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To All Interested Government Agencies and Public Groups:

Under the National Environmental Policy Act, an environmental review has been performed on
the following action.

TITLE: 2014 and 20154 Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Specifications

LOCATION: Exclusive Economic Zone off the U.S. east coast

SUMMARY: NMES issues final specifications for the 2014 summer flounder fishery. and the
2015 summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass fisheries. including commercial
quotas and recreational harvest limits. The intent of these specifications is to
establish the allowable harvest levels and possession limits to attain the target
fishing mortality rate, consistent with the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea
Bass Fishery Management Plan. The specifications are not anticipated to result in
any significant impacts on target and non-target fishery resources, protected
resources, habitat, or the affected human communities.
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comments submitted that would assist us in preparing future NEPA documents. Please submit
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This document was prepared by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) in
consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). The purpose of this action
(specifications document) is to implement commercial quotas and recreational harvest limits
for the summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass fisheries in 2014 and 2015 that are
necessary to prevent overfishing and ensure annual catch limits (ACLs) are not exceeded.

This specifications document was developed in accordance with all applicable laws and
statutes as described in section 8.0 and the document details all management alternatives for
summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass fisheries evaluated for a two year period (2014
and 2015). o

The proposed actions in this specifications document would only modify the commercial
quotas and recreational harvest limits for summer flounder in 2014, establish the summer
flounder, scup, and black sea bass commercial quotas and recreational harvest limits for 2015
(Box ES-1), and modify the Winter II possession limit for the scup commercial fishery (Box
ES-2). The Council did not recommend changes to other regulations in place for these
fisheries. Therefore, any other fishery management measures in place will remain unch ged
(status quo) for the 2014 and 2015 fishing years (see section 5.5 for additional discussio

Specifications were previously implemented for 2014 for all three plan species (7 FR
76942); however, this action proposes to revise the summer flounder commercial quo  and
recreational harvest limit based on the results of a new stock assessment. In 2014, 1 : no
action/status quo alternative is equivalent to the previously implemented 2014 specifications.
Under the FMP, the no action alternatives for summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass in
2015 are not equivalent to the status quo. If the actions proposed for 2015 in this doc 1ent
are not taken, some current management measures will remain in place, but the overall
management program will not be identical to that of 2014. The “true” no action alternative
for each fishery in 2015 would result in no specifications and unlimited fishing, which is
infeasible and inconsistent with e Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (MSA); therefore, the no action alternatives for 2015 are presented in
section 5.5 of this document but not analyzed further. For comparison purposes, the 2015
alternatives in this specifications document are compared to the status quo alterr ives
(baseline) as opposed to the “true” no action alternatives. For 2015, the status quo base e is
the combination of previously impl ented specifications for 2014 (i.e., the 2014 no
action/status quo alternative). These previously implemented 2014 measures were an. /zed
in the specifications Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared in December 2012 (MAFMC
2012) for summer flounder and scup, and the supplemental EA prepared in May 2013
(MAFMC 2013) for black sea bass.

The Council and Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission's Summer Flounder, Sc and
Black Sea Bass Board (Board) met in December 2013 to adopt 2014 recreational
management measures after reviewing more complete data regar’’~7 2013 recreational
landings. An Environmental Assessment (EA) will analyze the impacts of recreational
management measures for summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass (i.e., bag limits, size
limits, and seasonal closures) and will ¢ prepared in February.


















during season closures and efficiency of operations. Qualitative summaries of the impacts of
the RSA alternatives under consideration are provided in Box ES-4.

Box ES-4. Overall qualitative summary of the expected impacts of summer flounder, scup, and black sea
bass research set-aside measures considered in this document for 2014 and 2015. A minus sign (-) signifies
an expected negative impact, a plus sign (+)  nifies an expected positive impact, and a zero is used to indicate
a null impact. A “sl” in front of a sign is used to convey a minor effect, such as slight positive (sl+).

