Georges Bank Fixed Gear Sector
c/o Eric Brazer, Jr., Manager
P.O. Box 2, North Chatham, MA 02650
508.945.2432 (tel) / 508.945.0981 (fax)
eric@ccchfa.org

MEMORANDUM

TO: Paul Howard, Executive Director, NEFMC April 30, 2007
John Pappalardo, Chairman, NEFMC

FM:  Eric Brazer, Jr., Manager
Georges Bank Cod Fixed Gear Sector

RE:  Georges Bank Cod Fixed Gear Sector Proposal for FY2008

Summary

The Cape Cod Commercial Hook Fishermen’s Association (CCCHFA) proposes to work with the
existing Georges Bank Cod Fixed Gear Sector (Fixed Gear Sector) to revise and compliment the
current Sector management plan. The Fixed Gear Sector expects to meet the following social and
conservation objectives by improving on this community-based approach to fisheries
management:

1) Ending overfishing by Sector members of all species managed under the Multispecies
Fishery Management Plan (FMP), with the inclusion of monkfish, skates, and spiny
dogfish, by establishing additional hard total allowable catches (TAC) to complement
existing efforts by the Georges Bank Cod Hook Sector (Hook Sector) and by a
newly-proposed comprehensive gear Sector;

2) Reduce bycatch by implementing full retention of all regulated multispecies,
monkfish, skates, and spiny dogfish;

3) Generate economic stability and increased efficiency;

4) Tailor regulations to meet local social and economic needs;

5) Measure and minimize bycatch of marine mammals through gear modifications, fleet
communication, voluntary closures, or other management measures;

6) Secure viability of local fishing industry to ensure availability of shoreside
infrastructure.

Local, hardworking hook fishermen established the Hook Sector in 2003 through Amendment 16 to the
Northeast Multispecies FMP. Two years later, a group of gillnet fishermen established the Fixed Gear
Sector through Framework 42 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP. Since then, both groups of fishermen
have joined forces to develop more accountable, efficient, and effective Sector proposals, included here.
Both existing Sectors, along with CCCHFA, request implementation of the proposals through a
Framework to the FMP, to be developed and implemented by the New England Fishery Management
Council (NEFMC) by May 1, 2008.

About CCCHFA

In 1991, a group of Cape Cod fishermen came together to discuss and deliberate the future of
their industry and the ocean that had sustained their way of life. They decided to form an
organization that would be an active voice for their interest in preserving a healthy ocean,
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balanced with a need to maintain the viability of local coastal fishing communities. Through
careful growth of fiscal and human resources, membership, and volunteerism, the CCCHFA has
evolved to have a prominent public presence. With seven staff and an active Board of fishermen
and concerned coastal residents, the CCCHFA is positioned for a future of ongoing activism and
influence on the decision making process that directly affects the lives of its core constituency
while promoting conservation and restoration of our limited marine resources.

In 2003, the CCCHFA campaigned with local hook fishermen to establish the Hook Sector in
Amendment 13 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP. The Hook Sector is an organization of 35
fishermen who have been granted local management authority over 10% of the Georges Bank
cod quota while advancing the conservation objectives of the FMP. Experience gained in the
implementation of the 2003 Hook Sector was the basis for the success of the Fixed Gear Sector
in 2005, which is now comprised of 10 fishermen who manage nearly 12% of the Georges Bank
cod quota.

Need

Cape Cod supports a fleet of small-boat fishermen who operate in much the same manner that
New Englanders have fished for eons: in small boats that are owned and operated by
independent businessmen. The fishery contributes to the Cape’s charm, heritage and tradition.
Furthermore, our traditional fishing community contributes to our tourist economy; with tens-
of-thousands of people going to the piers every year to see fish landed and then to local eateries
to taste the fresh caught catch. Commercial fishing is one of the few non-tourist industries on
Cape Cod and it provides one of the few opportunities for young people on the Cape to find high
paying jobs. Without our small boat family fishermen, the Cape would not be the same.

Our fisheries are in a state of mismanagement. Most of the regulated multispecies, monkfish, skate, and
spiny dogfish shark populations in the region appear to be in a state of decline. For years, New England
managers have resisted the call of catch limits and modern management, preferring to stick with
antiquated input controls, such as trip limits and DAS. The ability to catch fish inshore has continued to
erode to the point where Chatham and Harwichport’s small-boat fleet faces elimination. Maodern
management with catch limits, bycatch reduction measures, more accountability, mandatory and real-time
monitoring and enforcement efforts, improved communication, gear modifications and the like provide
the best opportunity for our vaunted day-boat fleet to survive.

Despite a young-yet-successful campaign for Sector responsibility in the region, management
and political decisions continue to erode a portion of our local fleet. Elimination of this portion
of the fleet would also jeopardize the solvency of the shoreside businesses that all Cape
fishermen rely upon. In response, local Sector fishermen are coming forward with a
supplemental plan that will continue to protect our resources and protect local fishermen.

Fishermen are working to protect the fishery resources by voluntarily accepting, even
promoting, more restrictive management measures to ensure that in the future we have a
healthy resource and a viable fishing community. Connecting the resource to the community
will ultimately provide the key to conservation on Georges Bank.
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The Solution: Sector Management

Concerned citizens from all over New England are standing up for our traditional small boat
fishery on Cape Cod. We're demanding that the government respect and protect our traditional
fishery by implementing a more-efficient Fixed Gear Sector Allocation Plan. This plan will
ensure that local fishermen will continue to catch a percentage of Northeast multispecies,
monkfish, and skates, just as they have for eons, while staying within enforceable catch limits
and implementing other forward-looking conservation initiatives. Commercial fishing is a vital
part of our economy, a link to our heritage, and a key piece of the Cape’s future that is worth
protecting.

The Fixed Gear Sector has developed a proposal for the 2008 fishing year (FY) that will, among
other things, manage all multispecies in the FMP with the addition of monkfish and skates
under a hard TAC. By accepting these quotas, local fishermen expect to realize four principal
objectives:

1) Ending overfishing by Sector members of all species managed under the
Multispecies Fishery Management Plan (FMP), with the inclusion of
monkfish and skates, by establishing another catch-limit managed fishery to
complement existing efforts by the Hook Sector;

2) Reduce bycatch by implementing full retention of all legal-sized multispecies,
monkfish, and skates;

3) Generate economic stability and increased efficiency;

4) Tailor regulations to local social needs.

Fixed Gear Sector Goals

The Fixed Gear Sector seeks to meet evolving biological, habitat, and socio-economic goals.
Implementation of the Fixed Gear Sector Operations Plan allows fishermen to manage fisheries
on a local level. Sector members are empowered to balance the community’s social and
economic needs once biological mandates of the Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA) are met. A brief
outline of the Fixed Gear Sector’s biological, habitat, and socio-economic goals is presented
below:

BIOLOGICAL

The Fixed Gear Sector has laid out an ambitious and aggressive plan to meet the biological goals
set forth in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, and also identified by the NEFMC in Amendment 13,
Framework 42, and the current development of Amendment 16. These goals include ending
overfishing, and measuring and minimizing bycatch.

End Overfishing

The MSA requires the NEFMC to implement FMPs that end overfishing on fish stocks.
Amendment 13 identified populations where overfishing is occurring when fishing mortality
exceeds the maximum fishing mortality threshold. Of the 19 groundfish stocks, nearly 70



Georges Bank Fixed Gear Sector
c/o Eric Brazer, Jr., Manager
P.O. Box 2, North Chatham, MA 02650
508.945.2432 (tel) / 508.945.0981 (fax)
eric@ccchfa.org

percent are either overfished, experiencing overfishing, or both; two local skate species are
overfished; both monkfish stocks are overfished.

A key advantage of sectors over regulatory systems that impose homogeneous regulations across
the industry is the ability to design a management system that suits the needs of the individuals
involved within the constraints of their catch allocations. Relatively small groups of like-minded
permit holders can design a system that suits their needs. However, due to size or gear
restrictions, sectors may have reduced flexibility to adjust their catch mix within the constraints
of the overall sector allocation. The ability to balance species composition with overall
allocation, and thereby avoid shutting down early for lack of one or more species, prevents the
sector from leaving substantial amounts of other species’ catch allocations uncaught.

The Fixed Gear Sector will utilize monthly quota targets to spread out the catch throughout the
FY and ensure that the Fixed Gear Sector does not harvest its allocations in an overly intensive
fashion to the detriment of the stock or to spawning aggregations. Weekly quota targets will be
enacted, if necessary, to additionally slow down harvest rates for the reasons listed above.

The Fixed Gear Sector will also operate under a full-retention clause that exempts its members
from NMFS- or NEFMC-imposed trip limits on all quota-managed species, and ensures that all
legal-sized quota-managed species caught by Sector members will be landed and counted
against the Sector quota. This will ensure that the Sector does not overfish its quota-managed
species through regulatory discards of legal-sized fish.

The Fixed Gear Sector is subject to increased monitoring and reporting burdens in the
management of its TACs. Sector members must provide the Sector Manager both a catch dealer
report within 48 hours of offloading. Furthermore, the Sector Manager is mandated to report
the Fixed Gear Sector’s landing and discard weights to NMFS on a monthly basis (weekly, when
90% of any TAC is achieved). The Sector managers maintains an internal monitoring database
which, like those at NOAA Fisheries, are currently based on manual keypunching of data
submitted on paper. Fixed Gear Sector fishermen have long sought relief from the burden of
paper reporting, more so since this burden has doubled due to the requirements imposed by the
Sector managers. The Fixed Gear Sector and Manager will be exempt from paper reporting and
instead will use real-time electronic reporting to satisfy Sector and NMFS catch reporting
requirements. This will allow for real-time monitoring capabilities critical to support TAC-
based management, and essential for preventing overfishing from occurring.

Measure and Minimize Bycatch and Minimize Bycatch Mortality

Hard TACs on all regulated species (including monkfish and skates), monthly quota targets, and
full-retention of legal-sized species will allow for a three-fold approach to minimizing bycatch
and bycatch mortality. By preventing fishing activities from continuing after the TAC is
achieved, the Fixed Gear Sector will cap and effectively reduce the amount of time that gillnet
and hook gear is found in the water. Because implementation of the Ops Plan would reduce the
amount of time that fixed gear would remain in the water, the Fixed Gear Sector is anticipated to
have a slight positive impact on non-target and protected species bycatch as the potential for
interactions decreases. Elimination of the daily trip limit will allow vessels to operate more
efficiently and will likely reduce fishing time due to the achievement of the TAC. By operating
on a hard TAC of all groundfish, monkfish, and skates, the Fixed Gear Sector is holding itself to
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a higher standard of management, and will be accountable for all landings and discards.
Furthermore, by allowing trade of quota between sectors, communities can work hand-in-hand
to respond to local bycatch issues. Exemptions from non-spawning blocks and closures will
allow the Fixed Gear Sector to disperse fishing effort and reduce the local impact of fishing
activities.

Furthermore, gear restrictions require that Fixed Gear Sector members will only utilize fixed
gear when pursing groundfish, monkfish, or skates. Through daily communication with the
members, the Manager has the ability and authority to implement further gear/area restrictions
if interactions with protected species can’'t be avoided. An exemption from the hook limit may
result in an increased amount of hook gear used, however impacts on protected species will be
minimal as hook gear is known for minimal interactions to begin with. In addition, hook gear
restrictions mandate a size 12 circle hook allowing better survivability prospects for protected
species. By entering into agreement with the Fixed Gear Sector, vessels are prevented from
using mobile gear, which has higher levels of fish bycatch and discards than fixed gear. Finally,
all gear used under the Fixed Gear Sector Ops Plan will be in compliance with ALWTRP,
HPTRP, and BDTRP regulations and notices.

The Fixed Gear Sector will continue to operate within the mandated level of observer coverage,
and has taken the necessary steps to raise the standard for data collection by implementing an
extra-regulatory Sector Data Collection Program. Highly-skilled, trained data collectors will
collect real-time data, to be used to make regulatory decisions within the Sector. Furthermore,
through the use of radio-frequency identification tags (RFIDs), electronic vessel trip reporting
(EVTR), and video monitoring, the Fixed Gear Sector will have the ability to accurately quantify
and respond to non-target and protected species interactions.

HABITAT

According to the MSA, essential fish habitat (EFH) is defined as “those waters and substrate
necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity" (Department of
Commerce, 1996). The EFH Final Rule identifies adverse impacts as “any impact, which
reduces quality and/or quantity of EFH. Adverse effects from fishing may include physical,
chemical, or biological alterations of the substrate, and loss of, or injury to, benthic organisms,
prey species and their habitat, and other components of the ecosystem"” (NEFMC, 1998).

The Workshop on the Effects of Fishing Gear on Marine Habitats off the Northeastern United
States, October 23-25, 2001, had the following findings regarding the impacts of benthic
longline and gillnets on marine habitats: “The panel concluded that sink gillnets and longlines
cause some low degree impacts in mud, sand and gravel habitats” (Department of Commerce,
2002). As stated in the EFH final rule, the intent of EFH “is to regulate fishing gears that reduce
an essential habitat's capacity to support marine resources, not practices that produce
inconsequential changes in the habitat" (Department of Commerce, 2002).

Minimize Harmful Impacts

The Fixed Gear Sector Ops Plan only authorizes the use of gears with reduced impacts to sea
floor habitats. By assuring that fishermen within the Fixed Gear Sector use fixed gear, positive
habitat impacts result: fishermen who would otherwise potentially participate in the
multispecies bottom trawl fishery, are instead mandated to only using fixed gear within the
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Sector. In addition, according to the Amendment 13 FEIS, “Sectors are not geographically
constrained; it is unlikely that they, as a management measure, will have any significant habitat
impacts” (NEFMC, AM 13 FSEIS, Sec 5.3.4.15).

Hard TACs and monthly quota targets will minimize harmful habitat impacts as Sector activity
will cease upon achievement of the TAC. Furthermore, elimination of trip limits will allow
vessels to operate more efficiently and will likely reduce fishing time due to the achievement of
the TAC.

Protect Essential Fish Habitat

While an exemption from all non-spawning closures will allow Fixed Gear Sector members to
operate within areas closed for habitat preservation, both NMFS and NEFMC have agreed that
sector allocations are “not expected to have any significant habitat impacts, especially since fixed
gear has been deemed not to have adverse impacts on EFH” (NEFMC, Am 13 FEIS, Section
5.3.6.7).

As mentioned above, the combination of gear restrictions (fixed gear only), hard TACs, and
monthly quota targets will increase the efficiency of the Fixed Gear Sector, and assure complete
cessation upon achieving the TAC. Furthermore, the ability to monitor Fixed Gear Sector
activities in real time obligates the Manager to respond immediately to issues that may arise.

SOCIO-ECONOMIC
Achieve Efficiency

The participants in the Fixed Gear Sector generally initiate and terminate trips to the fishing
grounds from the ports of Chatham and Harwich, two communities where the cost of housing
and other living expenses have skyrocketed even while constraints on fishing landings and effort
have been tightened.

The proposed operations plan includes several tactics that will alleviate uncertainties that are
inherent in various input-controls intended to distribute the collective effort of the general pool.
This relief will result in increased efficiency within the Fixed Gear Sector, providing the
commensurate benefits of strengthening the effectiveness and acceptance of such community
based management strategies. Provisions are included that will allow fishermen to realize the
greatest return on their time at sea, to minimize the interaction of their gear with non-target
species and to optimize reporting of trip results. These objectives will be accomplished by
allowing members of the sector to fish at their discretion, without the artificial and arbitrary
constraint of a designated fishing area. In addition, participants will have access to areas that
are closed to the general pool (with the exception of spawning areas and restrictions in areas
where Right Whales have been observed). Further, because the Fixed Gear Sector is governed
by hard TACs, and because the allocation represents a small component of the annual yield and
because this small effort is dispersed across a large area, Fixed Gear Sector participants will be
granted relief from block restrictions. Such input-focused measures, in this case requiring the
hauling of fishing apparatus for discreet periods of time during the season, are unlikely to
provide relief to the target and non-target species being fished.
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Maximize Value

The orchestrated execution of the various Fixed Gear Sector management strategies provides
greater certainty that mortality from fishing will be more accurately forecast, and that biological
objectives for target species will be met. In addition, this regime affords fishermen the
discretion to manage their effort and their allocation to yield sufficient returns to support their
businesses. They have the latitude to fish when and where target species are most likely to be
harvested, meeting the dual interests of minimizing trip duration and reducing impacts to non-
target species. Captains will be able to respond to market fluctuations, maximizing the return
on their efforts and foregoing dangerous voyages during unsettled weather. In so doing, the
Fixed Gear Sector ensures that the available allocation is managed to meet the economic needs
of dedicated, knowledgeable fishermen, and advances the community’s interest in the continued
viability of the local fishing industry. This modest flexibility is possible because of the more
stringent controls the Fixed Gear Sector framework provides with regard to the final output of
the Fixed Gear Sector. Participants opt-in because this flexibility affords the opportunity
increase efficiency resulting in greater economic return per unit effort, rather than racing for
increased landings to add sufficient value to meet escalating costs.

Maximize Economic Benefit

Fixed Gear Sector members submit to TAC management and as such, controls that have been
levied to manipulate effort of the common pool are rendered superfluous, preempting access by
members of the sector while yielding no additional conservation or management benefits.
Furthermore, affording relief from unnecessary restrictions will improve the efficiency of the
Fixed Gear Sector fleet by removing uncertainties about the type and amount of gear that may
be fished, the locations where it is allowed, and the risk of orders to remove the gear to protect
stocks, habitat or marine mammals.

Tailor Regulations to Local Social Needs

Fixed Gear Sector management affords the opportunity to tailor reporting mechanisms to take
best advantage of the fleet's level of technological sophistication and its normal operating
ranges. The development of regulations that are responsive to these key attributes enables the
adoption of rules requiring strict adherence to reporting protocols. For example, captains
fishing in the Fixed Gear Sector are required to notify the sector manager at the beginning of
each voyage, and to provide trip verification within 48 hours of their return to port.
Community needs are necessarily safeguarded by provisions that ensure continuity in the event
of bureaucratic, regulatory or other procedural, non-judicial delays. Finally, the inter-sector
trading scheme helps safeguard the small boat fleet, providing opportunities for local vessels to
capitalize on allocations that might otherwise be underutilized or consolidated to external
interests.

Foster Community-Based Fisheries Management

The Fixed Gear Sector stands as a proven model for the positive results that properly
constructed community-based management (CBM) frameworks can deliver. The Fixed Gear
Sector is a participatory mechanism, a consensus product of open dialog, driven by fishermen'’s
knowledge and directed toward the interests of the local community. Participants demonstrate
that they can offer more detailed data with regard to timing, location and results of fishing
effort. In return, sector management provides increased latitude to fisherman with regard to the
administration of their profession (within biological targets). CBM provides an exceptional
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degree of voluntarily compliance with standards that otherwise demand inordinate amounts of
agency resources.

As the administrator of the Fixed Gear Sector, CCCHFA continues to educate fisherman in the
area about the promise of community based management programs for fishermen that are
currently active in the fishery—and for those that may follow.

The Fixed Gear Sector evolved as a creature of the community, and operates as an open forum
that convenes for periodic updates and to deal with changes affecting the fishery. At Fixed Gear
Sector meetings fishermen engage in dialog and discourse, working together to craft a
mechanism most likely to provide for their immediate and long term needs. The Fixed Gear
Sector identified seemingly opposing needs for improved accountability and consistency and
also for increased autonomy to manage fishing operations. The Ops Plan realizes both of these
goals, allowing for individual management of fishing operations while requiring strict reporting
and accountability to sector management.

For the first time in years there are some indications that continued vigilance and renewed
efforts to promote improved management of stocks may preserve enough fish to sustain a
fishery into the future. This outcome, so long presumed to be a certainty but recently thought to
be lost, is a legacy that may be reclaimed if fishing effort is limited by TACs.

In recognition of the conservation benefits derived from compliance with TAC limits, CCCHFA
has also engaged in active outreach and education to fishermen in other geographic regions, who
utilize other gear and who are members of other organizations. CCCHFA provides advice and
input to these parties, lends model documents and protocols, and encourages consideration of
measures that will both reduce the likelihood of exceeding allowable catch amounts while
meeting the needs of different communities and segments of the broader industry.



2004 | Maine 209 7,053 98 6,521 5,477 78% 84%
New 75 2,836 47 2,577 2,101 74% 82%
Hampshire
Massachusetts | 744 26,765 451 24,835 18,388 69% 74%
Rhode Island 116 3,146 67 2,899 1,997 63% 69%
Connecticut 19 436 12 393 250 57% 64%
New York 128 1,934 56 1,506 792 41% 53%
New Jersey 83 1,129 33 901 499 44% 55%
Other 110 1,194 9 686 592 50% 86%

Total 1,484 44,492 110 40,317 30,096 68% 75%

Table X — DAS allocations and use by homeport state, FY 2001 —=FY 2004 (Source: NMFS DAS, permit databases)
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Categories Total Number | Total Days- | Number of | DAS Total % of DAS | % of DAS Used by
of Permitted | at-Sea Permitted Vessels | Allocated to | DAS Used by | Permitted Vessels
Vessels Allocated that Called In Vessels  that | Used Permitted that Called In
Called In Vessels
2001 Bottom Trawl | 841 82,442 650 66,458 44,011 53 66
Midwater 3 294 2 196 130 44 66
Trawl
Other Trawl 12 1,215 8 823 558 46 68
Longlines 222 21,368 115 11,064 4,217 20 38
Hand line 170 16,363 84 8,145 1,960 12 24
Gillnet 321 32,593 228 23,925 14,044 43 59
Pots and Traps | 12 1,176 5 490 72 6 15
Other 8 782 5 488 356 46 73
Total 1,589 156,233 1,097 111,589 65,347 42 59
2002 Bottom Trawl | 787 45,473 620 41,454 29,183 64 70
Midwater Trawl | 4 182 3 164 69 38 42
Other Trawl 11 549 8 495 336 61 68
Longlines 170 5,746 87 4,061 1,801 31 44
Hand line 124 3,494 56 2,156 866 25 40
Gillnet 287 15,069 207 12,819 9,115 60 71
Pots and Traps | 13 372 5 228 78 21 34
Other 6 385 6 385 260 67 67
Total 1,402 71,270 992 61,763 41,707 59 68
2003 Bottom Trawl | 793 45,954 574 39,904 29,909 65 75
Midwater Trawl | 5 254 3 179 118 46 66
Other Trawl 10 524 7 449 322 61 72
Longlines 170 5,759 75 3,647 1,553 27 43
Hand line 124 3,484 57 2,047 769 22 38
Gillnet 285 14,692 207 12,621 9,400 64 74
Pots and Traps | 12 354 3 163 71 20 43
Other 5 324 5 324 206 64 64
Total 1,404 71,344 931 59,334 42,347 59 71
2004 Bottom Trawl | 794 30,463 502 28,338 21,739 71% 77%
Midwater 6 131 2 109 30 23% 28%
Trawl
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Other Trawl 10 279 6 278 230 82% 82%
Longlines 163 2,621 59 2,065 1,014 39% 49%
Hand line 133 1,332 35 964 481 36% 50%
Gillnet 282 8,817 160 8,174 6,337 72% 78%
Pots and Traps | 11 85 2 85 50 58% 58%
Other 85 764 7 303 215 28% 71%
Total 1,484 44,492 773 40,317 30,096 68% 75%

Table X — DAS allocations and use by principal gear designation, FY 2001 — FY 2004 (Source: NMFS DAS, permit databases)
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Length Group B (regular) B (resen/e)

0 to less than 30 8 2
30 to less than 50 i3 ar
a0 to less than 75 GGG 651
7H and Over 9a5 551
Inknown 0 0
Grand Total 1,707 1,291

Table X — Category B DAS use, FY 2004 (Source: NMFS DAS, permit databases)

Monkfish DAS

Starting in Year 2 of the Monkfish FMP (May, 2000 —April, 2001) limited access monkfish vessels
(Categories A, B, C, and D) were allocated 40 monkfish DAS. By definition, Category A and B vessels
do not qualify for limited access multispecies or scallop permits, and Category C and D vessels must use
either a multispecies or scallop DAS while on a monkfish DAS. In the NFMA, however, there is no
monkfish trip limit when a vessel is on either a combined (monkfish/multispecies or monkfish/scallop)
DAS or a multispecies-only DAS, and, consequently, multispecies vessels in Categories C and D and
fishing in the NMFA do not call-in monkfish DAS. Therefore, DAS usage has been well below the total
DAS allocated (Table 20), and primarily reflects monkfish fishing activity in the SFMA. In FY 2004 call-
in vessels (that is those fishing primarily in the SFMA) only 35% of their allocated DAS, or 59%, 39%,
32% and 33% for Categories A though D, respectively. For comparison, in FY 2003, Category A and B
call-in vessels used 70% and 55% of their allocated DAS, respectively, while Category B and D call-in
vessels used 46% and 41%. The decline is usage rates is directly the result of the reduced number of
DAS (28) that vessels were allowed to use in the SFMA in FY 2004, even though their overall allocation
remained at 40 DAS. DAS usage by Category C and D vessels that also hold a multispecies limited
access permit increased from FY 2001 to FY 2003, but declined in FY 2004 (Figure X).

