnect.com/bf_allocation_rebuilding_scoping/


 

4 

1.2 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 
This document summarizes the major themes of written and hearing comments (section 1), in addition to 
providing detailed scoping hearing summaries (section 2) and copies of all written comments received (section 3). 
Attendance across all hearings exceeded 208 individuals. Of the 208+ people, 75 individuals provided a total of 
132 comments on the issues representing individuals and organizations from almost all states that had a hearing. 
A total of 141 written comments by 84 individuals were received via email, hand delivered, or mail on a variety of 
issues. 

Table 2 summarizes major themes of the comments, with the corresponding number of comments received on 
each issue. This list reflects the most commonly raised themes for each general issue, and does not reflect all 
issues raised in the written comments. See section 3 for the full text of written comments.   

Comments were received on all six issues, however, the most frequently discussed issues (as summarized in Table 
2) were “other issues”, followed by the rebuilding plan, the quota transfer processes, the commercial and 
recreational allocations, the FMP goals and objectives, and the commercial allocations to the states. Trends 
identified within the comments pertaining to “other issues” are presented in Table 3. For the rebuilding plan, 
more comments supported a longer plan (up to ten years) rather than being as short as possible. Many individuals 
reasoned that a longer-term plan would be less disruptive to the current recreational measures than a short 
rebuilding plan. The public’s view of the transfer of quota from the recreational to the commercial sector was 
split. The majority of comments coming from the commercial sector approved of the process and the majority of 
comments coming from the recreational sector opposed it. Most people support state-to-state transfers and 
appreciate the ability to move quota, but many individuals stated they do not want to see this occur during the 
rebuilding plan. For sector allocations, many individuals support status quo or utilizing an updated time series. 
Most individuals would like to see the FMP goals and objectives revised to include an emphasis on environmental 
conditions and the importance of the snapper fishery.  For commercial allocations to the states, comments were 
split between status quo and adjusting with an updated time series, but most of the northern states indicated 
they would like to see an increase in their quota (or at least no decrease).  
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Table 2: Summary of major written comment themes and number of comments received. Because most 
commenters addressed multiple issues, numbers do not add to total number of submitted written 
comments. Note: The percentages in the pie charts may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
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Table 3 Continued. 

 

Table 3: Examples of comments that were provided by more than one individual under Issue 6-6 (Other 
Issues – “Other”).  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Issue 6: Other Issues – “Other”  

Add a minimum size limit 
Identify the intrinsic value of fish left in the water 

Emphasize the catch-and-release aspect of the fishery 
Maximize abundance 

Address the discard mortality assumption rates 
Ecosystem based management 

More research on stock dynamics needed  
Close the fishery until it is rebuilt 

Georgia DNR – de minimis request 
General observations 
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1.3 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC SCOPING HEARINGS 
The following section contains brief summaries of attendance and major comment themes at each of the eleven 
supplemental public scoping hearings (listed by date). For a more detailed record of hearing comments, see 
section 2.    

Buzzards Bay, MA 
Ten individuals provided public comment out of approximately 30 total attendees (some of the attendees did 
not plan on coming to the bluefish hearing, but stayed after the fluke, scup, black sea bass hearing). The 
majority of attendees represented the for-hire sector, but there were also several attendees representing the 
commercial sector. Many commenters expressed frustration with MRIP, citing a lack of transparency in how the 
estimates are generated and they doubted the credibility of the estimates. For-hire fishermen were supportive 
of sector separation, whereby the for-hire sector would obtain its own allocation. All those who commented on 
the rebuilding plan timeline were supportive of selecting the longest timeframe possible in order to prevent any 
major changes to recreational measures. A few individuals commented on reassessing the state-by-state 
commercial allocations and updating the percentages using a more recent timeframe. 

Toms River, NJ 
Approximately 20 people (including NJ staff) attended the hearing in Toms River, NJ and 14 provided public 
comments. In addition to their verbal comments, two fishermen provided written comments to Council staff. 
The attendees were a mix of recreational for-hire fishermen, private anglers, and commercial fishermen. Of 
those who offered comments, many spoke in favor of maintaining the current 83/17 allocation between the 
recreational and commercial sectors, respectively, and do support the quota transfer from recreational to 
commercial, when available.  
 
Many attendees were concerned about the current recreational bag limit, which was recently reduced to 3 fish 
for private and shore anglers and 5 fish for for-hire anglers. They are concerned that the bag limit is going to 
continue to decline in the next few years, especially with the implementation of a rebuilding plan. The for-hire 
captains are very concerned with the implications these reductions will have on their businesses.  
 
Of the commercial fishermen attendees, many did not want to see the state allocations changed because they 
are concerned New Jersey’s allocation will decline. Support for the state-to-state transfers was split amongst 
attendees. Some fishermen appreciate the flexibility afforded to states in increasing their quota when needed 
while others feel that quota should not be shifted around the coast since bluefish migrate throughout the 
coastal waters.  
 
Most attendees were in support of a 10-year rebuilding plan because it will have less of an impact on 
commercial quotas and recreational measures.  If the rebuilding plan is longer, there is the potential to have 
higher ABCs. However, most anglers would still like to see improved data collection (in reference to MRIP) 
utilized in the stock assessments. In turn, this data ultimately drives the development of the rebuilding plan.  
 
Dover, DE 
Approximately 19 people (including staff) attended the hearing in Dover, DE and 7 provided public comments. 
The attendees were a mix of recreational and commercial fishermen. Of those who offered comments, many 
spoke in favor of maintaining the current 83/17 allocation between the recreational and commercial sectors, 
respectively. Individuals generally were in favor of status quo for the commercial allocations to the states 
because they are concerned that they may lose quota if the allocations are revisited. Additionally, most 
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attendees continue to support the ability to transfer quota from the recreational to commercial sector and the 
transfer of commercial quota between states.  
 
Many attendees were concerned about the current recreational bag limit, which was recently reduced to 3 fish 
for private and shore anglers and 5 fish for for-hire anglers. They are concerned that the bag limit is going to 
continue to decline in the next few years, especially with the implementation of a rebuilding plan. The for-hire 
captains are very concerned with the implications these reductions will have on their businesses, especially since 
the number of for-hire vessels on the DE coast has drastically declined in recent years.  
 
Almost all attendees expressed major concerns with the MRIP estimates and feel they should not be used in 
setting recreational quotas and management measures.  
 
Berlin, MD 
Approximately 17 people (including MD staff) attended the hearing in Berlin, MD and 4 provided public 
comments. There were representatives from the private recreational, for-hire, and commercial sectors. Much of 
the initial conversation revolved around the MRIP estimates. Most stakeholders in the room did not support the 
new estimates and think they should be revised (or different data sets used) prior to reallocating quota within 
the fishery. Stakeholders also questioned the change in stock status and 200,000 mt target that must be reached 
through the rebuilding plan.  
 
