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DRAFT MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE:  February 11, 2021 
TO:  Herring Committee 
FROM: Herring Plan Development Team (PDT) 
SUBJECT: Accountability Measures in the Herring Plan  
 
A sub-group of Herring PDT members was assigned to further consider adjustments to 
accountability measures (AMs) in the Atlantic Herring FMP, one of the 2021 herring work 
priorities. This memo includes preliminary analyses of Committee tasking items from the 
December 11, 2020 Herring Committee meeting. These analyses were presented and discussed 
by the full PDT via webinar on January 20, 2021.  
The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act’s National Standard 1 
guidelines explain that AMs are management controls to prevent annual catch limits (ACLs), 
including sector-ACLs, from being exceeded and to correct or mitigate overages of the ACL if 
they occur. The guidelines also recommend that AMs should address and minimize both the 
frequency and magnitude of overages and correct the problems that caused the overage in as 
short a time as possible. 
The Committee is currently considering adjustments to the overall AM process in the Herring 
FMP related to how sub- ACLs are potentially adjusted due to overages and/or carryover of 
unharvested catch. The Herring Committee supported considering adjustments to AMs for 
overages but had concerns with carryover because of herring’s overfished status and the 
variability in allocation and fishing effort across the management areas. When biomass is low, 
suspending or minimizing the carryover of unharvested catch could help speed stock rebuilding. 
Furthermore, if measures shift allocation by area or season, there are risks of unintended 
consequences with distributional impacts on fishery participants.  
 
History of Catch in the Herring Fishery 
The Committee tasked the PDT to:  
1) Summarize total ACL allocation and catch by herring management area for years 2000-2019;  
2) Highlight years when OY was not harvested;  
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3) Indicate years when carryover occurred; and  
4) Consider the relationship between probability of overages and carryovers in relation to ABC.   
 

Preliminary PDT Analyses 

• The PDT only included data back to 2009 because earlier data are less reliable in terms of 
the accuracy of catch location. Estimates are available for earlier years, see Table ??? in 
Framework 2. The initial and final sub-ACL values are taken from Federal Register notices. 

• Table 1 calculates the difference, both percentage and the mt, between the final catch and 
final sub-ACLs. 

• Rows shown in bold indicate years with sub-ACL overages. Historically, most sub-ACL 
overages occurred in Area 1B, with a few in Area 1A, a couple in Area 2, and only one in 
Area 3. Overages are less common in recent years. 

• Note: Catch data are from GARFO year-end reports and may be different than in-season 
quota monitoring values because of database corrections from the reconciliation process. 
The catch data may also differ from values used in stock assessments which use different 
data sources.  
 

Table 1. Herring initial sub-ACL, final sub-ACL with accountability measure adjustment, and 
catch by year. Bold rows indicate a sub-ACL overage. Percentage difference and metric ton (MT) 
difference in catch compared to the final sub-ACL. 

Year 
Herring 

Area 
Initial 

sub-ACL Adjustment 
Final sub-
ACL (mt) 

Catch 
(mt) 

