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K. CourtA M. Bucko* 
M. Ambrosia D. Monti 
J. Tremblay P. Johnson 
D. Fox R. Hittinger 
R. Chatowski J. McNamee, DFW staff 
R. Ballou, RIDEM T. Rovinelli, Brown University 
(*primary advisory panel member; A alternate member) 

 
W. Macintosh began the meeting. He stated that J. McNamee of the RI Division of Fish and 
Wildlife (DFW or Division) had a presentation which covered the first 7 agenda topics and 
was broken in to a scup section followed by a black sea bass section. He stated that after 
each section of the presentation the panel would discuss any proposals they may have for 
recreational management for scup or black sea bass in 2013. He noted that there was a 
quorum present therefore they could vote on any proposals that came forward. Prior to 
beginning with the DFW presentation, however, there was a student from Brown 
University, T. Rovinelli, who had done some work on the scup recreational fishery in 2012, 
and he would give the group a brief presentation (see attached).  
 
T. Rovinelli went over his research with the group (see attached). The basis of his work 
was to do a socio-economic analysis on the scup recreational fishery to see whether there 
was a difference in the group that fished for scup, i.e. they are predominately a food fishery 
and fish to secure protein for their diets, rather than a sport fishery. His work indicated 
that, while this element does exist in the scup fishery, this fishery was still predominately 
people enjoying a recreational activity. There were also some economic indicators that 
showed there were more economically efficient ways to acquire scup aside from fishing for 
them, i.e. purchasing them from a seafood market. After T. Rovinelli’s presentation, the 
group asked a number of questions.  

 
J. McNamee began the DFW presentation with a discussion about stock status for scup. 
The stock was rebuilt and overfishing was not occurring. He then went over the fishery 
performance in RI in 2012. The fishery went well in 2012. Given the high coastwide quota 
and harvest targets for scup in 2012, and the fact that the preliminary indications were that 
the recreational fishery would have an underage, managers from the northern region (scup 
is managed through a regional approach for the recreational fishery rather than state by 
state) decided to look at a set of liberalization options for 2013. J. McNamee concluded by 
stating that the DFW would approve any option that remained within the liberalization 
strategy as developed by ASMFC and the northern region partners; as a side note, a 
conference call for the northern regional partners would be occurring at the end of the 
week. He went on to outline a few of the potential options, which are noted in the 
slideshow (attached). 
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W. Mackintosh asked the group if they had any questions or if the group wanted to make any 
proposals. K. Court wanted to make a recommendation. He suggested the fishery either stay 
at status quo, or if a liberalization were possible, increase the bag limit during the bonus 
season to 45 fish. He went on to state that the bonus season was important for the head boats 
as they had “bus charters” that they catered to, and these groups were attracted to the high 
bag limits. 
 
M. Bucko also made a recommendation. He stated that the group should recommend that the 
non party and charter modes (general category) have their minimum size lowered to 10”. 
There was further discussion on how to liberalize. The consensus of the group was as 
follows: 
Party and charter should maintain all other elements the same as status quo, but 
increase the bonus season bag limit to 45 fish.  
The general category should maintain all other elements the same as status quo but 
decrease the minimum size to 10”.  
W. Mackintosh noted that since there were no solid options to vote on at this point, they 
should simply forward this advice as a consensus statement from the panel. 
 
K. Court asked a question about the conference call. He wondered if they would allow public 
participation. We went on to state that he preferred when they had convened a meeting in the 
past, this allowed the public to fully participate in the process. R. ballou stated that he would 
check in to this and get back to K. Court with the information.     