Many anglers indicated that bluefish are caught mostly as bycatch or for bait. There is not much targeted effort 
since anglers and commercial fishermen prefer to target other (more palatable and lucrative) species. For 
allocations, commercial fishermen are concerned with losing quota and recreational anglers supported status 
quo. 
 
Individuals supported revising the FMP goals and objectives to include the importance of environmental 
conditions and predation on bluefish stock status. Stakeholders noted that bluefish are no longer found in 
locations where they were once abundant. Many observed that the fish are moving further offshore and into 
northern waters.  
 
Narragansett, RI 
A total of eight people, including three RIDEM staff members, attended the hearing and four attendees provided 
public comment. The attendees included three for-hire boat Captains, a commercial gillnetter, and a RI based 
seafood dealer. The specific comments provided are below. 

Old Lyme, CT 
Approximately 14 people attended the hearing in Old Lyme, CT and 4 offered comments related to the 
Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment. The party/charter and commercial sectors were well represented at the 
hearing. However, they did not want to speak much about allocations or rebuilding because most attendees 
lacked any support whatsoever for the new MRIP estimates. When discussion occurred, stakeholders agreed 
that the since the commercial allocation is so small and CT is already not meeting it, there is not much reason to 
revise it. Recreationally, anglers do not want to see changes until more accurate data is used. 
 
Often, discussion went to tangential subjects such as the status of striped bass and tautog, local permitting 
issues, and interest in changing the reporting methodologies.  
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Many stakeholders emphasized the lack of bait issues, electronic monitoring, and environmental conditions 
within the FMP goals and objectives. Additionally, general consensus supported status quo allocations due to 
the lack of confidence in the MRIP estimates.  
 
 
Morehead City, NC 
The MAFMC/ASMFC Bluefish scoping hearing in Morehead City, North Carolina had minimal attendance. Four 
members of the public attended as well as four North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries staff (Chris 
Batsavage, Alan Bianchi, Sargent Ashley Bishop, and Officer Zach Nelson). The public included one commercial 
fishery representative and three recreational fishery representatives. However, only two of the attendees spoke.   
 
Most of the initial comments were focused on concerns with the current recreational bag limits and the impacts 
to North Carolina’s fishing piers. There was much discussion that the impact to the piers wasn’t accounted for 
and there was also some concern on the estimates generated by MRIP. Attendees felt that the pier component 
of the fishery wasn’t accurately accounted for in MRIP calculations. Attendees were also concerned about 
discard mortality from future management that will create a large number of discards negating the impact of 
trying to reduce fishing pressure to rebuild the stock. 
 
 The attendees felt only minor modifications were needed for the goals and objectives. The suggested 
modifications were to include management flexibility and equitable access to bluefish for all user groups. The 
commercial representative asked about the objective of gaining a better understanding of the stock status and 
wondered if we have gained any better insight on the stock since the initial FMP.  A recreational representative 
also noted that he felt that the objective of providing the highest availability of bluefish has not been met.   
 
Attendees felt that the current allocation between the recreational and commercial sectors were adequate and 
that the ability to transfer quota between sectors should remain in place. They felt there was no need to revisit 
the commercial allocations to the states as long as the flexibility remained to transfer quota between sectors 
and between the states when necessary. 
 
Attendees did not really have any input on the rebuilding plan time period. They felt it was hard to make any 
recommendations or to provide input without seeing what types of management measures would need to be 
put in place to shorten the time frame of the rebuilding plan.   
 
Stony Brook, NY 
Approximately 50 people (including NY staff) attended the hearing in Stony Brook, NY and 12 provided public 
comments (~20 more offered status quo comments by a show of hands – see the comment summary). In 
addition to their verbal comments, some stakeholders provided written comments to Council staff. The 
attendees were a mix of recreational for-hire fishermen, private anglers, commercial fishermen, reporters, staff, 
and other.  
 
Many individuals spoke in favor of maintaining the current sector and commercial state-to-state allocations, 
while some were hopeful of seeing increases to NY’s commercial quota. There was also support for maintaining 
the commercial state-to-state transfers because NY often benefits, and other states have the option to approve 
or disapprove of a transfer request. Most stakeholders support the sector-based transfer because it only occurs 
if available, however a few individuals did not show support because they view the recreational sector as 
participating in more of a catch and release fishery. They do not want to see their released fish transferred to 
the commercial sector.  
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Most for-hire attendees were concerned about the current recreational bag limit, which was recently reduced to 
3 fish for private and shore anglers and 5 fish for for-hire anglers. They are concerned that the bag limit is going 
to continue to decline in the next few years, especially with the implementation of a rebuilding plan. The for-
hire captains are very concerned with the implications these reductions will have on their businesses. Other 
stakeholders also spoke out on the importance of the Council to consider the socioeconomic impacts associated 
with reductions in quotas and implementation of management measures.  
 
Recommendations were split amongst stakeholders for the rebuilding plan. Many individuals want to stretch the 
plan to ten years because it will offer the least negative impacts on fishermen throughout the process (higher 
quotas). However, others want it as short as possible to get out of the rebuilding phase. Overall, most anglers 
would still like to see improvements to the data (particularly MRIP) utilized in the stock assessments that are 
ultimately driving the development of the rebuilding plan.  
 
Merritt Island, FL 
Only 3 people (including staff) attended the hearing in Merritt Island, FL. No verbal comments were offered at 
the hearing, but attendees noted that written comments will be submitted at a later date. Discussion 
predominantly revolved around the MRIP estimates and their influence on Florida’s overall catch. Then, Florida 
staff indicated that the allocations should be reviewed and noted that Florida often transfers some of their 
commercial quota to other states.  
 
Fort Monroe, VA 
Only 3 people (excluding staff) attended the hearing in Fort Monroe, VA and 2 offered comments related to the 
Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment. Both the recreational and commercial sector were represented.  
 
Some discussion during the hearing revolved around stakeholders’ opinions of the new MRIP estimates. 
However, much of the conversation focused on how bluefish migration patterns and habitat preference has 
changed over time. Both commenters noted that changes in abundance may be due to climate change and/or 
food availability.  
 
Internet Webinar 
Approximately 26 people (attendees signed on and off throughout) attended the webinar hearing and 8 
provided public comments. In addition to their verbal comments, many stakeholders indicated they will be 
submitting written comments. The attendees were a mix of recreational for-hire fishermen, private anglers, 
commercial fishermen, state and federal staff, and other organization representatives.  
 
Discussion started around the lack of confidence stakeholders have in the new MRIP estimates. Many 
stakeholders are concerned that the Council is going through a rebuilding plan using recreational estimates that 
are considered inaccurate. However, when commenting on the rebuilding plan, most individuals were in favor of 
a longer rebuilding plan (10 years) that allows for higher ABCs. Additionally, some stakeholders emphasized they 
would like to see a dynamic rebuilding plan that offers higher quotas as the stock begins to rebuild.   
 