. All Vessels Call-In Vessels |
Permit DAS DAS
Category Allocated DAS Used Allocated DAS Used
A 625 316 535 316
B 2,038 607 1,538 607
C 17,429 939 2,936 939
D 18,027 1,691 5,143 1,691
TOTAL 38,118 3,553 10,151 3,553

Table X — Monkfish DAS usage, FY 2004 Source: NMFS Days-at-Sea (DAS) database via onboard
Vessel Monitoring System

Permit | DAS l?/lﬁil(l:isser:j Monkfish/ %

Category | Allocated | Monkfish Multispecies | Scallop Total Used
A 535 316 0 0 316 59%
B 1,538 607 0 0 607 39%
C 2,936 0 939 0 939 32%
D 5,143 0 1,691 0 1,691 33%
TOTAL | 10,151 923 2,630 0 3,553 35%

Table X - Monkfish-only, Monkfish/Multispecies and Monkfish/Scallop DAS Usage by call-in vessels
(vessels fishing in the SFMA), FY 2004. Source: NMFS Days-at-Sea (DAS) database via onboard Vessel
Monitoring Systems (VMS)
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Figure X - DAS used by permit category, FY 2001 — 2004

Landings and Revenues

Landings and revenues by fishing year were summarized in Amendment 13, FW 40A, FW 40B, and FW
41. This section updates this information for FY 2001 through 2004. Minor differences exist between the
information previously reported and this section due to updates to the databases and revisions to data
queries. The data are also reported in different categories than in previous reports in order to capture
changes in permit categories and changes in landings and revenues in communities. Landings and
revenues for FY 2004 should be considered preliminary, as not all data may be reported and there may be
corrections or revisions to the database in the future. There is also evidence that recent changes to the
dealer reporting system have introduced uncertainty into the calendar year 2004 and 2005 data.

Regulated groundfish (cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder, winter flounder, witch flounder, windowpane
flounder, plaice (dabs), pollock, redfish, Atlantic halibut, white hake, red/white hake mixed) and ocean
pout landings and revenues are summarized in Table 22. This table includes all landings reported to the
NMEFS dealer database system, regardless of whether the landings can be attributed to a multispecies
permit. It includes aggregate landings reported by states and landings that cannot be attributed to a permit
as well as landings by vessels that did not possess a federal multispecies permit (i.e. landings from state
registered vessels fishing in state waters). Regulated groundfish landings declined from 106 million
pounds in FY 2001 to 79.6 million pounds (landed weight) in FY 2004, or 24.9 percent. Nominal
revenues declined by 20.5 percent from FY 2001 ($106.1 million) to FY 2004 ($84.4 million), but
revenues in constant 1999 dollars declined from $101.2 million in FY 2001 to $73.8 million in FY 2004,
or 27 percent. The following sections summarize landings and revenues for groundfish permit holders
only.
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Fishing Year

2001 2002 2003 2004
Landed weight (Ibs.) 108,210,403 85,769,787 83,140,192  TO673,224
Live weight {Ibs.) 116,673,620 04,560,545 91,691,778 87071413
Mominal revenues 5106,184,220 $102,167,428 §91,348 689 584,413,555

Revenues (constant 1999 dollars)  $101,291,941 598120698 583 171,680 &73,789 602

Table X — Regulated groundfish landings and revenues, FY 2001 — FY 2004 Source: NMFS CFDBS.
Prices adjusted to constant 1999 dollars using BLS PPI series WPUSOP3110

Landings and Revenues By Permit Category

Adopted in 1996, Amendment 7 implemented several different limited and open access permit categories
in the multispecies fishery that were in effect in through FY 2003. The limited access permit categories
were:

Individual

Fleet

Small vessel exemption
Hook gear

Combination vessel

Large mesh individual DAS
Large mesh fleet DAS

Nk W=

The open access categories were:

1. Handgear permit

2. Scallop multispecies possession limit permit

3. Non-regulated multispecies permit

4. Charter/party (vessels cannot sell their catch and this is not considered a commercial permit)

Amendment 13 modified groundfish permit categories by eliminating the Fleet DAS category, creating a
limited access Handgear A category, and changing the designation of open-access handgear permits to a
Handgear B permit category. The current limited access permit categories are:

1. Individual

2. Small vessel exemption

3. Hook Gear

4. Combination Vessel

5. Large Mesh Individual DAS

6. Handgear A

7. Handgear B

8. Scallop multispecies possession limit permit

9. Non-regulated multispecies permit

10. Charter/party (vessels cannot sell their catch and this is not considered a commercial permit)

Unlike previous reports, this section does not combine handgear permits with other permit categories so
that the trends in groundfish landings by this category can be identified. In addition, both large mesh
permit categories (fleet and individual DAS) are combined so that comparisons can be made before and
after implementation of Amendment 13. Totals do not include data that cannot be reported due to
confidentiality concerns.
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Total landings by Individual and Fleet DAS permit holders (the primary components of the multispecies
fleet) declined from 298 million pounds in FY 2001 to 243 million pounds in FY 2004, or about 18
percent. Landings by hook gear permit holders increased from 2.8 million pounds in FY 2001 to 8.6
million pounds in FY 2004. Large mesh permit holder landings increased from 8.3 million pounds to
12.7 million pounds during the same period. Total revenues did not follow the same patterns, however.
While revenues for Individual and Fleet DAS permits declined from $183.7 million to $161.9 million,
and hook gear revenues increased from $2.8 million to $3.8 million, large mesh permit holder revenues
declined from $9.4 million to $6.5 million even though landings increased.

The number of groundfish permits landing regulated groundfish declined from 1,308 in FY 2001 to 937 in
FY 2004, a decline of 28 percent. Regulated groundfish landings by permit holders declined from 103.4
million pounds in FY 2001 to 75.9 million pounds in FY 2004, a decline of 26.5 percent. All limited
access permit categories landed less regulated groundfish in FY 2004 than in FY 2001. Hook gear, large
mesh, and handgear (combined) categories showed increased landings from FY 2003 to FY 2004, while
other permit categories experienced a decline. Groundfish revenues (in constant 1999 dollars) for permit
holders declined from $98.7 million in FY 2001 to $70 million in FY 2004, or 29 percent. All limited
access permit categories experienced a decline in groundfish revenues.

Average groundfish revenues for each permit remained nearly constant from FY 2001 ($75,464) to FY
2004 ($74,745). After an increase in FY 2002, average revenues were nearly the same in FY 2003 and
FY 2004. Within limited access permit categories, the combined Individual and Fleet DAS permit holder
average revenues declined from $104,503 in FY 2001 to $95,208 in FY 2004 (9 percent). Average
groundfish revenues for hook gear permits increased from $15,553 to $24,192, while large mesh permit
holder average revenues declined from $54,656 to $49,638. By combining DAS used with groundfish
revenues, the average revenue per DAS by permit category can be estimated. Revenues per DAS peaked
in FY 2002 for most categories, but are still higher in FY 2004 than in FY 2001 except for combination
permits (Table X).

Fishing Year
2001 2002 2003 2004
Individual DAS 67,082 836 60,555 258 ARA45 268 242 773,256
Fleet DAS 231,268,872 188132355 186,143,621 0
Small Vessel Exemplion Conf. Conf. Conf. Conf.
Hook Gear 2,770,964 1,675,134 1,818,524 8,655 676
Combination Vessel 12,926,924 13,218,161 17,743,414 14 555 114
Large Mesh (Fleet and Ind.) 8,311,976 7415139 7,791,124 12,734,249
Handgear Open Access 126,761,476 T2.361 485 143,865,251 Conf.
Handgear - & 2,237 854
Handgear - B 150,143,857
Open Access Comhined 157,128,632 96,720,305 100,873,093 119,729 642
Total 606,251,730 440086837 513,780,295 5A0 833648
Table X — Total landings (Ibs., all species) by groundfish permit category (Source: NMFS dealer, permit
databases)
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2001 2002 2003 2004
Individual DAS 63,025,664 61,769,572 52,776,163 161,945 545
Flest DAS 120,749.118 117187974 112,618,249 0
Small Vessel Exemption Conf. Conf. Conf. Conf.
Hook Gear 28522490 2,672,061 2.440 599 3,798,156
Combination Vessel 27,875,232 31,506,542 33,722.798 40.415,822
Large Mesh (Fleet and Ind.) 9,347 921 8,204,011 6,963,215 6,526,920
Handgear Open Access 28,876,200 24 430,067 28,567 536 Conf.
Handgear - A 1,325,704
Handgear - B 28,527 679
Open Access Combined 140,463,059 158,064,966 185,315,284 244,931,305
Total 393189483 403835192 422 403,844 487525230

Table X — Total revenues (1999 dollars) by permit category (Source: NMFS dealer, permit databases)

Fishing Year

2001 2002 2003 2004
Individual DAS 132 131 13 G40
Fleet DAS T34 G76 649
Small Vessel Exemption 4 1 1 2
Hook Gear a1 A3 48 34
Combination Vessel 32 22 18 16
Large Mesh Ind. DAS 3 2 3 27
Large Mesh Fleet DAS 45 40 26 1
Handgear Open Access 226 179 156 0
Handgear - A 44
Handgear- B 75
Other open access 51 34 54 48
Total 1308 1138 1086 937

Table X — Number of multispecies permits landing regulated groundfish by permit category Table 27 —
Regulated groundfish revenues (1999 dollars) by permit category (Source: NMFS dealer, permit

databases)

2001 2002 2003 2004
Individual DAS 50,301,967 40,864,820 36,216,342 71,514,984
Fleet DAS 45,007,575 38,017,046 37,911,377
Small Yessel Exemption Conf. Conf. Conf. Conf.
Hook Gear 1,098,050 528342 478,978 627,033
Combination Vessel 3,820,879 2,465 981 2,839,056 1,884 694
Large Mesh (Flest and Ind.) 2,679,578 1,362 573 1,303,702 1,523,528
Handgear Open Access 454 907 178,787 136,244 Conf.
Handgear - A 243634
Handgear - B 68,427
Cpen Access Combined 49 341 69.615 137,776 100,601
Tatal 103,412 797 63,477 164 81,023 475 75962 901

Table X — Regulated groundfish landings (Ibs., landed weight), by permit category (Source: NMFS
dealer, permit databases)
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2001 2002 2003 2004
Individual DAS 47 350,276 45337 884 36,329,010 65,693,764
Fleet DAS 43149 345 44 378 189 30 425 668 i
Small Yessel Exemplion Conf. Conf. Conf. Conf.
Hook Gear 1,259 791 762 448 G645 149 822 541
Combination Vessel 3,817 705 2,910,822 2,966,103 1,757 455
Large Mesh (Fleet and Ind.) 2623493 1,609,948 1,185,943 1,389,876
Handgear Open Access 462 223 244 058 169 916 Conf.
Handgear - A 177 486
Handgear - B 89,749
Cpen Access Combined 44 313 32,4949 128,340 105,183
Total Sa8,707 148 95,325 880 80,6850.130 70,036,055

Table X — Regulated groundfish revenues (1999 dollars) by permit category (Source: NMFS dealer,

permit databases)

Fishing Year

2001 2002 2003 2004
Individual DAS 356,714 346091 277321 95,208
Fleet DAS hB 787 65,648 60,748
(Combined Individual and Fleet) 104,503 111172 97121
Small Vessel Exemption Conf. Conf. Conf. Conf.
Hook Gear 15,553 14,386 13,441 24 1492
Combination Vessel 118,303 132315 164,784 108841
Large Mesh (Fleet and Ind.) 54,656 38,332 40,8595 49 638
Handgear Open Access 2,045 1,364 1.089
Handgear - A 4,034
Handgear - B 1,187
Cpen Access Combined a6a 2426 2377 2,191
Total 75,464 83,766 74,448 74,745

Table X — Average regulated groundfish revenues (1999 dollars) by permit category

2001 2002 2003 2004
Individual DAS 2,847 3,656 2,796 2353
Flest DAS 1,060 1,724 1,547
(Individual and Fleet Combined) 1,587 2,407 1,968
Hook Gear 535 ar1 849 1,808
Combination “essel 3,464 4129 4,080 1,612
Large Mesh (Fleet and Ind.) A4 565 A00 2,253
Total 1,503 2278 1,802 2,105

Table X — Average groundfish revenues (1999 dollars) per DAS for limited access DAS permit categories
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Landings and Revenues by Vessel Length

Data was summarized for groundfish permit holders using vessel length as the criteria for groupings.
While length is an imperfect proxy for fishing power, it is a readily understandable measure. Total
landings increased between FY 2001 and FY 2004 for vessels less than 30 ft. and vessels between 30 and
50 ft., and declined for the two other size classes. Total revenues declined for vessels in the 30 to 50 ft.
group and increased for all others.

Permitted vessels 75 feet an over in length landed 39 percent of regulated groundfish, vessels 50 to 75
feet landed 40 percent, vessels 30 to 50 feet landed 20 percent, and vessels less than 30 feet long landed
less than one percent. Regulated groundfish landings declined for all length groups. The percentage of
decline was inversely related to length group size. Vessels less than 30 ft. vessels experienced a 43
percent decline, vessels 30 to less than 50 ft. saw a 36 percent declined, vessels 50 to less than 75 ft. saw a
29.5 percent decline, and vessels 75 ft. an over saw a 16.2 percent decline. Similar patterns are evident for
the changes in groundfish revenues.

Fy
Length_Group 2001 2002 2003 2004
Less than 30 1,495 385 1,014,569 a03,224 1,762,725
30 to less than 50 52,543,920 45,049 181 48,202 346 A7 152 085
50 to less than 75 151,631,804 136,713,383 128,204 153 172,834,208
75 and over 400,687 205 257,309,891 335571,309 329,131,596
Grand Total 606,258 318 440 087,024 513,781,072 550880614
Table X— Total landings (Ibs., all species) by vessel length group (Source: NMFS dealer, permit
databases)
F
Length_Group 2001 2002 2003 2004
Less than 30 1,424 591 1,118,130 1,168,695 1,063,784
30 to less than 50 56,990,900 52382614 50,111,408 50,488 564
50 to less than 75 122,166,309 126,437 970 127,060,363 135,028 741
75 and over 212,614,975 223,898,710 244 064 599 300,105,034
Grand Total 393 196 775 403,835 433 422 405,065 487 586,122
Table X — Total revenues (1999 dollars, all species) by vessel length group (Source: NMFS dealer, permit
databases)
FY
Length_Group 2001 2002 2003 2004
Less than 30 839,251 396,167 354 991 482,878
30 to less than 50 23,905,156 17,927 058 18,436,523 15,305,823
50 to less than 75 43518214 34,342 719 32,791,598 30,707,862
75 and over 35,155 672 30,811,275 29 440, 367 20 467 357
Grand Total 103 418 253 83477 219 81,023 470 75,083 920
Table X — Regulated groundfish landings by vessel length group (Source: NMFS dealer, permit
databases)
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P

Length_Group 2001 2002 2003 2004
Less than 30 941,506 560,663 460,279 519,821

30 to less than 50 23.414,935 21908376 19405002 16,612,180
50 to less than 75 40,378,809 37,929,211 32,015,334 26,188,956
75 and over 33,977,527 34918806 28069430 26,716,303
Grand Total 93712,777 95326056  S80850,136 70,037,268

Table X — Regulated groundfish revenues (1999 dollars) by vessel length group (Source: NMFS dealer,
permit databases)

Landings and Revenue by Gear

Summaries of landings and revenues by gear were also prepared. Reported gear in the dealer database is
subject to error. With changes to the system in 2004 there is evidence that more landings and revenues
are attributed to the incorrect gear code or are assigned to an “unknown” gear category (note the increase
in the “all other gear” category for FY 2004). For these reasons, summaries by gear for FY 2004 may not
be directly equivalent to those provided for earlier years.

Bottom trawls accounted for 70 percent of regulated groundfish landings in FY 2004, but experienced a

Sink gillnet vessels account for 11.6 percent of
groundfish landings by groundfish permitted vessels; their landings declined 34.3 percent since FY 2001.
In FY 2004, nearly 10 percent of groundfish landings could not be attributed to a specific gear based on

36.7 percent decline in landings since FY 2001.

dealer data.

Fishing Year
2001 2002 2003 2004
Botiom Trawl 188,228,972 168,717,219 165,567,712 199,822 344
Botiom Longline 7,278,587 4,734 742 4,249 204 10,753,969
Handline/Rod/Reel 2,029,456 1,162,080 1,384 4449 23,201 144
Sink Gillnet 33,562 326 28,087,121 36,058,742 23,574 454
Midwater Trawl(inc. pair) 250,058,561 124,735 845 186,731,452 110,915,255
Shrimp Trawl 1,369,085 3,104,192 2,634,737 356,245
Scallop dredge 43,250 450 45,266,061 52,767,095 61,563,855
Lobster Trap 4,608,975 4,238 146 4,054,280 467 676
All Other 75,881,908 60,041,608 60,333,392 120,225,072
Total 606,258,318 440 087 024 513,781,072 550,880,614

Table X — Total landings (Ibs., landed weight) by gear (Source: NMFS dealer database)
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Fishing Year

2001 2002 2003 2004
Bottom Trawl 150,395,653 149,682,760 138326407 128,900,649
Bottom Longline 5,901,615 4,856,465 3,060,346 10,814,727
Handline/Rod/Reel 2,464,644 1,709,897 3,315,500 12,223 525
Sink Gillnet 32,581,184 28,550,046 27,640,682 20,716,331
Midwater Trawl(inc. pair) 15,140,466 8,204 244 12,802,395 10,117,934
Shrimp Trawl 2,040,742 4,204 671 1,680,768 901,269
Scallop dredge 145008,250 171,634,498 108627537 256,031,824
Lobster Trap 11,056,443 10,002,216 9,822 531 1,122,663
All Other 25,807,778 24,891,627 26,210,809 46,757,200
Total 393,196,775  403,835433 422405065  487.536,122

Table X — Total revenues (1999 dollars) by gear (Source: NMFS dealer database)

Fishing Year
2001 2002 2003 2004

Botiom Trawl 84,308 295 71,062,949 67,531,231 53,3090 152
Botiom Longline 2,755,125 1,017,788 1,128 411 2,042 216
Handline/Rod/Reel 1,646,085 758,320 RET.9940 1,695,734
Sink Gillnet 13,460,168 10,390,033 11,656,348 8,844 219
Midwater Trawl{inc. pair) 0 0 0 770,843
Shrimp Trawl 2,015 1,243 4,001 0
Scallop dredge 341,310 146,469 11,645 1,682, 405
Lobster Trap 11,478 18,279 7,261 10,843
All Other 893,817 82,138 116,583 7,509,508
Total 103,418,293 83477219 81,023 479 75,963 920

Table X — Regulated groundfish landings (Ibs., landed weight) by gear (Source: NMFS dealer database)

Fishing Year
2001 2002 2003 2004

Bottom Trawl a0.4a4 892 80,500,707 67,660,828 47833115
Bottom Longline 3,213,608 1,500 437 1,365,583 2559 638
Handline/Rod/Reel 1,893,695 1,082,070 80T 927 2,123,985
Sink Gillnet 11,976,346 11,942 517 10,875,049 8,028.373
Midwater Trawl{inc. pair) 0 0 0 840,200
Shrimp Trawl 3,045 1,070 6,665 0
Scallop dredge 292 442 140,050 11,791 1,768,909
Lobster Trap 10,083 18,275 8,740 26,406
All Other 838,155 121,929 113,553 6,856,027
Total 98712777 95 326,056 80,850,136 70,037 268

Table X — Regulated groundfish revenues (1999 dollars) by gear (Source: NMFS dealer database)
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Landings and Revenue by Homeport State

Permit holders list a homeport state when applying for their permit. This information is used to
summarize landings and revenues by state as and as an indicator of the communities benefiting from
groundfish-derived revenues. Note that the homeport state is not necessarily the port of landing or the
home of the owner or operator of the vessel.

Most groundfish landings revenues are attributed to vessels that list homeport as Massachusetts, Maine,
Rhode Island, or New Hampshire. Landings for groundfish permit holders from all four of these states
declined between FY 2001 and FY 2004. Groundfish landings for Massachusetts vessels declined 26.3
percent, for New Hampshire vessels declined 31 percent, for Maine vessels declined 22 percent,, and for
Rhode Island vessels declined 15.8 percent. Groundfish revenues for Massachusetts vessels declined 27.6
percent, for New Hampshire vessels declined 26.3 percent, for Maine vessels declined 24.7 percent,, and
for Rhode Island vessels declined 31.5 percent.

Fishing Year
2001 2002 2003 2004
ME 78,724,998 59,323,936 57,293 476 54,335,286
MH 13,367,647 5,642 063 12,581,323 40,061,562
MA 283,227 205 192,514 601 255,231 528 266,992 307
Rl 75,348 434 38,070,333 43,504 270 45 785,822
CT 363,090 439,728 1,436,588 1,828,590
NY 30,724,670 27,716,785 26,217,127 22 378 153
NJ 88,004,781 70,218,101 77,464,613 74,080 884
DE 1,263,676 885,613 873,135 1,221,721
MD 1,124,305 1,109,931 911,642 1,090,051
WA 11,467,791 11,450,314 11,345,162 11,748,455
NC 19,079,500 23,031,633 22,944 351 26,319,436
FL 507,722 531,941 569,839 699,280
Other 3,054 501 3,152,045 3,307,518 3,430,087
Total 606,258,318 440,087,024 513,781,072 550,880,614
Table X — Total landings (Ibs., landed weight) by homeport state (Source: NMFS dealer, permit
databases)
Fishing Year
2001 2002 2003 2004

ME 26,648 572 24 719,144 23,272,408 24,774 454
MH 8,418 432 7,075,586 6,000,693 9,153,546
MA 195,412,584 204,127 976 203,417,148 2325 806,766
RI 30,800,864 28 547 281 31,463,327 30,256 897
CT 614,571 731,416 3,001,739 5,002,733
MY 26,400,700 25,138 200 23,452 497 20,898,353
MJ 44 290 399 47,744 B46 58,019,883 77,080,772
DE 1,277,520 1,037,867 1,171,139 1,466,165
MD 980,506 899,123 861,470 1,065,106
VA 30,689,328 32,978,205 35,881,338 44 606,046
NC 20,075,649 24 658,84 28,506 262 36,901,704
FL 1,578,050 1,031,351 2,106,040 3,276 620
Other 5,001 550 4,244 504 5,071,122 7,206 850
Total 393,196,775 403,835,433 422,405,065 487,586,122

Table X — Total revenues (1999 dollars) by homeport state (Source: NMFS dealer, permit databases)
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Fishing Year

2001 2002 2003 2004
ME 15,319,317 11,649,857 12,854,761 12,015,314
MNH 4,712,053 3,313,107 3,445,717 3,262 416
MA 67,392,307 54,942 383 50,527,509 49,674,945
Rl 7,239,855 7,225382 7,596,776 6,101,959
CT 115,152 206,295 205,084 164,476
MY 4,199,723 3,589,125 3,373,185 1,722,828
M. 854,198 502,811 658,452 681,537
DE 795,924 510,232 520,868 738,535
MD 2115 2,437 423 459
VA 847,588 149,200 271,458 166
NC 1,254 276 466,766 1,010,968 1,356,422
FL 0 636 250 0
Other 685,785 518,273 553,028 244 859
Total 103,418,293 83,477,219 41,023,479 75,963,920

Table X — Regulated groundfish landings (Ibs., landed weight) by homeport state (Source: NMFS dealer,
permit databases)

Fishing Year

2001 2002 2003 2004
ME 14,008,122 12,316,308 11,474 684 10,624,622
MH 4,341,833 3,710,667 3,313,121 3,201,731
A 65,043,154 64,172,777 52,134 291 47,097,741
Rl 6,988,306 8,171,293 7,470,966 4,792,014
CT 100,283 214,740 229 318 162,007
MY 4,078,850 4,135,699 3,361,342 1,600,170
M. 709,112 513,519 718,432 686,280
DE 793,705 550,726 531,451 732,119
MD 2,399 2,851 180 442
WA 835,778 211,224 24% 158 115
MNC 1,112,987 854 578 682,794 913,906
FL 0 1,005 108 0
Other 610,249 470,669 473,311 226,121
Total 98,712,777 95,326,056 40,850,136 70,037,268

Table X — Regulated groundfish revenues (1999 dollars) by homeport state (Source: NMFS dealer, permit

databases)

Landings and Revenues by Landed Port Groups

Amendment 13 identified port groups that participated in the groundfish fishery and described changes in
landings and revenues over time for those port groups. This section partially updates that information.
The data in this section summarize landings and revenues by groundfish permit holders that occurred in a
port group, regardless of the homeport of the vessel that landed the catch. It does not include landings of
groundfish by vessels that did not have a groundfish permit (state registered vessels fishing in state
waters).
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The New Bedford Coast group had the most groundfish landings in both FY 2001 and FY 2004, followed
by Gloucester and the North Shore and the Lower Mid-Coast Maine (which includes Portland). While
these are the same three port groups that accounted for the most landings in FY 2001, since then there has
been a slight shift and Gloucester and the North Shore has overtaken Lower Mid-Coast Maine. New
Bedford landings declined 23.1 percent, Gloucester and the North Shore landings declined 23.7 percent,
and Lower Mid-Coast Maine landings declined 25.9 percent. The only port group that saw an increase in
groundfish landings was Southern Maine (+54 percent), but this group accounts for a miniscule part of
total groundfish landings (less than 0.1 percent).