Percentage 
Difference 

MT 
Difference 

2009 1A 45,000 -1,350 43,650 44,088 1 438 
2009 1B 10,000 -300 9,700 1,799 -81 -7,901 
2009 2 30,000 0 30,000 28,032 -7 -1,968 
2009 3 60,000 0 60,000 30,024 -50 -29,976 
2010 1A 26,546 0 26,546 28,424 7 1,878 
2010 1B 4,362 0 4,362 6,001 38 1,639 
2010 2 22,146 0 22,146 20,831 -6 -1,315 
2010 3 38,146 0 38,146 17,596 -54 -20,550 
2011 1A 26,546 2,705 29,251 30,676 5 1,425 
2011 1B 4,362 0 4,362 3,530 -19 -832 
2011 2 22,146 0 22,146 15,001 -32 -7,145 
2011 3 38,146 0 38,146 37,038 -3 -1,108 
2012 1A 26,546 1,122 27,668 24,302 -12 -3,366 
2012 1B 4,362 -1,639 2,723 4,307 58 1,584 
2012 2 22,146 0 22,146 22,482 2 336 
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2012 3 38,146 0 38,146 39,471 3 1,325 
2013 1A 31,200 -1,425 29,775 29,454 -1 -321 
2013 1B 4,600 0 4,600 2,459 -47 -2,141 
2013 2 30,000 0 30,000 26,562 -11 -3,438 
2013 3 42,000 0 42,000 37,290 -11 -4,710 
2014 1A 31,200 1,831 33,031 32,898 0 -133 
2014 1B 4,600 -1,722 2,878 4,399 53 1,521 
2014 2 30,000 -1,236 28,764 19,626 -32 -9,138 
2014 3 42,000 -2,585 39,415 36,323 -8 -3,092 
2015 1A 31,200 -620 30,585 28,861 -6 -1,724 
2015 1B 4,600 322 4,922 2,819 -43 -2,103 
2015 2 30,000 2,100 32,100 15,114 -53 -16,986 
2015 3 42,000 2,910 44,910 33,217 -26 -11,693 
2016 1A 30,300 224 30,524 27,831 -9 -2,693 
2016 1B 4,500 -1,656 2,844 3,657 29 813 
2016 2 29,100 2,127 31,227 13,463 -57 -17,764 
2016 3 40,900 1,865 42,765 18,631 -56 -24,134 
2017 1A 30,300 1,815 32,115 28,682 -11 -3,433 
2017 1B 4,500 325 4,825 2,639 -45 -2,186 
2017 2 29,100 2,127 31,227 3,617 -88 -27,610 
2017 3 40,900 2,973 43,873 14,134 -68 -29,739 
2018 1A 30,300 -2,262 28,038 24,861 -11 -3,177 
2018 1B 4,500 -1,861 2,639 2,211 -16 -428 
2018 2 29,100 -20,900 8,200 7,071 -14 -1,129 
2018 3 40,900 -29,582 11,318 9,736 -14 -1,582 
2019 1A 4,354 869 5,223 4,916 -6 -307 
2019 1B 647 -19 628 159 -75 -469 
2019 2 4,188 -126 4,062 4,750 17 688 
2019 3 5,876 -176 5,700 3,254 -43 -2,446 
Source: GARFO year-end catch reports 
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• Figure 1 shows management area catch over time and how that has related to sub-ACLs 
(initial sub-ACLs in blue and adjusted sub-ACLs in black). 

• There have generally not been drastic changes between initial and final sub-ACLs. In 2018, 
the large difference between catch and final sub-ACLs in Areas 2 and 3 was due to an in-
season adjustment, not accountability measures. 

• Sub-ACLs were relatively stable (i.e., not changing in large quantities from year to year) 
from 2010-2017, but have been reduced in recent years. Catch across sub-ACLs has also 
decreased in recent years.   

• Catch in Areas 1A and 1B has tracked sub-ACLs more closely than catch in Areas 2 and 3. 
There were large catch underages in Areas 2 and 3 between 2015 and 2017. 
 

Figure 1. Catch by herring area, blue points are initial sub-ACLs and black points are final sub-
ACLs. 
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• Figure 2 shows the percentage difference between catch and the final sub-ACLs. Catch 
below the horizontal line indicates an underage and catch above the horizontal line 
indicates an overage. 

• Overages in Area 1B seem to have larger percentage differences because the sub-ACLs are 
small. 

• When evaluating overages and underages in units of percentages, there have been large 
underages in Areas 1B, 2, and 3. 

• Because the percentage difference is not equivalent across areas, it is important to also 
consider the mt difference between catch and final sub-ACLs (See Figure 3). 

 
 

Figure 2. Percentage difference between catch and final sub-ACLs. 
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• Figure 3 shows the metric ton difference between catch and final sub-ACLs. 
• When evaluating overages and underages in units of metric tons, there have not been large 

overages, but there have been large underages in Areas 2 and 3. 
• There is not a strong relationship between increasing sub-ACLs and overages. 
 

Figure 3. Difference between catch and final sub-ACLs. 
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• Figure 4 shows the relationship between AMs and overages/underages; a point right of 
vertical indicates a sub-ACL increase and a point left of vertical indicates a sub-ACL 
decrease. 

• There is not a strong relationship between AMs (increases to the sub-ACLs) and 
overages/underages. 

 

Figure 4. Relationship between AM and resulting overage/underage. 
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• Table 2 summarizes the ACL compared to catch per year. The ACL has never been 
exceeded and catch is frequently much less than the ACL (i.e., < 90% harvested). To date, 
the risk of exceeding the acceptable biological catch (ABC) has been very low. 

• If catch has been limited by low herring abundance, the potential risk of exceeding the ACL 
and ABC may increase as the stock rebuilds and becomes more available to the fishery. 

 
Table 2. Final ACL and catch by year. 

Year ACL (mt) Catch (mt) Remaining mt Percentage Harvested 
2009 143350 103943 39407 72.5 
2010 91200 72851 18349 79.9 
2011 93905 86245 7660 91.8 
2012 90683 90561 122 99.9 
2013 106375 95764 10611 90.0 
2014 104088 93247 10841 89.6 
2015 112517 80011 32506 71.1 
2016 107360 63581 43779 59.2 
2017 112040 49072 62968 43.8 
2018 50195 43878 6317 87.4 
2019 15613 13079 2534 83.8 

Source: GARFO year-end catch reports 
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Alternatives to Adjust Overage Deductions 
The PDT is developing alternatives for the Committee’s consideration to address the 
Committee’s interest in increasing flexibility in the accounting of overages.   
No Action Alternative (Alternative 1):  When catch from a management area exceeds the sub-
ACL, that overage is deducted from the ACL and respective sub-ACL in a subsequent year. 