Many for-hire captains are very concerned with how the reductions associated with the 2020 management 
measures will affect their businesses.  
 
Of the commercial stakeholders, many noted they do not want to see the state allocations changed because 
they are concerned that their state’s allocation will decline. There was strong support for the state-to-state 
transfers because it offers an extra opportunity to increase quotas.  
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There was extensive discussion on the transfers. Most comments supported the sector-based transfer 
(recreational to commercial). However, stakeholders would like to see if it is possible to have a dynamic transfer 
allowance that can be transferred back and forth between sectors depending on which sector is actually in need 
of a transfer.  

2 SCOPING HEARING SUMMARIES 

2.1 BUZZARDS BAY, MA 
February 13, 2020 

 
Issue 1 

No comments. 

Issue 2 

No comments. 

Issue 3 

• Tom Smith (commercial gillnetter): Commercial state-by-state quotas should be reconsidered given 
some states routine underutilization, e.g., FL and VA; He thinks that the state by state quotas should be 
updated to reflect current data, a 10-year average should be used.  
 

Issue 4 



SCOPING HEARING SUMMARIES 

12 

• Tom Smith (commercial gillnetter): Commercial state-to-state transfer ability should be maintained as a 
management tool. 
 

Issue 5 

• Pete Kaizer (Nantucket Charter): He is concerned that the stock is hurting from environmental factors 
rather than overfishing; he has personally observed the on/offshore movements of bluefish from flights; 
should work with spotter planes or others to try to get confirmation. 

• Jim (Charter): Doubts the overfished stock status. Other reasons affect availability to fisheries and 
surveys that ought to be considered, such as predation on bluefish by tuna. Concerned about a size limit 
being used as a management tool for rebuilding because this would affect use of bluefish as bait for 
tuna fishing. 

• Willy Hatch (charter): Doubt the overfished stock status; bluefish evade trawls so trawl surveys not a 
good indicator; history of bluefish is cyclical – not a lot of sand eels lately to bring them in close. 

• Tom Smith (commercial gillnetter): Doubts the overfished stock status; Bluefish are a highly cyclical 
species, fluctuations in stock size are part of the natural process. Rebuilding should take place over a 10-
year period to avoid major changes in quota. 

• Bobby Costa (Charter): Supports a longer rebuilding plan because he is concerned that measures will be 
overly restrictive. He is concerned about fishery closures, he doesn’t want to see the recreational fishery 
get closed. Bag limits should not be dropped lower than 5 and 3 fish even if it means a longer rebuilding 
period; also concerned about closures as a management tool for rebuilding; variable spatial distribution 
by month. Recommend a tagging study to better know where bluefish go; seal and tuna predation 
driving fish offshore. 

• Bryan Curry (Commercial): Socioeconomics need to be considered in setting the rebuilding timeline; 
longer timeline to minimize impact. A long term look at rebuilding is important to keep measures not 
overly restrictive. Consistency in measures across years is important to maintaining for-hire activity. 
Doubt the overfished status; stock migration is cyclical; fish are elsewhere, e.g., chasing bait offshore. 

• Eric Morrow (Bounty Hunter Charters): There is a lack of trust in the MRIP data. Finds it hard to believe 
that the stock is actually overfished. People are losing faith in the management. Fish have redistributed 
offshore, as bluefish cyclically do due to bait or other environmental conditions. Concerned that we will 
implement a rebuilding plan and suffer from restrictive measures that we later realize was not needed. 
 

Issue 6 

• Jim (Charter): He likes the idea of giving the for-hire sector a larger bag limit. 
• Willy Hatch (charter): Agree with sector separation as a management tool; i.e., higher bag limit for for-

hire vessels. Opposed to a size limit; bluefish used as bait for bluefin tuna and mako sharks. Concern 
that MA quota will close prematurely and those that catch a minimal amount for bait use will be shut 
out by fall; MA should consider a correction (e.g., lower the trip limit). Rec bag limits should not be 
reduced lower than they are now. 

• Tom Smith (commercial gillnetter): Opposed to MA reducing the commercial trip limit for bluefish. 
• Eric Morrow (Charter): Snapper fishery is critical component of fishery that needs to be preserved in 

some capacity. 
• Bryan Curry (Commercial): Supports recreational sector separation between for-hire and private 

anglers. Bluefish need to be used as bait, we cannot restrict the fishery with a minimum size. 
• Mike Pierdinock (Charter): For-hire eVTR data needs to be more fully utilized in management. 
• Patrick Cassidy (Cape Cod on the Fly): Size limit could be tailored to address different segments of the 

fishery, e.g., bait, snappers. 
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• Bobby Costa (Charter): Doubt MRIP data on MA landings; Nantucket is epicenter of bluefish fishery and 
personal observations do not support MA rec fishery having taken just under 2,000,000 lbs across 2017-
2018.  

• Brian (Charter): NOAA Fisheries needs to do better outreach about MRIP methods to stakeholders to 
increase our confidence in the data; frustrated that there is never an MRIP person at these meetings. 

 

2.2 TOMS RIVER, NJ 
February 18, 2020 

 

Issue 1  
 

• Sergio Radossi: Disconnect between fisheries management and what actually occurs. Increase sampling.  
• Rob Winkel: More stakeholder meetings.  
• Kevin Wark: Look at the fishery through an environmental perspective. Start thinking about 

environmental shifts.  
• Tom Fote: Need a better system of surveying the public through increased funding. Economic impact for 

a rebuilding plan from 5 to 10 years.  
• Paul Haertel: Bring the stock to a sustainable level and consider an ecosystem approach.  
• Eddie Yates: Incorporate the financial impact on the fishermen and associated stakeholders.  

 
Issue 2 
 

• Victor Hartley: Leave the allocations at 83% - 17%. If we are not hitting the allocations now, why change 
them.  

• Paul Haertel (NJCAA): If the new MRIP numbers are showing 90% recreational them make the new 
allocations 90% recreational and 10% commercial.  
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• Kevin Wark: Leave the allocations at 83% - 17%. We got shortchanged in the beginning. Fish are there, 
but our gear is not effective, especially until the fish move back to shore. We should not be taking fish 
from anybody. Need to consider what reducing the commercial quota does to a fishery that is not 
productive for fishermen that have been doing this for a long time.  

• Rob Winkel (Sportsman Association): Leave the allocations at 83% - 17%. MRIP is driving almost all the 
issues and needs to be reevaluated. The survey is jaded towards success and the extrapolation causes 
issues.  

