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Spotlight: 
NORTHEAST MULTISPECIES SECTOR PROGRAM
A selection of findings. Complete results available at 
www.CatchShareIndicators.org 

The Measuring the Effects of Catch Shares project provides 
data and information to answer key questions about how two 
catch share programs—the Northeast Multispecies Sector 
Program and the West Coast Shorebased IFQ Program—have 
affected fish stocks, the fishing industry, and local communities. 
The interdisciplinary project team developed and analyzed a 
set of ecological, economic, social, and governance indicators 
of change. The findings and user-friendly interactive charts are 
provided at CatchShareIndicators.org. 

MEASURING
the EFFECTS of
CATCH SHARES

Web-Based Dashboard for Fishery Managers and Stakeholders

Ecological Indicators

Economic Indicators
Did the financial viability of the fishery change?
Since the mid- to late-1980s, there has been an almost steady decrease 
in groundfish landings because of increased fishing restrictions and 
poor stock recruitment due to overfishing and other factors. The average 
annual landings of groundfish during the first five years of the Northeast 
Multispecies Sector Program were about 73 percent of the 2002–2009 
average.

Did opportunities or barriers to entering the fishery change?
Prior to implementation of the Northeast Multispecies Sector Program, 
access to the groundfish fishery tightened in 1994 with implementation 
of a limited access program, and some fishermen left the fishery. Similarly, 
when the Northeast Multispecies Sector Program began in 2010, additional 
fishermen chose to leave the fishery. In the initial allocation of the catch 
share program, a majority of shares for several allocated stocks were 
concentrated among the top 25 quota holders.
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Did fleetwide catches stay within quota?
From 2010, when the fishery began operating under annual catch limits and 
the Sector Program, to 2016, the Sector Program had no large quota over-
ages, while the common pool had three. Catch-to-quota ratios in the Sector 
Program across stocks fluctuated between approximately 50 and 70 percent. 
Still, some stocks were fished well below quota levels, most notably the GB 
haddock and yellowtail flounder stocks. Fishermen in the Sector Program 
caught higher amounts of fleetwide quotas than fishermen in the common 
pool fishery.  

Chart	1:	The	average	ratio	of
catch	to	quota	across
allocated	stocks	has	been
variable	with	a	declining
trend.

Chart	2:	Proportion	of	stocks
with	catches	above	50%	quota
has	remained	relatively
constant	over	the	past	few
years.

Chart	3:	Catch	on	some	stocks
grew	closer	to	quota,	while	on
others	fell	further	from	quota.

Chart	4:	Fully	interactive
chart.	Select	from	the	filters
and	click	on	the	chart	to
explore	changes	in	the	stocks.
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Interactive	Chart:	Hover	cursor	over	data	points	for	more
information.	Toggle	between	data	outputs	for	the	Northeast
Multispecies	Sector	Program	and	Common	Pool	fleets.

The	Common	Pool	includes	all	vessels	that	do	not	participate	in	the
Northeast	Multispecies	Sector	Program	and	accounts	for	only	1-2%
of	the	total	ACL	for	all	stocks.

Ra
tio

 o
f C

at
ch

 to
 Q

uo
ta

1.0

0.0
2010 2016

0.5

Did the status of fish stocks change?
Average biomass (B/BMSY) decreased 20 percent during the baseline period, 
with an eventual slight 1.2 percent increase following implementation of 
the Northeast Multispecies Sector Program. The proportion of stocks with 
depleted biomass (B<0.5BMSY) increased from 27 percent to 53 percent of  
assessed stocks since the start of the extended baseline period. Several 
stocks were overfished during the catch share period, requiring rebuilding 
plans and reductions in catch limits.

Chart	1:	Average
biomass	across
managed	stocks	has
changed	little	in	the
last	eighteen	years.

Chart	2:	Proportion	of
stocks	with	depleted
biomass	is	unchanged
following
imeplementation	of
the	Sector	Program.

Chart	3:	Biomass	has
varied	across	stocks.
Select	species	have
experienced	increases
in	biomass.

Chart	4:	Select	species
have	experienced
decreases	in	biomass.