The New Bedford coast, Gloucester and the North Shore, and Lower Mid-Coast Maine are also the three
largest port groups in terms of groundfish revenues. All three saw revenues decline from FY 2001 to FY
2004: New Bedford Coast -33 percent, Gloucester and the North Shore -20 percent, and Lower Mid-Coast
Maine -28.3 percent. Southern Maine, Northern Coastal NJ, and Southern Coastal NJ increased
groundfish revenues between FY 2001 and FY 2004, but these three groups account for only a small part
of groundfish revenues.

Fishing Year
2001 2002 2003 2004
Maing DOWMNEAST ME Caonf. Conf. 1,370,037 1,274,174
UPPER MID_COAST ME 45,475,509 20,846,839 21,739 638 33,528,959
LOWER MID_COAST ME 86,291,510 48,763 435 57,138,362 45,978,105
SOUTHERN ME 403,035 424 372 374,822 931,542
Maine Tota 132,176,054 70,034 646 79,252 520 50,438,606
New Hampshire COASTAL NH 13,944,028 18,220 967 23,343 645 19,845,330
MNew Hampshire Tota 13,844 028 18,220 967 23,343 G45 19,845 330
Massachusetts GLOUCESTER AND NORTH SHORE 114,214 736 55,069 635 98,413 636 74,248 256
BOSTON AND SOUTH SHORE 10,456,302 9,540,137 8,317,949 6,839, 322
CAPE AND ISLANDS 18,744,749 14,965 245 12,666,623 40,818,905
NEW BEDFORD COAST 81,867,937 82,353,878 101,154,339 128,434 197
Cther MA 111,659 17,697 82 387 1,531
Massachusetts Total 25,405 383 161,945 593 220,635,534 250,340 211
Rhode Island COASTAL RI 75,009,995 49,433 268 50,983,030 46,635,969
Cther RI 0 114,000 650,522 285,212
Rhode Island Total 79,009,995 49,547 268 51,6232 902 46,921,181
Connecticut COASTALCT 0 147,133 1,327,493 1,902 366
Conneclicut Total 0 147 133 1,327 493 1,902 386
New York LONG ISLAMD MY 22,558,582 20,447,040 18,375,143 16,475,538
Other NY Caonf. 4,422 5,647 Conf.
New Yok Total 22 558,582 20,451 462 18,280,795 16,475,538
New Jersey NORTHERN COASTAL NJ 24 017,723 22,609,450 18,766,855 19,487,126
SOUTHERM COASTAL NJ 49 755 926 55,551,760 51,286,494 76,677 688
Other NJ Caonf. 226,238 12,589 7,082
New Jersey Total 73,773,649 78,387 448 81,065,938 96,171,896
All Other 57,379,970 40,835 368 36,770,908 36,736,451
Total 604,327 661 439 574 885 512,411,035 548,835 579

Table X — Total landings (Ibs., landed weight) by state and port group of landing (Source: NMFS dealer
database)
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Fishing Year
2001 2002 2003 2004
Maine DOWMNEAST ME Canf. Conf. 1,567,200 1,096,791
UPPER MID_COAST ME 5,523,321 3,983,683 3,642,532 3,455 187
LOWER MID_COAST ME 26,966,607 24 2272 250 21,479,155 20,572,472
SOUTHERN ME 363,990 462,818 355,724 BE2.347
Maine Tota 32 B53.919 28,668,760 25477412 24,954 006
New Hampshire COASTAL NH 7,923 545 7,013,721 5,707,132 7,356,352
New Hampshire Tota 7,823 545 7,013,721 5,707,132 7,356,352
Massachusetis GLOUCESTER AND MORTH SHORE 31,314,685 27,527 827 30,362,625 24,928 648
BOSTOMN AMD SOUTH SHORE 8,781,966 10,808,050 8,208,720 8,087,513
CAPE AND ISLANDS 18,555 467 16,007 622 15,002,572 12,684 748
NEW BEDFORD COAST 137,487,702 153,752,423 155,937,851 189,795,661
Other MA 135,757 54,339 57,798 9,575
Massachusetts Total 187 275 578 208,150 261 210,570,566 235,506,145
Rhode Island COASTALRI 33,099,343 249,064,260 30,491,931 31,471,621
Other RI 0 10,151 37,918 31,942
Rhode Island Total 33,099,343 24,074 411 30,529,849 31,503,562
Connecticut COASTALCT 0 14,813 1,827,501 4 364 964
Connecticut Total 0 14,813 1,827,501 4,364 964
New York LOMNG ISLAND NY 18,853,727 17,190,332 15,878,854 15,165 063
Other NY Caonf. 5571 5,133 Conf.
MNew ork Total 18,853,727 17,195,903 15,684 016 15,169 063
New Jersey NORTHERN COASTAL NJ 23,191,525 24,438,418 26,242,579 30,149,723
SOUTHERN COASTAL NJ 26,446 866 28,905,303 37,072,019 56,671,323
Other MNJ Caonf. 215737 17,953 4 594
New Jersey Total 49 638,391 53,559,458 53,333,551 86,825,740
All Other 50,696,457 58,297 079 57,507 837 80,325 348
Total 350,450,962 401,974 407 420,837,865 486,005,180

Table X — Total revenues (1999 dollars) by state and port group of landing (Source: NMFS Dealer
database)

Fishing Year
2001 2002 2003 2004
Maine DOWMNEAST ME Conf. Conf. 1] 1]
UPPER MID_COAST ME 1,776,235 1,495 340 1,453,711 B45.998
LOWER MID_COAST ME 18,548,510 14,065,240 13,844 756 13,757,184
SOUTHERN ME 360,248 261,089 299,639 554 850
Maine Tota 20,684,993 15,821,669 15,588,106 14 958,032
Mew Hampshire COASTAL MH 3,881,879 2,625,237 2,926,183 3,441,705
Mew Hampshire Tota 3 881,879 2,625,237 2,926,183 3,441,705
Massachusetis GLOUCESTER AND NORTH SHORE 18,290,730 15,808,651 16,777,975 14,045,048
BOSTOMN AMD SOUTH SHORE 5,974,231 5,907 806 5,650,258 62
CAPE AND ISLANDS 8,140,487 4,992 069 4 346 485 3,736,423
NEW BEDFORD COAST 40,733,040 34,235,222 31,697,104 31,340,361
Other MA 94 503 8,979 1] 0
Massachusetts Tota 73,333,041 60,853,767 58,471,802 54,085 461
Rhede Island COASTALRI 3 582,482 3,224 566 2,859,158 2,546 180
Other RI 1] 0 1] 0
Rhode Island Total 3 582,482 3,224 566 2,859,158 2,546 180
Cennecticut COASTAL CT 1] 1] 6,003 127,971
Connecticut Total 1] 1] 6,003 127,971
Mew York LONG ISLAND WY 1,319,273 584,055 658,362 347 996
Other NY Conf. 1,746 1] Conf.
Mew ‘York Total 1,319,273 585,804 658,362 347 998
Mew Jersey NORTHERN COASTAL MJ 578,599 262,025 498,748 432,743
SOUTHERN COASTAL NJ 5,217 2,238 1,278 2,691
Other NJ Conf. 1] 1] 0
Mew Jersey Total 583,816 264 266 500,024 435 434
All Other 3,601 1,620 3,841 10,031
Total 103,389,085 53,476,929 81,023,479 75,962,810

Table X — Regulated groundfish landings (1bs., landed weight) by state and port group of landing (Source:
NMES dealer database)
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Fishing Year

2001 2002 2003 2004
Main= DOWMEAST ME Caonf. Conf. 1] 0
UPPER MID_COAST ME 1,536,473 1,544 274 1,314,704 546,146
LOWER MID_COAST ME 17,084,493 14,938,683 12,529,905 12,250,829
SOUTHERM ME 316,389 290,933 258,734 580,032
Mazine Tota 18 837 361 16,773,890 14,103,342 13,377,006
New Hampshire COASTAL NH 3,669,818 3,124 968 2,818,839 3,369,105
New Hampshire Tota 3,669,818 3,124 968 2,618,639 3,369,105
Massachusetis GLOUCESTER AND NORTH SHORE 18,337,004 18,679,739 18,018,083 14,689,080
BOSTOM AND SOUTH SHORE 5,890,936 7,127,134 B,328,123 5,235 644
CAPE AND ISLANDS 8,333,840 6,426,248 4,808,351 4,542 185
NEW BEDFORD COAST 38,403,153 38,447 516 30,465,904 25,732,581
Other MA 104,023 16,085 1] 0
Massachusetts Tota 71,069,056 70,696,720 59,721,451 50,199,489
Rhode Island COASTAL RI 3,305,880 3,712,060 2,874,182 2,088,983
Other RI 0 0 1] 0
Rhode Island Total 3,305,880 3,712,060 2,874,182 2,088,583
Connecticut COASTAL CT 0 0 5,033 106,222
Connecticut Total 0 0 5,033 106,222
New York LOMNG ISLAND MY 1,216,979 B98,168 740,911 374,781
Other NY Caonf. 1,617 1] Conf.
MNew York Total 1,216,979 699,785 740,911 374,781
New Jersey NORTHERM COASTAL NJ 455,958 315,221 583,554 507,516
SOUTHERM COASTAL NJ 2,186 1,986 1277 3,219
Other MNJ Caonf. 0 1] 0
New Jersey Total 455,144 317207 584,831 510,735
All Other 1,483 1,136 1,745 10,201
Total 58 688,720 95,325,765 20,850,136 70,036,522

Table X - Regulated groundfish revenues (1999 dollars) by state and port group of landing (Source:
NMEFS dealer database)

Landings and Revenues for Primary Groundfish Ports
Amendment 13 identified eight primary groundfish ports (see Section X). This section summarizes recent
activity in those ports. All eight ports experienced a decline in the number of vessels with groundfish
permits that landed regulated groundfish. The smallest decline was in Portland ME, which experienced a
5 percent decline in the number of permitted vessels landing regulated groundfish. Chatham/Harwichport
experienced a 53 percent decline, the largest in any port over this period. Gloucester and New
Bedford/Fairhaven, two other large ports, respectively experienced a 22 percent and a 21 percent decline.
Most ports experienced a decline in total landings between FY 2001 and FY 2004, with New Bedford the
sole exception. Boston, New Bedford/Fairhaven, and Pt. Judith saw an increase in total revenues, while
all other ports experienced a decline. Groundfish landings declined in all ports, with Boston experiencing
the least decline (8 percent) and Eastern Long Island the largest (71 percent). Groundfish landings
declined 22 percent in Portland, 19 percent in Gloucester, and 23 percent in New Bedford/Fairhaven.
Landings declined 59 percent in Chatham/Harwichport.

2001 2002 2003 2004
Portland ME M7 111 105 111
Fortsmouth NH 67 G2 33 41
Gloucester MA 261 235 226 202
Boston MA 3G 27 a0 24
Chatham/Harwichport MA 248 1749 180 116
Mew Bedford/Fairhaven 230 2149 229 182
Pt Judith, RI 106 85 a3 75
Eastern Long Island, NY 112 a4 a8 69

Table X — Number of vessels with multispecies permits landing regulated groundfish in principal
groundfish ports (Source: NMFS dealer, permit databases)
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2001 2002 2003 2004

Portland ME 75554441 46,567,048 56,102,626 44,330,373
Portsmouth NH 4,290,244 2,639,830 5,447 754 3,622 453
Gloucester MA 112,723,002 53,717,051 97,359,033 73,215,332
Boston MA 7,835,505 6,245,445 5,619,980 5,449 578
Chatham/Harwichport MA 11284,149 7,675,769 8,832 267 7,244,056
New Bedford/Fairhaven 80,549,608 81,599,048 99,865,857 112,039,634
Pt Judith, RI 35,606,124 37,656,523 38,237,745 33,777,861
Eastern Long Island, NY 20,953,207 18,458,011 16745447 14,201,307

Table X — Total landings for principal groundfish ports (Source: NMFS dealer, permit databases)

2001 2002 2003 2004
Portland ME 24 495 65T 22,416,205 20,442 786 19,587,623
Portsmouth MH 4,337,506 3,429.332 2,590,320 3,338,005
Gloucester Ma 209 676 671 26,623,278 28,058 220 24,271 485
Boston MA 6,161,785 7,265,831 5,995 997 6,410,317
Chatham/Harwichport MA 9,192,985 6,963,426 7,505,361 7.520,297
New Bedford/Fairhaven 135,591,155 152,755,151 154,775,657 187,712 337
Pt Judith, Rl 21,626,251 20,462,169 21,108,156 22,410,212
Eastern Long Island, NY 17,521,760 15,704,951 14,470,985 13,579,044

databases
2001 2002 2003 2004

Portland ME 17,127,475 13,120,369 13,248,132 13,336,041
Portsmouth MH 2,292 3949 1,249 678 1,574,926 1.604, 137
Gloucsster MA 16,995 463 14,766,480 15,911,942 13,755,265
Boston MA 4. 179,836 4,023,466 3,614,632 3,846,639
Chatham/Harwichport MA 6,568 867 3,621,805 3,385 319 2742502
Mew Bedford/Fairhaven 40,730,450 34,234,701 31,693,225 31,340,092
Pt Judith, Rl 2,206,179 1,863,781 1,602,789 1,685,383
Eastern Long Island, MY 1,163,630 546,352 615,226 337,261

2001 2002 2003 2004

Portland ME 15,841,728 13,957 564 11,956,071 11,835,434
Portsmouth NH 1,953,754 1,285 313 1,266,358 1,371,651
Gloucaster M4 16,918,794 17,330,635 16,944 675 14,317,266
Boston MA 4212183 4 864,040 3,859,636 3,943 158
Chatham/Harwichport MA 6,826,782 4,805410 3,795,130 3,412,989
MNew Bedford/Fairhaven 38,400,108 38,445,632 30,463,853 25,732,374
Pt Judith, Rl 2,055 422 2,157 415 1,697 689 1,425 866
Eastern Long Island, NY 1,084 554 658,862 593,401 363, 7R2

Table X — Total revenues (1999 dollars) for principal groundfish ports (Source: NMFS dealer, permit

Table X — Groundfish landings for principal groundfish ports (Source: NMFS dealer, permit databases)

Table X — Groundfish revenues for principal groundfish ports (Source: NMFS dealer, permit databases)
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Landings and Revenues Summary

Groundfish landings and revenues declined substantially in FY 2004, coincident with the implementation
of regulations adopting Amendment 13. When evaluated based on constant 1999 dollars, regulated
groundfish revenues by groundfish permit holders were the lowest experienced during any year between
FY 1994 and FY 2001. At just over $70 million, they were 30 percent lower than in FY 2001 and 15
percent lower than in FY 1997. Landing and revenue declines were widespread throughout the fishery
and, with the exception of some minor port groups, occurred across almost all examined categories of
groundfish permit holders. Major groundfish landing ports all experienced similar declines in landings
and revenues. Average per vessel revenues did not change appreciably during this period because of the
decline in permit holders landing regulated groundfish.

The changes in revenue for the fishery as a whole are similar to those that Amendment 13 estimated
would occur, with a caveat. Analyses in Amendment 13 estimated changes in groundfish revenues based
on average revenues over a baseline period (1998-2001) and predicted a twenty-five percent decline in
nominal groundfish revenues as a result of restrictions on Category A DAS. Groundfish revenues
declined thirty percent in FY 2004 from the 1998-2001 average (see Appendix V).

Days-At-Sea Leasing and Transfer Programs

Amendment 13 implemented two programs that allowed the transfer of DAS between permit holders.
The DAS transfer program provided an opportunity for the permanent transfer of DAS from one
groundfish permit to another. Through November of 2005, no DAS transfers had occurred. The DAS
leasing program provided an opportunity for the temporary transfer of DAS from one permit to another.
This program was frequently used. Appendix I provides a summary and analysis for this program in FY
2004. Major elements of that report are summarized below.

From May 2, 2004, through April 30, 2005, over 6,000 DAS were leased, at a value of $2.5 million. This
is roughly fourteen percent of all Category A DAS that were allocated. Most DAS were leased by trawl
vessels, although there were some leases by gillnet vessels. In terms of ports, vessels from Portland
leased roughly 26 percent of the total, New Bedford vessels leased 18 percent, and Gloucester vessels
leased 13 percent. Most DAS were leased by those vessels that were allocated between 48.3-98.4
Category A DAS — in other words, vessels that have been the most active in the groundfish fishery. Most
leased DAS were actually used (5,615 used out of over 6,000 leased). This does not mean that lessees
used all allocated DAS, however, since leased DAS are assumed to be used first. Leasing appears to have
helped mitigate the economic impacts of Amendment 13, as it allowed many lessees to obtain enough
DAS to continue to fish, meet overhead expenses, and pay crew.

The biological impacts of leasing are difficult to separate from the impacts of other Amendment 13
measures. Total DAS use (see Section X) in FY 2004 was less than anticipated in Amendment 13, even
though more leased DAS were used than allowed for in that analysis. The biological impacts do not
appear to be conservation neutral, but they also do not appear to be the same for all stocks. As a result of
DAS leasing, mortality appears to have increased for many stocks, but appears to have declined for
SNE/MA yellowtail flounder and redfish. Overall, the biological impacts of leasing in FY 2004 do not
appear to have been substantial.

The DAS leasing program resulted in an active market in the exchange of DAS, with nearly 15 percent of
the baseline allocations being transferred through the leasing program. The primary users of the program
were those vessels that received the highest DAS allocations in FY 2004, showing that the leasing market
was mainly used by active groundfish vessels, the group predicted to have the largest reduction in fishing
revenues under Amendment 13. The leasing program provided regulatory relief which allowed lessee
vessels, on average, to fish enough to cover their overhead and crew expenses. Consistent with the
analysis of Amendment 13, DAS tended to move to the primary groundfish fishing states of Maine and
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Massachusetts. While the leasing program may have benefited some southern New England and mid-
Atlantic stocks, it may have contributed to increased catches of several GOM and GB stocks. The
differing impacts on different stocks illustrate the difficulty in levying a conservation tax in order to attain
conservation neutrality. The levy would need to be stock or area specific and would have unintended
consequences for other stocks. Additionally, other management measures that are implemented and their
expected impact on the fleet would need to be considered.

These analyses are subject to the following sources of uncertainty:

1. The price paid for a leased DAS is reported by the lessee vessel and may not accurately
reflect the actual price paid. There is anecdotal information that some lease agreements are
based on a share of the catch, which would not yet be known when the lease report is
provided to NMF.

2. It is difficult to separate the biological impacts of other management measures from the
impacts of the DAS leasing program.

3. A key assumption when estimating biological impacts is that all fishing activity of a lessee
vessel takes place in the broad management area (GOM/GB/SNE) where most of the vessel’s
trips occurred. This will bias the results. As additional data become available, it may be
possible to refine this analysis.

Preliminary information for FY 2005 (through January) suggests that the DAS leasing market is more
active than in FY 2004. Through January leases resulted in the transfer of 33 percent more DAS than
during the same period in FY 2004. Average price per DAS appears to have declined by about 30 percent
(from $579 to $388 per DAS). It is not clear if this will result in an increase in leasing activity for the
entire fishing year, or is just an indication that vessels are executing leases earlier in the year.

DAS Leased Revenues
Month FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2004 FY 2005
05 504 916 461 656 656,156
06 318 641 333,969 271,797
o7 514 5563 302,786 210,102
0a 741 ara 266,544 515,395
09 586 567 440,434 162,395
10 GE1 G660 386,615 119,403
11 381 774 142 540 210,934
12 536 a03 136,003 215,285
01 742 784 246 159 228,991
Grand Total 5,004 6,677 2,716,906 2,580, 458

Table X — Comparison of FY 2004 and FY 2005 DAS leasing activity through January, 2006 (Source:
NMES DAS database)

Closed Area Il Yellowtail Flounder Special Access Program

Amendment 13 implemented a SAP that allowed fishing in CAII to target GB yellowtail flounder while
using Category B DAS. This program was subject to strict conditions, including a maximum possession
limit, a limit on the number of trips each vessel could take in a month, and a maximum number of trips
for the program. The program began June 1, 2004 and ended September 3, 2004 when the limit on trips
was achieved. A detailed summary of catches and revenues in the program is summarized in Appendix
II.
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According to NMFS, there were 319 trips in the SAP that caught 8.3 million pounds of yellowtail
flounder. Vessels were charged a total of 1,485 Category B DAS (both regular and reserve) while
underway 1,995 days (vessels were not charged DAS to and from the SAP area). By combining
information from the VTR, dealer, and DAS databases, landings and revenue information for 207 of the
319 trips were estimated. Yellowtail flounder (8.0 million 1bs.), haddock (1.0 million Ibs.), winter
flounder (622,280 lbs.), skates and skate wings (720,000 lbs.), grey sole (226,000 Ibs.), plaice (171,000
Ibs.), lobster (159,000 Ibs.), monkfish (various products, 271,000 Ibs.) and scallops (106,000 Ibs) were the
primary species landed. The average catch per trip for yellowtail flounder was 24,348 lbs, haddock was
4,237 1bs, winter flounder was 2,057 1lbs, and skates 7,400 Ibs.

Revenues were estimated for 307 (out of 319 trips) that could be clearly linked in the dealer, VTR, and
DAS databases. Estimated total revenues for these 307 trips were $7.2 million. Yellowtail flounder
accounted for $3.45 million, haddock $929,000, lobster $645,000, scallops $501,000, and winter flounder
$495,000. The overall average price received for yellowtail flounder in this SAP was $0.43 per pound. In
comparison, the average price received for yellowtail flounder (all gear, all ports) between May and
September 2003 was $0.92 per pound (3.8 million pounds landed worth $3.4 million). The average price
for haddock on SAP trips was $0.89 per pound, while for the same period in 2003 it was $1.27 per pound
(4.8 million pounds landed worth $6.1 million). Overall yellowtail flounder landings from May through
September in FY 2004 were 11.9 million pounds worth $6.3 million, for an average price of $0.52 per
pound. Overall haddock landings from May through September 2004 totaled 6.3 million Ibs. worth $6.4
million, for an average price of $1.03 per pound.

There was considerable criticism that the SAP resulted in a derby fishery that reduced the economic
benefits from the program. As shown in the previous paragraph, average price per pound for yellowtail
flounder declined in FY 2004 during the SAP when compared to the same period the previous year. At
the same time, the SAP resulted in a tripling in yellowtail landings and a sixty percent increase in
yellowtail flounder revenues in FY 2004 when compared to the same period in FY 2003. An analysis of
average revenue per trip showed that 80 percent of the identified trips earned more than $15,000 and 20
percent earned more than $30,000. About 80 percent of the trips earned more than $2,000 per day absent,
about 60 percent earned more than $2,500 per day absent, and about 10 percent earned more than $5,000
per day absent. In comparison, Amendment 13 estimated the mean revenue per day for trawl vessels on
trips that were not in the Gulf of Maine. For vessels between 50 and 70 feet in length, the mean revenue
was $2,271 per day, while that for trawl vessels over 70 feet in length was $3,571.

Yellowtail flounder discards in the SAP were reviewed to determine the cause. Thirty-one (out of 319, or
9.7 percent) trawl trips in the CAIl Yellowtail Flounder SAP were observed. Yellowtail flounder
(600,805 1bs.), haddock (156,378 lbs.), sea scallops (88,634 1bs.), monkfish (68,417 lbs.), and winter
skates (47,517 1bs.) were the top five kept species on these observed trips. The top discarded species
were skates (704,205 Ibs., all species), sea scallops (32,610 1bs.), yellowtail flounder (30,290 Ibs.), and
haddock (22,178 lbs.). The primary reason for yellowtail flounder discards on observed trips was that the
fish were smaller than the regulatory minimum size (21,289 lbs., or 70 percent of observed discards).
Vessels that had filled their quota discarded another 3,409 Ibs. on observed trips, while 4,081 lbs. were
discarded due to market conditions.