• David Riback: Leave the allocations at 83% - 17%. 
• Sergio Radossi: Need to get a handle on the stock before making any adjustments.  
• Eddie Yates: Need better data. Leave the allocations at 83% - 17% until things improve.  

 
Issue 3 
 

• Kevin Wark: Leave alone the allocations until we understand how this fishery is evolving. Do not want to 
see us lose our historical participation in the fishery.  

• Chris Rainone: Leave the allocations alone until we understand how this fishery is evolving. 
• Robert Elsey: Leave the allocations alone until we understand how this fishery is evolving. 
• Paul Haertel: Leave the allocations alone until we understand how this fishery is evolving. 
• David Riback: Leave the allocations alone until we understand how this fishery is evolving. 
• Michael Karch: Leave the allocations alone until we understand how this fishery is evolving. 
• Rick Luedtke: Leave the allocations alone until we understand how this fishery is evolving. 
• Tim Kriegsmann: Leave the allocations alone until we understand how this fishery is evolving. 
• Victor Hartley: Leave the allocations alone until we understand how this fishery is evolving. 

 
Issue 4 
 

• David Riback: No commercial state to state transfers. Sector transfer can continue as needed.  
• Sergio Radossi: No transfers at all. 
• Victor Hartley: Would like to see the ability to transfer quota from the commercial to recreational 

sector. No commercial state to state transfers; NJ needs to keep all the quota they can. 
• Paul Haertel: No to both transfers at least until rebuilding has concluded. 
• Joe Albanese: No to both transfers at least until rebuilding has concluded. 
• Kevin Wark: Commercial state to state is a useful tool to keep people fishing, but maybe not during 

rebuilding.  
• Rob Winkel: Commercial state to state is a useful tool to keep people fishing, but maybe not during 

rebuilding. Better understand recreational harvest prior to doing sector based transfers.  
• Paul Haertel: Recreational fishermen have a lot to lose, so do not consider transferring from commercial 

to recreational. 
• Chris Rainone: Commercial state to state is a useful tool to keep people fishing, but maybe not during 

rebuilding. 
 
Issue 5 
 

• Kevin Wark: Stretch it out to 10 years because a lot of this is environmental. We need to see things 
improve and we do not want to put people and businesses (e.g. party) through a lot of stressors. This 
offers the fish protection due to availability of vessels. The fish are protecting themselves.  



SCOPING HEARING SUMMARIES 

15 

• David Riback: Stretch it out to 10 years because a lot of this is environmental. We need to see things 
improve and we do not want to put people and businesses (e.g. party) through a lot of stressors.  

• Rick Ledtke: Do a 10-year plan because this is an environmental issue and not due to fishing pressure. 
• Robert Elsey: Do a 10-year plan because this is an environmental issue and not due to fishing pressure. 
• Paul Haertel: Do a 10-year plan because this is an environmental issue and not due to fishing pressure. 

This is going to affect low income families and tourists. We do not want to put measures that are too 
restrictive.  

• Michael Karch: Do a 10-year plan because this is an environmental issue and not due to fishing pressure. 
• Sergio Radossi: Do a 10-year plan because this is an environmental issue and not due to fishing 

pressure, but really look at the environmental impacts at play.  
• Chris Rainone: Do a 10-year plan, but this fishery cycles. This may cause issues until we get better data.  

 
Issue 6 

• Victor Hartley: I would like to see for-hire sector have a separate allocation from the private and shore 
mode within the recreational allocation. But, also be able to use a size limit which will allow us to get 
more fish. Also, through using the VTRs.  

• Victor Hartley: I would like to see the ability to transfer quota from the commercial to recreational 
sector. 

 

2.3 DOVER, DE 
February 19, 2020 
  

Issue 1  
 

• Sonny Gwin: Identify a more effective and efficient way to look at comm and rec discards. How do we 
reduce waste if discard rate is zero? 
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• HD Parsons: Bring the environment into the goals and objectives. Look at the historical weather data. 
Look at how fish availability has shifted over time. Rebuilding plan is interesting - catch figures should 
consider weather patterns such as in 2017/2018, which were extremely wet years. 

• Michael Cerchio: Include how interactions with other species affects abundance of bluefish and other 
stocks. How are management plans from other species affecting the mortality rate of species we are 
trying to recover. Need to address the species food sources because species will shift their target food 
and may affect population structures.  

• Roger (commercial): Increasing dolphin populations cause declines in bluefish stocks.  
 
Issue 2 
 

• HD Parsons: weather and temperature and salinity have caused bluefish to decline and we need better 
data before we change the allocations (status quo). 

• Sonny Gwin: status quo until we get better data. 
• Michael Cerchio: status quo 

 
Issue 3 
 

• Sonny Gwin: status quo until we get better data. 
• Michael Cerchio: status quo 

 
Issue 4 
 

• Sonny Gwin: status quo on both types of transfers until we get better data. Haven't profited from rec 
transfer but have from state to state commercial transfers when it comes to commercial fish of different 
species in different scenarios. Provides economic opportunity for fishermen if it shows up. 

• Michael Cerchio: status quo on both transfers.  
• Lou: No transfer from the recreational to the commercial sector.  
• Roy Miller: No sector transfers while the stock is overfished.  
• HD Parsons: Keep all the transfers status quo. 

 
Issue 5 
 

• Eric Burnley: To think you can set 10-year plan to recover bluefish is ego times infinity. Bluefish will 
come back when they come back no matter what you do. The only thing you do when you cut limits on 
bluefish is make it harder for charter boats in Delaware to make a living. Been around a long time and 
bluefish come in boom/bust cycles. Cutting bag limit just makes it harder for for-hire - waste of time and 
energy.  

• Michael Cerchio: Stretch the rebuilding plan as long as possible (10 years) that allows for annual 
reviews. 

• Martin Kris: I look at bluefish as a sport fish or bycatch fish. Bluefish are linked closely with predation, 
prey, and environmental conditions. There is nothing we can do that is going to fix the overfished status. 
People are not causing the decline.  

• Roy Miller: If MRIP was not revised, we may not have the overfished status.  
• Roger (commercial): Increasing dolphin populations are a major cause of the change in bluefish stock 

status. 
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Issue 6 
 
No comments. 

 
2.4 BERLIN, MD 
February 25, 2020 

 

 

Issue 1  
 

• Finn McCabe: We need to have better accounting on the recreational side and better grasp the changing 
environmental conditions (shifting temperatures).  

• Merrel Campbell: Status quo.  
• Edward Smith: Need to take into account predations and other ocean factors.  

Issue 2 
 

• Merrel Campbell: We are targeting other fisheries right now and that is why we don’t have a lot of 
people targeting bluefish. Despite lower ever right now, we do not want to see the commercial 
allocation go down to 10%.  