Chart	5:	Select	species
have	remained
unchanged.
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Interactive	chart:	Hover	cursor	over	data
points	for	more	information.	Select	period
of	interest	to	alter	output.
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Chart  1:  Shares  for  s everal allocated
s tocks  were concentrated among top
25 quota holders .

Chart  2:  The volume of  ACE  t rans fers
for  individual s tocks  has  var ied f rom
year  to year .

0%

20%

40%

60%

P
er

ce
nt

 D
is

tr
ib

ut
io

n

Percent Distribution of Potential Sector Contribution (PSC) among Individuals by Stock in
2010

Value at  90th Percent ile

0%

10%

20%

30%

Pe
rc

en
t 

D
is

tr
ib

ut
io

n

Ninety percent of permit holders have less PSC than the percent distribution shown for each stock.

Interact ive Chart :
Hover  curs or  over  data
points  for  more
informat ion.  Select  f rom
dropdown menus  to choos e
s tocks  of  interes t .

Quota Holders  Stock Select ion
All

Fis hery Stock
CC/GOM  Yellowtail Floun. .

GB  Cod

GB  Haddock

GB  W inter  Flounder

GB  Yellowtail Flounder

GOM  Cod

GOM  Haddock

GOM  W inter  Flounder

Plaice

Pollock

R edfi s h

SNE /M A Yellowtail Floun. .

W hite Hake

W itch Flounder

Fishery Stock Selecction
All

CC:  Cape Cod
GB :  Georges  B ank
GOM : Gulf  of  M aine
SNE /M A: S .  New
E ngland/M id-At lant ic

Pe
rc

en
t D

ist
rib

ut
io

n

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

Percent Distribution of Potential Sector Contribution (PSC)  
Among Individuals by Stock in 2010

Top 3 Top 25

joleary
New Stamp

joleary
Typewritten Text
#8a



CatchShareIndicators.org provides user-friendly 
public access to high-quality, unbiased scientific 
information to support fisheries decision-making.

MEASURING
the EFFECTS of
CATCH SHARES

Governance Indicators
Did the public cost of fishery management change?
The Northeast Sector Program received public financing through budget 
appropriations, federal grants, and disaster relief funds. Federal support 
for monitoring and enforcement activities, including at-sea and dockside 
monitoring, represented substantial upfront investments, but tapered 
off. Overall national catch share program funding received an initial 
appropriation of $41 million in FY2011 and then dropped and remained 
constant at levels below $28 million for FY2012–2016.

Did the time required for fisheries management change?
The development of Amendment 16, which created the Sector 
Program, took nearly 100 days of participation by dozens of Council 
and agency staff, and fishery stakeholders over a three-year period.
After the program took effect in 2010, the time spent by the Council 
on groundfish measures fell, but time spent by NMFS, as represented 
by rulemaking, increased.

Interactive Dashboard of Fishery Data
Best available data   •   Objective expert analysis

At-a-glance summaries   •   Interactive, shareable charts

The Measuring the Effects of Catch Shares project is led by MRAG Americas, Inc., 
and is conducted with a team of academic and private-sector partners.

www.catchshareindicators.org • contact@catchshareindicators.org • @catchsharestudy

The number of vessels landing 
at least some groundfish 
during a given year varied 
annually in most states through 
about 2001, and then generally 
declined from 2002 through 
2009 as catch and revenue 
fell due to stringent fishing 
restrictions. The decline in the 
number of active groundfish 
vessels continued across home 
port states and communities 
following implementation of 
the catch share program due to 
decreases in the annual catch 
limits of key allocated species 
and other factors.

Social Indicators
Did economic and social effects on local communities change?
In Massachusetts, Maine, and New Hampshire, the states with the the largest stake in the groundfish fishery, groundfish landings and 
revenue generally showed a decreasing trend after the mid- to late-1980s due to regulations designed to protect overfished species. 
During the first five years of the Northeast Multispecies Sector Program, the economic importance of the groundfish fishery to each state’s 
fishing industry continued to drop due to various factors, including lower annual catch limits for many stocks. By 2015, groundfish revenue 
as a percentage of total fishery revenue was around 11 percent in Massachusetts, about 1 percent in New Hampshire, and less than 1 
percent in Maine. Vessels based in the major Massachusetts ports of Boston, Gloucester, and New Bedford have been especially hard hit by 
the continued decline in groundfish landings and revenue.