Category B (regular) DAS Pilot Project

FW 40A implemented a pilot project which allowed the use of Category B (regular) DAS to target
healthy stocks. This program ran for four consecutive quarters, from November 19, 2004 to its
termination on October 6, 2005. The program included strict reporting requirements, limits on the
incidental catch of unhealthy stocks, and a limit on the total number of DAS used in each quarter. A
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review of the first three quarters of the program is included in Appendix III. Data from the final quarter
was not available when this report was prepared.

A total of 600 trips were taken in the Category B (regular) DAS pilot program from November 2004
through July 2005 (Table X). Trips were evenly distributed throughout the three quarters: Nov-Jan
(31%), Feb05-April 05 (36%) and May-July 05 (33%). Most trips (459) were taken on Multispecies
(77%) and 141 were taken for monkfish (24%) on a Multispecies DAS. Trips for Multispecies appeared
to be distributed uniformly across quarters: Nov-Jan (36%), Feb05-April 05 (38%) and May-July 05
(26%). Monkfish trips were not distributed uniformly with 56% of the total monkfish trips were taken in
May-July 05 quarter.

A total of 2,021 B (regular) DAS was used in the pilot B (regular) DAS program (Table X). B (regular)-
DAS usage was similar in Nov 04-Jan 05 (600 DAS) and Feb 05-April 05 (521 DAS) period but was
higher in May05-July 05 (900 DAS). Overall, 34% of the B (regular) DAS trips were observed with 36%
coverage of Multispecies trips and 27% coverage of Monkfish trips. The percentage of total trips
observed by quarter ranged from 24% to 45%.

Total catches taken on a B (regular) DAS pilot program is listed by species in Table X.  Six species
accounted for approximately 85% of the total catch: skates (21%), monkfish (16%), haddock (15%),
yellowtail (13%) winter skate (11%) and winter flounder (9%).

The regulations for the Pilot Project require a vessel to “flip” from a Category B DAS to a Category A
DAS if catch of an unhealthy stock exceeds the trip limit. Overall, 37% of all trips were flipped from a B
(regular)-DAS to an A-DAS. Flipping rates on observed trips (46% flipped, 90% CI= 405-52%) were
higher than non-observed trips (32% flipped, 90% CI=28%-36%) during the entire Nov-July time period.
The observed flipping rate was higher for observed trips than non-observed trips in every quarter. A
contingency table analysis indicates that flipping rate was not independent of whether a trip was observed
or not for the Nov-July data set (N=535 trips, P<0.0014) and November-January period (N=128,
P=0.036). The flipping rate was substantially higher for observed than non-observed in May-July period
(N-206, P=.058). The flipping rate in February-April period (N=201, P=.20) was not statistically
significantly. The available data suggests that flipping rates during the multispecies Category B (regular)
DAS reported from Nov-2004 to July 2005 were not independent of whether an observer is present on the
trip. Further, the effect of having an observer onboard increased the observed flipping rate by a substantial
amount in November-January and May-July period and a moderate amount in the February-April period.
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Mumber of B (regular) DAS trips for Mortheast multispecies

Quarter Total Now
Nowv04- Feb 05- May 05- 04-
Jan 05  April 05 July 05 July 05
Total trips 164 175 120 459
Observed trips 49 7 37 163
% of trips observed J0% 44% MN% J6%

Mumber of B (regular) DAS trips for Monkfish using multispecies DAS

Total trips 24 38 79 141
Observed trips 9 18 11 38
% of trips observed 38% 47% 14% 27%

Total number of B (reqgular) DAS trips

Total trips 188 213 199 600
Observed trips 58 95 48 201
% of trips observed 3% 45% 24% 34%

% of total trips for
multispecies 7% B2% 60% 7%
% of total trips for Monkfish 13% 18% 40% 24%

Table X - Total number of B (regular) DAS trips by quarter.

Nov04- Feb 05- May 05- Nov 04-
Jan 05 April 05 July 05 July 05
E (regular) DAS 600 521 900 2021
%% of total B
(regular) DAS 30% 6% 45%,

Table X - Distribution of B DAS used in the pilot B (regular) DAS program
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Species Multispecies  Mullispeciesimonkfish  total catch

SKATES 2,111,637 606,145 2,807,782
MONKFISH 1,768,509 472,507 2,241,195
HADDOCK 1,055,247 81,496 2,037,343
YELLOWTAIL FLOUNDER 1,702,956 282 1,703,238
WINTER SKATE 957,125 568,019 1,565,144
WINTER FLOUNDER 1,258,213 5810 1,264,023
POLLOCK 711,355 27,644 739,500
SUMMER FLOUNDER (FLUKE) 132,970 140,836 273,806
SEA SCALLOP 232,619 7.721 240,340
COD 196,203 1,380 197,583
LOBSTER 132,962 261 133,223
OCEAN REDFISH 129,212 2796 132,007
WITCH FLOUNDER (GRAY SOLE) 84,851 1,107 85,958
AMERICAN PLAICE (DAB) 73,080 329 74,310
WHITE HAKE 63,028 267 £3,206
WINDOWPANE 28,040 0 28,940
HORSESHOE CRAB 0 7412 7,412
ATLANTIC WOLFFISH 5520 0 5,520
CUSK 5,084 21 5,104
THORNY SKATE 2,258 89 2,347
CHAIN DOGFISH 1,052 0 1,052
ATLANTIC HALIBUT 817 0 817
BLUEFISH 458 200 658
TILEFISH,UNC 81 0 81
TILEFISH (GOLDEN TILEFISH) 52 0 52
TAUTOG 0 16 16
FISH, OTHER 0 12 12
LONG FINNED SQUID (LOLIGO) 2 0 2
total 11,506,321 2014439 13,610,760

Table X - Estimated catch (live pounds) from B (regular)-DAS pilot program for unflipped trips. Catch
includes discards for cod, haddock, yellowtail, American Plaice, winter flounder, witch flounder, and
white hake.

Closed Area 1 Hook Gear Haddock SAP

FW 40A implemented an SAP that allowed vessels to use hook gear while targeting GB haddock in a
small area inside CAI. As implemented this SAP was only available to members of the GB Cod hook
sector in FY 2004. FW 41 extended the program to non-sector vessels in FY 2005.

While data is not yet available from the SAP in FY 2005, information is available for FY 2004. The CAI
Hook Gear Haddock SAP (as implemented, only available to GB Cod Hook Sector vessels) closed on
December 31, 2004 after landing 1,038,776 pounds of haddock on 217 trips (an average of 4,786 1bs./trip
landed). An additional 2,351 pounds of haddock were discarded. Only 20,265 pounds of cod were
caught for a haddock/cod ratio of over 51:1.

Eastern U.S./CA Area Haddock SAP

In FY 2005, there were 58 trips in the Eastern U.S./CA Haddock SAP between May 1 and August 26,
2005 when the Eastern U.S./CA area was closed. 42 trips were to the Eastern U.S./CA Haddock SAP,
while 16 trips were declared to the SAP and the Eastern U.S./CA area combined. Vessels were charged
269 DAS on these trips including 112 Category A DAS and 157 Category B DAS. The average number
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of DAS/trip in the SAP area alone was 4.5, while for trips that fished in both the SAP area and the Eastern
U.S./CA area it was 5.1. Note that vessels were not charged DAS while enroute the fishing area, so
actual trip length was longer than the indicated average.

For trips to the SAP area only, 9 of the 42 trips were observed (21 percent). Of the nine observed trips,
three flipped to a Category A DAS and six did not flip (33 percent flipping rate). There were no instances
when an unobserved trip flipped to a Category A DAS. An analysis was performed to determine if there
were significant differences in flipping rates between the observed and unobserved trips (see Appendix V
for details). Because of the limited number of observed trips, the analysis used two tests for
independence of the two factors (flipping and presence of an at-sea observer). The hypothesis tested was
that the probability of flipping was independent of the presence of an observer. Both tests indicated that
the hypothesis of independence should be rejected (Table X, Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square Test, P<0.01).
The evidence indicates that the processes of having a trip flipped and having a trip observed were
dependent for the Eastern US/Canada Haddock SAP in FY 2005. No confidence intervals for the
proportions of flipped trips on observed versus non-observed trips could be evaluated since all of the
flipped trips occurred with an observer (p=100%) and no trips were flipped without an observer.

In order to characterize the landings and revenues from this SAP, the DAS and VTR databases were
examined to determine landed catches on SAP trips. As of December 19, 2005, VTR data was only
reported for 41 of the 58 trips (71 percent). These trips were made by twenty-two different vessels. Thus,
the information here does not represent a complete census of all SAP trips but does give a preliminary
indication of the species and quantities landed in this SAP. These forty-one trips landed 1.3 million
pounds of various species (Table 56, top twenty-five species landed shown). Haddock accounted for
471,542 pounds, while winter flounder, pollock, and plaice were the other principal regulated groundfish
species landed. For trips declared into both programs, the ratio of haddock to cod landed was 14:1, while
haddock to winter flounder landed was 2:1. Note that while cod landings were limited by a trip limit,
winter flounder landings were not. Trips in the SAP only were required to use a haddock separator trawl
at all times, yet landed over 167,000 1bs. of winter flounder with a haddock to winter flounder ratio of less
than 2:1. This was not anticipated by FW 40A, which expected that the separator trawl would catch few
flounders. Indeed, if all flounders are summed together, the catch of flounders in this program in the SAP
only area exceeded the catch of the target species (haddock).

The average quantity kept of all species on these trips was over 32,000 Ibs. There was a wide range in
haddock catch rates per day absent (days absent include transit time, and is not the same as DAS
charged). Several trips caught less than 100 Ibs. of haddock per day absent, while at the other extreme
several trips caught more than 4,500 lbs. per day absent. All of these trips landed in one of four ports:
New Bedford MA, Gloucester MA, Portland ME, or Pt. Judith RI.

This information includes landed catch and does not include discards. NMFS estimated cod discards in
this SAP as 47,511 pounds through October 6, 2005. Estimates of discards of other species are not yet
available, though a following section provides information on catches and discards on observed trips
using a haddock separator trawl.
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veis of Flipping Rates in 2005 Eastern US/CAN Haddock

14:1Z Friday,
The FREQ Procedure
Table of a by b

a (FLIFPED TRIF)

ecember 23, 2005

b (CBSERVED TRIF)

Ckaserved flipping rate is independent of at-sea

Freqguency|YES HO Total

————————— -4

YES | 3 0 3

————————— Fmmm

HO | @ 30 36

————————— e e e

Total 9 30 39

Statistics for Tabkle of by b
Statistic DOF Valus Prob
Chi-Square 1 10.8333 0.0010
Likelihood Ratic Chi-Sguare 1 9.E955 0.001B
Continuity Edj. Chi-Square 1 6.8475 0.0059
Mantel-Haenszel Chi-Sguare 1 0.5556 0.0012
Phi Coefficient 0.5270
Contingency Cosfficient 0.46063
Cramer's V 0.53270
WARNING: 50% of the cells have expected counts less
than 5. Chi-Square may not be a valid test

Fisher's Exact Test

Cell (1,1) Frequency (F)
Left-sided Pr <= F
Right-sided Pr »>= F
Table Prcbhbability (P)
Two-3ided Pr <= F

0 O e

Sample S5ize = 39

Table X- Contingency Table Analysis of FY 2005 Eastern US/Canada Haddock SAP Trip Flipping Rates
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ACCESS_AREA

Species SAP Only SAP and Easien Grand
Area Total
CoD 23,340 9,685 33,025
CUSK a44a 60 aga
FLOUNDER, AMERICAMN PLAICE 67,042 5,425 72 467
FLOUNDER, WINDOWPAMNE 670 670
FLOUMNDER, SUMMER 485 3an 865
FLOUMNDER, WINTER / BLACKBACK 167,125 68,570 235,695
FLOUNDER, WITCH / GRAY SOLE 45 297 5,835 54 132
FLOUNDER, YELLOWTAIL 54,084 131,184 185,293
HADDOCK 318,237 153,305 471 542
HAKE, MIX RED / WHITE, ROUND 6,253 6,253
HAKE, SILVER  WHITING 3,800 3,800
HAKE, WHITE 00 00 1,600
HALIBUT, ATLANTIC 2a7 2ar
LOBSTER, AMERICAMN 13,210 2.210 15,420
MOMEK TAILS 19,565 1,950 21,515
MOMKFISH | ANGLERFISH 23,063 3.440 26,503
POLLOCK 160,483 2.400 162,883
REDFISH / OCEAN PERCH 3,162 400 3,562
SCALLOP, SEA A1 A0
SKATE UNCLASSIFIED 2,565 28,805 1,460
SKATE WINGS UNCLASSIFIED 7,176 3,300 10,476
WINTER SKATE WINGS 2,000 1,500 3,500
WOLFFISH { OCEAN CATFISH 218 20 238
Grand Total 921,951 420 645 1,342 556

Table X — Species landed on 41 trips in the Eastern U.S./CA Haddock SAP in FY 2005 (Source: NMFS
VTR and DAS databases as of December 19, 2005)

Haddock Separator Trawl

This action proposes two measures that require use of the haddock separator trawl: an extension of the
Eastern U.S./CA Haddock SAP, and a proposal to require the use of the separator trawl when
participating in the Category B (regular) DAS Program (which may be renewed). There are a limited
number of observed trips by vessels using the separator trawl which can be used to supplement
experimental data on the performance of the trawl.

The observer (OBDBS) database was queried to identify trawl trips that used a separator panel (excluder
device="3") in CY 2005. A total of 20 observed trips were identified in the database as of December 14,
2005. Additional observed trips may have occurred but may not yet be entered into the database.
Fourteen trips were recorded as U.S./CA area trips while six trips were recorded as Category B (regular)
DAS trips. This designation is made by the observer, and it is possible that they are not exclusive (e.g. a
Category B (regular) program trip may occur in the U.S./CA area). Seven trips made tows both with and
without the panel. Most trips used the separator panel in the Eastern U.S./Canada area (SAs 561 and
562). (Table X)

Catches (kept and discarded) of the top twenty-five species on tows using a separator panel are shown in
Table X. Regulated groundfish accounted for sixty-five percent of the catch, with haddock, yellowtail
flounder, cod, and winter flounder as the four largest regulated groundfish components. Combined
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catches of skates (207,136 Ibs.) exceeded the haddock catch (199,634 1bs.). The overall ratio of haddock
to yellowtail flounder was 2.6:1, the ratio of haddock to cod was 4.2:1, and the ratio of haddock to winter
flounder was 3.2:1. Monkfish, witch flounder, and plaice were also caught in substantial quantities.

The ratio of haddock to other species was compared for trips identified as occurring in the Category B
(regular) DAS program and trips identified as taking place in the U.S./CA area. With only five observed
trips using the separator trawl in the Category B (regular) DAS program these results should not be
considered definitive. While the ratio of haddock to winter flounder in both programs was similar (3.1:1
in the U.S./CA area, 3.4:1 in the Category B(regular) DAS program), the ratio of haddock to yellowtail
flounder was 4.1:1 in the U.S./CA program but 1.1:1 in the Category B (regular) DAS Pilot Program.
The ratio of haddock to cod in the U.S./CA program was 3.8:1, while it was 7:1 in the Category B
(regular) DAS program. The ratio of haddock to monkfish was similar in both programs.

Haddock discards accounted for six percent of the haddock catch (12,466 1bs.), with almost all discards
due to the fish being smaller than the regulatory minimum. Cod discards accounted for fifty percent
(21,504 lbs.) of the cod catch; sixty-seven percent of these discards were due to a filled vessel quota,
twenty-three percent were due to high grading, and various other reasons were given for the remaining
discards. Ninety-four percent of the skates caught were discarded, totaling 193,937 pounds. Winter skate
(49,716 1lbs.) and little skates (54,369 lbs.) were the largest components identified by species, but an
additional 78,711 lbs. was identified as skates (NK). There were also 10,609 lbs. of barndoor skates
caught, all discarded, and 532 Ibs. of smooth skates.

Catch composition on tows using the separator trawl was examined by trip, focusing on regulated
groundfish. All twenty trips caught haddock and cod while using a separator trawl, seventeen trips caught
yellowtail, winter flounder, or monkfish, fifteen trips caught plaice, and thirteen trips caught grey sole
(witch flounder). The ratio of haddock to cod for the twenty trips ranged from 0.2:1 to 22.4:1. For the
seventeen observed trips that caught winter flounder, the ratio of haddock to winter flounder ranged from
0.1:1 to 186.8:1. For the trips that caught yellowtail flounder, the ratio of haddock to yellowtail flounder
ranged from 0.1:1 to 5,230:1.

There were a total of 405 observed tows that used a separator trawl on these fifteen trips. Over these
tows, haddock was caught on 370 tows (ninety-one percent), cod on 309 tows (seventy-six percent),
yellowtail flounder on 266 tows (sixty-six percent), and winter flounder on 243 tows (sixty percent). The
average catch of haddock per tow was 493 lbs., yellowtail flounder was 189 Ibs., cod was 117 lbs., and
winter flounder was 156 lbs. In comparison to the observed data, FW 40A estimated that the cod catch
per tow would be between 47 and 92 lbs. and the haddock catch per tow would be 765 Ibs. There was
considerable variation in the catch of regulated groundfish between trips and tows. For example, four
trips did not have any tows catching yellowtail flounder, four trips had occasional tows that caught small
amounts, one trip had yellowtail catches decline as the trip passed, and six trips had frequent tows
catching sizeable amounts of yellowtail flounder.

As reported earlier, seven trips made tows both with and without the separator trawl. These trips were
examined to contrast the performance of tows using the separator trawl with tows that did not use the
separator trawl by vessels that used both on the same trip. While this approach reduces the likelihood that
any differences are due to differences between vessels, it does not resolve the issue that catches may be
the result not just of the gear used, but numerous other factors: location, depth fished, etc. Catch
composition differed: haddock accounted for twelve percent of the catch on tows without the separator
trawl, and thirty-three percent of the catch on tows with the trawl (Table X). Overall, the ratio of haddock
to cod for these trips, while not using the separator trawl, was 1.4:1, the ratio of haddock to yellowtail
flounder was 0.7:1, the ratio of haddock to winter flounder was 11.8:1, and the ratio of haddock to
monkfish was 1:1. While using a separator trawl, for these vessels the ratio of haddock to cod on the
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same trip was 2.5:1, the ratio of haddock to yellowtail flounder was 7.4:1, the ratio of haddock to winter
flounder was 3.1:1, and the ratio of haddock to monkfish was 6.3:1. In an effort to reduce the influence of
tows in different areas, five trips were examined that fished in SA 561 and 562. The results, while not
detailed here, were similar.

Program Mionth 521 h22 525 a61 h52 Total
USICA 01 1] 0 1] 0 1 1
03 1 0 1] 4 3 b
05 1] 1 1] 5 ] 5
06 1] 0 1 0 2 2
07 0 a 1 1 1 1
Sub-Total 1 1 1 10 10 14
CATB 03 1 1 0 0 0 1
(regular) g5 0 0 1 0 2 2
06 2 2 1 0 1] 2
o7 1] 1 1] 0 1] 1
Sub-Total 3 3 2 0 4 i
Grand 4 4 3 10 14 20
Total
Table X — Observed trips using a separator panel, CY 2005 (OBDBS data available as of December 14,
2005)
COMMNAME 521 522 525 552 561 582 Grand Tatal
HADDOCK B.445 31,152 142 12 47048 140234 227,837
SHATE, LITTLE 25 53,422 1,977 500 5,975 44,018 138,825
FLOUNDER, YELLOWTAIL 1 1,375 4,533 a0 3,524 01,623 101,405
MONKFISH (ANGLER, GOOSEFISH) 0,368 43,448 241 i 23,475 14,157 00,817
SWATE, WINTER (EIG) 2,108 10.700 267 E02 21,087 51.773 BE,T1E
SHATE, MK 1,770 238 1,500 i &.766 70,205 83,076
FLOUNDER. WINTER (BLACKBACK) 5 174 &7 420 0,461 54,548 B4,672
COD, ATLANTIC 12.712 1,501 41 339 32,855 18,238 63,877
FLOUNDER. AMERICAN PLAICE 76 2,681 5 0 24 835 1,882 30,144
FLOUNDER., WITCH (GREY SOLE) 14,813 1,415 105 o 0,583 2,331 29,247
LOBSTER. AMERICAN 1,758 2,130 24 i 13,802 3778 2,827
SWATE, BARNDOOR o8 434 208 i 518 10,260 11,722
CRAS, JOMAH 11 9,310 0 i 24 157 0,502
POLLOCK 72 1,344 0 i B,226 233 5,681
HAKE. WHITE 191 230 0 i 4,400 B 5,520
FLOUNDER, SAMD DAB 0 3 138 15 70 3,513 4,027
(WINDOWPANE)
SCALLOF, SEA 0 112 1 i 202 3,280 3,705
RAVEM, SEA 114 114 217 10 7 2515 3,881
DOGFISH, SPINY 135 1238 0 0 2,805 201 3,467
FLOUNDER, FOURSPOT 0 43 210 o 5 2,238 2,541
HAKE. RED (LING) B 7 138 i 1,303 213 1,764
HERRING, ATLANTIC 0 1,482 0 i 4 o 1,486
STARFISH, SEASTARMK B 717 2 i 11 713 1440
FLOUNDER. SUMMER {FLLIKE] 0 go en 10 24 055 1,182
OCEAM FOUT o #1 8 i 128 804 oe0
Grand Tatal 52400 193.142  10.340 2,035 218374 518847 008,247

Table X — Catches (pounds, live weight, kept and discarded) by statistical area on observed tows using a
haddock separator trawl, CY 2005
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COMMAME Without With Separator Grand

Separator Taotal
HADDOCK 17,679 40,8593 Ra 572
SKATE, WINTER (BIG) 21,960 14,207 36,167
FLOUMDER, YELLOWTAIL 23,750 5,560 29,310
COD, ATLANTIC 12,820 16,146 29 066
MONKFISH (ANGLER, GOOSEFISH) 17117 6,459 23,606
SKATE, LITTLE 14,346 5,754 20,100
SKATE, NK 2,875 14,163 17,038
FLOUMDER, WINTER (BLACKBACK) 1484 13,208 14,703
FLOUMDER, AMERICAM PLAICE 10,462 1416 11,878
LOBSTER, AMERICAN 7,109 3,359 10,468
FLOUMDER, WITCH {GREY SOLE) 4135 1,715 5,850
FOLLOCHK 4,300 623 4923
HAKE, WHITE 3,490 469 3,959
SCALLOF, SEA 2,766 150 2,916
DOGFISH, SPINY 1,893 23 1,991
HAKE, RED (LING) 1410 0 1410
SKATE, BARNDOOR 1,083 24 1,107
RAVEM, SEA 365 304 759
FLOUMDER, FOURSPOT 618 1 G619
FLOUMDER, SAND DAB (WINDOWFPANE) 43 407 455
OCEAN POUT 213 101 34
LUMPFISH 276 12 2688
HALIBUT, ATLANTIC 0 263 263
FLOUMDER, SUMMER (FLUKE) A0 63 113
WOLFFISH, ATLANTIC 25 33 sa
Grand Total 150,384 125 R45 275933

Table X — Catch composition (pounds, live weight) for seven trips that made tows with and without the
separator panel, CY 2005 (Source: NMFS OBDBS as of December 12, 2005)

Recreational Harvesting Sector

This recreational sector consists of two main components: recreational fishermen who access the resource
either from shore or through the use of privately-owned vessels, and recreational fishermen who access
the resource by using a vessel that carries passengers for hire. The latter group is referred to as
“party/charter” vessels. The distinction between the two is that party vessels carry large numbers of
passengers and are generally licensed and inspected by the Coast Guard to carry passengers for hire,
while charter vessels are usually smaller vessels that carry up to six passengers. Only party/charter
vessels are required to have a permit issued under the multispecies FMP. Recreational fishermen

generally target cod, haddock, pollock, and winter flounder, though they catch other regulated groundfish
species.

Recreational catch of monkfish is only incidental and minimal, so the following discussion pertains only
to groundfish fisheries. The targeted stocks include GOM and GB cod, GOM and GB haddock, and
GOM and SNE/MA winter flounder. The recreational groundfish fishery with access to these resources is
concentrated between southern Maine and Rhode Island, though winter flounder is targeted by
recreational fishermen as far south as New Jersey.
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Amendment 13 provided a detailed description of the recreational harvesting sector. Since this action
considers measures that will affect the recreational fishery for GOM cod in the Gulf of Maine, the
following discussion updates information on the recreational fishery for that stock during the period FY
2002 through FY 2004. The two primary sources of information on the recreational sector are the Marine
Recreational Fisheries Statistical Survey (MRFSS) and VTRs submitted by party/charter vessels that
possess a federal multispecies permit. The MRFSS system provides information on catches (including
species and size distribution), passengers, and numbers of trips for all modes of recreational fishing.
MRFSS only provides broad-scale information on area fished and is usually summarized by calendar year
and not fishing year. Party/charter VIRs can be used to provide information on catches and number of
trips. In addition, party/charter VTRs include information on the location of fishing activity. There are
some differences in the data obtained from these two sources, though trends over time are similar.

