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1. Introduction

1.1 Executive Summary

The New England Fishery Management Council (Council) is taking action to protect Georges Bank cod
under an ongoing rebuilding plan for northeast multispecies groundfish stocks. This action is part of the
third annua adjustment under the process established by Amendment 7 to the Northeast Multispecies
Fishery Management Plan (FMP) to ensure that rebuilding plan goa's are met on a continuing basis. The
Council completed the first part of the process in January, 1999 and submitted the action as Framework
27, but was unable to complete development of measures to protect Georges Bank cod at that time.

The primary purpose of thisamua adjustment processis to reduce or maintain fishing mortdity rates of
the five critica stocks below rebuilding targets established by Amendment 7 (Fo 1 for Georges Bank
cod, haddock and yellowtail flounder, and Southern New England yellowtail flounder, and Fyax for
Gulf of Maine cod ). While fishing mortdity rates on mogt of the critical stocks under the Amendment 7
plan are below the targets, the rates on cod stocks are above targets and need to be reduced by 22
percent for Georges Bank cod and by 56 percent for Gulf of Maine cod from 1997/1998 fishing
mortality rates.

In developing the measures for this framework, the Council consdered arange of dternatives, including
aproposa made by a broad-based industry group after the framework process hed been initiated.
Procedurdly, the Council had to initiate a new framework adjustment for this proposa to provide the
public with adequate notice and opportunity for comment. The main component of the proposd isto
require vessels to take four 30-day blocks out of the multispecies fishery. Since both the Groundfish
Committee and the Industry Advisory Pand recommended adopting this proposa and recommended
adopting measures as near to the start of the fishing year as practicable, the Council istaking a two-
stage approach to mesting the plan objectives.

Thefirg part of this strategy isthe 30-day closed area contained in this framework, with afal-back
Georges Bank cod trip limit of 2,000 pounds per day/20,000 pounds maximum to take effect August
15 if the second framework is not implemented. The second part, Framework 31, which would require
vessals to take 30-blocks out of the fishery, is currently undergoing analysis and public comment prior
to the find Framework meeting scheduled for May 26 —27, 1999. Framework 31 may aso contain
other measures, such as diminating the running clock in the Gulf of Maine cod trip limit program,
increasng the cod minimum fish Sze to 21 inches and reducing the amount of gear alowed on hook and
gillnet vesdsfishing on Georges Bank.

The Council will continue to monitor the rebuilding plan to insure that its god's are met each yeer.
Additiondly, the Council has amended the FMP (Amendment 9 and Amendment 11, Essentid Fish
Habitat, and Amendment 12, small-mesh species) to bring it into compliance with the new and revised
nationd sandards in the Sustainable Fisheries Act. These amendments are in various stages of review
and will become effective, pending gpprova by the Secretary of Commerce, in 1999. The Council so
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has initiated the scoping process for Amendment 13. The amendment will implement rebuilding plans for
gocksidentified as overfished under the new overfishing definitions submitted in Amendment 9 and
make other modifications to the FMP to address issues identified during the scoping process.

1.2 Background

1.2.1 Previousactions

Amendment 7

Amendment 7 became effective May 1, 1996. It established a rebuilding program for Georges Bank
(GB) and Gulf of Maine (GOM) cod, GB haddock, and GB and Southern New England (SNE)
yellowtall flounder stocks based primarily on days-at-sea (DAS) controls, area closures and minimum
mesh sze. As early as 1995, during the development of the amendment, the Council recognized issues
that would have to be addressed after implementation and as the plan evolved. Amendment 7 created a
program for reviewing the program annualy and making changes to the regulations through the
framework adjustment process to insure that the plan goas would be met continually.

Framework adjustments

The Council has held three annua reviews resulting in five adjustments to address Amendment 7
rebuilding needs (Frameworks 20, 24, 25, 26 and 27). It held the final Framework 27 meeting on
January 27-28, & which time it focused on the findizing the severe redtrictions necessary to achieve the
plan objectives for Gulf of Maine cod. Due to alack of time, however, it was unable to complete the
work necessary to aso reduce the fishing mortality rate on Georges Bank cod to the plan target level.

1.2.2 Multispecies M onitoring Committee Report

The Council established the MSMC to annudly review the rebuilding plan, identify options as needed to
achieve plan gods, and to set annud target tota alowable catch levels (TACs) for the five focus stocks
of cod, haddock and ydlowtail flounder. So that sufficient time is available for the Council to develop
and submit plan adjustments and for NMFS to review and implement regulations by the May 1 start of
the fishing year, the MSMC must begin its review in early Fall. The MSMC met on the following dates
in 1998:

Augudt 26

October 21 & 27

November 12-13.

Asaresult of thistimetable, the MSMC must project the impacts of measuresin effect for the current
fishing year based on data from the first four or five months of the fishing year so thet it can estimate the
dtatus of the stocks at the end of the year, caculate TACs and develop options to meet plan godsin the
following fishing year. The MSMC completed its report on December 2 and formaly presented it to the
Council and public on December 9.

In summary, the MSMC noted the following:
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Stock status has improved for the three Georges Bank stocks and Southern New
England yellowtail. Calendar year 1998 fishing mortality rates are below the overfishing
definitions for these stocks and bel ow the more restrictive Amendment 7 targets for all
but Georges Bank cod. The fishing mortality rate on Georges Bank cod increased dlightly
to 0.26 in calendar year 1998. Spawning stock biomass has increased for these stocks
but, with the exception of Georges Bank yellowtail, remains below the Amendment 7
biomass goals. In general, recruitment (incoming year classes) is below the long-term
average with the exception of Georges Bank yellowtail.

The status of Gulf of Maine cod has continued to deteriorate. Thefishing
mortality rateis projected to increase slightly to 0.82 in 1998, and remains well above
both the overfishing definition (F2,=0.37) and the Amendment 7 mortality target
(FMax=0.29). Recruitment is at record low levels and spawning stock biomass is projected
to declinein 1998 to the lowest level ever observed. Biomassiis projected to decline below
Y4 Bysy iN 1999. The proposed control law recommends zero fishing mortality when
biomassis below %2 Bysy. Given the SARC 27 management advice based on the stock
condition, continued high fishing mortality rates, poor recent recruitment and decline in
the survival ratios (recruit/ spawning stock biomass), the Amendment 7 objective of F nax
iSno longer appropriate.

The MSMIC also examined the status of the other large mesh regulated species
(white hake, pollock, redfish, American plaice, witch flounder, winter flounder, and
windowpane flounder) through calendar year 1997 using research trawl survey indices,
commercial landings and a relative exploitation index. Survey biomassislow for five
stocks (white hake, pollock, American plaice, Southern New England winter flounder,
and Southern New England windowpane) and low to medium for three stocks (witch
flounder, Gulf of Maine/Georges Bank windowpane and medium for two stocks (Cape
Cod yellowtail and redfish). Relative exploitation has declined for all species, except
white hake and Southern New England winter flounder. Exploitation has remained
remain flat for these species since 1991.

Target total allowable catches (TACs) were calculated for calendar year 1999
(January 1 1999 to December 31, 2000) based on MSMIC projected stock sizes for
January 1, 1999 and target fishing mortality rates. Thesetarget TACs are then assumed
to be the target TACs for the fishing year (May 1, 1999 to April 30, 2000). The TACs
assume that the 1998 Canadian quota for the three Georges Bank stocks will be carried
over in 1999. The assumed Canadian quota was subtracted from the Total TACs for
transboundary stocks to obtain the USA target TAC. Target TACsare found in Tablel:
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Projected

Stock 1998 TAC 1998 landings 1999 TAC
GeorgesBank cod 4700 6348 5354
Georges Bank haddock 4797 3394 5600
Geor ges Bank yellowtail 2145 1110 2725
SNE yellowtall 814 223 1115
Gulf of Maine cod (Fyax) 1783 4075 1340
Gulf of Mainecod (Fy,) 1783 4075 782

Tablel 1998 projected landings (calendar year) and TACsfor 1998 and 1999
(calendar year applied to fishing year) in metric tonsfor the 5 major groundfish stocks.

The TAC (for Fyax) for Gulf of Maine cod represents a 67% drop from projected
1998 landings.

2. Purpose and need

2.1 Need for the adjustment

The purpose of the proposed action is to reduce the fishing mortdity rate on GB cod by 22 percent in
the 1999 fishing year from 1997/1998 levels based on the MSMC cd culation after accounting for an
expected 7.4 percent reduction in days-at-sea. SAW 27 projected that fishing mortality would have to
be reduced about 30 percent, from Fgg =0.26 to the Amendment 7 target, without considering the
expected DAS reduction. Under projected 1998 fishing mortdity rates, the MSMC estimated GB cod
landings of 8,338 metric tons (6,348 mt US, 1,900 mt Canadian) and SAW projected 9,400 metric
tons stock-wide. Preliminary landings for 1998 are 8,754 mt (6,899 mt US, 1,855 mt Canadian), which
ismid-way between the two projections.