• Edward Smith: If things change with the whelk fishery, we then may have to change to bluefish, and we 
don’t want to find that our quota has been taken out from under us. Bluefin and porpoises are eating 
bluefish. It is not just humans that are affecting the biomass. There is a large biomass of sharks that are 
not being kept in check. 
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• Finn McCabe: new MRIP is the problem, point of sale of the license, conduct a survey, we need better 
data before we alter the allocations. 

• Victor Bontino: What did other states say? I have a party boat in OC and I’ve started running bluefish 
trips, not bsb, curious if they are saying other things, are they actually seeing a decline?  

Issue 3 
 

• Merrel Campbell: Status quo allocations. 
• Edward Smith: Status quo allocations. We often give quota to other states, but we want to keep the 

allocation status quo as a fall back. I think there is less effort coastwide.  
• Finn McCabe: Reallocate the states that are regularly giving away a lot of quota.  
• Edward Smith: I agree with status quo allocations for the states. There have been many years where we 

have been close to our quota, so we do not want to lose any. 

Issue 4 
 

• Edward Smith: Status quo for the state-to-state and sector transfers.  
• Merrel Campbell: Status quo for the state-to-state and sector transfers. 
• Finn McCabe: Status quo for the sec state-to-state tor transfers but fix the allocations so transfers do 

not always have to occur. 
• Finn McCabe: No sector transfers until we fix data issues with MRIP. 

Issue 5 
 

• Victor Bontino: It’s hard to comment on this when we don’t know what the regulations would be under 
the plan.  

• Merrel Campbell: I support constant harvest under the current ABC. 

Issue 6 
 

• No comments. 

2.5 NARRAGANSETT, RI 
February 26, 2020 
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Issue 1  

No comments. 

Issue 2  

• Dean Pesante (F/V Oceana, gill netter): Trend has been that bluefish are moving north and while the 
northern typically do not have issues harvesting their quota, the southern states do. RI’s largest 
challenge is having a small quota and continually having to seek quota transfers from other states. I 
suggest re-allocating more quota to the commercial sector (commercial is more accountable through 
reporting). 

• John LaFountain (Fox Seafood): Agrees with statements made by Dean Pesante. 

Issue 3  

• Dean Pesante (F/V Oceana, gill netter): Suggest re-allocating more quota to the northern states, 
implementing a minimum size of 18” in the north and 16” in the south (lengths at which 100% of fish are 
sexually mature), and implement a minimum mesh size for gillnets like RI in all other Atlantic states 
(could be specific for directed bluefish trips). 

• John LaFountain (Fox Seafood): Agrees with statements made by Dean Pesante. As a dealer sees the 
states of NC and VA harvesting a lot of small fish (1.5 to 2 lbs each). Landing 1 million pounds of 1.5-2-
pound fish can have a larger impact on the population than landing 1 million pounds of larger fish typical 
of the northern states. RI has only come in under quota recently due to bad weather. Re-allocate quota 
to the northern states where the larger, healthier fish are. 

Issue 4  

• Frank Blount (The Frances Fleet): Maintain the sector transfers. 

Issue 5  

No comments. 

Issue 6  

• Paul Johnson (Carol J charters): Decisions should be made with data that involves hard numbers 
submitted, not estimates. Should separate for-hire as its own sector. 

• Frank Blount (The Frances Fleet): I support sector separation. The shore mode is extremely important as 
1st bluefish experience. 

 

 

 

Intentionally left blank 
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2.6 OLD LYME, CT 
February 26, 2020 

 

 

Issue 1  
 

• TJ Karbowki: MRIP numbers are made up fake data. Biologically, small (harbor) blues eat small bait, 
large bluefish eat bunker. Lately, we have had an absence of large bluefish, but the small harbor bluefish 
follow clouds of bait. This fish disappearance lines up with omega proteins in the Chesapeake Bay. 
Consider adding issues with bait and aspects of ecosystem-based management to the FMP goals and 
objectives.   

• Mike Pirri: Revise the FMP goals and objectives to reflect acquisition of better data. 
• Ed Emory: The FMP goals and objectives need to emphasize better monitoring and take into 

consideration movement of bluefish and baitfish. 
Issue 2 
 

• TJ Karbowski: Status quo allocations until new data is used. We need something better than the “new” 
MRIP numbers. 

• Bud Harris (comm): Status quo allocations. We do not want to see a reduction in the commercial quota. 
• Mike Pirri: There has to be tons of dead discards that are killing our stock. How is a reduction in limits 

going to prevent overfishing? We need to keep managing by weight and not by numbers of fish.  

Issue 3 
 

• Ed Emory: We need better monitoring. 
• Bud Harris (comm): Status quo on allocations. 

Issue 4 
 

• Bud Harris (comm): Status quo on state to state transfers, as states should give and take. 
 
Issue 5 
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• Mike Pirri: Initiate the rebuilding plan by weight and not numbers of fishto include shore estimates of 

snappers. I support a ten-year rebuilding plan but would like to see the target/threshold lowered 
because the amount of harvest estimated by MRIP is not occurring. We want to get people out on our 
for-hire boats, its perception, we are not keeping that many fish.    

• Ed Emory: We need better monitoring. I support the review of a variety of rebuilding plans (different 
durations). When we did rebuilding for groundfish we were cut 90%. Giving 3, 5, 7 years is generous, 
and I want to applaud that.  

 
Issue 6 
 

• TJ Karbowski: I support separate for hire regulations. On the recreational side you do not know if you 
should tell the truth. If you day that you had a good day, they are going to tell you that you are 
overfishing. If you say you had a bad day, they will say you previously overfished. So, these surveys are 
not accurate.  

• Mike Pirri: Separate the for-hire sector from private recreational and shore modes.  
• Ed Emory: It seems as if there is no monitoring on the for-hire sector.  

 

2.7 MOREHEAD CITY, NC 
February 27, 2020 

 

Issue 1  
 

• Glenn Skinner: Do we have any better understanding of the stock status today then back in 1990? 
Seems like objectives are sometimes put in place but not accomplished. Need to focus on preventing 
overfishing while also minimizing waste—especially as the stock is rebuilt. We also need to maintain our 
flexibility when it comes to transferring quota.  Flexibility should be included in the objectives. 

• Greg Ludlum: Felt we haven’t made access to bluefish equitable to all fishing sectors.  Include an 
objective to provide equity among user groups. 

 
Issue 2  
 

• Glenn Skinner: As long as we maintain the ability to transfer from quota from the recreational to 
commercial sectors and from state to state, then there is no need to revisit this. Current allocation in 
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FMP is pretty close to harvest percentages between commercial and recreational fisheries using revised 
MRIP estimates. 

 
Issue 3  
 

• Glenn Skinner: Recommended to keep the current base years for the use of state by state allocations. 
Nobody will like the current reductions but as long as we allow the transfer from state to state he was 
comfortable with how they are now. Maybe revisit allocations after stock is recovered. Seasonal or coast 
wide allocations won’t necessarily prevent fish being caught in one place more than another.  