According to MRFSS, in CY 2004 the number of GOM cod harvested by recreational fishermen was 50
percent fewer than were harvested in CY 2001 (Figure X). This was true for both private boat and
party/charter modes. The private boat mode accounts for about two-thirds of the total recreational GOM
cod catch. For party/charter vessels, VTR data typically results in higher estimates of GOM Cod harvest
than are produced by MRFSS (Figure X). MRFSS values are used in the assessments. The number of
angler trips harvesting GOM cod did not decline as much as the harvest, with the private mode showing a
decline of 47 percent and the party/charter boat mode shows a decline of 43 percent (Figure X). VTR
information on the number of party/charter trip and passengers does not show as large a decline between
FY 2001 and FY 2004, while the VTR estimates of kept cod declined by 45 percent, similar to the
MRFSS estimates (Figure X). According to MRFSS data, the kept catch accounts for less than half the
total catch (Figure X).

The number of vessels participating in the party/charter industry and landing GOM cod can also be
determined from VTRs. These data show that the number of operating units has remained relatively
constant between FY 2001 and FY 2004. After a nine percent increase in operating units in 2003
compared to 2001, the number of units operating in 2004 was only one percent higher than in 2001.
(Figure X).

MRFSS was also queried to determine the seasonal distribution of GOM cod catches by both private boat
and party/charter modes. For the years 2001 through 2004, over 90 percent of GOM cod caught by the
private boat mode is harvested between March and September (Figure X). For the party/charter mode, the
primary season extends into October (Figure X). The MRFSS data is consistent with VTR data for the
party/charter mode, showing little catch in the months of December through February (Figure X). Further
evidence of the seasonal nature of the party/charter fishery is offered by the number of trips that kept cod
or haddock, by month, from FY 2001 to FY 2004 (Figure X).

The size distribution of the GOM cod catch can also be estimated from MRFSS data. In 2004, 17 percent
of the private boat harvest was less than the 22-inch minimum size that was in effect. About 45 percent
of the catch by these vessels was larger than 24 inches (Figure X). Party/charter vessels had a better
compliance rate with the minimum size regulation. Only 10 percent of this catch was less than the
minimum size limit, and about 40 percent was larger than 24 inches (Figure X).

The catch of cod per angler on trips landing GOM cod is different between the private boat and
party/charter modes based on MRFSS data. Private boats caught half of their GOM cod at a rate of six
fish or fewer in 2004, with about 1 percent of the catch coming from trips that landed more than the bag
limit (Figure X). In CY 2004, half the GOM cod catch by party/charter boats was at less than three fish
per angler. About 2 percent of the catch was above the bag limits that were in effect in FY 2004 (Figure
X).
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MRFSS does not provide information on location of catches, other than whether it came from state or
federal waters. Party/charter operators with federal permits are required to report the location of fishing
activity on VTRs. This information was used to assign catches of GOM cod to thirty-minute squares or
the WGOM closed area. Note that while the WGOM closed area overlaps several thirty-minute squares,
the analysis was done in such a way that the catches as reported are independent (catches in the WGOM
closed area are not assigned to a thirty-minute square). In FY 2004, 46.4 percent of the cod harvested by
party charter vessels was reported caught form the WGOM closed area, 19.2 percent was caught from
block 132 outside the WGOM closed area, and 12 percent was caught from block 124. Less than 10
percent was caught from blocks 125 and 133, and the remaining 11.7 percent was caught from various
other areas (Figure X).

While GOM cod is the primary recreational groundfish target, other species are harvested. Recent years
have seen an increase in the catch of GOM haddock, most noticeable in FY 2004. The haddock fishery is
also seasonal, with little haddock caught between October and April (according to VTRs) (Figure X).
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Figure X — FY 2001 — FY 2004 party/charter reported GOM cod kept (VTR)
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Trand In Humbsrs of Pasgangsre, Trips, and GOM Cod Kept [FY VTR)
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Figure X — Party/charter passengers, trips, and GOM cod kept (VTR)
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Sagsonal Distribution of GOM Cod Harvest by PartywCharter Mode (MRFSS)
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Figure X — Monthly number of party/charter trips keeping GOM cod (VTR)
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Processing and Wholesale Trade Sector

Fresh fish processing and frozen fish processing are two separate industries in New England. This sector
is described in detail in Amendment 13. In general terms, the number of processing firms in New
England has declined since 1995, while the number of wholesaling firms has increased. Processing sector
employment increased until 1997, and then declined. Wholesale employment showed the opposite trend —
declining until 1997, followed by an increase until 1999. While in 1999 the number of fresh-fish
processing plants had been stable since 1995, the number in business was estimated to be one-third fewer
than in 1992. Landing declines have forced processors to acquire additional imports from Canada and the
west coast. Public testimony during public hearings on Amendment 13 noted that processors are under
increasing pressure to provide retail outlets with predictable supplies of fish that can be incorporated into
sophisticated marketing plans. Because supplies of local groundfish can fluctuate due to closed areas and
seasons, processors have been forced to search for other sources of supply to meet market needs.
Subsidiary impacts are a loss in the ability to handle large influxes of fresh fish when seasonal closed
areas open, depressing prices. There is a concern that because of fluctuating supplies caused in part by
regulatory actions, wholesale purchasers will abandon local suppliers. If that happens, some industry
experts believe the processing of fresh fish may be exported, dealers will have difficulty retaining
workers, and the local processing industry will vanish (Norton, pers.comm.).

Communities

Background

National Standard 8 requires the consideration of impacts on fishery dependent communities, where a
fishing community is “a community which is substantially dependent on or substantially engaged in the
harvesting or processing of fishery resources to meet social and economic needs, and includes fishing
vessel owners, operators, and crew and United States fish processors that are based in such community.”
Current guidance on National Standard 8 specifies that communities are place-based: geographic units
such as towns and cities that might fit the Census Bureau's definition of a “place.” But actual
methodological guidelines are still in the process of refinement and resources have not been directed
towards the systematic and long-term collection of the kinds of baseline data needed to make such
determinations in an empirically grounded way. For example, the weigh-out data and the permit files
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document landing and home ports, but these are not necessarily the same places where people live, where
specific styles of and knowledge about fishing are practiced, or where the impacts of management are
most strongly felt. It is important to note that fishing communities are not bounded or separated from the
commerce and institutional apparatus of the larger cities and towns in which they are located. In fact,
most fishing communities rely on a rather complicated network of business and social ties that extend
well beyond the boundaries of their communities and often into other communities in the region.

In terms of the keywords “substantially dependent” and “‘substantially engaged,” some have suggested,
for example, that "substantial dependence" be measured in terms similar to the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s criteria for determining whether rural communities are dependent on agriculture or logging.
The Economic Research Service of the USDA, for example, classifies counties as farming dependent
given a certain percentage of economic activity -- in this case labor and proprietor income. Some of the
sources of data to consider in making determinations of fishing dependence are thus supplied in current
guidance, such as landings information or numbers of participants, and the socio-cultural importance of
the fishery. A determination of the extent of a given community’s "substantial engagement" in the
harvesting or processing of a fishery, is more difficult to determine when drawing from existing guidance.
While the application of a percentage of economic income activity may be an appropriate way to
determine "substantial dependence", there may be other valid criteria for determining "substantial
dependence." For example, the determination could be based on a criteria based on a minimum level of
activity (such as landings, number of vessels, etc.), or the presence of particular type of infrastructure
(auctions, co-ops, state fish piers), or level of fishing activity (revenues, landings in weight, time spent
fishing) that indicate a community is "substantially engaged" in fishing. Such an approach was used in
Amendment 13 to identify fishing communities that are "substantially engaged" in fishing.

The Amendment 13 Affected Human Environment and the SIA also discuss ports and groups based on
gear or other characteristics in order to meet the requirements of the fishery impact statements to examine
the impacts to all the individuals, communities, and other groups that participate in the fishery. However,
assessment of the impacts of the measures proposed in this action includes not only those communities
that meet the strict interpretation of fishing communities, but also other ports or port groups that will
certainly experience impacts from the Proposed Action. Not all of these port groups necessarily meet the
legal definition of a fishing community as promulgated through National Standard 8, which can be
considered a subset of the broader ports and groups involved in the groundfish fishery. The Northeast
Region has begun to make some headway in collecting the kinds of information and performing the kinds
of analyses to support National Standard 8 determinations, most notably the Marine Fisheries Initiative
(MARFIN) project on fishing communities and fishing dependency in New England (Hall-Arber, et. al
2001) and an updated port-profiles report for the Mid-Atlantic (McCay and Cieri, 2000). While some of
these efforts include discussions of communities at larger levels than a “place,” they still usefully provide
context and background for understanding the impacts that fishing communities defined by National
Standard 8 might experience. However, they do not identify all the fishing dependent communities that
may require action under National Standard 8, an exercise that is still in progress.

In Amendment 13, coastal communities throughout the Northeast region were organized into primary and
secondary port groups based on participation in the groundfish fishery since the 1994 fishing year. The
port groups were assembled in such a way that additional information about them can be obtained by
cross-referencing information about the sub-regions in the MARFIN Report. The port groups identified
in Amendment 13 are essentially subsets of the sub-regions identified in the MARFIN Report. Since
social and demographic statistics are often compiled at the county level, the port groups are divided by
county or adjacent counties, depending on how the MARFIN sub-regions are structured, so that county-
level data may be used to characterize changes in these communities and ports.
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The port groups are separated into primary and secondary groups. Primary groups are those communities
that are substantially engaged in the groundfish fishery, as explained above, and which are likely to be the
most impacted by groundfish management measures. Secondary groups are those communities that may
not be substantially dependent or engaged in the groundfish fishery, but have demonstrated some
participation in the groundfish fishery since the 1994 fishing year (FY94). Because of the size and
diversity of the groundfish fishery, it is not practical to examine each secondary port individually, which
is why most secondary ports are grouped with others in the same county or in geographically adjacent
counties.

To identify primary and secondary port groups, groundfish landings by port were examined for the time
period 1994-1999 from the dealer weighout database. Primary port groups represent the most active ports
(currently) in the groundfish fishery and were selected based on groundfish landings greater than one
million pounds annually since 1994 and/or the presence of significant groundfish infrastructure (auctions
and co-ops, for example). In Amendment 13 and in the absence of specific guidance, these ports are
considered fishing communities (as defined by the MSFCMA) because they have demonstrated a
continued substantial engagement in fishing, here in particular the groundfish fishery. Secondary port
groups consist of groups of ports in which some level of groundfish activity has been observed since
1994. This approach provides a way to consider the impacts of management measures on every port in
which some amount of groundfish has been landed since 1994, and identifies some as fishing
communities (as defined by NS8) based on substantial engagement. Though the analysis does not
identify those fishing communities that meet the "substantial dependence" criteria, it is unlikely that the
analysis misses any port which may be a fishing community based on the substantial dependence criteria
because the impacts of the amendment are considered on nearly every port that has groundfish activity,

It is important to remember that because significant geographical shifts in the distribution of groundfish
fishing activity have already occurred, the characterization of some ports as primary or secondary ports
may not reflect their historical participation in and dependence on the groundfish fishery. A good
example is Rockland, Maine. Historically, Rockland would have been considered a primary groundfish
port, landing large quantities of redfish, flounders, and other groundfish, and serving as an important
groundfish processing port, and would have met the test for "substantial engagement." In recent years,
however (since the establishment of the Hague Line in 1984 and the decline of groundfish stocks in the
early 1990s), fishing activity in Rockland has shifted from groundfish to other species like lobster and
herring. This also reflects the apparent concentration of the groundfish fishery around Portland, Maine
and the loss of the fishery to many coastal communities in northern Maine.

The outline below lists the Amendment 13 primary and secondary port groups. Additional information
about each of these groups appears in Amendment 13. Primary multispecies ports are considered fishing
communities under NS8.

I. DOWNEAST MAINE - WASHINGTON COUNTY

A. Primary Multispecies Port
1. None
B. Secondary Multispecies Ports

1. Downeast Maine: Jonesport, West Jonesport, Beals Island, Milbridge, Machias,
Eastport, and Dyers Bay

I1. UPPER MID-COAST MAINE - HANCOCK, WALDO, AND KNOX COUNTIES
A. Primary Multispecies Ports

1. None

B. Secondary Multispecies Communities
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1 Upper Mid-Coast 1: Rockland, Port Clyde, Sprucehead, Owls Head, Friendship, Friendship
Harbor, Camden, and Vinalhaven

1 Upper Mid-Coast 2: Stonington and Sunshine/Deer Isle
1 Upper Mid-Coast 3: Winter Harbor, Southwest Harbor, Bar Harbor, Northeast Harbor, and
Northwest Harbor
] I1l. LOWER MID-COAST MAINE - LINCOLN, SAGADAHOC, AND CUMBERLAND
COUNTIES
O A. Primary Multispecies Ports
(] 1. Portland
O B. Secondary Multispecies Ports
1 Lower Mid-Coast 1: New Harbor, Bristol, South Bristol, Boothbay Harbor, East Boothbay,
Medomak, Southport, and Westport
1 Lower Mid-Coast 2: Cundys Harbor, Orrs Island, Yarmouth, Harpswell, East Harpswell, South
Harpswell, Bailey Island, and Cape Elizabeth
1 Lower Mid-Coast 3: Sebasco Estates, Small Point, West Point, Five Islands, and Phippsburg
O IV. SOUTHERN MAINE - YORK COUNTY
O A. Primary Multispecies Ports
O 1. None
O B. Secondary Multispecies Ports
[ 1._Southern Maine: York, York Harbor, Camp Ellis, Kennebunkport, Kittery, Cape Porpoise,
Ogunquit, Saco, and Wells
(] V. OTHER MAINE - all other coastal Ports in Maine
(] V1. STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE — ROCKINGHAM AND STRAFFORD COUNTIES
A. Primary Multispecies Ports
1. Portsmouth
O B. Secondary Multispecies Ports

1. NH Seacoast: Rye, Hampton/Seabrook, Hampton, and Seabrook
VII. OTHER NEW HAMPSHIRE - all other coastal Ports in New Hampshire

O VIIl. GLOUCESTER AND NORTH SHORE - ESSEX COUNTY
A.. Primary Multispecies Ports
1. Gloucester

O B. Secondary Multispecies Ports

1. The North Shore: Rockport, Newburyport, Beverly/Salem, Beverly, Salem, Marblehead,
Manchester, and Swampscott

IX. BOSTON AND SOUTH SHORE - MIDDLESEX, SUFFOLK, NORFOLK, AND
LYMOUTH COUNTIES

A. Primary Multispecies Ports

1. Boston

B. Secondary Multispecies Ports

1. The South Shore: Scituate, Plymouth, and Marshfield (Green Harbor)

X. CAPE AND ISLANDS - BARNSTABLE, DUKES, AND NANTUCKET COUNTIES

A. Primary Multispecies Ports

1._Chatham/Harwichport

B. Secondary Multispecies Ports

I © S
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2 Provincetown

2 Other Cape Cod: Sandwich, Barnstable, Wellfleet, Woods Hole, Yarmouth, Orleans, and
Eastham
2 The Islands: Nantucket, Oak Bluffs, Tisbury, and Edgartown

O XI. NEW BEDFORD COAST - BRISTOL COUNTY
A.. Primary Multispecies Ports
1. New Bedford/Fairhaven

O B. Secondary Multispecies Ports

1. Other Bristol County: Dartmouth, and Westport

XIl. OTHER MASSACHUSETTS - all other coastal Ports in Massachusetts

O XIll. STATE OF RHODE ISLAND — WASHINGTON AND NEWPORT COUNTIES
O A. Primary Multispecies Ports

[ 1._Point Judith

O B. Secondary Multispecies Ports

1 Western RI: Charlestown, Westerly, South Kingstown (Wakefield), and North Kingstown
(Wickford)

1 Eastern RI: Newport, Tiverton, Portsmouth, Jamestown, Middletown, and Little Compton

XI1V. OTHER RHODE ISLAND - all other coastal Ports in Rhode Island

O XV. STATE OF CONNECTICUT - NEW LONDON, MIDDLESEX, NEW HAVEN, AND
FAIRFIELD COUNTIES

A. Primary Multispecies Ports

1. None
O B. Secondary Multispecies Ports

1. Coastal CT: Stonington, New London, Noank, Lyme, Old Lyme, East Lyme,
Groton, and Waterford

XVI. OTHER CONNECTICUT - all other coastal Ports in Connecticut

O XVII. LONG ISLAND, NEW YORK - SUFFOLK, NASSAU, QUEENS, AND KINGS
COUNTIES

A. Primary Multispecies Ports

1. Eastern Long Island: Montauk, Hampton Bay, Shinnecock, and Greenport
O B. Secondary Multispecies Ports

1. Other Long Island: Mattituck, Islip, Freeport, Brooklyn, Other Nassau County, and
Other Suffolk County

XVII. OTHER NEW YORK - all other coastal Ports in New York

O XIX. NORTHERN COASTAL NEW JERSEY - MONMOUTH AND OCEAN COUNTIES
A. Primary Multispecies Ports
1. None

O B. Secondary Multispecies Ports

1. Northern Coastal NJ: Point Pleasant, Belford, Long Beach/Barnegat Light,
Barnegat, Highlands, Belmar, Sea Bright, and Manasquan
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O XX. SOUTHERN COASTAL NEW JERSEY — ATLANTIC AND CAPE MAY COUNTIES
A. Primary Multispecies Ports
1. None

O B. Secondary Multispecies Ports

1. Southern Coastal NJ: Cape May, Wildwood, Burleigh, Sea Isle City, Ocean City,
Stone Harbor, and Avalon

XXI. OTHER NEW JERSEY - all other coastal Ports in New Jersey
XXI11. DELAWARE

XXI111. MARYLAND

XXIV. VIRGINIA

XXV. NORTH CAROLINA

Monkfish communities

This section updates information contained in the FSEIS for Amendment 2. The Monkfish FMP
references Amendments 5 and 7 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP and Amendment 4 to the Sea Scallop
FMP for social and cultural information about monkfish ports, including port profiles. Because of the
nature of the monkfish fishery, there is significant overlap between the vessels and communities involved
with the monkfish fishery and those involved with the multispecies (groundfish) and scallop fisheries.
Many of the same boats that target monkfish or catch them incidentally also target groundfish or scallops.
Only about six percent of the limited access monkfish permit holders do not also hold limited access
permits in either multispecies or scallops.

For the purposes of this SAFE Report, “primary monkfish ports” are defined as those averaging more
than $1,000,000 in monkfish revenues from 1994-1997 (based on the dealer weighout data presented in
Table 45 of the Monkfish FMP). “Secondary monkfish ports” are defined as those averaging more than
$50,000 in monkfish revenues from 1994-1997 (based on the dealer weighout data presented in the
Monkfish FMP.

Primary monkfish ports include:

Portland, ME

Boston, MA

Gloucester, MA

New Bedford, MA

Long Beach/Barnegat Light, NJ, and
Point Judith, RI.

Secondary monkfish ports include:

Rockland, ME
Port Clyde, ME
South Bristol, ME
Ocean City, MD
Chatham, MA
Provinctown, MA
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Scituate, MA
Plymouth, MA
Westport, MA
Portsmouth, NH
Point Pleasant, NJ
Cape May, NJ
Greenport, NY
Montauk, NY
Hampton Bay, NY
Newport, RI
Hampton, VA, and
Newport News, VA.

Virtually all of the monkfish landed in Portland, Gloucester and Boston come from the NFMA, while
about 1/2 of New Bedford’s landings and only 3 percent of Pt. Judith’s landings come from the NFMA.
Portland and Boston’s landings are almost totally from otter trawls, while otter trawls make up about % of
New Bedford and Gloucester landings. Gloucester landings are evenly split between trawls and gillnets,
while New Bedford also has about 18% of monkfish landings by scallop dredge. Pt. Judith landings are
about 2/3 gillnet, while New Hampshire, New York and New Jersey landings are predominately (>80%)
caught by gillnet gear.

Expected Impacts of Amendment 13
Amendment 13 includes detailed descriptive information on the primary and secondary port groups. This
section summarizes the expected impacts of Amendment 13 on the identified port groups.

Short-term reductions in fishing vessel gross revenues are expected to have a negative impact on port
groups. Analysis in Amendment 13 estimated that many port groups would have reductions in sales and
income as a result of Amendment 13. While compared to the entire economies of these groups the losses
are generally minor, they may have substantial impacts on fishing-related businesses. New Bedford MA is
likely to have the most serious short-term impacts, followed by lower Mid-Coast Maine, Gloucester MA,
and Boston MA. The distribution of the total impacts is illustrated in Figure 53 through Figure 55. These
figures demonstrate that the impacts are not evenly distributed across all ports. Generally, those ports with
an active groundfish fleet are expected to have more negative impacts. Some exceptions can also be seen.
For example, the fact that Boston is a large financial, shipping, and insurance hub results in large impacts,
even though the groundfish fleet in this port is small. During Amendment 13 public hearings, concern
was expressed that the loss in fishing revenues and reductions in fishing time would lead to the failure of
fishery support businesses such as gear and ice suppliers, etc., and the analyses underestimated these
impacts.

While these impacts represent specific economic impacts on fishing communities, Amendment 13 was
also expected to affect the social fabric of the fishing industry and its communities. Five social impact
factors were identified:

Regulatory discarding

Safety

Disruption of daily living

Changes in occupational opportunities and community infrastructure
Formation of attitudes

The SIA in Amendment 13 concluded that as a result of regulations implemented since 1994, many
groundfish vessels were having difficulty operating efficiently, maintaining year round income, and
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competing in domestic and international markets. Regulations were splintering the fleet, boxing each
vessel into a specific fishery and often making them more dependent on groundfish than in the past. The
loss of fishing related infrastructure and support services in some communities was increasing concern
about the future of fishing as a part of the community. The Amendment 13 measures that have the most
chance of creating positive short-term social impacts are trip limit adjustments and special access
programs. To the extent that increasing the Gulf of Maine cod trip limit can reduce regulatory discarding
without compromising the long-term objectives of the amendment, short-term social impacts are likely to
be positive. The Closed Area II yellowtail flounder access program has potential to mitigate some of the
negative impacts of DAS modifications for large vessels. The positive impacts of this program will
depend on which alternative is ultimately selected to address rebuilding requirements and whether or not
vessels will find it worthwhile to use their remaining DAS to travel to Closed Area II.

The Amendment 13 management measures that have the most chance of producing negative short-term
(and most likely long-term) social impacts are DAS reductions and additional year-round area closures.
DAS reductions and additional year-round area closures are likely to produce long-term impacts on
affected vessels, families, and communities. Just as they have in the past, vessels and communities will
likely adapt and adjust to minor modifications to the area closures, additional gear restrictions, etc.
However, it will be more difficult to adjust to reductions in groundfish opportunities (DAS. It is very
likely that smaller operations that are currently operating marginally will not be able to adapt to these
kinds of measures.

Mitigation is an important consideration given the magnitude and extent of the impacts likely to result
from Amendment 13. The elements of Amendment 13 that have the most likelihood of mitigating some of
the negative social impacts of the measures, at least in the short-term, include, permit transfer, the DAS
leasing program, and special access programs to harvest groundfish stocks that can support more effort.
The programs proposed to allow the leasing of unused DAS from vessels and/or the purchase/transfer of
DAS require capital investment. Many vessels that are currently marginal will not have the financial
ability to participate in such programs unless they sell their DAS, further reducing their opportunities in
the groundfish fishery. Some marginal vessels may be able to take advantage of the DAS leasing program
— leasing out DAS to reduce their operating costs — but this option may be viewed as abandoning a way of
life. There may also be some opportunities to use Category B DAS, but under Amendment 13 those
opportunities are limited.