SAW 27 gave the following advice on Georges Bank cod:

“ Fishing mortality should be reduced from the current level (F=0.26, 21 percent
exploitation) to substantially less than Fo ; =0.18 (Amendment 7 rebuilding target). Poor
recruitment coupled with a truncated age structure from years of overfishing has
decreased the potential for stock rebuilding at the current fishing mortality rate.
Reducing fishing mortality will avoid declinesin SSB and enhance the probability of long-
termrebuilding. Low fishing mortalities will eventually lead to an expansion of the age
distribution of the population and increase the likelihood of improved future
recruitment”
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2.2 Publication asafinal rule

The Council recommends that NMFS publish the proposed adjustments as afina rule, and it has
consdered the following factors as specified in 50 CFR 648.90 (b) in making this recommendation:

timing of therule

opportunity for public comment

need for immediate resource protection, and
the continuing evauation of the plan.

A owbdpE

2.2.1 Timing of therule

Thetiming of theruleis rdevant to the Sart date of the fishing year, May 1, and to the need to
implement measures to reduce fishing mortaity on GB cod at the earliest possible time. Based on the
amount of time NMFS requires to review the framework document to determine that the proposed
action meets the FMP objective and is congstent with other gpplicable law, publication as a proposed
rule would delay effectiveness of the measures further beyond the start of the fishing year than is dready
likdy. Infact, the annua framework adjustment process prescribes submission of the documents by
February 1 to have regulationsin place by May 1. However, at the find meeting for Framework 27, the
Council focused its efforts on the developing a conservation program for GOM cod, and was unable to
complete measures for GB cod without risking adelay in that much needed program. The Council is
concerned that any further delay in the effectiveness of measures to reduce fishing mortdity of GB cod
would have a detrimenta impact on the stock and force even more redtrictive measures on the industry
in the future.

Thetiming of the rule does not depend on the avallability of time-critical data, and the Council did not
condder data availability in its decision to recommend publishing the adjusments as afind rule.

2.2.2 Opportunity for public comment

Thisframework is an extension of Framework 27, to complete unfinished business regarding GB cod.
The Framework 27 development process formally started with the December 9, 1998 Council mesting.
At that initid meeting the MSMC gave its report on the status of the rebuilding plan, and the Council
identified the basic options it would include in the document for andysis and public comment. Over
course of the preceding year, however, the Council, Groundfish Committee and Groundfish Advisory
Panel frequently discussed, in public meetings, the status of GOM and GB cod and the potentiad for
additiona redtrictions to meet plan objectives. In August, SAW 27 issued its report advising the Council
and the public that the fishing mortality rate on GB cod was above plan target levels.
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The schedule of meetings for which the public notice included discussion of specific dternativesfor this

framawork is asfollows;

DATE MEETING AGENDA/DISCUSSION
11/16/98 GF Committee Update on MSMC report and its implications for
management in the 1999 fishing year
12/9-10/98 Council MSMC Report
Initid meeting for FW 27
Find meeting for FW 26
12/15/98 GF Advisory Pand Review and advise on FW 27 options
12/16/98 GF Committee Review FW 27 options
1/25/99 GF Advisory Pand Review FW 27 analysis and advise on a preferred
dternaive
1/26/99 GF Committee Review FW 27 andysis and recommend a preferred
dternaive
1/27-28/99 Council Framework 27 find meeting
2/11/99 GF Committee Identify options for GB cod
2/24-25/99 Council Initid meeting for Framework 30
3/22-23/99 GF Committee and Review Framework 30 options and recommend a
Advisory Pand preferred dternative
4/14-15/99 Counail Find meseting for Framework 30

The mailing lists for meeting notices contain approximately 900 and 1,600 interested parties for
Groundfish Committee and Council meetings, respectively. Notices are mailed at least two weeksin
advance of committee meetings and three weeks in advance of Council meetings. Council mesting
notices are dso published in the Federal Register three weeks ahead of the meeting. Agendas and
meseting summaries for the above meetings are available from the Council office,

2.2.3 Need for immediate resour ce protection

Sections 1.2.2 and 2.1 summarize the most recent information available for GB cod. While GB cod has
begun to rebuild, at current fishing mortdity rates, the SAW projects that the stock will actudly decline
in 2000, due largely to very poor recruitment. If fishing mortality is not reduced as soon as possible,
thereisagrester likeihood of sock declinein the near term, which would require additiond restrictions
on the fishing industry to achieve plan objectives. The fishing industry recognizes the need for immediate
resource protection and has appedled for expeditious action to implement GB cod protection measures
a the gart of the fishing year when fishing activity is at its peak. The fishermen do not want to repesat
eventsin the Gulf of Maine which resulted in a successon of increasingly restrictive measures to achieve
the plan objectives as the GOM cod stock continued to decline.

2.2.4 Continuing evaluation

The regulations require the Council to review the plan annudly and make adjustments as necessary to
insure that the rebuilding goas are being met (50 CFR 648.90 (a)). The Council is proposing this

Framework 30 6 4/30/99
Northeast Multispecies FMP



framework adjustment in accordance with that requirement. Both the Council and NMFES continualy
monitor catch, effort and resource information and may address problems as needed any time during the
year usng the framework adjustment procedure, such as they have done recently with Framework 26
to protect GOM cod.

3. PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Section 3.1 contains the measures gpproved by the Council for submission in this framework. Section
3.2 contains other aternativesthat it considered but rejected.

3.1 Proposed action

The Council proposes a two-stage approach to address GB cod fishing mortdity in the 1999 fishing
year. Thefirgt stage would consst of measures proposed in this framework adjustment to implement a
30-day area closure upon effectiveness of the implementing rule, with afdl-back cod trip limit that
would take effect on August 15 in the event the second stage is not implemented. The primary measure
for the second stage is based on a program that would require vessals to take one 30-day block out of
the multispecies fishery during each quarter.

The Council recognizes the need for conservation measures as soon as possible. It aso recognizes that
the additiona time is needed to fully develop and take public comment on the measures for the second
stage. The Council will submit the second stage as Framework 31, pending approval at its May 26-27,
1999 mesting.

3.1.1 Closed areas

The Council proposes closing the area described below to achieve part of the rebuilding godsfor GB
cod. The closures would be in addition to existing year-round closed aress. If Framework 31 measures
are not implemented by August 15, the Council proposes atrip limit described in the following section
to fully achieve the needed 22 percent reduction in fishing mortdity.

Current area closures gpply to al gear cgpable of catching regulated species except to those gears that
are currently classified as exempted gears. Exempted gear means gear that is deemed to be not capable
of catching NE multispecies and includes: pelagic hook and line, peagic longline, spears, rakes, diving
gear, cast nets, tongs, harpoons, weirs, dipnets, stop nets, pound nets, pelagic gillnets, pots and traps,
purse seines, shrimp trawls (with a properly configured grate), surf clam and ocean quahog dredges,
and midwater trawls. Recregtiond fishing is exempt, however, party/charter vessds fishing while under
DAS are consdered commercia vessels and are prohibited from fishing in the closed aress.

In Framework 27, the Council so exempted scdlop dredge vessdls from the rolling closures in the Gulf
of Maine. It is proposing a smilar exemption for the one month closure proposed in this framework
action.

The Council proposes to close blocks 109-114, 98 and 99 for a 30-day period upon effectiveness of
the implementing rule (anticipated for June). As noted, this proposd isthe firgt stage of the two-stage

Framework 30 7 4/30/99
Northeast Multispecies FMP



drategy incorporating Framework 31. If Framework 31 is not implemented by August 15, then the trip
limit described in Section 3.1.2 would take effect. See Figure 1 for areference map showing block
numbers.

Discussion: The Groundfish Committee identified this as one of two options that would use area
closures during the interim period before the industry-proposed plan for blocks of time out of the fishery
could be implemented through a follow-up action, Framework 31. If the follow-up action is not
implemented, then atrip limit of 2,000 pounds per day/20,000 pounds maximum would take effect on
Augug 15, with authority given to the Regiond Adminigtrator to adjust the trip limit based on an
evauation of the risk of exceeding the TAC. Andysis results suggest thet this closure will achieve
between 2 percent and 11 percent of the needed 22 percent reduction, depending on assumptions
about effort displacement.