Environmental Dimensions

Year Alternatives
Protected

Biological { EFH Economic Social
Resources
=S

Alternative 1A (No

Action/Previously implemente + 0 0 0/+ 0+
2014 RSA)
Alternative 1B (Preferred;
Revised RSA) * 0 0 ot ort
% i F—————— —— —————
Alternative 2A (No Action/No 0 0 0 0 0
Research Set-Aside)
2015
Alternative 2B (Preferred; N 0 0 o+ o+

Specify RSA/Status quo)

viii
































































































would be no additional impacts on habitat because RSA quota is part of, and not in addition to,
the overall TAL. Because research activities for project #2, as described in Section 7.4, would
only occur in concert with commercial or compensation fishing trips, it is unlikely that additional
habitat impacts would result from funding this project. The exemptions for research purposes, as
described below, would not alter the impact on EFH that occurs during standard commercial and
recreational fishing activities. Therefore, each of these alternatives will likely minimize the
adverse effects of fishing on EFH to the extent practicable, pursuant to section 305 (a)(7) of the
Magnuson-Stevens Act.

Federally permitted research vessels for Project #2 would require an EFP for exemption from
minimum scup and black sea bass pot vent size requirements ) ensure that black sea bass length
frequency data is representative and not biased. If a participating vessel holds a Federal lobster
permit it would need exemption from lobster pot vent size requirements. Exemption from scup
and black sea bass closures and seasons would also be needed to ensure the survey is not
disrupted by such regulations. Exemption from scup and black sea bass minimum fish sizes and
possession lim  would also be needed for data collection purposes only. All undersized fish
would be discarded as soon as practical :to minimize mortality, and fish in excess of possession
limits would either be discarded as soon as practicable or landed as RSA quota. Such exemptions
would not have any additional impact on EFH.

7.2.4 Scup Winter 11 Possession Limit

Alternative 1 would maintain the status quo scup commercial possession limit of 2,000 1b during
the Winter II period (November and December) and is therefore expected to result in neutral
habitat impacts. Preferred alternative 2 proposes an increase in the scup possession limit during
the commercial Winter II period to 12, )0 Ib. The increased possession limit under alternative 2
may allow for shermen to catch the same amount of fish with fewer trips and fewer potential
gear impacts, resulting in slight positive impacts on habitat. However, given that the commercial
fishery has not achieved their target in recent years, an increased possession limit may provide an
economic incentive for fishermen to take more overall trips or hauls during the Winter II period,
pc ally 2z in associated in  :ts to habitat that are slightly ney = .ve. Therefore, when
compared to the status quo, alternative 2 would be expected to result in slight negative to slight
positive habitat impacts.

7.3 ESA-Listed Species and MMPA Protected Species

Section 6.2 describes the ESA-listed and MMPA protected 'species VEC and other related impact
considerations.

All fishing gears are required to meet gear restrictions as required under the Atlantic Large
Whale Take Reduction Plan (ALWTRP) and Harbor Porpoise Take Reduction Plan (HPTRP).
These plans contain measures that are designed to reduce interactions/impacts associated with
fishing gears. It should be noted that the rates of interactions between endangered and protected
resources and summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass fishing gears is also affected by the
stock status (i.e., increasing or decreasing stock size) and distribution of these species. This is
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The black sea bass commercial quota and recreational harvest limit under alternative 1 are
identical to those previously implemented for 2014 (Table 24), and additionally identical to
landings limits implemented in 2013. The impacts on ESA-listed and MMPA protected species
under these specifications were analyzed in the supplemental EA prepared in the spring of 2013
(MAFMC 2013). As described above in section 7.1.1.2, black sea bass abundance and
availability in 2014 would be expected to be similar to prior years (Table 23). When previously
analyzed, these measures were expected to result in neutral impacts on ESA-listed and MMPA
protected species.

7.3.1.3 Alternative 3 (Most Restrictive 2014)

Alternative 3 includes a substantial decrease in the summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass
commercial quotas (19.4, 51.3, and 49.8 percent, respectively) relative to the 2014 previously
implemented quotas (Table 24). While it is not known with certainty how these substantially
lower quotas would impact ESA-listed and MMPA protected species, given the relatively stable
fish abundance for summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass, impacts on ESA-listed and
MMPA protected species would be expected to be positive, when compared to the no action
alternative (Table 23; cell B). This is because of an expected decrease in fishing effort (fishing
trips) as a result of lower quotas wh : availability may remain the same, thus reducing the
resulting interaction rates with ESA-listed and MMPA protected species.

7.3.2 Quota Alternatives for 2015

When comparing across the 3 alternatives for 2015 that follow, which have potential impacts on
ESA-listed and MMPA protected species that range from neutral to positive, the greatest
potential for overall positive biological impacts are associated with alternative 3 (most
restrictive), followed by alternative 1 (preferred) and alternative 2 (status quo).

