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The following memo contains the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Technical 
Committee (TC) Review of the New Jersey Proposal for 2017 Summer Flounder Recreational 
Management.  
 

New Jersey Proposal  
At the ASFMC Spring Meeting in May 2017, the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Board 
moved to approve proposed 2017 summer flounder recreational measures that were subject to 
review and approval of the TC and subsequent Board consideration and approval. Those 
measures were as follows:  
 

 Shore mode for Island Beach State Park only: 16‐inch minimum size limit; 2‐fish 
possession limit and 104‐day open season (May 25‐Sept 5)  
 

 Delaware Bay only (west of the COLREGS line): 17‐inch minimum size limit; 3‐fish 
possession limit and 104‐day open season (May 25‐Sept 5)  
 

 All other marine waters: 18‐inch minimum size limit; 3‐fish possession limit and 104‐day 
open season (May 25‐Sept 5) 
 

The proposed measures for New Jersey (NJ) differed from the Addendum XXVIII measures, which 
specified that all states within the management unit (with the exception of North Carolina) would 
increase their size limit by 1 inch and decrease their possession limit to no more than 4 fish from 
2016 measures. In tasking the TC with reviewing the proposed measures, the Board requested 
that the TC evaluate the proposal under conservation equivalency and determine whether the 
harvest reduction from the proposed measures were equivalent to those required under 
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Addendum XXVIII. NJ staff sent the TC their proposal on Friday, May 12th. The proposal noted 
that proposed measures would reduce New Jersey’s harvest in 2017 by 24% from 2016 levels and 
reduce total fish removals (harvest + dead discards) by 30% relative to the 2016 NJ state 
measures. The calculations in the proposal used preliminary 2016 MRIP harvest information 
through wave 5 (September/October) as well as the harvest to discard ratio derived from the NJ 
Volunteer Angler Survey (VAS). 
 

The TC met via conference call on Tuesday, May 16th to review the proposal and provide 
comments for the Board’s consideration. Below are summary points provided by the TC: 
 

 TC members considered the NJ proposal specifically with regards to whether the 
proposed measures were conservationally equivalent to the harvest reductions 
prescribed in Addendum XXVIII. The TC found that when comparing the harvest 
reduction derived from the standard methodology using final 2016 MRIP harvest 
in numbers of fish, the reductions were not equivalent; there was a greater 
reduction in harvest under the Addendum XXVIII measures than the NJ proposed 
measures. NJ evaluated the proposed measures for the entire NJ coast, and did 
not break out reductions associated with proposed measures to Island Beach State 
Park nor for NJ waters in the Delaware Bay.  The NJ proposal indicated the 
proposed measures, using preliminary MRIP data through wave 5, would result in 
a decrease of 24% in the NJ projected harvest in 2017; under the Addendum XXVIII 
measures NJ’s projected harvest would decrease by 33%. The TC acknowledges 
that additional harvest from Delaware Bay and Island Beach State Park are likely 
to be minimal. During the call, the TC asked to evaluate the reductions from the 
two sets of measures using final 2016 MRIP harvest as it was the best available 
information. In using the final harvest estimates, the reduction from the NJ 
proposed measures decreased to 20.6% while the reduction associated with 
Addendum XXVIII measures remained 33% (see below, Table 1). Given that final 
2016 MRIP harvest estimates are available and it does impact the reduction 
associated NJ proposed measures, the TC indicated that final MRIP harvest 
estimates should be used. 
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Table 1. New Jersey Projected 2017 Harvest (A+B1) under different scenarios 

Approach 
Area 

specific 
Management 

Measures 

Projected Harvest in 
numbers of fish 

(MRIP data A+B1) 

Percentage 
Reduction 

2016 Status 
quo measures 

New 
Jersey* 

18” 5 fish 
128 days 

754,706 0% 
NJ/DE Bay 

COLREGS** 
17” 4 fish 
128 days 

NJ 2017 
Proposed 
measures 

New Jersey 
18" 3 fish 104 

days 
599,032 20.6% 

NJ/DE Bay 
COLREGS 

17” 3 fish 
104 days 

ASMFC 
Addendum 

XXVIII 
Measures 

New 
Jersey* 

19" 3 fish 128 
days 

505,201 33.1% 
NJ/DE Bay 

COLREGS** 
18” 3 fish 
128 days 

*New Jersey east of the COLREGS line at Cape May, NJ will have management measures consistent with the 
northern region of Connecticut – New York.    
**New Jersey west of the COLREGS line at Cape May, NJ inside Delaware Bay will have a similar size limit to 
DE‐VA, the same possession limit and the same season length as Connecticut – New York. 
 