The Council chose this dternative because it closes ardatively large areafor a shorter period of time,
rather than smdler areas for longer periods. This strategy will maximize opportunity for vessels affected
by the closure to fish over a greeter part of the year. The timing of the closure is as close as practicable
to the pesk fishing period that follows the end of the spawning season. The chosen dternative dso
closes contiguous areas which reduce the enforcement costs.
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Figure 1 Area closurereference blocks showing proposed 30-day closed area. Shaded areas
are established year-round closures.
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3.1.2 Trip limit

The Council proposes a Georges Bank cod trip limit to apply to vessds enrolled in the GOM Cod Trip
Limit Exemption Program as a backstop measure that would not become effective until August 15 in the
event that Framework 31 is not implemented. The trip limit measure is asfollows:

vesds enrdlled in the Gulf of Maine Cod Trip Limit Exemption Program will be limited to
2,000 pounds per day and 20,000 pounds maximum of cod, to be effective if Framework
31 is not implemented.

when the 75 percent of the target TAC isreached (at approximately 4,012 metric tons, or
8.9 million pounds), the Regionad Administrator may reduce the trip limit (based on a
determination of the risk of exceeding the TAC) to aleve cdculated to keep landings below
the TAC.

if, by January 1, 2000, the Regiona Adminigtrator determines that there is a high probability
that landings for the fishing year will be lessthan 75 percent of the target TAC, then the
Regiond Adminigtrator would be authorized to increase the trip limit to dlow landings to
achieve a least 75 percent of the TAC.

Discussion: The Council has used trip limits in combination with area closures, DAS and gear controls
to manage species-specific fishing effort with varying degrees of success. The most successful program
of thistype is the management of the Georges Bank haddock fishery, where these measures have
contributed to a three-fold increase in spawning stock biomass (SSB) over the past five years. In the
Gulf of Maine cod fishery, however, where these measures have been phased in over only the past three
years, the stock has not yet responded smilarly. The cause of this continued decline could be attributed
to severd factors, including the differences in implementation between the two programs (for example,
higher initid trip limit, running dock, timing and location of area closures), poor recruitment and surviva
of pre-recruits, and the ubiquitous nature of cod in inshore fishing grounds which raises the leve of
bycatch in dternative fisheries.

The strategy behind this gpproach isto use the trip limit as a dis-incentive to target the species but to
dlow vessds to land any bycatch. By applying the trip limit on a per-day basis, the Council can
accommodate trips of varying length, dthough this gpproach sgnificantly increases adminigtration and
enforcement costs, and shifts the entire enforcement burden shoreside. Enforcement agents have
commented repeatedly that enforcement of the GOM cod trip limit is minimal because of the cost and
difficulty. Furthermore, the Council recognizes thet trip limits increase discards in Stuations when
catches are unexpectedly or unintentiondly larger than the limit. Despite these concerns, the Council
proposes atrip limit for GB cod as a backstop measure because, unlike the other management tools
(areaclosures, DAS reductions and gear controls), trip limits are specific to the stock of concern and
do not impose additional costs or regulatory burden on vessdls engaged in fisheries that do not catch
cod.
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Thetrip limit andyss discussed in Section 4.1 indicates that atrip limit of 2,000 pounds per day applied
a the gart of the fishing year, with no other additional measures, would result in landings of 5,947 mt,
compared to a TAC of 5,354 mt. The addition of the 20,000 pound maximum possession limit would
have the minima effect based on the pattern of catchesin 1998, when only two trips of ten days or
longer (out of 179 trips) also exceeded 20,000 pounds of cod. The maximum possession limit would,
however, reduce the incentive for vessals on trips of ten days or longer to target cod and land more than
20,000 pounds, regardiess of trip length.

The andyssin Section 4.1 shows that to stay below the TAC, the trip limit would have to be set dightly
below 1,500 pounds per day. The analysis dso shows that at 2,000 pound per day trip limit in
combination with the proposed area closure (Option 6) would reduce landings to approximately 5,800
metric tons under the full effort displacement assumption. The Council believes that this assumption is
not redlistic, however, because displaced vessals will probably not be able to recoup al of the cod
catch in the open areas during the time of the closure or at other times.

3.2 Alternatives considered and rejected

3.2.1 No action

The Council rgjected the no-action dternative because it would not achieve the plan objectives for GB
cod.

3.2.2 Closed areas

The Council considered four primary area closure dternatives, somein combination with atrip limit, and
two area closure adternatives to be implemented in conjunction with Framework 31. It adopted one of
the latter two.

3.2.2.1 Closed Area Option 1
This option would close the following block/month combinations:

Block Month(s)

98 June — September
111 April, May

109 May

110 May

113 June, July, September
114 May, June

Discussion: This option is based on incrementaly picking the block/month combinations with the
highest landings, using the two- bin effort displacement andysis model, until the projected landings do not
exceed the TAC. This option would not require atrip limit.
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3.2.2.2 Closed Area Option 2
This option would close Blocks 98, 99 and 113 year round, and block 114 during May and June.

Discussion: Thisoption differsfrom Option 1 in that it is based on incrementdly selecting contiguous
block/month combinations with the highest landings, using the two-bin effort displacement mode, to Stay
below the TAC without atrip limit. Selecting contiguous blocks reduces enforcement problems and
costs.

3.2.2.3 Closed Area Option 3
This option would close blocks 109-114 year round.

Discussion: The Council directed the gaff to include an option that closes these specific blocks for
sufficient time to keep projected landings below the TAC without atrip limit. The two-bin andysis, that
displaces effort from the closed areas into the open aress, indicated that even if these blocks were to be
closed year round, atrip limit of 2,000 pounds per day would be necessary to keep projected landings
below the TAC.

3.2.2.4 Closed Area Option 4
This option would close the following block/month combinations, in addition to a 2,000 pound per day

trip limit;
Block Month
98 July, August
110 May
111 April, May
113 July
114 June

Discussion: Thisoption issmilar to Option 1, except that the analyss started with the gpplication of a
2,000 pound per day trip limit. The mode incrementally sdected the block/month combinations of
highest cod landings until the projected landings were below the TAC with a 2,000 pound per day trip
limit.

3.2.2.5 Closed Area Option 5

This option would close block 114 in June and blocks 98 and 113 in July asthe first stage of the two-
stage Strategy incorporating Framework 31. If Framework 31 is not implemented by August 15, then
the trip limit described in Section 3.1.2 would take effect.

Discussion: The Groundfish Committee identified this as one of two options that would use area
closures during the interim period before the industry-proposed plan for blocks of time out of the fishery
could be implemented through a follow-up action, Framework 31. If the Council concurs with the
committee’ s recommendation, and if the follow-up action is not implemented, then atrip limit of 2,000
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pounds per day/20,000 pounds maximum, would take effect on August 15, with authority given to the
Regionad Adminigtrator to adjust the trip limit based on an evauation of the risk of exceeding the TAC.

3.2.3 Trip limit

The Council consdered thetrip limit that it now proposes as a backstop measure to Framework 31 as
the primary conservation measure.

Discussion: The Council rejected this measure for severa reasons, primarily because it was concerned
about enforceability, discards, fairness and efficacy. Enforcement agents and the Enforcement
Committee have repeatedly stated thet trip limits, especidly per-day limits, cannot be enforced
adequately, if a dl. Fishermen have Sated that trip limits will cause discards, especidly when thereisno
running clock, because individua sets of fixed gear or haul-backs of mobile gear unpredictably exceed
the limits a times. They dso Sate that atrip limit will not impose any redtriction on smdl-scale
operations and be overly redtrictive on larger-scale operations. The Council is aso uncertain about the
effectiveness of a GB cod trip limit in reducing fishing mortaity rates based on its experience with the
GOM cod trip limit.

3.2.4 Gear regtrictions

The Council proposed gillnet and hook restrictions for vessds fishing on Georges Bank. For the
purpose of this framework, vessds enrolled in the Gulf of Maine Trip Limit Exemption Program are
deemed to be fishing on Georges Bank. Vessals not enrolled in the program are subject to the 200
pound per day cod trip limit. The Council considered the following measures:

Hook gear Vessadswould be limited to 4,000 hooks set per day, a reduction from 4,500
hooks under current regulaions

Gillnets Vessdsenrolled in the Day Gillnet category would be limited to 50 stand-up nets.
Based on the current net tagging program, vessals would be dlowed to fish 100 flounder
nets.

Discussion: Fishermen from Cape Cod proposed a number of gear redtrictions covering hook, gillnet
and trawl fisheries, as an dternative to cod trip limits and additiona closed areas. Their approach is
based on the premise that |ess gear will reduce the amount of fish caught per DAS, thereby achieving
the plan godss. For the trawl sector, the group proposed smaller roller gear Sze to reduce the ability of
trawlsto fish on hard bottom, thereby protecting habitat and reducing the amount of area susceptible to
trawling. The Council, however, did not consder the trawl gear restrictions that were proposed, in part
because they would impose additional costs (to purchase the new gear), but aso because the measure
did not represent areduction in effort per DAS. After consdering the fixed gear limits, and taking public
comment, it chose to re-congider these proposals in Framework 31.