7.3.2.1 Alternative 1 (Preferred 2015)

As described above in section 7.1.1.1, summer flounder abundance and availability would be
expected to be similar to prior years. While it is not known with certainty how the summer
flounder commercial quota decrease nder alternative 1 (5.7 percent; Table 25) will affect
fishing effort and resulting i~*sraction rates with ESA-listed and MMPA protected species, given
the small decrease in quota, .t is expected to have effects on ESA-listed and MMPA protected
species that are neutral to slightly positive when compared to the status quo alternative (Table
23; cell B). More specifically, slight positive impacts can be expected because the lower
commercial quota is likely to result 1 less fishing time, during which gear (predominately
bottom trawls) may interact with ESA-listed and MMPA protected species. This assumes
regulations will remain the same. [owever, states may modify their summer flounder
regulations, potentially decreases the trip limit slightly to prolong the fishing season, in which
case the impacts may be neutral.

As described above in section ..1.1.2, scup abundance and a= "ability would be expected to be
similar to pric years. It is not ~own with certainty how the scup commercial quota decrease
under alternative 1 (6.2 percent; Table 25) will affect fishing effort and resulting intr  :tion rates
with ESA-listed and MMPA protected species. However, the commercial quota proposed is 31.2
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Scup continues to be an important con onent of the recreational fishery. Estimates of primary
species sought as reported by anglers 1n recent intercept surveys indicate that scup recreational
trips have shown an upward trend, ranging from 0.20 million in 1997 to 0.97 million in 2003.
For the 2010 to 2012 period, scup recreational fishing trips were estimated at 0.70, 0.48, and 0.60
million trips, respectively (section 8.11.3.1.2).

6.4.1.3 Black Sea Bass

Commercial black sea bass landings were approximately 1.74 million 1b (from ME to Cape
Hatteras, NC) and valued at $5.7 million in 2012 ($3.30/ib). The value of commercial landings
of black sea bass from 2010 to 2012 averaged $5.5 million, with an average ex-vessel price of
$3.20/1b. Recent summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass landing patterns among ports are
presented in section 6.4.3.

Black sea bass continues to be an important component of the recreational fishery. Estimates of
primary species sought as reported by anglers in recent intercept surveys indicate that black sea
bass recreational trips have shown an upward trend, ranging from 0.14 million in 1999 to 0.42
million in 2010. For the 2010 to 2012 period, black sea bass recreational fishing trips were
estimated at 0.42, 0.19, and 0.27 million trips, respectively (section 8.11.3.1.2).

6.4.2 Description of the Areas Fished

The baseline impact of the summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass commercial fisheries on
the environment is fully described in section 3.2.8 of Amendment 13 to the FMP (MAFMC
2002). It should be noted that the VTR data presented does not represent every trip made in these
three fisheries because state-only permitted vessel effort may not be captured through VTRs.

6.4.2.1 Summer Flounder

NMFS 2012 VTR data indicated that 16,029 trips, by four major gear types, caught a total of
11.55 million b of summer flounder; landing 11.42 million Ib and discarding 0.13 million Ib.
The maje  yofthe | and catch we ide | + ot wvls (72.4 percent of trips, 96.8
percent of catch), followed by handlines (9.2 percent of trips, 0.74 percent of catch), gillnets
(10.5 percent of trips, 0.76 percent of catch), and scallop dredges (4.4 percent of trips, 0.65
percent of catch). There were six statistical areas (Figure 4), which individually accounted for
greater than 5 percent of the summer ounder catch in 2012 (Table 11). Collectively, these six
areas accounted for 71 percent of the summer flounder catch. There were five statistical areas,
which indivic ally accounted for greater than 5 percent of the trips which caught summer
flounder in 2012 (Table 12). Collectively, these five areas accounted for 62 percent of the trips
that caught summer flounder and 46 percent of the 2012 summer flounder catch.