Rationale:  An AM to incentivize the fishery to keep catch within the sub-ACLs and to 
provide a mechanism to correct any overages of the sub-ACLs and ACL.    

Alternative 2:  Catch from a management area that exceeds the sub-ACL by less than 10% of the 
sub-ACL is not deducted from the ACL and respective sub-ACL in a subsequent year unless 
total catch also exceeds the ACL. Catch from a management area that exceeds the sub-ACL by 
greater than 10% is deducted from the ACL and respective sub-ACL in a subsequent year, even 
if total catch does not exceed the ACL.     

Rationale:  An AM to allow additional catch by not deducting sub-ACL overages if an 
overage is under 10%, but intended to also acknowledge spatially distinct stock/spawning 
components and prevent the ABC from being exceeded. Similar to Alternative 3, this 
alternative is expected to help minimize negative economic impacts of overage deductions 
while keeping catch under the ABC. 

 
General PDT Input 
The Committee did not specifically task the PDT to develop additional alternatives, but it may 
want to consider options that provide even more flexibility than Alternative 2. The PDT 
discussed the basis for herring sub-ACLs and AMs compared to those of other fisheries. Bycatch 
sub-ACLs in the groundfish and scallop fisheries are designed to limit catch of certain species in 
other fisheries, in contrast to the herring sub-ACLs that are based on the historical distribution of 
spatially distinct herring stock/spawning components. Other New England AMs are applied at 
the ACL level, not at the sub-ACL level as in the Herring FMP (e.g., if the scallop sub-ACL of 
yellowtail flounder is exceeded, there isn’t an AM applied in the scallop fishery unless the total 
ACL is exceeded).  
If the Committee wants to consider an option that would only trigger an AM if catch exceeded 
the ACL, Alternative 3 (shown below) could be included in the range of alternatives.    
Alternative 3:  Catch from a management area that exceeds the sub-ACL would be deducted 
from the ACL and respective sub-ACL in a subsequent year, only if total catch also exceeded the 
ACL. 

Rationale:  An AM placing accountability at the ACL level, instead of the sub-ACL level, is 
consistent with National Standard guidelines. For this reason, Alternative 3 is less 
conservative than Alternatives 1 or 2, and similar to Alternative 2, this alternative is expected 
to help minimize negative economic impacts of overage deductions while keeping catch 
under the ABC. 

Because Alternative 3 would only trigger an AM if catch exceeded the ACL, the PDT noted that 
Alternative 3 may not be as effective in preventing the overharvesting of individual 
stock/spawning components as Alternatives 1 and 2. Specifically, if one area experiences chronic 
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overages without future deductions, there could be negative biological impacts on individual 
stock/spawning components. Because catch in a herring management area is limited to 2,000 lb 
of herring when 92% of that sub-ACL is estimated to be caught, the risk of negative impacts 
from harvesting a substantial portion of the ACL in any one management area is limited. 
However, under the current low catch limits, a sub-ACL could be exceeded rather quickly and 
result in sub-ACL overages. 
 
Alternatives to Adjust Carryover 
The PDT did not further develop alternatives to adjust carryover provisions based on initial 
Committee feedback. The Committee is concerned with herring’s overfished status and the 
potential to disrupt the intensity and seasonality of overall fishing effort if the harvest of 
carryover from underutilized management areas reduces the available harvest in other areas with 
unintended distributional effects. 
No Action Alternative:  If a management area’s sub-ACL is not fully harvested and total catch 
does not exceed the ACL, then the amount of the underage, up to 10% of the sub-ACL, is carried 
over and applied to the respective sub-ACL in a subsequent year. Carryover does not increase the 
ACL. 

Rationale:  This measure allows the fishery access to unharvested catch but maintains the 
management uncertainty buffer between ABC and the ACL, while giving the fleet some 
flexibility in choosing where to harvest the ACL.    

 
Questions for the AP and Committee 
To aid the PDT in developing alternatives, it requests the AP and Committee further describe the 
issue or problem that overage deduction and carryover alternatives are intended to address. 
In case there is interest in making herring AMs consistent with AMs in the Atlantic Mackerel 
FMP, the AM for the commercial mackerel fishery is as follows:   

If the mackerel ACL is exceeded and commercial fishery landings are responsible for the 
overage, then landings in excess of the domestic annual harvest (DAH) will be deducted 
from the DAH the following year, as a single-year adjustment to the DAH. 
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