While the industry proposed these measures as an dternative to trip limits, the Council viewsthese as
potentidly working in conjunction with them. Although, mobile gear vessds that reach the trip limit can
samply stop fishing or move to another areawhere cod catch rates are lower, fixed gear vessds have
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less control over the Sze of ther catch, mainly achieved by controlling the amount of gear fished.
Reducing the dlowed amount of gear will reduce the likelihood that the trip limit will be exceeded when
the gear is et out.

In discussing this industry proposd, which indluded increasing the minimum fish sze for cod, the Council
aso congdered increasing the minimum mesh size for gillnets from 6 inches to 6.5 inches, possibly
phasing in the increase over one year. The PDT was unable to andyze this proposd in the time
available, and the Council staff noted that the Council has frequently sought gillnet selectivity studies,
especidly for the larger mesh Sizes, in recent years, but those studies have not been conducted. Andysis
of theimpacts of a gillnet mesh Sze increase would, therefore, rely on projections of sea-sampling
observations and commercial catch data

3.2.5 Increasethe cod minimum fish size
The Council proposed increasing the size for cod to 21 inches from 19 inches.

Discussion: By increasng the minimum size for cod, the Council intended to increase the spawning
stock biomass per recruit and yidd per recruit. The recreationd minimum fish Sze has been 21 inches
since 1996, under Amendment 7. The Council decided to consider this proposa in Framework 31
rather than in this framework.

Minimum fish Size regulations are most effective when the Sze corresponds to the sdectivity
characteristics of the gear used to catch that species. Three primary gear types catch Georges Bank
cod. In 1997 otter trawls caught 60 percent, gillnets 18 percent, and hooks 13 percent. Selectivity data
for the different gearsis limited, but based on comments from fishermen and landings data, 6-inch mesh
gillnets reportedly catch the smallest proportion of 19-21 inch fish and hooks catch the greatest. In
Framework 27, the Council increased the minimum mesh size of square mesh on trawl vessdsto 6.5
inches, dthough vessdls targeting roundfish, such as cod, generdly use diamond mesh rather than
square, 0 the square mesh size increase is not likely to significantly reduce the catch of smal cod.

The PDT discussed the potentia impact of an increase in the minimum size of cod from 19 inchesto 21
inches. It agreed that the minimum fish Sze aone would not achieve any consarvation benefit over
current regulations without gear changes to increase selectivity or escapement (hook sSze and mesh sze
increases). Current rates of discarding across al gear sectors are relatively low, but that probably isthe
result of areative scarcity of smdl fish, given the very low recruitment in recent years.
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3.2.6 DASreductions

This option would have reduced DAS dlocations for al multigoecies vessdls by an amount that would
equate to an effective reduction in 22 percent across the fleet. Table 2 contains five dternative
dlocations for Fleet and Individual DAS vessels that the MSM C ca culated would produce the desired
reduction.

FLEET INDIVIDUAL

(DAS Allocations) (% Reduction from

OPTION 1993 baseline DAS)
A 57 64
B 62 67
C 66 70
D 71 73
E 74 74

Table 2 DAS allocations for 1999 by permit category to achieve an effective 22 percent
reduction in overall DAS used. Each option in thetable would result in the sametotal DAS
used based on 1997 DAS utilization rates.

Discussion: DAS are one of the primary effort control measures in the multispecies fishery
management program. The Council set current DAS dlocations in Amendment 7 based on the average
percentage reduction in fishing mortdity needed for the five key stocks and an assumed linear
relationship between DAS and fishing mortality. As discussed below, it did not adopt this option for
severd reason, primarily because it would have reduced fishing opportunity for al multispecies vessls,
including those that do not catch GB cod and those that fish only in the Gulf of Maine, where severe
regtrictions were recently put in place, under Frameworks 26 and 27. The Council was aso concerned
about the adminigrative difficulty of imposng DAS reductions after the start of the fishing year and
about the way to distribute the reduction across Fleet and Individual DAS permit categories.

Reducing DAS by the amount needed to achieve the reductions in effort for asingle stock in a
multispecies complex hes severa possible effects. Overdl effort on dl stocks may be reduced
proportiondly, even if such reductions are not needed. Effort displacement resulting from other stock-
specific regtrictions (area closures or trip limits) is minimized. And vessals may redirect their DAS to
stocks of higher value or profitability, even if that stock is the one that isto be protected. Thus,
potentidly there are both postive and negative impacts for the fishery.

Based on past experience, the behavioral response of individud fishermen to reduced DAS cannot be
predicted. Vessals may fish closer to shore to reduce the proportion of DAS used in steaming to the
fishing grounds. Vessdls may become more efficient in their use of DAS. And vessdls may re-direct
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effort onto other fisheries, such as exempted fisheries, and reserve their DAS for optimum groundfishing
periods, placing additional pressure on exempted fishery resources.

Another potentid issue with this proposa relates to the timing of implementation. If the action is
implemented after the Sart of the fishing year, some vessdswill have aready used a portion of ther
DAS while atherswill ill have the full amount. Either DAS used between May 1 and the effectiveness
date of this framework will have to be counted againgt the new dlocation, or vessdls that did not use
DAS during the interim period will take a proportiondly larger percentage reduction than those vessds
that did use some.

The MSMC report contained an option for reducing DAS based on the required 22 percent reduction
in GB cod fishing effort. The Council included this option as part of Option 3 in the Framework 27
document, with additiond measures to achieve the needed reductions in fishing mortality on GOM cod.
For comparison to Table 2, current alocations are 88 DAS for vessdsin the Fleet category, and 50
percent of the 1993 basdline alocation for vesselsin the Individual DAS category.

In Framework 27, the Council developed an array of measures to reduce effort on GOM cod with no

change in DAS dlocations through an extremely arduous process of negotiation and compromise. This
option would impose a DAS reduction on top of the measures dready programmed to severely reduce
fishing effort on GOM cod.

4. Analysisof impacts

The following section contains the andysis of both the proposed action and the aternatives that the
Council considered but did not adopt.

4.1 Biological impacts

4.1.1 Impactson regulated species

The options that the Council considered were designed primarily for their impact on GB cod dthough
they would aso impact the fisheries for other primary species, haddock and yellowtail flounder, aswell
as other stocks in the fishery management unit. The impact on the other stocksis not expected to be
directly proportiond to the impacts on cod because of the different spatial and tempora distribution of
fisheries directed on those other stocks. Furthermore, fishermen’s behaviora responses to the area
closures and, if implemented, redtrictive trip limits will cause a redidtribution of effort within the
multispecies fishery onto other stocks as vessal's seek to maximize revenues per DAS.

Appendix Il showsthe 10-year projection for Georges Bank cod from 1998, incorporating landingsin
1998 and applying the Fy 1 fishing mortality target for subsequent years. In other words, the table shows
expected rebuilding if the Amendment 7 target is met in each of the next nine years. The results, which
are highly senditive to assumptions about recruitment, indicate thet there is a 24 percent probability that
stock biomass will reach the 108,000 metric ton threshold for maximum sustainable yield in 2007.
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Analysis of Framework 30 Proposed M easur es

Assumptions

Each of the proposals was andyzed usng acommon data set derived from the 1997 Vessd Trip
Report (VTR) data. The 1997 data represent the most recent complete set of VTR datasince the
1998 fishing year has not yet ended.

Two fundamenta assumptions were incorporated into the analysis of the proposals. Thefirst
assumption is an increase in Georges Bank cod exploitable biomass of 11%, which was incorporated
directly into the trip limit andysis. The second assumption is a 7.4% decrease in expected days & sea
usage in 1999 compared to 1997 based on several factors, including vessds leaving the fishery (for
example, buyback or retirement) and changes in DAS usage for each permitted vessel in 1998 relative
to 1997.

4.1.1.1 Impact of a GeorgesBank cod trip limit

This section contains andyss of atrip limit thet isimposed at the sart of the fishing year, however, the
Council proposes that the trip limit only take effect on August 15, in the event Framework 31 is not
implemented.

GeorgesBank Cod Trip Limits

A trip-by-trip andyss of the digtribution of cod landings from Georges Bank occurring during caendar
year 1997 was conducted to evauate the potentia effects of trip limit regulations during the 1999-2000
fishing year. There were 9,076 trips reported in the 1997 VTR (logbook) data base that caught (landed
or discarded) at least one pound of cod on atrip occurring in the Georges Bank stock area (datitica
areas 521, 522, 525, 526, 561, 562). Days absent were estimated relative to the current trip limit
regulations, which alow one day of trip limit for each whole or partid day fished. For example, avessdl
on aday trip fishing for up to 24 hours is permitted one day of trip limit, while a vessd fishing for 24
hours and 1 minute is permitted 2 days of trip limit (1 whole day and one partid day).