 The TC also reviewed whether the NJ proposal would reduce total fish removals 
(harvest + dead discards), a key argument of the proposal in conserving the 
summer flounder resource. The proposal outlined a methodology that 
incorporated NJ VAS data to calculate a harvest to discard ratio and through an 
outreach and education program, the number of fish killed through recreational 
harvest and discarding would be less than under the Addendum XXVIII measures. 
This was considered a new approach relative to previous analysis conducted by 
the TC, and the TC indicated some interest in further evaluating a harvest to 
discard ratio in developing measures. While the NJ VAS data was noted to have an 
adequate sample size, given concerns on how representative this data was of NJ 
anglers, the TC noted that the harvest to discard ratio should come from MRIP 
data to be consistent with data used to calculate harvest reductions, rather than 
the combination of NJ VAS and MRIP data in the proposal. After reviewing the NJ 
proposal using final MRIP estimates and a 10% discard mortality rate and prior to 
evaluating discards during the closed season, the NJ option achieved a 21% total 
fishing mortality savings compared to the 18% total fishing mortality observed in 
Addendum XXVIII (Table 2). 
 

 The second step in evaluating reduction in total fish removals, was the application 
of a new discard mortality rate. The NJ proposal offered that through outreach 
and education, the recreational discard mortality rate of 10%- currently used in 
the peer reviewed 2013 stock assessment and subsequent updates, would be 
reduced by 2% to 8%. In considering the proposal’s methodology for achieving a 
reduced recreational fishing discard mortality, the TC took issue with this 
assertion, most notably in the lack of data or peer-reviewed literature to support 
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the assertion that the discard mortality rate would decrease by specifically 2%. 
Furthermore, NJ staff did not indicate how the 2% reduction in the recreational 
discard mortality rate could or would be quantifiable. When total fish removals 
under the measures specified in the NJ proposal were re-analyzed assuming only 
the 10% discard mortality rate, the difference between total recreational removal 
reductions under Addendum XXVIII and the NJ Option was decreased. Additional 
modifications were to incorporate the final 2016 MRIP estimates and use harvest: 
discard ratios developed from MRIP data as opposed to NJ VAS data in addition to 
reverting back to a 10% discard mortality; the results under these scenarios of 
different data and assumptions are included in Table 2 below.  

 

Table 2. Reduction in Total Recreational Fishing Removals (based on MRIP harvest in number of fish) 

 

Recreational 
Discard 

mortality 
rate 

Measures 
Total 

Harvested 

Total Dead 
(Harvested 

+ Dead 
Discards) 

Total 
Recreational 

Fishing 
Removals 

Compared to 
2016 

Regulations 

Total Recreational Fishing 
Removals Compared to 

ASMFC Addendum XXVIII 

Preliminary 
2016 MRIP data 
through Wave 5 

(Sept/Oct)* 

10%* 
Addendum 

XXVIII 
Measures 

526,898 1,159,176 -14% 0% 

8%* 
NJ 2017 

Proposed 
605,256 944,199 -30% -19% 

Final 2016 MRIP 
data** 

10% 
Addendum 

XXVIII 
Measures 

505,201 1,115,438 -18% 0% 

10%** 
NJ 2017 

Proposed 
599,032 1,083,843 -21% -3% 

*These data and assumptions were presented in the NJ proposal. 
**These data and assumptions were inputted and adjusted during the TC conference call.  

Note: Harvest to discard ratios were derived for final 2016 MRIP data analysis using MRIP data; the NJ 
proposal ratio were derived from NJ VAS data. Additionally, NJ proposed measures do not account for 
changes in discard mortality due to a shorter season in 2017. 