Each color represents revenues (upper 
graph) or number of active vessels 
(lower graph) for a homeport region. 

Chart	1:	Spatial	Distribution	of	Groundfish	and
Non-Groundfish	Landings	and	Revenues	of	Vessels
with	Limited	Access	Multispecies	Permits	by
Homeport	Region/Sub-region

Chart	2:	Volume	(millions	of	pounds)	or	Value
(millions	$2016)	of	Groundfish	and	Non-Groundfish
Landings	and	Revenues	of	Vessels	with	Limited
Access	Multispecies	Permits	by	Homeport
Region/Sub-region

Chart	3:	Percentage	of	Groundfish	and
Non-Groundfish	Landings	and	Revenues	of	Vessels
with	Limited	Access	Multispecies	Permits	by
Homeport	Region/Sub-region
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Interactive	Chart:	Hover	cursor	over	data	points	for	more	information.	Select	from	dropdown
menu	to	choose	type	of	permit	holder,	species,	and/or	states	of	interest.	Scroll	through	fishing
years	to	see	how	revenues	in	individual	regions	have	changed	over	time.

Source:	Data	request	to	National	Marine
Fisheries	Service,	Greater	Atlantic
Regional	Fisheries	Office
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Chart	1:	Administrative	funding	for	the	New
England	Fishery	Management	Council	has
averaged	about	$4	million	annually	since
the	inception	of	the	sector	program.

Chart	2:	Budget	appropriations	for	NMFS
Activities	related	to	catch	shares	have
remained	relatively	constant.
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Interactive	Chart:	Hover	cursor	over	data	points	for	more
information.
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Chart	1:	Prior	to	development	of	the	Sector	Program,	about	a	third	of
the	actions	taken	at	Council	meetings	related	to	groundfish
management.	After	the	program	was	implemented,	groundfish
decisions	made	up	less	than	a	fourth	of	council	deliberations.

Chart	2:	Northeast	multi-species	management,	as	a	proportion	of
federal	fisheries	rulemaking	in	the	region,	increased	from	about	a
fourth	of	actions	to	nearly	40	percent	of	rulemaking	in	Northeast
fisheries.

Baseline	Period	(2002-2009) Catch	Share	Period	(2010-2016)

Change	in	Proportion	of	Groundfish-Related	Management	Actions	by	the	New	England	Fishery	Management	Council
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Baseline Period
(2002–2009)

Chart	1:	Prior	to	development	of	the	Sector	Program,	about	a	third	of
the	actions	taken	at	Council	meetings	related	to	groundfish
management.	After	the	program	was	implemented,	groundfish
decisions	made	up	less	than	a	fourth	of	council	deliberations.

Chart	2:	Northeast	multi-species	management,	as	a	proportion	of
federal	fisheries	rulemaking	in	the	region,	increased	from	about	a
fourth	of	actions	to	nearly	40	percent	of	rulemaking	in	Northeast
fisheries.

Baseline	Period	(2002-2009) Catch	Share	Period	(2010-2016)

Change	in	Proportion	of	Groundfish-Related	Management	Actions	by	the	New	England	Fishery	Management	Council
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Chart	1:	Spatial	Distribution	of	Active	Vessels
with	Limited	Access	Multispecies	Permits	by
Homeport	Region/Subregion

Chart	2:	Count	of	Active	Vessels	with	Limited
Access	Multispecies	Permits	by	Homeport
Region/Subregion

Chart	3:	Percentage	of	Active	Vessels	with
Limited	Access	Multispecies	Permits	by
Homeport	Region/Subregion

Homeport	Region
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Interactive	Chart:	Hover	cursor	over	data	points	for	more
information.	Select	from	dropdown	menu	to	choose	type	of
permit	holder	and/or	states	of	interest.
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