The use of the 1997 cdendar year data to estimate the effectiveness of trip limit regulations during the
1999-2000 fishing year required that the 1997 trips be scaled to account for the projected increase in
stock biomass that occurred between 1997 and 1999/2000. As stock biomass increases or declines, a
given trip limit regulation becomes rdlatively more or less effective because catch rates change as some
function of stock size. Projections for the Georges Bank cod stock contained in the MMC report
project an 11 percent increase in exploitable biomass between 1997 and 1999 (compared to a 37
percent decline for GOM cod). Asnoted in Framework 27 for GOM cod, the relationship between
LPUE and stock size is unknown, but it was assumed that LPUE would increase as alinear function of
stock size. Therefore, cod catch rates (catch/day) were increased by 11 percent (adjustment factor =
1.11) to account for the expected increase in catch rates due to the projected increase in stock size.
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The PDT referenced the trip limit andysis that was done for Framework 27. The table of expected
1999 landings of Georges Bank cod at various trip limit intervas represents landings projected forward
from 1997 based on an 11% increase in exploitable biomass between 1997 and 1999. This gpproach
assumes that F will have remained congtant at the 1997 level (0.26) in 1998 and 1999. Inredity, F
declined from 0.26 in 1997 to 0.22 in 1998 and for TAC calculation purposes, landingsin 1999 were
projected at Fy; (0.18).

Landings were determined by summing the minimum of actud landings and the calculated trip limit (trip
length (days) * trip limit/day) from each trip during the year. For tripswith landing rates below the trip
limit regulation, dl catch was assumed to be landed. For trips with landing rates exceeding the trip limit,
landings were assumed to be the maximum leve dlowed under the trip limit regulaion being modeled.
Landings within each trip limit interva were then summed over al tripsin the VTR database. Because
logbook landings represent a subset of the total reported (dedler) landings, the VTR landings were
adjusted proportionately to equal the total reported landings of Georges Bank cod.

Because of the changesin F between 1997 and 1999, the expected landings under the trip limit intervals
must be adjusted downward from those in the Framework 27 document. The adjustment is
accomplished by first computing the retio of tota 1998 landings /totd 1997 landings (stock-wide
landings include Canadian catch). Thisis: 8,243/10,453= 0.79. Thisfactor isthen multiplied by the row
of numbersin the Framework 27 GB cod trip limit table to produce the corrected landings adjusted for
the change in F between 1997 and 1998. See Table 3.

The landings associated with the target F (0.18) in 1999 is 5,354 tons (U.S.), assuming 1,900 tons
Canadian catch. Thus the difference between the re-computed landings a the various trip limits and the
5,354 tons represent the required additiona percentage reductions which must be obtained from other
measures such as closed areas.

Trip Limit No
(Pounds/Day Trip
Absent) 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000 4500 5000 Limit

Landings (mt) 3958 5891 6955 7528 7854 8038 8156 8234 8285 8312 8366
FwW 27
Landings 3127 4654 5494 5947 6205 6350 6443 6505 6545 6566 6609
Revised

Table3 Framework 27 and revised projected landings (mt) of GB cod estimated under trip
limit regulations ranging from 500 pounds/day to 5000 pounds/day during the 1999/2000
fishing year. Thetarget TAC for GB cod in 1999 is 5,354 mt.

The PDT discussed the potential impact of the 20,000 pound cap on the total landings. Under atrip
limit of 2,000 pounds per day, only trips over 10 days that aso landed more than 20,000 pounds of
cod would be affected. Without having the trip-length data available, the PDT could not quantify the
impact, but quaitatively, it concluded that there would probably not be a significant reduction over what
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was dready attributed to the 2,000 pound per day limit. Analyss provided by the Regiona Office
following the PDT meeting subgtantiated this conclusion (see Table 4).

Number of Total Average Total Avg. Avg. Kept
Trips Kept Kept DA DA per DA

Trips with Landings of Cod 8,636 12,934,851 1,498 16,429 2 787
Trips with Cod landings >= 52 1,292,937 24,864 371 7] 3,484
20,000 pounds.

Trips >= 10 days. 179 500,225 2,795 2,153 12 232
Trips >= 10 days and landed 2 42,725 21,363 20 10 2,114
>= 20,000 pounds of Cod

Source: VTR database

Table 4 Commercial cod landingsin the 1997-1998 fishing year for tripslanding over 20,000
pounds and/or ten daysor morein duration.

Vesdsfishing on GB cod under atrip limit will dso be fishing under the haddock trip limit. Having two
limits on avessd that catches both species, often smultaneoudy, creates a dilemmafor the operator
who must decide when the first of the two limitsis reached whether to stop fishing or to continue fishing
to catch the dlowable limit of both species. In the second ingtance, the vessel would have to discard the
overages of thefird limit. Even if the vessdl movesto a different location, there is no assurance that
additional cod (or haddock, as the case may be) would not be caught. Since the outcome of this
Stuation depends on the choicesindividual operators must make, the tools are not available to
quantitatively predict the impact with any reasonable certainty.

4.1.1.2 Areaclosureanalysis

Aswith Framework 27, each of the area closure configurations corresponding to the draft framework
options was andyzed using the 2-bin effort digplacement modd utilizing 1997 VTR data. This modd
accumulates the landings and effort (days absent) associated with each month-block combination
specified in each area closure proposd to form asingle closure (bin 1). Thelandings and effort
associated with the remaining month-blocks are then accumulated to form a single open area (bin 2).
The landings rate corresponding to the open areais then gpplied to the totd effort in the system to
compute the expected landings under the specified closure scheme. In effect, the 2-bin modd retains all
of the effort in the system, and the expected landings are the product of the totd system effort and the
LPUE from dl of the open month-block combinations. In other words, the andytical mode assumes
that al of the effort displaced by closing areas continues to fish in the open areas at the average catch
rate for the entire open area.

Framework 30 19
Northeast Multispecies FMP

4/30/99




The PDT analyzed the options for area closures, both area closures done, and in combination with
varioustrip limits It completed the analyss of Options 1-4 before the March 22 Groundfish Committee
meseting. Option 1 was based on incrementaly picking the block-month combinations with the highest
landings. Options 1 and 2 would meet the TAC targets without atrip limit. Option 3, based on the
Council request to analyze blocks 109-114, would have to be a year-round closure, dong with a 2,000
pound per day trip limit to stay below the TAC. Option 4 was developed by starting with a 2,000
pound per day trip limit and incrementaly closing the blocks with the highest cod catch until the
projected landings were below the target TAC.

Following the March 22 committee meeting, the PDT re-ran the andys's, including the two options
added by the committee. Table 5 describes the blocks and months closed for each option analyzed.
The Council proposes the areas in Option 6 be closed for a 30-day period following effective date of
the rule. Since the PDT could not anticipate exactly when that closure would take effect, it analyzed
both June and July closures. Mid-month closure results would fal between the cdendar month results.
The analyss results shown in Table 6 are based on the two-bin modd. This andyssindicates that
Option 6, the proposed action, will result in landings between 6,431 and 6,517 metric tons, depending
on the date the closure takes effect.

If, in cortrast to the analysi's assumptions about effort displacement, al effort is not displaced to open
areas or does not catch cod at the average rate for the open aress, the calculated landings for agiven
area closure or closureltrip limit option would be lower. Put another way, a higher trip limit would
achieve the god (of landings a or below the TAC). Furthermore, for options that include both area
closures and trip limits, the lower the trip limit is, the greeter likelihood is that discards will replace
landings, and the result (in fishing mortdity) will not be aslow as expected.