 

 The point was made by members of the TC that the NJ proposal ignores the 
discards that would occur when the fishery was closed. This is problematic as it 
creates a logical inconsistency in the proposal, in that the crux of the proposal is 
that the new methodology accounts for all fishing removals, not just harvest. 
There was a discussion about the magnitude of these discards, and an alternate 
calculation was performed to try and account for these missing discards. There 
were different results presented from these additional analyses, resulting in the 
TC being unable to determine whether the NJ proposal would result in equivalent 
or reduced total recreational fishing removals relative to the Addendum XXVIII 
measures. As such, the TC did not agree with the NJ proposal that total 
recreational fishing removals would be reduced to a greater level under the NJ 
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proposed measures than under the Addendum XXVIII measures given the 
uncertainty associated with the assumptions of no discarding of summer flounder 
once the fishing season is closed and reduced discard mortality through outreach 
efforts. Additionally, given the new analyses conducted on the call showed a range 
from increasing discard mortality to reducing discard mortality in the NJ proposal, 
it was impossible to make a judgement on equivalency without additional work 
being done on the proposal.  
 

 Members of the TC also noted concern about the timing of the proposal relative 
to the current fishing season. TC members made clear that all other states had 
implemented 2017 measures per Addendum XXVIII requirements and that 
considering a radically different conservation equivalency proposal after other 
states regulations had been promulgated was problematic as the other states 
would not have an opportunity to apply this new methodology to their data.  
 

 The TC considered the new methodology from the proposal used to develop NJ’s 
proposed measures as well as the stated objective (reducing total recreational 
fishing removals rather than harvest alone). This approach was unique and 
different from the standard methodology for developing measures as well as the 
FMP requirement of constraining harvest to the annual coastwide Recreational 
Harvest Limit (RHL).  The TC noted this would effectively set different standards 
for evaluating New Jersey measures relative to the other states resulting in a 
logical discrepancy between the various approaches creating issues of inequity. 
The TC also noted that the increased harvest by NJ under their proposal threatens 
the ability of the states to constrain harvest to the RHL. 

  

 In considering the proposed objective in the NJ proposal of reducing total 
recreational fishing removals, the TC was in agreement that this was a concept 
that was a potential improvement to the current approach of constraining 
coastwide harvest to the RHL, but believes the NJ method warrants further 
refinement before it can be incorporated into recreational management. It should 
be noted that currently as part of the Summer Flounder FMP, the annual catch 
limit (ACL) takes into account both harvest and discards in setting the RHL, and 
that further evaluation of reducing discards should consider the ACL. The TC did 
commend the NJ staff for providing a novel approach to incorporating discards 
and discard mortality into consideration for setting recreational measures. The TC 
has argued in favor of using a fishing mortality based approach for managing 
recreational fisheries, including taking into account the status of the resource. For 
summer flounder, with the stock assessment indicating that the resource is 
experiencing overfishing, reducing mortality associated with discarding may 
provide additional conservation benefits in helping the stock. The TC is interested 
in pursuing more of a fishing mortality based approach to recreational 
management relative to the current harvest limit-based management; it was 
noted that the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council is current accepting 
proposals on this concept specifically for summer flounder. 
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 Lastly, the TC was in favor and supportive of NJ’s proposal of conducting more 
angler education and outreach to help reduce recreational discard mortality, 
despite the inability to quantify the benefits specifically.  

 
 

In summary, the TC noted that in the standard comparison of harvest, the NJ proposal 
was not conservationally equivalent to the Addendum XXVIII measures. It is important 
to understand that this standard is a component of the Summer Flounder FMP as the 
recreational fishery performance is evaluated against the RHL. When examining the 
new and separate comparison of total recreational fishing removals (harvest and 
discard mortality in total), there was too much uncertainty to determine equivalency 
between the NJ proposal and the Addendum XXVIII measures due to unquantifiable 
reductions in discard mortality in the proposal and the unaccounted for discards during 
the closed seasons. Therefore, this work on total recreational fishing removals needs 
additional refinement before a determination can be made.  
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