 
J. McNamee then went through a discussion about the black sea bass fishery. The stock was 
rebuilt and overfishing was not occurring according to the only peer reviewed stock 
assessment available, but J. McNamee then went on to describe the situation that recently 
occurred with the benchmark assessment, the result of which was the assessment was 
rejected. One final note however, was that a recent meeting of the Mid Atlantic SSC resulted 
in an increase in the allowable catch for black sea bass in 2013 and potentially 2014 as well. 
He then went over the fishery performance in RI in 2012. The fishery went way over the 
harvest target in 2012, and this was a year where RI was operating under Addendum XXII, 
which implemented a regional management plan. The fishery exceeded the target by roughly 
51%, and therefore this was the potential reduction that would be needed. It was important to 
keep in mind though that the SSC had increased the allowable catch, therefore if this increase 
were approved by the Mid Atlantic Council and the ASMFC, the magnitude of the reduction 
would decrease, though given how far over the harvest target the state went, it was certain 
that reductions to some level would still be needed. J. McNamee stated that there was 
currently an Addendum out for public comment and this Addendum (XXIII) was looking to 
set up either a state by state or regional option for black sea bass management in 2013, 
similar to what was in place for 2012. J. McNamee concluded by stating that the DFW would 
approve any option that remained within the reduction strategy as developed by ASMFC, but 
depended on the approach taken by the management board, i.e. regional or state by state. He 
concluded by asking for the advisory panel advice on how best to take reductions in this 
fishery. 

 
W. Mackintosh went to the group for discussion. The group began with some clarifying 
questions on the present situation with black sea bass which was a very confusing situation. 
Once most of the group was somewhat comfortable with what was going on they began to 
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discuss their advice on how best to reduce. M. bucko stated that he felt the best strategy was 
to start early and then go as long as possible until the season needed to close. This was 
discussed but many in the group felt that it was difficult to make recommendations, because 
much would depend on the outcome of the February board meeting of the ASMFC and the 
outcome of the addendum. Until that was resolved the group felt there was too much 
uncertainty in the process and its effects on RI. 
 
K. Court stated that however things worked out, having mid season closures would not be 
preferable. R. Hittinger agreed with K. Court, but he felt that this may be the only way to 
accommodate both the early season and the late season fishermen.  
 
K. Court then went on to state that he felt people should make it a point to attend the Friday 
public hearing on the addendum to voice their choices on the management strategy that 
should be employed. He stated that his preference, and the best strategy for the state, was to 
go with a state by state management scenario, as doing this would allow them to adjust the 
management in the best interest of the state, and to not be coupled with other states that had 
much higher capacity to harvest black sea bass and therefore had a greater chance to exceed 
the harvest target again. 
 
A. Ambrosia and D. Monti both stated that they wouldn’t mind dropping the bag limit and 
having a longer season, but they understood that others did not prefer this for various 
reasons.  

 
W. Mackintosh adjourned the meeting. 
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Rhode Island Recreational Fishery Performance –
Summer Flounder

 Landings and targets are analyzed on a state by state basis in 
the summer flounder fishery

 The landings target for 2012 for RI was 157,885 fish

 The projected landings in 2012 for RI 103,669 fish

 This is approximately a 36.6% underage



Stock Status – Summer Flounder

 The summer flounder stock: not overfished, overfishing not occurring 
according to output of 2011 stock assessment update and relative to 
SAW 47 biological reference points

 According to 2011 stock assessment update, stock considered 
rebuilt, ahead of scheduled deadline.

 Fishing mortality (F) ranged between 1.0 and 2.0 during 1982-1996

 F estimated at 0.241 in 2011; below the threshold fishing mortality 
reference point FMSY = F35% = 0.310

 Spawning stock biomass (SSB) decreased from 25,000 mt in the early 
1980s to 7,000 in 1989, increased above 40,000 mt by 2002

 SSB estimated at 57,020 mt in 2011; about 95% of the SSBMSY = 
SSB35% reference point = 60,074 mt



Stock Status – Summer Flounder

 The arithmetic average recruitment 1982 to 2011: 42 mil fish at age 0

 The 2009 year class currently estimated at 47 million fish; 10% above 
average

 This is 50% below the original estimate

 Current recruitment is estimated to be slightly below average

 This “retrospective pattern” in each subsequent stock assessment 
update is the reason for the decreasing quotas 



2012 Rhode Island Summer Flounder 
Recreational Measures

 All Modes:
 Minimum size = 18.5”
 Season: May 1 – December 31 at 8 fish



Division of Fish and Wildlife Proposed Changes
The RI Division of Fish and Wildlife will recommend an option 

that will be approved by ASMFC.