To an extent, mitigation can also be realized from the ability for affected individuals to exit the fishery
altogether and capitalize on alternative employment opportunities. For fishermen, this has always been a
difficult reality to face. Fishing Family Assistance Centers can help individuals seek alternative
employment and train them for new/different job skills. Centers are currently located throughout
communities in Maine, as well as in Gloucester, New Bedford, and on Cape Cod. It is likely that the
importance of retraining centers in these communities will increase as a result of Amendment 13,
especially because these are some of the communities that will be most negatively impacted by
Amendment 13. However, retraining and obtaining alternative employment cannot be assumed to fully
mitigate the impacts of such a severe reduction in the groundfish fishery. Only a small percentage of
affected individuals can be expected to participate in the retraining programs that the centers offer.
Because of the independence and freedoms associated with fishing as an occupation and a way of life,
many fishermen are not interested in retraining for shore side employment that lacks many of the
characteristics that drew them to fishing in the first place. In addition, education and language barriers
will continue to limit the possibilities for retraining, despite other important skills that fishermen have
acquired at sea. The declining status of today’s economy exacerbates these problems.
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PORT ANALYSIS CRITERIA AND OVERVIEW
Ports in New England were selected for consideration based on the criteria outlined in the Amendment 13
SEIS, as listed below:

The communities that are likely to experience significant impacts from the alternatives
under consideration include those with at least one of the following characteristics:
e an active and large multispecies fishing fleet,
o vessels and shoreside facilities that currently depend on groundfish for a
substantial portion of their business,
e geographically close to areas proposed for additional seasonal or year-round
closure, and
e vessels that hold a substantial amount of latent effort (inactive DAS).
(NEFMC, Am 13 FSEIA, Section 5.6.1.3)

And the assignment criteria outlined in the Marine Fisheries Initiative (MARFIN) report as presented in
the NEFMC Amendment 13 SEIS are as follows:

The port groups in this document are separated into primary and secondary groups.
Primary groups are those communities that are substantially engaged in the groundfish
fishery, as explained above, and which are likely to be the most impacted by groundfish
management measures. Secondary groups are those communities that may not be
substantially dependent or engaged in the groundfish fishery but have demonstrated some
participation in the groundfish fishery since the 1994 fishing year (FY94).

Primary Community Groups
1. Portland, Maine
2. Portsmouth, New Hampshire
3. Gloucester, Massachusetts
4. Boston, Massachusetts
5. Chatham/Harwichport, Massachusetts
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6. New Bedford/Fairhaven, Massachusetts
7. Point Judith, Rhode Island

Secondary Community Groups
8. Upper Mid-Coast 1, Maine
9. Lower Mid-Coast 1, Maine
10. NH Seacoast
11. South Shore, Massachusetts
12. Provincetown, Massachusetts
13. Eastern Rhode Island

Table X — Community Groups
(NEFMC, Am 13 FSEIS, Section 5.6.1.1.1)

PORT ANALYSIS SUMMARY
The following passages have been excerpted in part from the Am 13 FSEIS, Section 5.6.2 as prepared by
the NEFMC:

Both dependence on fisheries in general and dependence on the multispecies fishery are
important to consider for the communities that are involved in groundfish harvesting that
are most likely to be impacted by the proposed management measures. The MARFIN
Report focuses on overall community dependence on fisheries; the additional information
presented in [Amendment 13] focuses on dependence on the multispecies fishery in
particular. Both measures of dependence are summarized below. In the MARFIN Report,
fishing dependence was assessed based on three indices: 1) the percentage of labor force
involved in fishing, 2) the percentage of related occupations within the Bureau of Labor
Statistics category of fisheries/forestry/farming, and 3) a summary measure of a series of
dependence ratios that compare the number of fishermen per hundred community
residents to various alternative occupational roles that fishermen could enter with their
particular skill profiles. The last of the indices described above, the occupational
alternative index, is the most useful tool for comparison across different communities in
the region (MARFIN 2001).

The MARFIN Report divides the New England region into eleven sub-regions, which are
also consistent with the sub-regions analyzed for this amendment using the Impact
Analysis for Planning (IMPLAN) model, and then ranks these subregions from highest to
lowest, based on fishing dependence. Table 7 below is from the MARFIN report and
provides the fishing dependence indices for each sub-region. The MARFIN report
explains that the three sub-regions with the highest dependence (Downeast Maine, Upper
Midcoast Maine, Cape and Islands) share some characteristics that make these
communities significantly more dependent on fishing resources than other regions of
New England. These three regions are all relatively isolated from other parts of New
England and have small islands and harbors, which give fishermen easy access to nearby
fish and shellfish grounds.

MARFIN suggests that the occupational alternative index is significantly lower for the
Cape and Islands as compared to the two sub-regions in Maine, because the Cape has
experienced intense pressures from tourism and gentrification. However, there is
variation among ports within these sub-regions. For example, Chatham is one town
on Cape Cod that has remained an active fishing port over the years and has
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supported a successful fishing industry despite low biomass levels, increased
regulations, and pressures from the recreational fishing and tourism industries.
(NEFMC, Am 13 FSEIS, Section 5.6.2)

o o Alterrjative _
MARFIN SUB-REGION “s Related ¥ of Total Occupation Ratio
Occupations Employed Summary

Downesast Maing 45 2.6 255.%4

Upper Midcoast Mains 36 2.0 171.05

Cape and lzlands 27 079 10442
Lower Midcoast Mains 23 046 591.32
Mew Bedford!South Shore 27 040 3895
Southern Maine 23 0.39 3694
Rhode |zland 24 0.31 30.86
Gloucester/Morth Shore 20 0.21 2491
Mew Hampshire Coast g 0.09 048
Boston Area 7 0.05 6.39
Connecticut Coast 2 0.01 261

Table X - Comparative fishing dependence indices for the eleven sub-regions of New England.
(MARFIN 2001 in NEFMC, Am 13 FSEIS, Section 5.6.2)

For the purposes of this assessment, groundfish revenues expressed as the percentage of
total fisheries revenues from federally-permitted vessels homeported in a particular
community group represent the community group’s current dependence on the groundfish
fishery. Information about dependence for all community groups can be found in the
Affected Human Environment section of the NEFMC Amendment 13 SEIS. Table 8
ranks average dependence on multispecies from FY99 and FY0O0 for the communities of
interest.

(NEFMC, Am 13 FSEIS, Section 5.6.2)

AVERAGE GROUNDFISH

RAMNK COMMUNITY GROUP DEPENDENCE FY99-FY00
1 Chatham/Harwichport, MA 71.1%
2 Paortland, ME 64.3%
3 Gloucester, MA 61.7%
4 Boston, MA 55.7%
5 Portsmouth, NH 4.7%
& South Shore, MA 47 7%
7 Provincetown, MA 45.4%
8 MNH Seacoast 44%
9 Lower Mid-Coast 1, ME %
10 Upper Mid-Coast 1, ME 23.1%
11 New Bedford/Fairhaven, MA 22.3%
12 Point Judith, RI 18.3%
13 Eastern Long Island, NY 16.9%
14 Eastern Rl 11.5%
15 HNorthern Coastal N.J i)

TableX — Ranking of dependence on groundfish for communities of interest.
(NEFMC, Am 13 FSEIS, Section 5.6.2)

OVERVIEW OF GB FIXED GEAR FISHERY

The GB Fixed Gear Sector, which operates out of Chatham and Harwich, is comprised of approximately
10 fishermen representing approximately 20 permits. Many of these fishermen are second- or third-
generation fishermen that hope to pass along this tradition to their sons and daughters. Massachusetts,
and specifically the ports of Chatham and Harwichport, has a longstanding history of catching cod.
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CAPE COD AND THE ISLANDS

The very name of this region speaks volumes about its centuries-old connection to fishing. Ever since
1602, when Bartholomew Gosnold first landed in what is now Provincetown, fishing has drawn people to
Cape Cod. The Pilgrims established fishing villages along the length of this sandy peninsula, and several
of these endure today, although in much changed form. A look through any promotional material for the
area prominently features fishing as a primary attraction for tourism and retirement activity. Seafood
originating from towns such as Chatham, Wellfleet, and Eastham is renowned throughout New England
for its freshness and quality. A drive through any of these towns at dawn reveals a working world of
fishermen, trucks, and boats busily plying their trade. A wide range of ancillary businesses such as gear
suppliers, fuel, bait, marine equipment, fish markets, and restaurants depend on this industry for survival.
Little hard data exist to measure the financial scope of this industry, but it is clearly becoming a priority,
and it is anticipated that such data will become available in the near future. Former Massachusetts
Governor Mitt Romney created the Cape Cod Regional Competitiveness Council. NEMFC Council
Chairman John Pappalardo was on their Fisheries / Agriculture Sub-Committee and has recommended
that the NEFMC begin compiling this kind of data so there will be a better picture of the financial and
social value of commercial fishing to the Cape and Islands.

The following passages have been excerpted in part from “Fishing Communities and Fishing Dependency
in the Northeast Region of the United States”:

(On) The Cape and Islands... fishing is a natural occupation for those who live in such
proximity to fertile fishing grounds. Furthermore, ... distances to major population
centers with diverse alternative employment are significant. Consequently, only the
tourist industry rivals fishing in importance. Because tourism is limited to the mild or
warm seasons, fishing is often regarded as an appropriate year-round enterprise.... Several
of the Cape Cod & Islands ports are listed among the top ports [on Cape Cod and the
Islands]. For example, Chatham has a ranking of four, Vineyard Haven is ranked as nine,
and Sandwich is 14 out of the 36 ranked.

On the gentrification scale, Vineyard Haven is ranked 5th and Provincetown and
Chatham are ranked 13" and 14", respectively. Despite gentrification, these ports are
actively engaged in the fishing industry. Provincetown-Chatham are lumped together by
“Fisheries of the United States.” In comparison to other major U.S. ports in 1998-99,
Provincetown-Chatham numbered among the top 50 ports with landings of 17.8 million
pounds in 1998 and 20 million pounds in 1999. The value of these landings was $10.2
million in 1998 and $12.9 million in 1999.

While the price per pound was approximately the same as found in Pt. Judith, a port to
which Chatham is often compared, the quantities landed in Pt. Judith were much smaller.
Chatham is the most active port of the Cape Cod & Islands sub-region. Though small, the
town has an important longline/hook fleet in addition to gillnetters and lobster fishermen,
a thriving shellfish industry, and a well-developed support industry. Innovation and
flexibility are hallmarks of Chatham fishermen. The development of niche fisheries (e.g.,
dogfish and now, selling to the live fish market) is something that respondents reported
with pride. Chatham also has a large retired population (almost a third of the whole). As
noted elsewhere, increased cost of property and lack of year round rental property is a
major concern.

(Hall-Arber et al, 1998)
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CHATHAM/HARWICHPORT, MASSACHUSETTS
The following passages have been excerpted in part from the Am 13 FSEIS, Section 9.4.5.8.3.1 as
prepared by the NEFMC:

Chatham, MA is a small coastal town on Cape Cod that is primarily known as a tourist
destination. In addition to great beaches and quaint shops, another major attraction for
tourists in Chatham is the opportunity to view fishermen unload their catch on the Town
Pier. Chatham is a geologically diverse area that supports a vast number of different
fisheries. According to the 1990 Census, the year-round population was 6,600 in 1989,
but it is estimated that this number is increasing significantly in recent years. Close to
half of the homes in Chatham are vacant in the winter months, and roughly one-third of
the population is over 65. The population of Chatham in 1989 was 98.6% white, and the
median household income was $31,315. The largest category of employed residents in
1995 was the “services” category, and fishing made up 12% of this category, representing
a significant portion of the overall employment in Chatham.

According to Chatham harbormaster documents, there are 279 commercial vessels at the
Chatham Fish Pier and Stage Harbor mooring areas. It is estimated that about two-thirds
of these vessels are small skiffs used for shellfishing. MARFIN found that there are
currently 64 vessels with docking permits for the Town Pier; 22 gillnets, 17 longliners, 5
combination, 8 lobster vessels, several handline vessels, several draggers, and four
party/charter boats. The Town Pier facilities are maintained by the Town and are
dedicated solely to commercial fishing interests. In addition to the Town Pier, the
majority of finfish activity actually takes place on the two private docks adjacent to the
Town’s facility. MARFIN found that the fleet in Chatham primarily targets Georges
Bank stocks of groundfish and dogfish. The major species landed are codfish, dogfish,
monkfish, haddock, bluefin tuna, and lobster. Chatham also has a substantial shellfish
industry. There are numerous support services for the fishing industry in Chatham, such
as fish buyers, cutters, gear workers, and shellfish shuckers. Some fishermen in this area
only fish part of the year, and others switch their gear to fish for longer periods of time.
MARFIN found that the majority of vessels in Chatham are owner-operated.

The recreational sector is growing in Chatham. MARFIN determined that the favorite
species for recreational fishermen in Chatham were striped bass, followed by bluefish,
scup and cod. MARFIN found many fishing related organizations in Chatham, and some
of them are very active in supporting Chatham fishermen and representing their voice in
fisheries management. All fishermen interviewed by MARFIN believe there has been a
change in effort over the past ten years, except for shellfish, which has remained stable
over the years. Some Chatham fishermen voiced that they want to diversify, but they
cannot get the permits to do it.

(NEFMC, Am 13 FSEIS, Section 9.4.5.8.3.1)

The following passages have been excerpted in part from the Am 13 FSEIS, Section 5.6.1.3 as prepared
by the NEFMC:

In FY99 and FY00, Chatham and Harwichport averaged 5,980,850 pounds of groundfish
landings and $7,254,100 in groundfish revenues, establishing it as an important port of
landing for groundfish vessels and a primary port for the multispecies fishery. Chatham
and Harwichport also serve as homeports for a significant number of multispecies
vessels. In FY99 and FY00, an average of 95 multispecies vessels homeported in
Chatham/Harwichport generated $6,844,500 in revenues from multispecies. Chatham’s
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overall community dependence on multispecies as a percentage of total fisheries revenues
from federally-permitted vessels averaged about 71% from FY99 — FY00. It is likely that
at least some of the active groundfish vessels in Chatham and Harwichport are even more
than 71% dependent on the multispecies fishery.

At the social impact informational meeting in Chatham, a few residents of Chatham and
Harwichport submitted comments reporting that they have experienced the most
significant social impacts from the May closure on Georges Bank to protect cod. The
majority of multispecies vessels from Chatham and Harwichport fish for Georges Bank
cod and not Gulf of Maine cod.

(NEFMC, Am 13 FSEIS, Section 5.6.1.3)

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

This EA presents two options including the proposed action which is approval of the Georges Bank Fixed
Gear Sector and a No-Action alternative and analyzes the impacts of the alternatives which are described
below.

Alternative 1 (No Action)

The No Action Alternative is the implementation of the GB Fixed Gear Sector Allocation without
submission or approval of neither the Operations Plan nor any modified Operations Plan. While the
Sector would be available under Alternative 1, all vessels would opt to remain in the Common Pool and
fish under the regulations implemented in Amendment 13 and subsequent framework adjustments to the
Northeast Multispecies FMP. Therefore, no allocation of GB cod would be made to the Sector.

Alternative 1 assumes that no vessels elect to enter the Sector. Under this alternative, all fixed gear
vessels decide to remain in the Common Pool under the rules implemented in Amendment 13 and
subsequent framework adjustments to the FMP. While there is a Sector (but not vessels electing to enter
it), the Sector would not have any allocations. Alternative 1 would subject all GB fixed gear vessels to
the input control measures designed to reduce the efficiency of the groundfish fleet in Amendment 13.

Effort Controls

The ratio of Category A and Category B DAS will be the default adopted by Amendment 13 (55/45) and
equates to an 8.3 percent reduction in Category A DAS available to each permit, and a similar increase in
Category B DAS.

Differential DAS Counting

When using Category A DAS in the areas shown in Figure X, vessels will be charged differential DAS.
Vessel operators that plan to catch fish in these areas will be required to declare their intent to do so at the
beginning of a trip using procedures that will be promulgated by the Regional Administrator. The
required means for this notification will be via VMS, but other procedures may be authorized if necessary
due to delays in implementing the VMS requirement for all vessels. A vessel that does not declare its
intent to catch fish in this area is not permitted to do so on that trip. A vessel that does not declare its
intent to fish in the area is not restricted from transiting the area, or being within the area (for example, to
evade weather), with gear properly stowed. Differential DAS counting does not apply to the use of
Category B DAS in these areas.

A vessel that declares its intent to fish in the GOM differential DAS area will be charged Category A
DAS at the rate of 2:1 — that is, the vessel will be charged Category A DAS at two times the actual time
underway. This rate will be charged for the entire trip, including any portions that occur outside of the
differential DAS area. A vessel that declares its intent to fish in the SNE differential DAS area will be
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charged Category A DAS at the rate of 2:1 - that is, the vessel will be charged two times the actual time
underway. This rate will be charged only for time spent in the area. While unlikely, should a vessel
declare its intent to fish in both areas on the same trip, differential DAS will be charged for the entire trip,
consistent with the requirements for the GOM area.

Vessels declared into the day gillnet category that declare their intent to fish in a differential DAS
counting area will be charged a minimum of 15 hours for any trip that is three hours or more in length, up
to and including 7.5 hours (actual time underway, regardless of whether in a differential DAS area or not).
For trips that are less than three hours, day gillnet vessels will be charged DAS at the appropriate
differential rate. For trips that are over 7.5 hours, day gillnet vessels fishing in the GOM differential DAS
area will be charged DAS at the differential rate.

Rationale: Differential DAS counting is designed to reduce fishing mortality on several stocks, including
GOM cod, CC/GOM yellowtail flounder, and SNE/MA yellowtail flounder. When combined with a daily
trip limit that is based on the time underway (not the DAS charged — see Section X) this will reduce the
effort on these stocks. The inshore GOM differential DAS area is adjacent to several important fishing
ports and any vessel sailing from or landing in those ports must transit the area. If a vessel is allowed to
fish both inside and outside the area and only be charged differential DAS while in the area, it would
reduce the effectiveness of this measure. Any vessel fishing an entire trip in the area wishing to catch the
maximum trip limit (4,000 lbs. at 800 lbs per DAS) would have to be absent for five DAS and would be
charged ten DAS. If a vessel were to fish both inside and outside the area on the same trip and only be
charged differential DAS while in the area then the DAS charged would be lower. As an example, from
the eastern boundary of the inshore GOM differential DAS area to Gloucester is about 37 nautical miles,
or about 3.5 hours at ten knots. Allowing for one three hour tow to “top off” to the full GOM cod trip
limit the vessel could conceivably be charged differential DAS for only 6.5 hours (3.5 hours of transit
time plus the 3 hours of towing time) which would add only 6.5 hours to the DAS charged for the trip (6.5
hours times 2 is thirteen hours). The vessel would thus only be charged 5 days and 6.5 hours while
catching the maximum GOM cod trip limit. In essence, this reduces the differential DAS rate from 2:1 to
about 1.13:1 for these trips, greatly reducing the effectiveness of this measure. It is possible that a vessel
operator could reduce this even further by skirting the edge of the area and only entering to make a short
tow. Given the value of cod ($1.50 to $2 per pound in late CY 2005), the size of the trip limits proposed
(800 Ibs per DAS), and the limited number of DAS available, if vessels are not charged differential DAS
for the entire trip there will be considerable incentive for fishermen to develop practices that circumvent
the intent of differential DAS counting while complying with the regulations.

Unlike the inshore GOM differential DAS area, the SNE/MA differential DAS are not adjacent to the
coast and vessels do not have to transit the area enroute homeport as frequently. In addition, the trip limits
under consideration for SNE/MA yellowtail flounder are lower and the potential value of diverting to “top
off” a trip is thus less. For this reason, differential DAS are charged only while fishing in the area, unless
VMS is not adopted for all vessels. In that case, since it is not possible to track a vessel’s location unless
it is equipped with VMS, a vessel that declares into the area via IVR will be charged differential DAS for
the entire trip.

Differential DAS Counting Area
Differential DAS counting will apply in the following areas (see Figure X):

Gulf of Maine:
Thirty minute squares 114/115/116/123/124/125/132/133/138/139/140,
described by the following
coordinates:
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43-30N (intersection with Maine shoreline)

43-30N 69-30W

43-00M 69-30W

43-00M 69-353W (eastern boundary, WGOM Closed Area)
42-30N 69-33W

42-30M 69-30W

41-30M 69-30W

41-30M T0-00W

(WNorth to

intersection with
Cape Cod coast)70-00W

Southern New England:
Area bounded by the following coordinates:

41-05M T1-43W
41-05M T0-00%W
41-00M T0-00%W
41-00M 69-30W
40-30M 69-30W
40-30M 70-200W
40-40M 70-200W
40-40 T0-30°W
40-30M 72-30W
40-10M 73-000W
40-00M 73-15W
40-00M T3-40W
40-15M T3-40W
40-30M T3-000W
40-35M T1-453W
41-05N T1-45W

Rationale: The inshore GOM area is designed to reduce fishing mortality on GOM cod and CC/GOM
yellowtail flounder. The area selected accounted for nearly 85 percent of GOM cod landings in FY 2004
and a similar percentage of CC/GOM yellowtail flounder. The SNE differential DAS area is designed to
reduce mortality primarily on SNE/MA yellowtail flounder but may also reduce mortality on SNE/MA
winter flounder. Amendment 13 proposed adopting differential DAS counting in the SNE RMA, a much
larger area. Since yellowtail flounder is caught in well-defined locations, a smaller area is being proposed
to allow some fishing for monkfish and winter flounder that will not be subject to differential DAS
counting.
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Figure X - Proposed Action differential DAS counting area (shaded)

Trip Limits

The following trip limits will be adopted. For vessels fishing in the differential DAS counting areas, trip
limits are based on the time underway and not the DAS charged. With respect to the modified running
clock for GOM or GB cod, vessels declared into the differential DAS area are not subject to the modified
running clock.

GOM Cod: 800 Ibs/day — 4.000 lbs/trip
GB Cod: 1,000 lbs/day — 10,000 lbs/trip

CC/GOM Yellowtail Flounder: 250 lbs/day — 1,000 lbs/trip
SNEMA Yellowtail Flounder: 230 lbs/day — 1,000 Ibs/trip

GB Winter Flounder: 5,000 Ibs/trip
GB Yellowtail Flounder: 10,000 lbs/trip
White Halke: 1,000 Ibs/day — 10,000 Ibs/trip

Rationale: Trip limits for GOM cod and GB cod are unchanged. The trip limits for CC/GOM yellowtail
flounder and SNE/MA yellowtail flounder are reduced to meet mortality objectives and are made
identical to simplify regulations (this will remove the requirement that vessels declare into either the
SNE/MA or CC/GOM yellowtail flounder stock area). A trip limit is established for GB yellowtail
flounder to reduce mortality and also reduce the likelihood that the TAC will be caught early in the year.
Trip limits for white hake and GB winter flounder are designed to reduce mortality on those two stocks.

The modified running clock was first adopted in an interim rule in August 1999 for GOM cod and in
August 2002 for GB cod. This regulation requires vessels that land more than one day’s limit of GOM or
GB cod to not call-out of the DAS system until the vessel is charged the full twenty-four hours for the
additional cod. A vessel landing two days of the trip limit, for example, must not call-out of the DAS
system until it has been charged 48 hours on the DAS clock, and cannot depart on another trip until the
full period has elapsed. The purpose of the running clock was to establish a closer link between DAS
charged and the daily possession limit on multi-day trips. The application of differential DAS at a 2:1
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rate removes the need for this provision. In order to land two days of the trip limit, the vessel must be
underway at least twenty-four hours and one minute and will be charged just over forty-eight hours; a
vessel landing three days of the limit from the differential DAS area must be underway at least forty eight
hours and one minute and would be charged just over ninety-six hours on the DAS clock. The modified
running clock requirement will still apply to vessels that are not fishing in the differential DAS counting
area.

Trip Limit Adjustments

On species that have trip limits, the Regional Administrator has the authority and responsibility to
monitor the catch in relationship to the target TACs and, in the event that it can be projected that at least
90% of the target TAC will not be caught in any given year, the Regional Administrator may adjust the
trip limits upwards as appropriate consistent with procedures established by the Administrative
Procedures Act (APA). Changes by the Regional Administrator can be made at any time, including
before the start of the fishing year if necessary, in all areas (including the Eastern U.S./Canada area).
Adjustments to the GB yellowtail flounder trip limit may also be made under provisions for the U.S./CA
area to prevent exceeding the TAC or to facilitate harvesting the TAC. These provisions allow this trip
limit to be increased or decreased. The Regional Administrator (RA) can adjust this initial limit in FY
2007 if necessary to prevent exceeding, or to facilitate harvesting, the TAC. The Council offers the
following guidance for consideration by NMFS when adjusting this trip limit (summarized in Table X).
This guidance is intended to replace the existing provision that requires a reduction of the trip limit to
1,500 1bs/DAS and 15,000 Ibs per trip when 70 percent of the TAC is caught, but does not replace the
Regional Administrator’s authority to adjust the TAC if necessary at other times (including prior to the
beginning of the fishing year):

If 30% of the TAC is reached during the first quarter, lower to 7,500 Ibs.
If 30% of the TAC is reached during the second quarter, continue 10,000 Ibs.
If 30% of the TAC is reached during the third quarter, increase to 25,000 Ibs.