6.4.2.2 Scup

NMEFS 2012 VTR ¢ 1 indicated that 8,765 trips, by four major gear types, caught a total of 11.6
million 1b of scup. Of these, 11.4 million 1b of scup were landed, and 0.2 million Ib were
discarded. The majority of the trips and catch were made by bottom otter and beam trawls (67.0
percent of trips, 96.1 percent of catch), followed by hand line "other” (14.8 percent of trips, 1.3
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6.4.3 Port and Community Description

The ports and communities that are dependent on summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass are
fully described in Amendment 13 to the FMP (section 3.4; MAFMC 2002), with updated
information about the relative importance of these ports presented below. Additional information
on ports and communities can be found in "Community Profiles for the Northeast US Fisheries"
at http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/read/socialsci/communityProfiles.html.

2012 NMFS dealer data were used to examine recent landings patterns among ports. The top
commercial landings ports for summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass by pounds landed are
shown in Table 13.

A “top port” is defined as any port that landed at least 100,000 Ib of summer flounder, scup, or
black sea bass. Related data for the recreational fisheries are shown in Table 14. However, due to
the nature of the recreational database, it is inappropriate to :segregate to less than state levels.
The level of precision of annual harvest estimates from recreational data depend on the survey
sample sizes, the frequency of sampled angler trips that caught the species, and the variability of
numbers caught among those trips. Harvest estimates are always progressively less precise at
lower levels of stratification. Thus port-level recreational data are not shown.
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In addition to summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass, there are a number of alternative
commercial or :creational fisheries for which any given vessel might possess a federal permit.

The total number of vessels holding any one or more of these other permits is reported in Table
16.

Of the vessels that hold at least one federal permit for summer flounder, scup, or black sea bass,
the largest number of commercial permit holders are held by Massachusetts vessels, followed by
New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, North. Carolina, and Virginia (Table 17). The fewest
permits are held by Pennsylvania, Florida, and Delaware vessels. In terms of average tonnage,
the largest commercial vessels are found in Pennsylvania, followed by Virginia, Connecticut,
Massachusetts, North Carolina, and ‘ew Jersey. In terms of average length, the largest
commercial vessels are found in Virginia, Pennsylvania, and North Carolina followed by
Connecticut, New Jersey, Massachuse ., and Rhode Island. In terms of average horse power,
the largest commercial vessels are found in Pennsylvania followed by Connecticut, Virginia, and
New Jersey.

For party/charter vessels (Table 18), the largest numbers of permit holders are found in
Massachusetts, followed by New Jersey and New York. The fewest permits are in Florida and
North Carolina. As might be expected, recreational vessels are smaller on average than
commercial vessels. In terms of average length, the largest party/charter vessels operate out of
principal ports 1 the state of Pennsylvania, followed by Connecticut, New Jersey, and Florida. In
terms of average horse power, the largest recreational vessels are found in lorida, Pennsylvania,
North Carolina, Maryland, and Connecticut.

For vessels that hold a combination of commercial and party/charter permits, most vessels
operate out of ports in the state of New York followed by Massachusetts, New Jersey, North
Carolina, and Rhode Island (Table 19). Like the vessels that hold only party/charter summer
flounder, scup, or black sea bass per1 ts, these vessels are generally smaller than exclusively
commercial vessels.

Summer flounder landings are allocated by state, though vessels are not constrained to land in
their home state. It can be useful, therefore, to examine the degree to which vessels from
different states make it a practice to land in states other than their home state.
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Table 18. Descriptive data from northeast region permit files for party/charter vessels, 2012.

No. nf Permits by .
M: ngA ress 25 35 6 197 33 40 11 35 169 121 16 56 28 5
State

No. of Permits by
Home Port State 22 39 6 198 32 39 17 35 166 120 9 64 28 2

No.of Permits by
Principal Port State 21 35 | 3 197 32 ) 42 15 33 175 122 2 65 33 2

Average Length by 46 36 45 35 43 33 02 39 43 46 53 34 41 NA
Principal Port

Average Tonn 27 16 38 17 29 13 27 23 28 32 47 15 23 NA
by Principal Fort
|
Averag orse
Power by Principal 681 535 933 469 689 402 833 591 631 626 850 435 609 NA