Preliminary discussions are centered around decreasing the 
minimum size

A drop of ½” was examined, see the tables below

Table 1a.  The projected effects of various size limits on the 2013 summer flounder 
recreational landings in the state of RI, calculated as percent increase from current 

management configuration. Based on data from RI trawl survey data. 
Possession Limit 18” 18.5” 

8 fish 28% 0% 
 

Table 1b.  The projected effects of various size limits on the 2013 summer flounder 
recreational landings in the state of RI, calculated as percent increase from current 

management configuration. Based on harvest records from RI eRec logbook 
Possession Limit 18” 18.5” 

8 fish 9% 0% 
 



Recreational Subsistence? The
Rhode Island Scup Fishery

Tim Rovinelli- Brown Center for 
Environmental Studies



Central Questions

• To what extent could we characterize the 
recreational fishery for scup as subsistence?

• Do fishers tend to use scup to supplement 
food security?

• Does angler behavior vary among groups?
• Where on the spectrum from commercial to 

recreational do scup fall?



Methods
• An intercept survey was 

delivered  to anglers at 3 
shore locations, Colt  State 
Park, Rocky Point, and Ft 
Wetherhill State Park, as well 
as the Frances Fleet party 
boats.

• Also an online survey was 
offered through  various local 
fishing listerservs and blogs.

• A total of 52 surveys were 
collected from August to 
September 2012.

• The data was then brought 
into R for analysis.



Results

• 2 primary groups can 
be identified , Shore 
and Boat

• On average boaters 
catch more and have 
higher expenses than 
shore fishers, but few 
are keeping large 
numbers of fish.



• Given a fair $3 market 
value for a scup,  fishers 
rarely break even on 
scup fishing.

• Overall, participants 
receive 75 cents of fish for 
each dollar of expense on 
average.

• The fishery is only viable 
as an economic  or 
subsistent endeavor for  
boat fishers in limited 
cases.

• It is generally cheaper to 
purchase commercially 
caught scup than fish for 
them, although there are 
exceptions.

Ratio of Value of Harvested Scup to 
Expenses



• Scup fishers report  
significant motivations 
beyond the desire to 
harvest fish.

• People fish largely for the 
sport and pleasure 
consistently across all 
groups.

• Scup fishing is also a 
highly social activity and 
participants report it as an 
important aspect of the 
fishery.

• Additionally, fishers would 
still fish regardless of the 
economics.

Agree-Disagree: I fish for Scup Primarily for Sport

Agree-Disagree: Fishing is an important ____ Activity

Agree-Disagree: I would Fish less if fish was cheaper



• However, the ability to 
harvest fish remains 
an important incentive.

• •Almost as many report 
fishing  primarily for food 
as fishing for sport; 
many  agree with both.

• •And many fishers get 
the majority of their fish 
consumption from 
fishing.

Agree-Disagree: Fishing Provides the 
Majority of my Fish Consumption

Agree-Disagree: I Fish for Scup 
Primarily for Food



Conclusions and 
Recommendations

• I believe the scup fishery could best  be characterized as 
somewhere  on the spectrum between subsistence and 
sport.

• Social and family  aspects are at least equally important 
as harvest.

• Most fishers appear satisfied with current  regulations.
• Harvest regulations really only impact boaters, they  are 

the only segment that regularly approached the limits.
• It seems unlikely  that  fishers are fishing purely for 

subsistence, given the economics; perhaps  we need  to 
rethink subsistence  to take more factors into account

• Clearly much more research that could be done.



Questions?

• Thanks to:
– Jay McNammee and John Lake at DEM
– My advisor Caroline Karp
– Steve Medeiros at RISAA, Greg Bruning at 

the Tackle Box, the Frances Fleet
– And all the survey respondents