 
Issue 4  
 

• Glenn Skinner: Really likes this flexibility—it allows the Bluefish FMP to account for annual variable 
distribution of bluefish. 

 
Issue 5  
 

• Greg Ludlum: Noted that if we continue to decrease the bag limits then we will adversely impact the 
fishing piers. Appropriate length of the rebuilding plan will depend on the regulations in place.  

• Glenn Skinner: He couldn’t make any suggestions without knowing what the specific measures would be 
to shorten the rebuilding period. Need to consider economics and dead discards when setting the length 
of the rebuilding plan. Need to figure out how to manage the open access recreational fishery to 
prevent excess waste, which could result in a discard fishery during the rebuilding period, which has 
happened for other species. 

 
Issue 6  

• Glenn Skinner: Important to maintain as much flexibility as possible for quota transfers and to minimize 
waste. Need to consider equitability for the different user groups in the commercial and recreational 
fisheries. 

• Greg Ludlum: Keep in mind that fishing piers serve as an access point for fishermen who can’t easily use 
guide boats or the beach, such as the disabled and elderly. Also, keep in mind that piers play a 
significant role in the community. 

 
 
 
 

 

 

Intentionally left blank 
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2.8 STONY BROOK, NY 
February 27, 2020 
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Issue 1  
 

• Jamie (Miss Montauk): Include aspects of predation into the FMP goals and objectives. 
• Bob Danielson: Ensure the snapper fishery is available for the kids and focus on ecosystem-based 

management. 
o Put a min size limit (12”) for anyone that needs a rec fishing license – let kids have a bag limit 

and no size limit. 
o Young of the year bluefish congregate; we need to think about how they are going to survive in 

polluted water.  
• Fred (no last name): snapper fishery is critical for kids and tackle/bait shops and should be preserved 

through the FMP goals and objectives. We need to combine a size limit and reduction in season (wave 6) 
to get the bag limit up for perception to clients.  

• James Schneider: Introduction of farmed salmon hurt commercial bluefish. Snappers are only available 
for 6 weeks. Outreach on proper handling should be added to the FMP goals and objectives.  



SCOPING HEARING SUMMARIES 

25 

• Charles Witek: Only federal fishery north of Cape Hatteras that is predominantly recreational catch and 
release. Most fish kept are under 12”. Goal 2 of the FMP goals and objectives: highest availability of 
bluefish - This fishery should be managed as a catch and release fishery. In a release fishery you are 
managing for abundance and sometimes size. Goal 5 of the FMP goals and objectives: delete 
recruitment from :recruitment overfishing” because we do not want growth overfishing.  

• John Mlodynia: Discuss the snappers within the FMP goals and objectives. 
 
Issue 2 
 

• Bob Danielson: Once the quotas are set, let them be. 
• Dan Sullivan: Recreational fishermen will never meet the 83% because they are releasing fish. 
• Joe Gittleman: Status quo on allocations. Commercial fishing is driven by sales and they have not come 

close to the quota. I disagree that recreational bluefishing is a catch and release fishery. On 
party/charter vessels, fish are treated very poorly and there is a tremendous amount of discard 
mortality. I have seen gaff and release - they do not survive. 

• James Schneider: I support status quo allocations. The fishery is completely unutilized. There are only 
two party boats on long island that target bluefish. This is not an allocation issue. Waste is now a non-
issue, and this is not a recreational overfishing activity. The issue is with the environment. Everyone on 
both sides of Long Island are striper fishing and other fish; there is no recreational pressure on bluefish. 
It is not like the old days you hear about. Occasionally, some are bled and thrown in a cooler. 
 

• Prefer status quo (by a show of hands): ~15 individuals. 
 
Issue 3 
 

• James Schneider: There is not much commercial interest in bluefish anymore. They are not targeted as 
much and are often bycatch. Pressure for both sectors has gone down because the desire to eat them 
has gone down. I prefer status quo allocations.  

• Mark Cusumano: I support reallocation by states with an updated time series, especially since NY often 
meets the state allocated quota.   

• Al Schaefer (Montauk): Reallocate quota to make the NY commercial quota higher and avoid the need 
for transfers. 

 
• Prefer status quo (by a show of hands): ~15 individuals. 

 
Issue 4 
 

• Bob Danielson: I support the commercial state-to-state transfers, but do not support the sector transfer. 
Set a quota and let it be.  

• Dan Sullivan: I do not support the sector transfer because recreational fishermen are releasing large 
numbers of fish and do not want to see those released fish transferred to the commercial sector.  

• Charles Witek: I oppose transfers on an annual basis by sector. The transfer demonstrates a 
misunderstanding of the use. We are releasing them to maintain abundance, not so another sector 
could catch them.  

• Mark Cusumano: Has the recreational sector historically met their RHLs? There have been reductions in 
quotas in NY, and we rely heavily on the sector transfers. I support status quo commercial state to state 
transfers. 
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• Prefer status quo for both types of transfers (by a show of hands): ~15 individuals. 

 
Issue 5 
 

• James Schneider: Rec fishing is not what caused the overarching decline to overfished status.  
• Ken Hejducek: Bob Danielson: Make the rebuilding plan as short as possible. 
• Bob Danielson: Make the rebuilding plan as short as possible. 
• Mark (no last name): We rebuilt seabass and did not see an increase in quotas. So, I am in favor of 

stretching the rebuilding plan to 10 years.  
• James Schneider: You need better data before you can initiate a rebuilding plan and to reevaluate if the 

stock is even overfished.  
 
Issue 6 
 

• Steve Cannizzo: I would like to see recreational bluefish management measures evolve into a 7, 5, 3-bag 
limit, similar to that of blueline tilefish. This should be sustainable because the for-hire sector is 
responsible for <5% of the overall recreational landings (in recent years). 

 

2.9 MERRITT ISLAND, FL 
March 2, 2020 

 

No comments – Attendees noted that written comments will be submitted. 

2.10 FORT MONROE, VA 
March 2, 2020 

 

Issue 1  
 
No comments. 

Issue 2  
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• Tom Powers: I believe it is reasonable to revisit the allocation if we believe the MRIP data, but I question 
the MRIP data. I would prefer staff use a 3-year average to make regulatory decisions. 

Issue 3  
 

• Tom Powers: I would prefer staff use a 3-year average to make regulatory decisions. 
• Jim Dawson: There is a large commercial fishery, but often, these fisheries are moving further offshore.  