Modding these two contingencies, however, involves highly subjective assumptions about behavior,
such as predicting the point a which individud fishermen will stop fishing rather than discarding cod, or
predicting how fishermen will redirect effort digplaced from closed areas. Table 7 shows the percent
changein catch attributed to each closure option if al the catch from the block/months that are closed
were saved compared to the percent change resulting from the 2-bin mode. This table indicates that
Option 6 will achieve one-hdf of the needed 22 percent reduction in GB cod catch. The Council
expects that the remaining reductions will result from either the backstop trip limit measure or the
Framework 31 measures, whichever isimplemented.
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Option Blocks Months
1 98 6,7,8,9
111 4,5
109 5
110 5
113 6,7,9
114 5,6
2 98, 99, 113 Year-Round
114 5,6
3 109-114 Year-Round
4 98 7,8
(2000 Ib. Trip 110 5
Limit) 111 4,5
113 7
114 6
Option 5 114 6
(Committee)
98, 113 7
Option 6 98, 99,109- 6
(Committee) 114
June
Option 6a 98, 99,109- 7
(Committee) 114
July

Table 5 Description of area closure optionsinput to the analysis
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Trip Limit
(Lbs/DAY)

No Limit
5000
4500
4000
3500
3000
2500
2000
1500
1000

500

6,609
6,566
6,545
6,505
6,443
6,350
6,205
5,947
5,494
4,654
3,127

Option 1
(PDT)

5,439
5,404
5,387
5,353
5,303
5,226
5,106
4,894
4,522
3,830
2,573

Option 2

(PDT)

5,347
5,312
5,295
5,262
5,213
5,137
5,020
4,811
4,445
3,765
2,530

Option 3
(PDT)

5,889
5,851
5,832
5,796
5741
5,658
5,528
5,299
4,896
4,147
2,786

Option 4
(PDT)

5,269

Closed
Area
Option 5

6,318
6,278
6,257
6,219
6,160
6,071
5,932
5,685
5,253
4,449

Closed Closed
Area Area
Option 6  Option 6a

Committee Committee Committee
(June (July
Close) Close)

6,431 6,517
6,389 6,475
6,368 6,454
6,329 6,414
6,269 6,353
6,179 6,261
6,037 6,118
5,787 5,864
5,346 5,418
4,528 4,589
3,042 3,083

2,989

Table 6 Results from the two-bin model for area closure options, showing the effect of varioustrip limits on Georges Bank cod.
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OPTION
1 2 3 4 5 6 6a
(June) (July)
% Reduction 2-Bin 17.7 19.1 10.9 114 4.4 2.7 14

% Catch Attributed 34 40 49 23 10 12.1 10
to Blocks

Table 7 Comparison of percent changein catch resulting from area closures under the 2-bin

mode to the percent of catch attributed each block/month combination.
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4.1.1.3 DASreductions

The following andyss of DAS reductionsis carried forward from the draft Framework 30 document
and pertains to a measure considered and regjected by the Council. The proposed reductionin DAS
alocations was cdculated to achieve an effective reduction of 22 percent in fishing mortality based on
the assumed one-to-one relationship between nomind effort and fishing mortdity and the Amendment 7
target. If fishing patterns remain the same in the upcoming fishing year asthey werein 1997, the year on
which the andysisis based, then the outcome, in terms of cod mortality, would be as anticipated. If, on
the other hand, vessdls change how they use their DAS, directing either more or less effort on cod, then
the actua impact of the DAS reduction would be different than projected. The number and varigbility of
factors affecting individua operator’s decisions, such as rdlative availability of other species, market
conditions, or persona/vessd cgpahility, prevent meaningful analyss of the range of potentia impacts.
However, over the short term, the reduction is likely to produce the expected result because broad
changes in fishing patterns across the entire fleet do not usually occur rapidly and the Council will
monitor such changes through the annual adjustment process.

Figure 2, from the 1998 MSMC Report to the Council, shows the utilization of DAS by vessdlsin the
Heet and Individua DAS permit categories, with DAS for the 1998 fishing year projected from data
through September 30, 1998. The figure shows that while Fleet DAS vessels on average used less than
1/2 the dlocated DAS, vesselsin the Individual DAS category averaged 82-89 percent, with most
vessels using over 90 percent of their dlocated DAS. The MSMC projected that the average for the
entire fishery in 1998 would be 54 percent.

Table 8 shows the monthly DAS usage for fishing year 1996-1998. Data available to the MSMC
through September 30, 1998 showed 23,025 DAS used, however, updated data showed 24,941 DAS
used. Through March, 1999, multispecies vessals used 47,483 DAS. If vessals used the same number
of DASfor April in the 1998-99 fishing year asthey did in the previous year, the totad DAS used would
reach 52,960, an increase of seven percent from the 49,470 used in the 1997-98 fishing year, and an
increase of 879 DAS over the 1997 usage. The MSMC had projected that DAS would decline 7.4
percent between the 1998 and 1999 fishing years based on preliminary 1999 data, utilization rates and
the effects of the vessel buyout program. The percent of tota DAS used would increase to 36 from 32
percent in the prior year.
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Figure 2 Percent of dlocated DAS used by multispecies vesselsin each permit category, 1996-1998,
derived from NMFSVMS/cdl-in data. DAS for 1998 were expanded to an annual total based on
DAS reports from May 1 to September 30, compared to the seasond DAS data for each vessel during
1997. From the 1998 MSMC Report to the Council.
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1996 Fishing 1997 Fishing 1998 Fishing Year
Year Year
% Total % Total DAS Used

DAS DAS DAS DAS Sept. 98 Updated Apr. 99

Used Used Used Used G NG Tot.
May 4,289 8% 5,419 11% 5,897 | 1,139 4,946 6,085
June 3,661 % 5,403 11% 5,185 | 1,243 4,117 5,360
July 5,508 11% 4,307 9% 4,763 | 1,081 3,843 4,924
August 5,020 10% 4,055 8% 3,846 780 3,218 3,998
Sept. 4,861 9% 3,852 8% 3,334 938 3,535 4,473
Oct. 4,627 9% 3,753 8% - 779 2,864 3,643
Nov. 4,749 9% 3,253 7% - 678 3,146 3,824
Dec. 4,505 9% 3,543 7% - 649 3,715 4,364
Jan. 3,370 6% 3,112 6% - 549 3,425 3,974
Feb. 3,507 7% 3,181 6% - 309 2,676 2,985
March 3,268 6% 4,115 8% - 350 3,503 3,853
April 4,716 9% 5,477 11% -
TOTAL
DAS 52,081 100% 49,470 100% 23,025 47,483
USED
Total DAS
Allocated 238,075 22% | 155,270 32% | 146,903

Table 8 Monthly DAS usage for fishing years 1996-1998. Figuresfor 1998 include data as
recorded through Sept. 30, 1998 and reported in the M SM C Report, and updated data
reported by NMFS Enforcement in April, 1999. The Enfor cement Report separated Gillnet

(G) and Non-Gillnet (NG) DAS.
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41.1.4 Gear restrictions

The PDT could not quantify the impact of proposed reductions in numbers of hooks and gillnets with the
dataavailable. Qudlitatively, snce the proposds involve reductions, not increases in gear, however, they
are likely to have a positive conservation benefit. Hook vessdls are currently allowed to set 4,500 hooks
per day, compared to the proposed 4,000 hooks. Day gillnet vessels are dlowed to set 80 stand-up
nets, compared to the proposed 50 nets.

4.1.1.5 Minimum fish Szeincrease

In 1997, the mean length of age-2 fish in U.S. commercid landings was 21 inches. While U.S. vessals
did not land significant numbers of age-1 fish, age-2 fish accounted for 9.0 percent of the totd catchin
weight and 18.7 of the tota catch in numbers. About 44 percent of age-2 fish are sexudly mature. In
terms of market categories, scrod cod accounted for 18 percent by weight and 36 percent by number
of U.S. cod landings.

A compilation of cod mesh sdlectivity sudies by J. DeAlteris and C.Grogan a the University of Rhode
Idand indicates arange of Lsy for 6-inch diamond between 18.13 and 23.86 inches. The median vaue
is gpproximately 19.6 inches. Based on these data, increasing the minimum size from 19 to 21 inches
would raise the minimum size of above the Ls for that portion of the stock that is caught by 6-inch
diamond mesh. Sdectivity studies for hook and gillnet gear are not available.

Without commensurate gear selectivity changes, increasing the minimum size will cause discarding to
increase. Vessdsthat cannot land 19-21 inch fish may try to avoid concentrations of smdl fish, bothin
time and areq, asthereisa cos to the vessd that may not be offset by the catches of legd szed fishin
the mix. Secondly, according to industry comments, a Sgnificant portion of the scrod are targeted and
landed by hook vessals, especialy to serve the live fish market in recent years. Hook fishermen have
dtated that they can fish in ways to reduce the catch of smdl fish (larger hooks and baits, for example)
and that they can discard fish in amanner to improve surviva rates. Since hook fishermen proposed this
gzeincrease, in large part to forestdl a stock decline and further management retrictionsin the future as
severd years of low recruitment enter the fishery, the Council expects that they will voluntarily operate in
ways that minimize discard mortdity.

Theimpact of discarding on fishing mortdity rates and yield depends on the survivability of the discards.
If survivd is high, fishing mortdity rates will decline, dthough sincefish in this 9ze range are not fully
recruited to the fishery (that is, asignificant portion of fish in this Sze range escape the gear), there
would be no impact on fully recruited F. Biomass-based F rates, however, would decline. Yields would
increase, depending on the proportion of discards that survive and are caught at alarger size (before
dying of naturd causes). The survivd rates of discarded cod under the diversity of gears and
circumstances in the commercid fishery cannot be ascertained, however, the Council expects that, asit
isin the industry’ s best interest to minimize discard mortdity, fishermen will take dl reasonable sepsto
do so.
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4.1.2 Impactson other species

The dternatives that the Council considered most likely to have adirect impact on other species are the
DAS reductions and the area closures. As noted in the discussion of the proposed DAS reduction, if the
digribution of effort (the targeting of different species) under DAS remains asit wasin 1997, the
reductions in fishing mortaity on other regulated specieswill be proportiona to the effective reduction in
DAS. On the other hand, if vessalsredirect their effort to other species within the multispecies group,
the impact will either be greater than or less than the percentage reduction in DAS, depending onhow
that redirection occurs. The way fishermen would respond to such areductionin DAS, in terms of

target species, cannot be predicted and depends on a number of factors such as market conditions or
availahility. Snce overal multispecies effort would be reduced, however, the impact on other regulated
speciesislikey to be postive.