Port

Percent Home Port
Equal Principal 61 97 100 98 81 93 100 100 93 93 0 92 82 100

Port |
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T: le 21. Summary of the commercial quotas and recreational harvest limits (in million 1b), for each of the quota-based

alternatives.
2014 2015
Species Alternative 2
Alternative 1 No Alternative 3 Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Preferred Action/Status | Most Restrictive Preferred Status Quo Most Restrictive
Quo
Commercial 10.51 11.39 9.18 10.74 11.39 9.18
Summer Quotas
flounder :
Recreatlor'lal' 701 7.59 6.12 7.16 7.59 6.12
Harvest Limits
ommercial 21.95 21.95 10.68 20.60 21.95 10.68
uotas
Scup
ecreatlorfal. 7.03 7.03 3.01 6.60 7.03 3.01
arvest Limits
ommercial 217 217 1.09 2.17 2.17 1.09
Black sea uotas
bass .
ecreatlol?al. 226 226 1.14 2.26 2.26 1.14
arvest Limits ]

Note: the &

} Scup and 1

. _________________________________________________—_______________——
ck sea bass commercial quotas and recreational harvest limits were implemented in December 2012 and are
not proposed to change through this action.
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communities. Physical changes that are occurring and will continue to occur to these systems
include sea-level rise, changes in sediment deposition, changes in water circulation, increased
frequency, intensity and duration of extreme climate events, changing water chemistry, d
warming ocean temperatures. Emerging evidence demonstrates that these physical changes are
resulting in direct and indirect ecological responses within marine ecosystems which may alter
the fundamental production characteristics of marine systems (Stenseth et. al. 2002). Climate
change will potentially exacerbate the stresses imposed by harvesting (fishing) and other non-
fishing human activities and stressors (described in this section). Potential mitigation and
adaptation strategies to climate change re unknown as the science surroun ng predicting,
evaluating, monitoring and categorizing these changes is evolving.

[t is not currently feasible to link individual project contribution of GHG to global climate
change. Determining significant effects of specific proposals on global climate change cannot be
made at any scale given the complex nature of climate change. Fisheries and aquaculture
activities do make a minor c~1tribution to GHG emissions during harvesting operations,
transport, and the processing, nd storage of fish (FAO intro). When compared to other
industries, such as energy production, the contributions by fisheries and aquaculture of GHG is
small, if not negligible. Management measures that reinforce efforts to improve sustain ility,
such as reductions in fishing effort and fleet capacity, would mitigate the carbon emissions
contribution of the fishing industry to the global production of GHG. Alternative measures
considered that would result in a shift of fishing effort may then increase tr  distances and
increase GHG emissions.

Some specific impacts of global climate change that have been predicted on each of the VECs
for are described in the cumulative impacts analysis, below.

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions

" fishin year 2012, ACLs and AMs were first implemented for summer flounder, 1p, and
black sea bass (as well as other —ouncil managed species) to ensure that catch and landings
limits are not exceeded and overfishing does not occur. In 2013, catch and landings information
will be avail: e to be compared to ACLs to evaluate the performance of this new system. As a
result, the Reasonably Forseeable Future Actions over the next two years may include the
impleme¢ 1ation of accountability measures and other Council recommended adaptive
adjustments to the way this new syster of catch lin s and accountability functions and interacts
with the fishery regulations in place. ‘

For many of the proposed non-fishing activities to be permitted under other federal agencies
(such as beach nourishment, offshore wind facilities, etc.), those agencies would conduct
examinations of potential irmnacts on the VECs. The MSA (50 CFR 600.930) imposes an
obligation on other federal agencies to consult with the Secretary of Commerce on actions that
may adversely affect EFH. The eight Fishery Management Councils are « gaged in this review
process by making comments and recommendations on any federal or state action that may affect
habitat, including EFH, for their managed species and by commenting on actions Kkely to
substantially affect habitat, including EFH.
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1) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to jeopardize the sustainability of ¢ target
species that may be affected by the action?

None of the proposed specifi~~*ions, management measures, or RSA program presented in this
document is expected to jeopzuize the sustainability of any target species affected by the action.
The preferred alternatives to establish catch and landing limits for each species are consistent
with the FMP objectives and the recommendations of the Council's SSC. The proposed measures
are not expected to result in overfishing. The proposed actions will ensure the | ig-term
sustainability of harvests from the summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass stocks.

2) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to jeopardize the sustainability of any non-
target species?

None of the proposed specifications or RSA program presented in this document is ex :cted to
jeopardize the susta” | ity of any non-target species, including ESA-listed and MMPA
protected species. The proposed measures are not expected to alter fishing methods or a  vities.

3) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to cause substantial damage to the ocean
and coastal habitats and/or essential fish habitat as defined under the Magnuson-Stevens Act
and identified in FMPs?

The proposed action as described in section 7.0 of the EA is not expected to cause substantial
damage to the ocean, coastal habitats, and/or EFH as defined under the MSA and identified in
the FMP. In general, bottom-tending mobile gear, primarily otter trawls, has the potential to
adversely affect EFH for the species detailed in section 6.2 of the EA. The quc -setting
measures proposed in this action could, under certain conditions, increase the amount of time
that bottom trawling vessels spend fishing for summer flounder, scup, or black sea bas but the
adverse impacts of this increased level of fishing on benthic habitats would not be expected to be
significant.

4) Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to have a substantial adverse i pact on
public health or safety?

None of the measures alters the manner in which the industry conducts fishing activities for the
target species. Therefore, no changes in fishing behavior that would affect safety are anticipated.
The overall effect of the proposed actions on these fisheries, including the communities in which
they operate, will not impact adversely public health or safety.

5) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to adversely affect endangered or threatened
species, marine mammals, or critical habitat of these species?

None of the proposed specifications or RSA program is expecte to alter fishing methods or
activities. None of the proposed specifications or RSA program is expected to substantially
increase fishing effort or the spatial and/or temporal distribution of current fishing effort (see
section 7.0). Therefore, this action is not expected to be significi t or to affect ESA-listed or
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Alternative 2 (preferred) includes an increase in the current Winter II period possession limit to
12,000 Ib. There would be no changes to the provision increasing the possession limit as quota is
rolled over between Winter I and Winter II.

8.11.3 Analyses of Impacts of Alternatives

In the analysis of the following alternatives, several assumptions were made. First, average
revenue changes noted in this analysis were evaluated using 2012 dealer data and participation.
In addition to this, 2012 permit files were used to describe permit holders in these fisheries. It is
important to mention that revenue changes for 2C 4 and 2015 are dep: dent upon previous
landings and overages. The Council recommended adjusted commercial quotas and recreational
harvest limits were not adj....ed for 2013 partial-year overages and/or final transfers of quota
among states. NMFS will adjt  quotas based on updated information on overages and/or final
transfers as part of the final rule that implements the 2014 specifications late in 2013 when the
data are more complete. Likewi.., for 2015, any overages and/or final transfers of quot among
states will be addressed based on updated 2014 information in subsequent rulemaking.

For the analyses themselves. reductions are estimated by examining the total revenue earned by
an individual vessel in 2012 (us a proxy for 2013), and comparing it to its potential revenue in
2014 and 2015, given the change n fishing opportunity (harvest levels) from 2013 to 2014 and
from 2014 to 2015, respectively. In addition, changes in ex-vessel gross revenues associated with
the potential change in quotas in 2014 and 2015 assume static (2012) prices for summer
flounder, scup, and black sea bass. Generally, the percent of a vessel’s revenue reductic  varies
considerably based on the permits it holds (i.e., based on the fisheries in which it was able to
participate) and species it landed. Diversity in the fleet helps to balance loss in one fishery with
revenue generated from other fisheries. Lastly, it is important to keep in mind that v ile the
analyses are based on landings for federally permitted vessels only, those vessels may be
permitted to, and frequently do, fish in state waters for a species of fish for which it does not
hold a federal permit.

8.11.3.1 Quota Scenario 1 (Preferred 2014)

This quota scenario examines the impacts on indus _ that would result from the preferred
landings limits for summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass. To analyze the economic effects
of all scenarios evaluated in this document, the total landings limits specified under section 5.0
were employed. This scenario contains commercial quotas of 10.51, 21.95, and 2.17 million b
for summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass, respectively. This scenario also specifies
recreational landings limits of 7.01, 7.03, and 2.26 million Ib for flounder, scup, and black sea
bass, respectively.

Under this scenario, the summer flo der specifications would result in an aggregate of
approximate 7.9 and 8.1 percent decrease, respectively, in allowable commercial landings and
recreational harvest limit relative to the 2013 allocations. The scup specifications would result in
a 6.7 and 6.9 percent decrease, respectively, in allowable commercial landings and recreational
harvest limit. The black sea bass specifications would result in no change in al wable
commercial landings and recreational harvest limit. Note as discussed under section 8.11.1.6,
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