Issue 4  
 

• Tom Powers: I would prefer staff use a 3-year average to make regulatory decisions. Also, the 
commercial fishery may be happy with 5-6 lb fish, but the recreational fishery wants to catch 20lb fish 
that make the drags scream. Furthermore, responsible recreational fisherman will keep two fish because 
bluefish don’t keep well. Recreational anglers are conservation minded and they want a quality fishery, 
not a quantity fishery. When you go for maximum sustainable yield and then transfer quota that the 
recreational fishery is allocated, but not catching to the commercial sector, you drive down the quality 
of the fishery which makes more and more recreational fishermen not want to go out. 

Issue 5  
 

• Tom Powers: I would prefer staff use a 3-year average to make regulatory decisions. 

Issue 6  
 

• Tom Powers: There is something going on with the migration I believe part of it is a food source issue, 
but that is an ecosystem management issue, and I don’t believe they’re going to get into that with this 
fishery. Also, I would suggest when staff look at options for reductions that they look at current years 
because the fishery is failing and not go back but so far or at least do an analysis comparing 10 years and 
3 years to current regulations. So, reductions are meaningful so we can have the fishery recovery better 
and have then come back in shore and hopefully we can all be happy with that. 

• Jim Dawson: I believe bluefish migration patterns have changed and that is why we no longer are seeing 
them in the same abundance. I also feel as though climate change, not food availability, and perhaps 
something else is driving them or forcing them offshore. I think they have enough food. I’m seeing the 
small fish inshore, but the big fish are further offshore. They used to come inshore, but do not do that 
anymore. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Intentionally left blank 
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2.11 INTERNET WEBINAR 
March 4, 2020 
 

 
Issue 1  
 

• James Fletcher: Please use total discards in the future instead of just dead discards. Understanding the 
stock – there is a stock of bluefish off Africa. It seems to vary with our stocks. Reduce the waste in the 
fisheries through the use of barbless hooks.  

• TJ Karbowski: Add protection for the for-hire sector to the FMP goals and objectives. MRIP needs to be 
further reviewed. 

• Bill Gorham: Emphasize that this fishery is very important to the shore fishermen. Ensure these goals 
and objectives are actually achievable. 

• Bonnie Brady: Ensure that concerns with MRIP do not negatively affect the commercial sector. 
 
Issue 2  
 

• James Fletcher: We need to switch the allocation quickly to allow stock status to go up.  
• Glen Evans: We should use a more recent time series.   
• Bonnie Brady: Need to use data when allocations were set with no management occurred (1981-1989). 

Data was taken from landings data (1981-1989) when no regulations were involved. I am confused how 
data with hard TACs on the commercial and recreational end has had suggestions and seasons, but not a 
hard stop. Then, how could you use landings data when one side (commercial) is held to a hard quota 
and the other (recreational) is not. In summary, the commercial data has been restricted to a specific 
quota and then pound for pound paybacks. I do not see how you can use any other time series that 
includes regulations that restrict fishing. 

• Rusty Hudson (DSF): We want no allocation percentage shift with the rebuilding plan. Plan on the same 
percentages, but a different ABC is the obvious answer to me. Do not damage the commercial industry 
using a census to monitor the commercial catch by using an estimate to monitor the recreational catch. 
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Issue 3  
 

• Mark Cusumano: Would like to see reallocation occur between the states. New York consistently 
requests transfers and to avoid this, we would like to see New York have a higher commercial quota.  

 
Issue 4  
 

• TJ Karbowski: Recreational fishermen do not want to fight with commercial fishermen. I propose we 
allow quota transfers from the commercial to the recreational sector if it is going unused.  

• Bonnie Brady: We need to switch the allocation quickly to allow stock status to go up. Or, allow 
transfers to go from sector to sector, quickly. Commercial sector wants to see the transfers continue. 
This is very important for the state of New York. 

• James Fletcher: Allow transfers to go from sector to sector. 
• Steve Cannizzo: We need rollover between the two sectors that allows for back and forth transfers, as 

necessary. This could be in the form of an allowance (potentially different than sector separation). 
 
Issue 5  
 

• TJ Karbowski: People do not support MRIP and have no confidence in the new estimates. How are you 
supposed to choose a rebuilding plan option when we cannot believe any of the estimates? Also, I have 
never been interviewed by MRIP.  

• Steve Cannizzo (NY RFHFA): I think it is very dangerous to deal with rebuilding plans that are very short. 
The bluefish stock has the propensity of disappearing for unknown reasons and then randomly coming 
back. We need to have a high abundance level. I would highly recommend extending the rebuilding plan 
to 10 years or as long as possible. 

• James Fletcher: A rebuilding plan of 5, 7, and 10 years does not fit into the cyclical patterns of bluefish. 
We need better data before we can initiate a rebuilding plan. 

• Mark Cusumano: Stretch out the rebuilding plan to 10 years. Also, we should have some dynamic 
options throughout this rebuilding plan. We want to ensure that certain percentages of fish are going to 
come back to us once the stock is rebuilt. For example, when the stock starts to rebuild, a percentage of 
quota should be returned to the sectors to so we can continue to fish. We need to take a dynamic 
approach. 
 

Issue 6  
 

• TJ Karbowski: Add for-hire sector separations and/or rollover between the two sectors that allows for 
back and forth transfers, as necessary. This will create incentive for potential clients. People need to feel 
that for $1,000 they are getting what they paid for, but we need to be careful with reporting through 
apps because there are many ways people can false report and interrupt other individual’s ability to 
access a permit. Many of these issues can not be revised at the current stage because we have no faith 
in the MRIP numbers. Also, I have conducted thousands of recreational trips and have never been 
interviewed by MRIP.  

• James Fletcher: We need electronic reporting (cell phone) on all fisheries in the EEZ. Until we get better 
data, we need recreational fishermen to report electronically. Also, if we used barbless hooks and had 
no dead discards there would be no issues here. We need to come at the issues from a different 
perspective and start to actually make some changes. 
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• Steve Cannizzo (NY RFHFA): Develop a program where anybody who wants to engage in catching 
bluefish has to dial in and note they are fishing. This could drastically help by honing in on an effort 
component within the fishery. This could be developed so in individual states can collect better data. 
Comment related to effort. Most important thing about tonight has to do with MRIP. Additionally, we 
need sound data for our assessments and MRIP is not currently providing what we need. Lastly, we need 
rollover between the two sectors that allows for back and forth transfers, as necessary. This could be in 
the form of an allowance (potentially different than sector separation). 

• Bonnie Brady: There are ways to understand size by taking a photo through an app. This would be very 
useful for many of our fisheries.  

• Glen Evans: No one agrees with the MRIP estimates. Also, reporting through an app would be much 
more effective than our current approaches to monitoring.  