The impact of area closures on other species dependsin large part on the relative abundance of those
speciesin the closed and open aress, the ability of displaced vessasto target them, and the duration of
the closure. For example, Table 9 shows the results from the two-bin mode for haddock, yellowtail
flounder, white hake and winter flounder. The results range from a decrease in winter flounder landings
of 21.2 percent to an increase in white hake landings of 46 percent, reflecting the different distributions
of the species analyzed relative to the closed areas which were designed based on GB cod landings.
The table indicates an increase in landings under Option 6, dthough rdative smal — less than eight
percent for each stock.

Percent change in landings

OPTION
1 2 3 4 5 6 6
Species June July
Haddock 4.8 -4 12 8 3.4 6.1 5
Yellowtail 10.0 13 22 7.5 3.3 5 5
White Hake 12.5 14 46 11 5.7 7.2 7.8
Winter Flounder -11.6  -21.2 7.6 -3.6 1.1 3.3 -1

Table 9 Percent changein landings of four regulated species calculated using the two-bin
model applied to trawl, gilinet, hook and dredge effort for blocks 60-123.

4.1.3 Impacts marine mammals and protected species

See Volumel, FEIS for Amendment 5 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP (Section E.6.3) for alist of
threatened, endangered and other marine mammal species that are likely to occur within the waters
governed by the FMP, and the National Marine Fisheries Service Biologicd Opinion issued on
November 30, 1993; aso see Volumel, FEIS for Amendment 7 to the FMP (Section E.6.3.4), the
associated Biologica Opinion issued by NMFS on February 16, 1996 and the Biologicd Opinion
issued on December 13, 1996 following an unusud right whale mortdity event earlier in thet year.
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Further information may be found in stock assessment reports prepared by NMFS pursuant to Section
117 of the Marine Mamma Protection Act (MMPA) for dl marine mammal speciesin the U.S. Atlantic
Ocean and in the Gulf of Mexico. Theinitid stock assessments were presented in Blaylock, et. al.
(1995) and are updated in Waring, et. al. (1997). The reports present information on stock definition
and geographic range, population size and productivity rates and known impacts. The most recent
information on sea turtle satusis contained in the 1995 and 1997 status reviews of listed turtles
prepared jointly by NMFS and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (NMFS and USFWS, 1995 and
1997).

As described more fully in Section 3.0, the action proposed in Framework 30 is intended to reduce
fishing mortdity on Georges Bank cod by 22 percent from 1997/1998 levels over the course of the
1999 fishing year. Measures would be implemented in two stages: @) a 30-day area closure to take
effect as soon as possible after approva by the Secretary of Commerce and appropriate notice to the
fishing industry; and b) a cod trip limit to take effect by August 15, 1999. Thetrip limit is conddered a
fdl-back measure to take effect only if the Council does not approve Framework Adjustment 31 to the
FMP, an action that would require 30-day blocks out of the multispecies fishery during each quarter of
the year. Final approva of Framework 31 is expected at the May 26-27, 1999 Council meeting.

The closure proposed will affect al gear cgpable of catching finfish regulated by the Multispecies Plan.
Although most gear types used in the multispecies fishery have documented interactions with marine
mammdls, these are rdaively infrequent events. The sink gillnet fishery, however, is classfied as
Category | under the Marine Mamma Protection Act List of Fisheries, afishery with frequent
incidental mortdity and seriousinjury of marine mammals. A detailed description of the gillnet fishery
and gear is provided in Amendments 5 and 7 to the FMP. Sea scallop dredges, which are ligted as
Category 111 onthe List of Fisheries (with no documented takes of marine mammals), are proposed to
be exempt from the 30-day closure. The available information indicates their continued presence in the
closure area should not represent an increased threat to endangered or other protected species.

The Framework 30 closure area represents a significant portion of the Great South Channel/Georges
Bank region that is consdered a high-use area by a number of endangered aswell as other marine
mamma species, particularly in the spring and summer months. Fin, humpback and minke whaes and
white-sided dolphins regularly feed in the region throughout this period. Although thetiming isvaridble, a
sgnificant portion of the right whale population aso aggregates here in response to dense concentrations
of Calanus finmar chicus from April through June, with a pesk in May. In recognition of this behavior,
and given the highly endangered status of the North Atlantic right whale population, the Greet South
Channd areawas designated as critical habitat and in 1997 was closed to sink gillnet gear from April 1
to June 30 through Framework 23 to Northeast Multispecies FMP.

Adoption of Framework 23 removed the jeopardy finding for the northern right whale contained in the
1996 Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation on the Multispecies FMP. The Atlantic Large
Whde Take Reduction Plan (ALWTRP) first implemented in 1997, incorporated the Great South
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Channd gillnet gear prohibition and is considered an expanded reasonable and prudent dternative.
While Framework 30 does not compromise any of the ALWTRP measures (prohibition on certain
fishing practices, expanded disentanglement efforts, gear marking and gear research) it may increase
protection for right whales. The April through June Great South Channel critica habitat closure left open
an area known as “the diver”, anarrow band west of Loran C 13710 where gillnetting is alowed
because of the historic low abundance of right whaesin the areaand the relatively low leve of gillnet
effort. Closure of Blocks 98 and 113 would preclude gillnetting in the diver for a 30-day period and,
depending on the timing and the presence of whales, could further reduce any entanglement risks. Right
whale critica habitat itsef will not be affected nor adversely modified by the action proposed.

Framework 30 will be implemented in the early summer and will principaly affect the Georges
Bank/Great South Channel area, negative impacts to harbor porpoise are unlikely to occur. Although
possibly more abundant in this region at one time, porpoise are now more heavily distributed in the
western Gulf of Maine and begin to move northward to the Bay of Fundy in the summer. While the
potentia for entanglement clearly exists, a 30-day closure would enhance the protection aready
provided for in the Harbor Porpoise Take Reduction Plan. The use of areas closures specificaly to
protect porpoise and the use of pingers are dready required by the Take Reduction Plan in areas open
to groundfish fishing.

Although it is difficult to predict, the area closure proposed could result in effort shifts to other fisheries,
including the lobster fishery, which poses entanglement risks for large cetaceans. Small vessds that fish
relatively close to shore may forego groundfish fishing during this period and engage in dterndives such
asfishing for bluefin tuna. Others could pursue groundfish offshore or relocate to ports where
productive grounds are more convenient and cost- effective. Concentrated groundfish effort dong the
margins of the closed areais unlikely because the closure of the most productive cod fishing groundsis
fairly comprehensive. Fishing effort could increase, however, before and after the closure period and
potentidly represent increased risks of marine mamma entanglements.

The cod trip limit proposed in Framework 30, 2,000 pounds per day and a 20,000 pounds maximum
possession limit, is intended to discourage fishermen from targeting Georges Bank cod, while dlowing
them to land any bycatch. The measure should have few direct impacts on protected resources. If the
trip limit is reduced because 75 percent of the TAC has been reached, however, effort could be
redirected into other fisheries that have the potentia to adversaly affect protected species. If

Framework 31 isimplemented prior to August 15 and replaces the trip limit measure, the impacts of
30-day blocks out of groundfish fishing per quarter and any other associated measures will be discussed
relative to protected species.

Severd dternatives to the proposed action are discussed in Framework 30: 1) a closure of the
block/month combination with the highest cod landings and no trip limit; 2) closure of contiguous
block/month combinations with no trip limit; 3) a closure of a contiguous gtrip of blocks that would
alow the catch of cod to remain below the TAC, but that would aso require a 2,000 pound limit to do
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30; 4) closure of blocks using a 2,000 pound trip limit as a starting point; and 5) an option Smilar to the
proposed action that requires the closure of blocks in addition to a 2,000 trip limit.

Impacts of the trip limit have been discussed above. Closing non-contiguous blocks at different times
could produce results which were demongtrated during the Council’ s efforts to reduce the bycatch of
porpoise in the Gulf of Maine. Unless area closures are of sufficient Size and duration, little conservation
benefits are redlized because of effort displacement and the mohility of marine mammals. The closure of
individual blocks, therefore, may have very little vaue for any protected species inhabiting the area
closed.