If 30% is reached during the fourth quarter, remove the GBYT trip limit

If at any time during the fishing year and prior to reaching the 30% trigger the RA determines that the
TAC is not likely to be attained, the RA may alter the trip limit upwards to 15,000 or 25,000 Ibs./trip.
Any additional adjustments could be made at 60%.

. If 60% of the TAC is reached during the first quarter, lower to 3,000 Ibs.

. If 60% of the TAC is reached during the second quarter, lower to 5,000 Ibs.

. If 60% of the TAC is reached during the third quarter, continue at 10,000 lbs.

. If 60% of the TAC is reached during the fourth quarter, increase to 25,000 Ibs.

If at any time during the fishing year and prior to reaching the 60% trigger the RA determines that the
TAC is not likely to be attained, the RA may alter the trip limit upwards to 25,000 Ibs./trip or remove the
trip limit altogether. An additional adjustment could be made at 60% or when approaching the TAC.
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GB Yellowtail Flounder Trip Limit Adjustment

Fishing Year Quarter Catch reaches Catch reaches 60% of
30% of TAC during quarter TAC during guarter
Ciuarter 1 7.500 Ihs 3,000 lbs
Cluarter 2 10,000 Ibs 5,000 Ibs
Cluarter 3 25,000 Ibs 10,000 lbs
Ciuarter 4 Mo limit 25,000 lbs
Catch == Catch == 60% of TAC
At any time if TAC is 30% of TAC
unlikely to be atiained 15,000 Ibs to 25,000 lbs 25,000 lbs or unlimited

Table X — GB yellowtail flounder trip limit adjustment guidance

Rationale: The RA is provided authority and guidance to adjust trip limits so that yield is not sacrificed.
Several stocks are predicted to grow rapidly between 2006 and 2008 and target TACs to increase as a
result. It may be necessary to relax trip limit restrictions to harvest the target TACs. In the case of GB
yellowtail flounder, specific guidance is provided so that the industry can anticipate changes that may be
made over the course of the year in order to harvest, but not exceed, the target TAC.

Controls on Monkfish, Skates and Dogfish
The No Action alternative also leaves Sector members subject to existing on monkfish, skates and dogfish
as well as changes to Monkfish regulations to be implemented under Monkfish FW4.

Monkfish DAS and Trip Limits

Monkfish FW4 will implement new restrictions on monkfish DAS limiting vessels to 31 monkfish DAS
with trip limits in the Northern management areas of 1,250 b (567 kg) tail weight per DAS for limited
access monkfish Category A and C vessels, and 470 1b (213 kg) tail weight per DAS for limited access
monkfish Category B and D vessels. Vessels would be restricted to using no more than 23 of their
allocated 31 monkfish DAS in the SFMA. This action would also establish SFMA trip limits of 550 1b
(249 kg) tail weight for limited access monkfish Category A, C, and G vessels; and 450 1b (204 kg) tail
weight per DAS for limited access monkfish Category B, D, and H vessels. These are the same trip limits
in effect during FY2006.

Monkfish FW4 will also reduce the incidental catch limit for the NFMA. The proposed action would
reduce the monkfish incidental catch limit applicable to limited access monkfish vessels (Categories A, B,
C, D, F, G, and H) and open access monkfish vessels (Category E) fishing under a NE multispecies DAS
in the NFMA from 400 b (181 kg) tail weight per NE multispecies DAS, or 50 percent of the weight of
fish on board, to 300 1b (136 kg) tail weight per DAS, or 25 percent of the weight of fish on board. The
proposed incidental catch limit is equivalent to that implemented in the original FMP (64 FR 54732;
October 7, 1999). Framework 4 does not change the incidental catch limits in the SFMA which remain
at: (A) Category C, D, and F vessels. If any portion of a trip is fished only under a NE multispecies DAS,
and not under a monkfish DAS, in the SFMA, a Category C, D, or F vessel may land up to 300 1b (136
kg) tail weight or 996 1b (452 kg) whole weight of monkfish per DAS if trawl gear is used exclusively
during the trip, or 50 Ib (23 kg) tail weight or 166 1b (75 kg) whole weight per DAS if gear other than
trawl gear is used at any time during the trip.

Skate possession and landing restrictions remain as code in CFR§ 648.322
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a) Skate wing possession and landing limit. A vessel or operator of a vessel that has been issued a valid
Federal skate permit under this part, provided the vessel fishes under an Atlantic sea scallop, NE
multispecies, or monkfish DAS as specified at §§648.53, 648.82, and 648.92, respectively, unless
otherwise exempted under paragraph (b) of this section, may fish for, possess, and/or land up to the
allowable daily and per trip limits specified as follows:

(1) Possess up to 20,000 1b (9,072 kg) of skate wings (45,400 1b (20,593 kg) whole
weight) per trip of greater than 24 hours in duration; or

(2) Land up to 10,000 1b (4,536 kg) of skate wings (22,700 1b (10,296 kg) whole weight)
per trip of 24hours or less in duration.

(b) Bait Letter of Authorization (LOA). A skate vessel owner or operator under this part may request and
receive from the Regional Administrator an exemption from the skate wing possession limit restrictions,
provided that the following requirements and conditions are met:

(1) The vessel owner or operator obtains an LOA. LOAs are available upon request from
the Regional Administrator.

(2) The vessel owner/operator possesses and/or lands only whole skates less than 23
inches (58.42 cm) total length.

(3) The vessel owner or operator fishes for, possesses, or lands skates only for use as bait.
(4) Vessels that fish for, possess, and/or land any combination of skate wings and whole
skates less than 23 inches (58.42 cm) total length must comply with the possession limit
restrictions under paragraph (a) of this section for all skates or skate parts on board.

(5) Any vessel owner/operator meets the requirements at §648.13(h).

(6) Skate bait-only possession limit LOA—The vessel owner or operator possesses and
lands skates in compliance with this subpart for a minimum of 7 days.

(c) Prohibitions on possession of skates. All vessels fishing in the EEZ portion of the Skate Management
Unit are subject to the following prohibitions:

(1) A vessel may not retain, possess, or land barndoor or thorny skates taken in or from
the EEZ portion of the Skate Management Unit.

(2) A vessel may not retain, possess, or land smooth skates taken in or from the GOM
RMA described at §648.80(a)(1)(i). [68 FR 49701, Aug. 19, 2003, as amended at 69 FR
22988, Apr. 27, 2004]

Dogfish possession and landing restrictions remain as coded in CFR§ 648.235
(a) Quota Period 1. From May through October 31, vessels issued a valid Federal spiny dogfish permit
specified under §648.4(a)(11) may:

(1) Possess up to 600 Ib (272 kg) of spiny dogfish per trip; and
(2) Land only one trip of spiny dogfish per calendar day.

(b) Quota Period 2. From November 1 through April 30, vessels issued a valid Federal spiny dogfish
permit specified under §648.4(a)(11) may:

(1) Possess up to 600 Ib (272 kg) of spiny dogfish per trip; and
(2) Land only one trip of spiny dogfish per calendar day.
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(c) Regulations governing the harvest, possession, landing, purchase, and sale of shark
fins are found at part 600, subpart N, of this chapter. [66 FR 22476, May 4, 2001, as
amended at 67 FR 6201, Feb. 11, 2002; 69 FR 53362, Sept. 1, 2004; 71FR 40438, July
17, 2006]

ALTERNATIVE 2 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

The Preferred Alternative is approval of the GB Cod Fixed Gear Sector Operations Plan and receipt of an
allocation of all regulated multispecies, monkfish, skates, and spiny dogfish for FY2008. Sector vessels
would be subject to the regulations implemented under the Operations Plan.

As part of Amendment 13 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, the concept of Sector Allocation was
passed unanimously by the NEFMC (14-0) as an opportunity for a self-selecting group of fishermen with
valid multispecies permits to voluntarily come together and form a cooperative for the purposes of
attaining an allocation.

The proposed Preferred Alternative/Ops Plan has been deliberated by the prospective Sector members and
represents the culmination of bi-weekly stakeholder meetings for over 2 years. Further refinement of the
Ops Plan is expected throughout the term of the Sector as members grow increasingly familiar with
management of a hard TAC. The process by which the Ops Plan was developed is but one example of the
social benefits of its implementation. The Ops Plan is the result of authorizing formation of a Sector that
empowers stakeholders to more closely “plug in” to the management infrastructure and hold a more
active role in development of appropriate regulations.

Because the catch of all managed species would be constrained by hard TACs, the sector requests that it
be exempted from other regulations designed specifically to control fishing mortality. Vessels
participating in the Sector are legally-bound to uphold and abide by the following Operations Plan:

Fixed Gear Sector Harvest Plan
Fishing Year 2008-09 (May 2008 — April 2009)
Georges Bank Cod Fixed Gear Sector Operations Plan Harvesting Rules

The members and the participating vessels of the Sector agree to be legally bound to
follow the Operations Plan and Harvesting Rules for fishing year (FY) 2008 as described
herein, notwithstanding those rules and regulations applicable to common pool
multispecies vessels.

1. Aggregate Sector allocation:

The Sector Members agree that, collectively, they would not harvest more quota-
managed groundfish, monkfish, and skates than the Sector TACs. Once any of the annual
TACs are reached, no participating vessel may possess or land quota-managed
groundfish, monkfish, and skates, or use any fishing gear capable of catching quota-
managed groundfish, monkfish, skates, and spiny dogfish shark unless additional quota is
obtained (see Harvesting Rule #2). Additionally, the Sector will operate within a
minimum allocation amount of 2,000 pounds of TAC of any quota-managed species to all
Sectors where fishing history is less than this minimum allocation amount. Species
managed under a TAC are:

I. GOM Cod
II. GB Cod
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III. GOM Haddock
IV. GB haddock
V. GBYT
VI. CCYT
VII. SNE YT
VIII. GOM Winter Flounder
IX. GB Winter Flounder
X. SNE/MA Winter Flounder
XI. GOM/GB Windowpane Flounder
XII. SNE/MA Windowpane Flounder
XIII. Witch Flounder
XIV. American Plaice
XV. Redfish
XVI. Pollock
XVII. White Hake
XVIII. Atlantic Halibut
XIX. Ocean Pout
XX. NMFA Monkfish
XXI. SFMA Monkfish
XXII. Clearnose Skate
XXIII. Little Skate
XXIV. Rosette Skate
XXV. Smooth Skate
XXVI. Thorny Skate
XXVII. Winter Skate
XXVIII. Barndoor Skate
XXIX. Spiny Dogfish Shark

2. Inter-Sector Quota Trading:

The Sector Manager will allow trading of catch allocations with other sectors, provided
that both sectors are operating under allocations of all regulated multispecies. Trading
will be allowed only within the year, and will be accurately monitored and accounted for
in real-time. Furthermore, trading will not be allowed if it will cause a sector to exceed
its 20% cap on any species.

3. Days-At-Sea (“DAS”): Each participating Permit and Participating Vessel will be
exempt from all DAS requirements.

4. Sector Call-In: Each Participating Vessel must notify the Manager or his designated
representative prior to departing from port when using fishing gear capable of catching
quota-managed species.

5. Full retention: All quota-managed species harvested during any fishing operation must
be retained and counted against the Sector’s Allocations.

6. Size Limits: Participating vessels will be exempt from all minimum and maximum size
limits on quota-managed species.

7. Species Trip Limits: Participating vessels shall be exempt from any and all trip limits.
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8. Gear Restrictions: No Participating Vessel may fish for quota-managed species with
any gear other than jigs, non-automated demersal longline, automated demersal longline,
handgear, or gillnets. All Participating Vessels are subject to the same gear restrictions on
marking and tagging gillnet gear. Participating vessels are exempt from mesh size limits
and number of gillnet limits. Participating vessels must use circle hooks when using
hook gear. A “circle hook” is defined as a hook with the point turned back towards the
shank and the barbed end of the hook is displaced (offset) relative to the parallel plane of
the eyed-end, or shank of the hook when laid on its side. Participating Vessels are exempt
from the 3,600 hook limit.

9. GB Seasonal Closure/Spawning Season Restrictions: Participating Vessels are not
required to adhere to the seasonal closure on Georges Bank (May 1 through May 31) or
any rolling or habitat closure, or non-spawning blocks. However, Participating Vessels
must continue to comply with the Spawning Season Restrictions. The 20 day spawning
block (March-May) will remain in effect in accordance with NMFS regulations.

10. Closed Areas: Participating Vessels may fish in all non-spawning closed areas.

11. Fishing Area: Sector members will fish solely with fixed gear and solely within the
Sector Area, defined as the state and federal regions of the Northeast Regional Statistical
Areas (Statistical Areas 464 to 639)

12. Delayed Operation Clause: If the Sector experiences delays in implementation by
NMEFS, the NEFMC, or other governing body, the Sector will be allowed to operate
under the previous years’ Harvesting Rules until implementation for the current year
occurs. Any quota-managed species harvested during this time will be measured by the
Sector Manager and counted towards the Sector’s current TACs.

13. Future Catch Histories: Catch histories associated with the Sector will remain
constant regardless of whether the vessels landed the fish. Furthermore, Sectors will be
credited with their maximum TAC amount (20%) rather than the actual amount of fish
caught.

14. Reporting: Sector members will be exempt from federal paper reporting requirements
and, instead, will be granted authorization to utilize federally-approved electronic
reporting techniques.

15. Administrative Burden: Sectors proposed prior to 2006 will not have to compensate
NMES for any administrative burden

In addition to the Ops Plan, Sector members are subject to a legally-binding Membership Agreement that
delineates the interaction of members within the Sector, including governance, enforcement, and penalties
for non-compliance. The Sector operates independent of common pool vessels that still operate under a
“soft” TAC and input control measures (such as DAS) as the main controls for managing mortality. The
self-governance and monitoring of the Sector allows members to maintain stewardship of the resource
upon which they depend. It creates a sense of interconnectedness among fishermen that would discourage
violation of the Sector Membership Agreement and Ops Plan. As the Sector manages itself at the
community level, NMFS carries less of an enforcement burden. In addition, because community based
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management is flexible to annual and midseason modifications, it is more responsive to changes in the
condition of the fishery than the traditional process has been.

Comparison of Alternatives

The table presented below identifies and compares those elements of the Operations Plan that are specific
to the Sector (Preferred Alternative) to those elements of current regulations that would pertain to fixed
gear vessels in the Common Pool.

Alternative 1 | Alternative 2
(No Action) (Preferred
Alternative)

Hard TACs for all regulated multispecies, monkfish, all skates,

. No Yes
and spiny dogfish shark
Inter-sector quota sharing No Yes
Multispecies DAS and reporting requirements Yes No
Differential Multispecies DAS counting Yes No
Monkfish DAS and report requirements Yes No
Full retention of all quota-manages species No Yes
Exemption from minimum and maximum size limits No Yes
Exemption from all species’ trip limits No Yes
Exemption from net and hook limits and size No Yes
Exemption from GB Seasonal Closure - May No Yes
Exemption from all rolling and year-round closures No Yes
Exemption from fishing blocks No Yes
Exemption from paper reporting (electronic reporting) No Yes
Increased monitoring, enforcement, & reporting requirements No Yes
Increased fees and penalties for rule-breaking No Yes
Increased efficiency and empowerment of fishermen No Yes

Table X- Comparison of management measures for Sector alternative and No Action Alternative

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

ALTERNATIVE 1 (NO ACTION)

The No Action Alternative is the implementation of Amendment 13 and the GB Cod Fixed Gear Sector
Allocation. While the Sector would be available through Alternative 1, all vessels would opt to remain in
the Common Pool and fish under the regulations implemented under Amendment 13 and subsequent
frameworks. Thus, no allocations would be made to the Sector.

BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS

Target Species

These vessels would not have a hard TAC to constrain them and with their efficient gear offering them a
wider array of species to target, these vessels are likely to reach their daily trip limits and continue
fishing, discarding all further fish overboard. These discards can, and often do, reach levels upwards of
multiple times the daily trip limit and can be difficult to avoid. This wasteful practice continues to
undermine any rebuilding plan in place and does nothing but delay the goal of achieving MSY. As
haddock continue to rebuild to higher levels, regulatory discarding will undermine this example of a
“fisheries management success story.”

Non-target Species/Incidental Catch
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Gillnetting and, to some extent hook fishing, has interactions with a broad range of species, which creates
more opportunities for incidental catch. The following table illustrates the interactions that the gear types
have with non-target (and target) species for 2004:

Sink/Anchor Gillnet

Benthic Longline

Year Species Landings (metric tons) Landings (metric tons)
2004 GOOSEFISH 5,240.90 19.9
2004 MACKEREL, ATLANTIC 5,083.60 n/a
2004 SKATES 2,640.50 136.8
2004 COD, ATLANTIC 2,208.00 104.8
2004 POLLOCK 1,919.00 16
2004 HAKE, WHITE 849.7 48.5
2004 SHARK, SPINY DOGFISH 434.9 16.6
2004 FLOUNDER, WINTER 223.6 3.1
2004 FLOUNDER, YELLOWTAIL 195.4 n/a
2004 HADDOCK 187.5 267.8
2004 SQUIDS 113.8 n/a
2004 SCUPS OR PORGIES 112.1 n/a
2004 LOBSTER, AMERICAN 78.2 1.2
2004 FLOUNDER, SUMMER 70.9 n/a
2004 BLUEFISH 554 n/a
2004 REDFISH OR OCEAN PERCH 51.5 n/a
2004 FINFISHES, UNC FOR FOOD 47.1 n/a
2004 FLOUNDER, WITCH 36.2 n/a
2004 FLOUNDER,ATLANTIC,PLAICE | 29.9 n/a
2004 HAKE, SILVER 25.8 n/a
2004 WOLFFISH, ATLANTIC 21.5 1.2
2004 MENHADEN, ATLANTIC 17.4 n/a
2004 CUSK 15.2 9.2
2004 HERRING, ATLANTIC 5.9 36
2004 SEA BASS, BLACK 5.8 3.1
2004 TAUTOG 5.4 n/a
2004 SCALLOP, SEA 4.7 6.2
2004 WEAKFISH 3.3 n/a
2004 MACKEREL, SPANISH 2.2 n/a
2004 TUNA, YELLOWFIN 2.2 9.5
2004 SHARK, PORBEAGLE 2.1 n/a
2004 HAKE, ATLANTIC, RED/WHITE |2 n/a
2004 HAKE, RED 1.9 n/a
2004 BUTTERFISH 1.8 n/a
2004 FLATFISH 1.5 n/a
2004 HALIBUT, ATLANTIC 1.5 n/a
2004 BASS, STRIPED 1.2 n/a
2004 SHRIMP, MARINE, OTHER 1.1 1.8
2004 SWORDFISH n/a 69.7
2004 CRAB, DEEPSEA RED n/a 33.1
2004 TILEFISHES n/a 30.7
2004 SHARK, SHORTFIN MAKO n/a 7.2
2004 TUNA, BIGEYE n/a 4.9
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2004 DOLPHINFISH n/a 3.8

2004 TUNA, ALBACORE n/a 1.3

2004 TUNA, BLUEFIN n/a 1.1

The information is based on a NMFS landings database query for 2004 and filtered to show those species
which were caught by sink gillnets and hooks in amounts greater than or equal to one (1) metric ton. This
shows that with the application of this filter (> lmt), sink gillnets interact with 38 species; benthic
longlines interact with 24. It is expected that these overall totals would not change in the absence of the
Sector. Impacts to species include continued fishing pressure for non-overfished stocks and delayed
rebuilding for overfished stocks.

Protected Species

The Northeast sink gillnet fishery is classified as a Level I fishery under the 2006 List of Fisheries (LOF)
at 50 CFR Part 229. The bottom longline fishery on Georges Bank is considered part of the Category III
listing for the Northeast/Mid-Atlantic bottom longline fishery. An explanation of the classifications used
in the LOF is as follows:

Category | fishery means a commercial fishery determined by the Assistant
Administrator to have frequent incidental mortality and serious injury of marine
mammals. A commercial fishery that frequently causes mortality or serious injury of
marine mammals is one that is by itself responsible for the annual removal of 50 percent
or more of any stock's potential biological removal level.

Category Il fishery means a commercial fishery determined by the Assistant
Administrator to have a remote likelihood of, or no known incidental mortality and
serious injury of marine mammals. A commercial fishery that has a remote likelihood of
causing incidental mortality and serious injury of marine mammals is one that
collectively with other fisheries is responsible for the annual removal of:

(1) Ten percent or less of any marine mammal stock's potential biological removal level,
or

(2) More than 10 percent of any marine mammal stock's potential biological removal
level, yet that fishery by itself is responsible for the annual removal of 1 percent or less of
that stock's potential biological removal level. In the absence of reliable information
indicating the frequency of incidental mortality and serious injury of marine mammals by
a commercial fishery, the Assistant Administrator would determine whether the
incidental serious injury or mortality is “remote” by evaluating other factors such as
fishing techniques, gear used, methods used to deter marine mammals, target species,
seasons and areas fished, qualitative data from logbooks or fisher reports, stranding data,
and the species and distribution of marine mammals in the area or at the discretion of the
Assistant Administrator. (50 CFR 229.2)

Table X shows the marine mammals known to have had interactions with sink gillnets and bottom
longlines on Georges Bank, as excerpted from the 2006 List of Fisheries at 50 CFR Part 229, which
reclassified the “Northeast sink gillnet fishery” as a Category I fishery and the “Northeast/Mid Atlantic
bottom longline/hook-and-line fishery” as a Category III fishery.
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Estimated )
Fishery Description . vesge?g /pe Mari?ceic;n;::r;ill; %{Eiclileesdfa;:ldj f:;dcks
rsons
Category I
Northeast sink gillnet 341 Bottlenocse dolphin, WNA offshore

Common dolphin, WHA

Fin whale, WHA

Gray seal, WHA

Harbor porpoise, GME/BF

Harbor seal, WHA

Harp seal, WNA

Hooded seal, WHNA

Humpback whale, WNA

Minke whale, Canadian east coast
North Atlantic right whale, WHA
Risso's dolphin, WHA
White-gided dolphin, WNA

Category III

Northeast/Mid-Atlantic bottom 46 None documented
longline/hook-and-line

Table X - List of marine mammals known to have interacted with the longline and gillnet fisheries in the
Northeast. Excerpted from the 2006 Final LOF (Department of Commerce, 2006)

As can be seen, Northeast sink gillnets have more interactions with marine mammals than bottom
longline gear. Under the No Action alternative in the absence of the Sector, it is expected that these
overall totals would not change. This means that there would be a continued level of interaction with non-
ESA listed marine mammal species, potentially driving their numbers over potential biological removal
(PBR), and with ESA-listed marine mammal species, jeopardizing their chances of recovery.

Under the Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction Plan (ALWTRP), Harbor Porpoise Take Reduction Plan
(HPTRP), and Bottlenose Dolphin Take Reduction Plan (BDTRP), fixed gear must meet federal
requirements for gear markings, locations, weak links, and buoyancy requirements. In addition, fixed
gear fishermen must abide by rolling closures and seasonal and spawning periods of restricted fishing
activity. Under the No Action alternative, Sector members would not have a hard TAC to constrain them;
therefore, there would be an unlikely chance that large whale interactions would decrease.

According to the Northeast Fisheries Science Center Sea Turtle Program, four species of turtles migrate
northward along the continental shelf of the eastern U.S. to forage in highly productive, nearshore habitats
during the spring, summer and fall months: primarily early life history stages of cheloniid loggerhead
(Caretta caretta), Kemp’s ridley (Lepidochelys kempii) and green (Chelonia mydas) turtles; and sub-adult
and adult leatherback turtles (Dermochelys coriacea).

Although sea turtles are known to interact with both gillnet and hook-and-line gear, these occurrences
happen infrequently with these gear types in the proposed operating area. Between January 2002 and
June 2006, 4,651 anchored sink gillnet trips were observed, and 487 bottom longline trips were observed.
In this 54 month period, federal observers reported 11 incidental takes of sea turtles in the anchored sink
gillnet fishery, and zero incidental takes of sea turtles in the bottom longline fishery. It should be noted
that the term “incidental take” can mean “dead,” “alive and injured,” or “alive and uninjured.” Sea turtles
often inhabit waters more temperate than the Sector’s Operating Area. Under the No Action alternative,
Sector members would not have a hard TAC to constrain them; therefore, there would be an unlikely
chance that large whale interactions would decrease.
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Biological Conclusions

Should the No Action alternative be chosen, the Sector’s allocations would not be granted. It would be
expected that some percentage of fixed gear vessels may convert to otter trawling, which is known to
have higher rates of fish bycatch. In addition, many of the smallest vessels within the Sector may be
forced to sell their permits because they would not have the protection of the allocations and would be
out-competed by more efficient vessels. Without the allocations to contain fishing effort, gillnetters have
more opportunity for increased interactions and incidental catch of non-target and protected species. In
addition, there would be no method in place to control the large amounts of regulatory discards
experienced by the fleet today.