 
 

3  WRITTEN COMMENTS 
All written comments are listed alphabetically by the commenter’s or organization’s first name. Each comment 
was provided via the online portal (www.mafmc.org), email, or mail/hand delivered. Comments are as follows: 
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Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Amendment - Action Plan 
(Updated as of April 2020) 

 
Amendment Goal 
 
The goal of this amendment is to review and possibly revise the allocation between the commercial and 
recreational fisheries and the commercial allocations to the states. This action is needed to rebuild the 
bluefish stock, avoid overages, achieve optimum yield, prevent overfishing, and reduce the need for 
quota transfers off the U.S. east coast. 
 
Fishery Management Action Team 
 
The Council will form a team of technical experts, known as a Fishery Management Action Team 
(FMAT) to develop and analyze management alternatives for this amendment. The FMAT is led by 
Council staff and includes management partners from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office (GARFO), the Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC), 
the Southeast Fishery Management Council (SAFMC), and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission (ASMFC). The FMAT will work with other experts to address specific issues, as needed. 
 
FMAT Membership 
 
 

Name Role/Expertise Agency 

Matthew Seeley FMAT Chair MAFMC 

Danielle Palmer Protected Resources NMFS GARFO 

David Stevenson Habitat Conservation NMFS GARFO 

Cynthia Ferrio Sustainable Fisheries NMFS GARFO 

Ashleigh McCord NEPA NMFS GARFO 

Tony Wood Population Dynamics NEFSC 

Matthew Cutler Social Sciences NEFSC 

Samantha Werner Economist NEFSC 

Dustin Colson Leaning Plan Coordinator ASMFC 

Mike Celestino Bluefish Technical Committee NJDFW 



Applicable Laws 
 
Magnuson-Stevens Act Yes 

National Environmental Policy Act Yes – will require an Environmental Assessment or 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Administrative Procedure Act Yes 

Regulatory Flexibility Act Yes 

Paperwork Reduction Act Possibly; depends on data collection needs 

Coastal Zone Management Act Possibly; depends on effects of the action on the resources of the 
coastal states in the management unit 

Endangered Species Act Possibly; level of consultation will depend on the actions taken 

E.O. 12866 (Regulatory Planning and 
Review) 

Yes 

E.O. 12630 (Takings) Possibly; legal review will confirm 

E.O. 13123 (Federalism) Possibly; legal review will confirm 

E.O. 13771 (Reducing Regulation 
and Controlling) 

Possibly; legal review will confirm 

Essential Fish Habitat Possibly 

Social Impact Analysis Possibly 

Information Quality Act Yes 
 
Expected Document 
 

Acronym NEPA Analysis Requirements 
 

EA Environmental Assessment 
NEPA applies, no scoping 
required, public hearings 

required under MSA 
 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement NEPA applies, scoping required, 
public hearings required 



Draft Timeline for Amendment Development and Implementation 
 

Task Description Date (subject to change) 

Initiation and request of FMAT participants December 2017 

Formation of FMAT January 2018 

Initial FMAT discussion March 2018 

ASMFC meeting - review scoping plan and 
document May 2018 

Scoping hearings / scoping comment period June-July 2018 

Council Meeting - review scoping comments and 
FMAT, Advisory Panel (AP), and Monitoring 

Committee recommendations; discuss next steps 
August 2018 

AP Meeting - review amendment goals and 
objectives, FMAT recommendations, develop 

recommendations for alternatives; any amendment 
issues? 

July 2019 

FMAT Meeting – review comments and develop 
draft alternatives August 2019 

Joint Council and Board Meeting – discuss 
incorporating rebuilding and review the issues to be 

covered in the Amendment 
October 2019 

Joint Council and Board Meeting – approve 
supplemental scoping document for additional 

scoping hearings 
December 2019 

Supplemental scoping hearings / scoping 
comment period February-March 2020 

FMAT Meeting – review comments and provide 
recommendations for the scope of the action April 2020 

Joint Council & Board Meeting - review scoping 
comments and FMAT recommendations; identify 

potential alternatives to consider 
May 2020 

FMAT Meeting – develop draft alternatives May 2020 

AP Meeting – provide recommendations on draft 
alternatives June 2020 

Joint Bluefish Committee and Board Meeting - 
review and refine draft alternatives June 2020 

FMAT Meeting – Finalize draft alternatives for the 
August Joint Council Board Meeting July 2020 

Joint Council & Board Meeting – review and 
approve alternatives for public hearing document August 2020 

Development of public hearing document and 
hearing schedule Fall 2020 



Joint Council & Board Meeting – Approve public 
hearing document and EA/EIS December 2020 

Public hearings January-February 2021 

AP Meeting - recommendations for final action March 2021 

Bluefish Committee Meeting - recommendations 
for final action Spring 2021 

Joint Council & Board Meeting - final action Spring 2021 

Submission of draft EA/EIS to GARFO Spring/Summer 2021 

Draft EA/EIS revisions and resubmission Summer/Fall 2021 

Rulemaking (proposed rule) Fall 2021 

Rulemaking (final rule) Winter 2021 

 
 



1

Dustin C. Leaning

From: Vittorio Paternostro <vittoriopaternostro@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2020 6:20 PM
To: Matt Seeley; Dustin C. Leaning
Subject: [External] Bluefish regulation

Dear sirs, 
I'm writing against limiting recreational fishing of bluefish to 3. It does't make an sense. I fish once in a while 
when possible, I respect all the laws and the beaches leaving them cleaner than the were. We eat the fish I catch, 
we don't bother animals for the challenge of the battle. I fish and hunt onl for eating. 3 for day it's not enough! 
there are thousands of them in each beach and we don't make a difference taking five or six home for our kids 
and our friends families once in a while when we can go fishing!!! professional and commercial fishing make a 
difference, why someone had the bad idea always to limit people's freedom!!! 
Feel free to conctact me.   
 
Respectfully 
Vittorio Paternostro 
 
+1 312 479 8997 


	ASMFC Bluefish Management Board and Mid‐Atlantic Fishery Management Council
	Draft Agenda and Meeting Overview for May 6, 2020     pdf ppg 1-3
	Technical Committee Task List  pdf pg 4
	Draft Proceedings from February 4, 2020  pdf ppg 5-21
	Bluefish Allocation and Rebuilding Draft Amendment                               pdf ppg 22-163
	Scoping Comment Summary
	1 Introduction and Comment Summary
	1.1 Scoping Overview
	1.2 Summary of Comments
	1.3 Summary of Public Scoping Hearings

	2 Scoping Hearing Summaries
	2.1 Buzzards Bay, MA
	2.2 Toms River, NJ
	2.3 Dover, DE
	2.4 Berlin, MD
	2.5 Narragansett, RI
	2.6 Old Lyme, CT
	2.7 Morehead City, NC
	2.8 Stony Brook, NY
	2.9 Merritt Island, FL
	2.10 Fort Monroe, VA
	2.11 Internet Webinar

	3  Written Comments
	Fishery Management Action Team Action Plan     


	Public Comment   pdf pg 164