HABITAT IMPACTS
According to the Magnuson Act, EFH means “those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning,
breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity" (Department of Commerce, 1996).

The EFH Final Rule identifies adverse impacts as “any impact, which reduces quality and/or quantity of
EFH. Adverse effects from fishing may include physical, chemical, or biological alterations of the
substrate, and loss of, or injury to, benthic organisms, prey species and their habitat, and other
components of the ecosystem" (NEFMC, 1998).

The Workshop on the Effects of Fishing Gear on Marine Habitats off the Northeastern United States,
October 23-25, 2001, had the following findings regarding the impacts of longline and gillnets on marine
habitats: “The panel concluded that sink gillnets and longlines cause some low degree impacts in mud,
sand and gravel habitats” (Department of Commerce, 2002). As stated in the EFH final rule, the intent of
EFH “is to regulate fishing gears that reduce an essential habitat's capacity to support marine resources,
not practices that produce inconsequential changes in the habitat" (Department of Commerce, 2002).

Habitat Conclusions

The No Action alternative is expected to have no habitat impacts because it is a baseline condition in
which the multispecies fishery would continue to be conducted as is: without the creation of the Sector.
Habitat impacts of the existing fishery have already been minimized by the establishment of the habitat
closed areas and effort controls that were approved in Amendment 13 and subsequent framework actions.
As such, no additional habitat impacts would result that haven’t already been accounted for.

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS

As noted at the Social Impact Informational Meetings, “because of increased regulations in many
fisheries, small vessels have lost much of their flexibility to move from one fishery to another. In
Chatham, meeting participants felt that regulations have ‘boxed them in’ to particular fisheries, making it
difficult or impossible for them to maximize their opportunities and/or adjust to changing conditions.
When combined with the inherent limitations of small vessels, the regulations have reduced fishing
opportunities to the point that many fishermen cannot guarantee a year-round income from fishing for
themselves or for their crew” (NEFMC, Am 13 FSEIS, Appendix I). The No Action Alternative would
have negative social impacts on local fixed gear fishermen and on the Chatham/Harwich community.
Daily trip limits, in addition to a continued reduction in DAS, gear restrictions, and ever-increasing closed
areas would likely eliminate the traditional, small-boat fleet.

Pending changes to multispecies groundfish management may potentially undermine the Sector concept
as well as eliminate the likelihood that fixed gear fishing remains profitable. This would cause disruption
within the principle communities (Chatham/Harwichport) for shore-based businesses and could
eventually lead to the loss of piers, wharves, and docks, all of which are in high demand for residential
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purposes. This outcome would further diminish the possibility for these communities to re-renter the
fishery once stocks have rebuilt. The well-documented social ills that follow the collapse of a traditional
industry are likely to be the result of implementation of Alternative 1.

According to the Amendment 13 FSEIS, “Consistent with the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act
to prevent overfishing and rebuild overfished stocks, the proposed action will restrict fishing activity
through the imposition of additional restrictions on fishing time, possession limits, and other
measures.....these declines will probably have negative impacts on fishing communities throughout the
region, but particularly on those ports that rely heavily on groundfish” (NEFMC, Am 13 FSEIS, Section
7.1.1).

Amendment 13 to the FMP, as passed by the NEFMC and approved by NMFS, is having severe,
disproportional negative economic impacts on the GB fixed gear fleet. Cape Cod supports a fleet of
small-boat fishermen who operate in much the same manner that New Englanders have fished for
generations: in small boats that are owned and operated by independent businessmen. The local
groundfish fleet has been heavily impacted by successive regulatory changes over the last decade and
most of the fishermen in the area are struggling to survive. Not only financial survival but physical
survival of these fishermen is at stake. The low profitability of the fleet has left little money for vessel
upkeep while regulatory changes and the distribution of fish has forced vessels to fish further from port.
This small fleet has lost vessels, and more importantly, lives as a result over the last few years.

The Chatham and Harwichport-based groundfish fishery contributes to Cape Cod’s charm, heritage and
tradition. Furthermore, this traditional fishing community contributes to the tourist economy; with
thousands of people going to the piers every year to see fish landed and then to local eateries to taste the
fresh caught catch. Commercial fishing is one of the few non-tourist industries on Cape Cod and it
provides one of the few opportunities for young people in the area to find high paying jobs. Without
these small boat family fishermen, Cape Cod would not be the same.

Alternative 1 will have negative social impacts on the prospective Sector members and the communities
of which they are a part. The social and economics impacts of Alternative 1 are analyzed in depth in the
Framework 42 EA (NEFMC FW 42 Section 7.2). The analysis of FW 42 impacts is generally applicable
to prospective Sector members. Only a summary of impacts and discussion of some key impacts are
provide here and readers are referred to the FW 42 EA for a more in-depth analysis

Trip Limit

“Both gillnet and hook gear groups appear to be split between vessels that may experience significant
revenue losses and vessels that may experience revenue gains. This disparity is likely due to differences
in dependence on Georges Bank cod and Gulf of Maine cod. Because cod tends to represent such a high
proportion of total fishing income for these two gear groups, revenues are very sensitive to changes in cod
trip limits. Thus, while the Gulf of Maine cod trip limit would be double that of FY2001, the Georges
Bank cod trip limit is more restrictive. This means that even with a 45% DAS reduction, hook and gillnet
vessels with a high dependence on Gulf of Maine cod can increase total fishing income while vessels with
high dependence on Georges Bank cod experience revenue losses” (NEFMC, Am 13 FSEIS, Section
5.4.4.1).

Gear Limit

Sector vessels are subject to the same gear restrictions on marking, tagging, mesh size, and number of
gillnets applicable to common pool vessels using the same type of gear. The 3600 hook limit, and various
gillnet limits prevent fishermen from maximizing opportunities when certain species are available for
harvest in abundance. The opportunity to fish multiple tides is prevented by regulations that prohibit
setting more than 3,600 hooks on a given day. This gear restriction limits the ability of vessels to
recognize sufficient revenue to justify the expense and danger of fishing. The 3,600 hook limit was
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introduced in the Interim Rule and fishermen have employed it since May 2002. The 3,600 hook limit
does not allow fishermen the flexibility to maximize their catch when cod appear in their geographical
range and unnecessarily restricts the opportunity of Sector members to maximize their efficiency and
revenue. With these limited revenue opportunities, vessel owners would be forced to look for options
other than hook and gillnet fishing, including leasing DAS to otter trawlers, selling their permits, or
converting to otter trawling. The No Action alternative, because it lacks approval of the Operations Plan
and allocations of all regulated multispecies, monkfish, skates, and spiny dogfish, would result in all
vessel owners remaining outside the Sector so that they can exercise these options.

Discard Mortality

Under The No Action alternative, vessels would not have hard TACs to constrain them. With their
efficient gear offering them a wider array of species to target, these vessels are likely to reach their daily
trip limits and continue fishing, discarding all further fish overboard. By discarding these fish, Sector
members are contributing to the inefficiency of the current regulatory system and may be experiencing
significant revenue loss in the short-term and long-term.

Economic Impacts

The changes implemented under FW 42 (the No Action alternative) will affect any commercial
groundfish vessel with a limited access permit and a DAS baseline greater than zero. Total nominal
revenues landed by these vessels on trips where groundfish was landed was $109 million in FY 2004.
The Proposed Action would result in a short-term reduction in total fishing revenues of $21 million, of
which the majority ($15 million) would be losses in revenue from regulated groundfish. This represents
19 percent of total groundfish revenue. Since many of these vessels participate in other fisheries, it
represents an 8 percent decline in total fishing revenue.

Impacts on revenues are not evenly distributed. The ports of Portsmouth NH, Gloucester MA, Boston
MA, Portland ME, South Shore MA, Chatham MA, and Provincetown MA are expected to see a decline
in the value of landed catch (all species) of more than four percent, but the loss in groundfish revenues is
higher. The ports expected to have the largest loss in groundfish revenues include Other NH Coast (-
43%), New Jersey (-40%), South Shore MA (-32%), and North Shore MA (-31%). When impacts are
measures by homeport state of fishing vessel, at the median level of impacts the largest declines in total
fishing revenues are expected for vessels with homeports in New Hampshire (-33%) and Massachusetts (-
16%). The largest declines in total revenues (again, reported at the median level) are inversely related to
vessel size: -16% for vessels less than 50 feet, -12% for vessels 50 to 70 feet, and -5% for vessels greater
than 70 feet. Gillnet and trawl vessels are expected to have similar declines at the median (-13%), while
total revenues for hook vessels are expected to decline 5%. Vessels that fish more than 75% of their time
in the inshore GOM blocks are expected to lose 35% of total revenue at the median, while those that fish
less than 75% of their time in the inshore blocks are expected to lose 10% of their total revenue at the
median.

The reductions in revenues summarized in the previous paragraph do not take into account revenues from
Special Access Programs (SAPs) or the Category B (regular) DAS Program. Estimates suggest that
revenues from these programs should exceed $6 million, providing a measure of mitigation to the
economic impacts.

Regional impacts were estimated using an input/output model of the Northeast Region. The estimated
short-term impact on the northeast region gross sales was estimated as harvesters of $21 million for
harvesters, $5 million for dealers, and $26 million for processors. Given this decline in gross sales of $52
million, the overall impact on the region’s economy is estimated as $98 million. The largest impacts
would be felt in the sub-regions of New Bedford ($14.4 million), Gloucester ($13.5 million), New York
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coastal ($12.6 million), and Boston ($11.1 million). Impacts in Massachusetts account for 43% of total
northeast region impacts.

Social Impacts

The increased regulation of the groundfish fishery implemented by this action will likely have negative
impacts on several of the key social factors identified in Amendment 13. Reductions in DAS and
differential DAS counting areas will cause disruptions in daily living and will reduce occupational
opportunities in the groundfish fishery. It is likely that the attitudes of fishermen towards the regulations
will also suffer negative impacts, as fishermen resent the imposition of additional regulations so soon
after the adoption of Amendment 13. The social impacts will not be evenly distributed. The impacts on
vessel safety are uncertain.

Some of the smaller inshore vessels that are most affected by the action may be unable to take advantage
of these programs, however, and so their communities may not receive much benefit from them.

The trip limits on cod, yellowtail flounder, winter flounder and hake not only reduce the efficiency and
profitability of the fleet. They often force vessels to discard fish which is damaging for the morale of the
fishermen who understand the need to rebuild fish stocks and are upset by the waste of fish when they are
finding it difficult to remain economically viable. The analysis in FW 42 Section 7.2.5.1.1 explains:

Excessive regulatory discards cause fishermen to feel as if the fishery resource and their
time are being wasted and that they are forced to shovel over dead fish at a loss to the
resource, the market, and their revenue potential. The Proposed Action adopts or
modifies trip limits for CC/GOM vyellowtail flounder, SNE/MA yellowtail flounder, GB
yellowtail flounder, GB winter flounder, and white hake. Trip limits for GOM and GB
cod remain the same, while the trip limit for haddock is removed.

Summary of Economic and Social Impacts

Overall, The No Action alternative (which leaves prospective Sector members subject to the management
measures implemented as FW 42) is likely to have a negative effect on the important social factors
identified by Amendment 13. The further reductions in available Category A DAS, differential DAS
counting areas, additional trip limits, adoption of a restricted Category B (regular) DAS program will
make it more difficult for fishermen to maintain daily routines, operate in a safe manner, and maintain a
positive attitude towards the management program. With these restrictions adopted barely two years after
the major upheaval caused by the large effort reductions of Amendment 13, fishermen will no doubt
question when the benefits promised by that rebuilding program will be realized. Landings and revenues
declined in FY 2004, and are unlikely to increase for at least another year under this action. The
economic impacts of this action on those affected communities are expected to be severe and in some
cases may threaten the existence of fishing businesses in those communities. These port groups will have
a difficult time adjusting to the restrictions and the action will have a negative impact on the key social
factors identified.

There are some communities where the impacts may not be as severe due to elements of the action that
attempt to mitigate impacts. DAS leasing and changes to SAPs may help some vessels and their
communities adapt to the restrictions in this action. These benefits may prove localized to small groups
of vessels, however, and are unlikely to change the overall perception that the social impacts of this
action, in the short term, are largely negative. Successful rebuilding of groundfish stocks should lead to
future benefits for fishermen and their communities but as noted in Amendment 13 it is not clear that
current fishery participants will reap those benefits.
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The fixed gear fishery of Georges Bank would not survive the multiple regulation changes that would
result from the No Action alternative. Left with fewer DAS, a high dependence on GB cod, and a limit
on the number of hooks and nets which can be used in a given day, and mandatory regulatory discards of
all species over the daily trip limit, the fixed gear fishery would likely experience a negative economic
impact.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

The Preferred Alternative is approval of the GB Cod Fixed Gear Sector Operations Plan and receipt of
allocations of all regulated multispecies, monkfish, skates, and dogfish for FY2008. Sector vessels would
be awarded hard TACs and, subject to the regulations implemented under the Operations Plan, allowed to
fish it (See Section X of this document).

BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS

Alternative 2 would have overall positive biological impacts because the Sector Ops Plan would ensure
that a traditional portion of local multispecies is taken by fixed gear rather than more efficient gears that
are known to result in greater fish bycatch and habitat impacts. In addition, implementation of the Sector
Ops Plan would reduce the amount of time that fixed gear would remain in the water: by mandating the
retention of all catch; and by operating under hard TACs rather than daily trip limits or DAS, the Sector
would be able to harvest their allocations more efficiently and in less time. By increasing this efficiency,
gear would remain in the water less time than it would under common pool rules, thereby reducing the
potential interactions with protected species. Fixed gear has been used to target groundfish, monkfish,
skates, and spiny dogfish for decades, and the biological impacts of the Sector would be predictable and
minimal. In addition, the imposition of hard TACs on the Sector would ensure that Sector members are
not participating in overfishing of its quota-managed species.

The Proposed Action will reduce fishing mortality on most groundfish stocks. In some instances fishing
mortality that will result from these measures will be below the Amendment 13 targets. The Proposed
Action will also reduce fishing mortality on monkfish, skates, and spiny dogfish as these stocks will be
constrained by hard TACs. The expected reductions in groundfish fishing mortality are shown in the
following table.

Species Stock Proposed Targeted Fishing Mortality

Action Change Reduction from Effort Controls
In Fishing
Maortality
Winter Flounder GB -41% -35%
Winter Flounder GOM -52%
Winter Flounder SMNE/MA -19% -0%
Cod GB -8% 0%
Cod GOM -44% -32%
Haddock GB 1%
Haddock GOM -22%
Plaice -11%
Pallock -17%
Redfish -5%
White Hake -18% -13%
Windowpane MNORTH -31%
Windowpane SOUTH -45%
Witch ALL -25%
Yellowtail CC/GOM -49% -46%
Yellowtall GEBE -40% -0%
Yellowtall SME/MA -63% -55%
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For some stocks, rebuilding is expected to proceed more rapidly that anticipated by Amendment 13 as a
result of this action. These stocks include GB haddock, GB cod, GOM cod. Because the Proposed
Action includes several changes to trip limits, this action may increase discard rates of GB yellowtail and
winter flounder, CC/GOM and SNE/MA yellowtail flounder, and white hake. It is uncertain whether this
will result in increased discards since effort is also being reduced and it is possible that the amount of
discards may decrease even as discard rates increase. This may be particularly true for CC/GOM and
SNE/MA yellowtail flounder, where the proposed differential DAS counting areas may reduce effort on
these two stocks.

A key element of any Sector approach is the allocation of a specific amount of a resource to a particular
Sector. As long as that allocation is consistent with target fishing mortality rates, this alternative is
consistent with the biological objectives of the FMP. The Sector is seeking allocations of all regulated
multispecies, monkfish, skates, and spiny dogfish.

The Sector allocations are a fixed share of the target TACs that are set to achieve the biological objectives
of the FMP, and the Sector’s catch will be strictly limited to less than or equal to these fixed catch levels.
By staying within their allocated hard TACs, approval of the Sector Operations Plan would not
compromise groundfish mortality targets of Amendment 13 or Framework 42. The Sector will ensure
that nearly 20 groundfish permits do not contribute to overfishing of these stocks. Relative to the
regulatory controls on the remainder of the fleet, the hard TACs the Sector would agree to abide by
provide much stronger assurance that this sector of the industry’s catch will remain below target levels.
The effort controls and trip limits that the remainder of the fleet operate under are expected to constrain
their catch below target levels, but do not directly do so and so provide less assurance.

By eliminating trip limits and requiring full retention, the Sector removes incentives for regulatory
discards of fish which reduces mortality, waste and improves data quality for stock assessment purposes.
According to the Amendment 13 FEIS, the Sector allocation is consistent with the biological objectives of
the Amendment, given adherence to target fishing mortality rates (NEFMC, AM 13 FSEIS, Sec 5.2.4.18).
The Sector will reduce discards in two ways: by eliminating trip limits and by sharing allocations between
members. The daily trip limits that are designed to protect cod, yellowtail, white hake, and can result in
regulatory discards when individual vessels exceed the daily possession limit. The Sector will allow
members to retain 100% of its catch species that would otherwise be subject to discard when a trip limit is
exceeded, and then provide opportunities for members to share allocations when individuals meet their
own allocation share, and/or issue a stop fishing order to vessels that meet their allocation share but have
not acquired allocation share from other members.

In addition to begin limited by hard TACs, the sector remains under effort controls that have been deemed
(in analysis of prior management actions) to be sufficient (for most stocks more than sufficient) to
maintain fishing mortality below target levels for all other stocks for which the Sector may not receive a
fixed allocation. Exemption from gear limits, closed areas, and blocks will allow Sector members to
maximize their efficiency and reduce the ever-increasing overhead costs of operation. Full retention of all
catch will allow the Sector to distribute the effects of fishing mortality across the entire size distribution
of stocks, and reduce pressure on the larger, more-reproductively-viable females.

In addition, “Over time, the GB Fixed Gear Sector alternative should have only minor biological impacts.
This alternative is based on assigning an appropriate share of the resource to the participants in the Sector.
The share is consistent with the rebuilding targets and the Sector must remain within its share or be
penalized in following years. It is possible that in a specific year the Sector may catch more than its share,
but this results in reductions in following years. Over time, the catch by the sector should be consistent
with rebuilding goals.” (NEFMC, AM 13 FSEIS, Sec 5.2.4.19). To counter the idea that the Sector
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would exceed its TACs, the GB Fixed Gear Sector Ops Plan has provisions for a 10% set aside of Sector
TAC:s to guarantee that the Sector would not exceed the TACs in any given FY.

Several specific elements of the Harvesting Rules have direct impacts on the target and non-target
species. The elements and their impacts are listed below:

(1)

2

)

4)

)

(6)

(7

®)

€))

The hard TACs (Harvesting Rule #1) set an absolute maximum poundage of fish that the
Sector can catch each year and prevents the Sector from overfishing. Additionally, by
operating within a minimal allocation amount of 2,000 pounds of TAC of any quota-
managed species where fishing history is less than this amount, the Sector will not
prematurely be shut down as stocks with low history continue to rebuild,

The ability to trade quota between Sectors (Harvesting Rule #2) will allow Sectors to
maximize their efficiency and increase cooperation and stakeholder involvement of like-
minded fishermen. This will ensure that a Sector is not shut down prematurely as stocks
with low history continue to rebuild,

The full retention clause (Harvesting Rule #5) ensures that all catch of all quota-managed
species will be landed and accounted for in the Sector’s TACs. This will ensure that the
Sector does not overfish these species through regulatory discarding;

By exempting the Sector from all size limits on quota-managed species (Harvesting Rule
#6), will allow the Sector to distribute the effects of fishing mortality across the entire
range of stock size distribution. Specifically, it will reduce pressure on the larger, more-
reproductively-viable fish;

Elimination of the daily trip limit (Harvesting Rule #7) in lieu of a hard TAC will allow
vessels to operate more efficiently and will likely reduce fishing time due to the
achievement of the TAC;

Gear restrictions (Harvesting Rule #8) allow for the exemption of hook and gillnet
size/mesh and number limits. This will distribute the effects of fishing mortality across
the entire range of stock size distribution, reducing pressure on the larger, more-
reproductively-viable fish. Furthermore, this will have minimal harmful impacts as effort
and catch are strictly controlled through hard TACs. The circle hook requirement allows
better survivability and easier escapement for non-quota-managed species. In addition,
by entering into agreement with the Sector, fishermen are prevented from using mobile
gear, which has been known to have higher levels of fish bycatch and discards than fixed
gear;

By allowing the Sector to access non-spawning closed areas (Harvesting Rules #9 and
#10) and exempting vessels from non-spawning blocks, Sector members have the ability
to distribute themselves over time and space, greatly reducing the biological impacts on
both target and non-target species due to concentrated fishing effort, including localized
depletion and the resulting “memory loss”;

The Sector Operating Area (Harvesting Rule #11) encompasses all state and federal
regions of the Northeast Regional Statistical Areas (Statistical Areas 464-639). A benefit
of operating in this larger area is the ability of Sector members to distribute themselves
over time and space, greatly reducing the biological impacts on both target and non-target
species due to concentrated fishing effort, including localized depletion and the resulting
“memory loss.” Furthermore, by operating within the full extent of the area, the Sector is
promoting hard TAC-based management, and the associated positive biological impacts,
throughout the entire region;

Given the tendency for delayed approval of Sectors in the past, a clause that enables the
Sector to operate under the previous years’ Harvesting Rules (Harvesting Rule #12) until
implementation for the current year occurs will ensure that not only will Sector members
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not be tied to the dock, waiting for approval, but will guarantee that not only can Sector
members fish, but will do so under previously-approved rules, including hard TACs and
reporting requirements more stringent than those placed upon Common Pool vessels;

(10)  Electronic vessel trip reporting (Harvesting Rule #14), along with other electronic
methods of near-real time data collection, will allow for Sector and federal managers to
monitor up to 20% of each total stock in near-real time. It will also eliminate the errors
and inefficiencies associated with paper reporting. Monitoring hard TACs in real time
are essential: no longer will managers determine that a TAC has been exceeded days,
weeks, or even months prior.

Protected Species

Table X in Section X of this document lists protected species in the region. Sector members would be
employing gear in the same areas they have been fishing for centuries, so the effect on protected species
in that area are likely to be similar to what they have been in the past. However, by operating under hard
TAC s rather than a daily trip limit, the Sector would be able to harvest their allocations more efficiently
and in less time. By increasing this efficiency, gear would remain in the water less time than it would
under common pool rules, thereby reducing the potential for protected species interactions.

The newly-reclassified Northeast/Mid-Atlantic bottom longline/hook-and-line fishery is listed as a
Category III fishery under 50 CFR Part 229; the Northeast sink gillnet fishery is listed as a Category I
fishery. Both fisheries would continue to operate within the mandated level of observer coverage.
Entanglements are assumed to occur with increased frequency in areas where more gear is set. The
Sector would continue to operate in areas and using gear types that they have traditionally used. A
majority of hook-and-line gear would be set during the fall months in the offshore waters of Georges
Bank; anchored sink gillnet gear would be set nearly year-round in the inshore waters of Georges Bank,
and in winter months in the offshore waters. Interactions between the aforementioned species and fixed
gear would vary over time and space, and include getting caught on hooks (longline gear), entanglement
in mesh (gillnet fishery), entanglement in float line (gillnet fishery), entanglement in groundline (gillnet
and longline fisheries), entanglement in anchor line (gillnet and longline fisheries), or entanglement in
vertical lines that connect the gear to the surface (gillnet and longline fisheries). Interactions occur when
fishing gear overlaps both spatially and trophically with a species’ niche. Spatial interactions are more
“passive” and involve unintentional interactions with fishing gear. Trophic interactions are more “active”
and occur when species use fishing gear to assist in their predation. When fishing gear is catching fish
that protected species prey on, the protected species may interact with the fishing gear as they attempt to
consume the fish. Both forms of interactions occur with bottom longline and anchored sink gillnet gear.

Despite the tendency for the gear to interact with protected species, the Sector is taking important steps to
account for and mitigate these interactions. Because implementation of the Ops Plan would reduce the
amount of time that fixed gear would remain in the water, this alternative is anticipated to have a slight
positive impact on protected species, compared to the No Action alternative, as the potential for
interactions decreases: by increasing this efficiency, gear would remain in the water less time than it
would under common pool rules, thereby reducing the potential interactions with protected species.
Through hard TACs (to cap effort), full retention of catch (to eliminate discards and increase efficiency)
Sector management (to respond in near-real time to constantly changing species interactions), and
exemption from daily trip limits in lieu of a hard TAC (to maximize efficiency and reduce the amount of
time gear remains in the water), the Sector would account for and reduce the potential for marine mammal
interactions. Further actions to reduce the likelihood of interactions between the gear types governed by
this FMP and the marine mammals that inhabit the area in which these fisheries are prosecuted would be
considered if deemed