The gear restrictions considered but not adopted in Framework 30, a reduction in the alowable number
of hooks and gillnets, could have positive, dthough unquantifiable benefits for protected resources
because they represent an overdl reduction of gear in the water. Smilarly, areduction in days-at-sea
could have benefits for endangered and threatened species because of the associated effort reductions.
Gains could be outweighed if fishing strategies were atered so that available days were used to target
fish in areas and at times where marine mammal's encounters were more likely to occur than under the
previous scenario. Anincrease in minimum fish Sze, dso discussed and rejected, is afish conservation
measure that should have little or no impact on protected resources.

Loggerhead, leatherback and Kemp'sridley turtles are known to inhabit the action areaand are
susceptible to entanglement in the gears used in the multispecies fishery. Green turtles are consdered to
be subtropica and tropical in range. Their occurrence north of Virginiais consdered unusud at any time
of the year. Thereis no reason to conclude that the fishery or the proposed action represents a mgjor
source of humartinduced serious injury or mortaity for seaturtles.

Although shortnose sturgeon may become entangled in multispecies gear, the possibility is remote given
that they are benthic fish that mainly occupy the degp channd sections of largerivers. It is unclear
whether previous accounts of takes have been Atlantic or shortnose sturgeon.

The management measures proposed in Framework 30 may affect, but are not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of endangered and threatened species.

The Council recognizes that this conclusion does not change the basis for the previous determination that
overdl operation of fisheries under the Northeast Multispecies FMP, without modification, islikely to
jeopardize the continued existence of endangered species under NMFS jurisdiction. Should activities
associated with the Multispecies FMP change sgnificantly or new information become available that
dtersthis determination, the Council will reinitiate consultation.

4.1.4 Impactson habitat

A comprehensive description of the physical environment and assessment of the impacts to habitat
resulting from fishing practices is presented in Amendment 11 to the Northeast Multispecies Fishery
Management Plan. The dternatives and actions proposed in this framework adjustment will not
increase any adverse impacts on essentid fish habitat (EFH) resulting from fishing activity.
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All aternatives presented for consderation proposed to reduce fishing mortaity on Atlantic cod,
primarily in the Georges Bank region. Reductionsin fishing effort are one mechanism known to
minimize the adverse impacts on habitat associated with fishing practices by reducing the frequency and
intengity of fishing gear use. Idedlly, these reductions will be focused on the sengitive habitats of
Georges Bank that have been designated as EFH by the Council. Some of the proposed measures
could be expected to provide some benefit to the habitat of the region by directly reducing fishing effort:
days-at-sea (DAS) reductions, gear redtrictions, temporary (rolling) fishing closures, and year-round
fishing closures. Measures that do not directly reduce fishing effort, but rather manage how the effort is
digtributed among the fishing industry or the size of fish targeted by the indudtry, such as permit
declarations, mesh Sze redrictions, or minimum fish Sze redrictions, are not expected to have a direct
effect on the habitat of the region.

The Council consdered six proposed options which utilize a system of temporary and/or year-round
fishing area closures to reduce fishing mortality on Georges Bank cod. The increase in areas closed
temporarily or year-round to bottom-tending mobile fishing gear and other fishing gear capable of
catching groundfish will reduce any adverse impacts associated with these fishing gears within the
boundaries of the areas closed to fishing. The short duration of the proposed closure makes it unlikely,
however, that this would be enough to dlow degraded habitat to recover. The options that included
year-round closures have the potentia to alow for some recovery, but the amount of recovery cannot
be quantified without experimenta research to determine habitat recovery rates on Georges Bank.

While surrounding areas may face an increase in fishing activity due to effort digplacement, insufficient
data prevent a quantitetive analysis of the habitat impacts of effort displacement associated with the
actions proposed in these options. If afraction of the fishing effort within the proposed closed aressis
not displaced to other areas or seasons, the proposed closure options may decrease the impactson
habitat, especidly that habitat preferred by cod. A more detailed description of the potential impacts on
habitat is provided in Section 4.11 of Amendment 11, which specificaly discusses the effects of effort
displacement. It isaso possble that concentrating fishing effort into smaller areas that remain open may
have the unintended effect of increasing impacts on EFH for other species.

The Council is proposing a Georges Bank cod trip limit to goply on vessas enrolled in the Gulf of Maine
Cod Trip Limit Exemption Program to take effect on August 15 if Framework 31 is not implemented.
The Council dso consdered a stand-adonetrip limit or one that would work in conjunction with one of
the proposed closed areaoptions. In any case, implementation of trip limits would not be expected to
have adirect effect on the habitat of theregion. Thetrip limit could have an indirect effect on the habitat
of Georges Bank by reducing the effort associated with each DAS, assuming that fishing effort ceases as
soon asthe trip limit is reached and does not continue with the intent of "highgrading.”

The Council proposed, but did not adopt in this framework, gillnet and hook redtrictions for vessels
fishing on Georges Bank. The assessment of the impacts to habitat resulting from fishing practices
presented in Amendment 11 concludes that athough there is some degree of impact to habitat
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asociated with dl types of fishing, the use of dtatic gear such as gillnets and hooks is thought to have
relatively minimal adverse impacts on fish habitat. Therefore, restrictions on gillnet and hook gear are
unlikely to have any effect on habitat.

Another option considered but not adopted would have reduced DAS for al vessals by 22 percent,
providing adirect overal reduction of fishing effort. This reduction would lessen the fishing pressure on
the habitat of the region, athough it is unlikdly that this would be enough to alow degraded habitat to
recover, as fishing effort would il be spread out over dl fishing aress.

The Council aso proposed to increase the minimum size for cod from 19 inchesto 21 inches. This
measure would not directly reduce fishing effort, but rather would manage the size class of fish targeted
by the industry. Consequently, even if adopted this proposa would not have a direct effect on the
habitat of the region.

4.1.5 Impact of taking no action

Despite the evident rebuilding of GB cod, fishing mortdity rates under the status quo are above plan
objectives and recruitment islow. The MSMC and SAW project that spawning stock biomass growth
will dow, and will likely reverse in 2000. Taking no action would delay rebuilding and raise the
likelihood that more restrictive measures would need to be imposed in the future. Appendix |1 showsthe
rebuilding and landings through 2007, if the fishing mortaity target is achieved in 1999 and subsequent
years. Taking no action would delay rebuilding and lower the probability of reaching the maximum
sugtainable yied biomass level within ten years, below the currently projected 24 percent.

4.2 Economic impacts

This section summarizes the economic impacts of proposed closed area and/or trip limit dternatives,
including those considered but not adopted, relative to taking no action as measured by the expected
change in revenues. The andysis uses the two-bin modd described in Section 4.1, substituting revenues
from dl speciesfor cod landings. Aswith the biologicd analys's, this modd assumes that vessdls
displaced by area closures will fish in open areas a the average revenue rate for vessalsin the open
aress. The economic version of the model, however, distinguishes gear types, and caculates the
expected change in revenues by applying the rate of revenue per day at seain open areas only for
vessds using the same gear, not dl vessdls. This section also contains an estimation of the revenue
impacts of the DAS reduction based on the total revenue per DAS and showing the revenue lost per ton
of cod saved. The PDT was unable, however, to anayze the economic impect of the minimum fish sze
increase and the proposed gear reductions.
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4.2.1 Impact of the area closuréeftrip limit reductions

The potentid impact of area closure optionsis estimated using the information on landings, revenues and
effort in 1997 (the last full fishing year) using the two-bin modd. In this modd, vessels are assumed to
shift dl of ther effort into open areas and generate landings and revenues per DAS at the average rate
of vesselsthat used the same gear in the open aress.

Table 10 and Table 11 show the project lossin revenues from the Six area closure options, with and
without scallop dredge vessdls, respectively. Options 1 and 2 do not require atrip limit to achieve the
target TAC. Thisandyss of Option 3 assumes no trip limit, however, to keep landings below the TAC,
a 2,000 pound per day trip limit is needed, as shown in the andyssin Section 3.1. Option 4 sartswith
atrip limit of 2,000 pounds per day as the basis for selecting the needed area closures. The Groundfish
Committee recommended Options 5 and 6 to achieve part of the needed reduction, to be followed in
August by ether Framework 31, implementing blocks of time out of the fishery, or afdl-back trip limit
of 2,000 pounds per day. The Council gpproved the committee’ s recommendation and proposes
Option 6 for this framework.

The tables dso show the revenue loss per metric ton of cod saved. For comparison purposes, the trip
limit would reduce revenues by the average price per ton of cod, which in 1997 was $1,896.

The following andysis only examines the revenue impact of the area closure portion of the proposed
options. It does not include the effect of the trip limit in those options where atrip limit is needed to stay
below the TAC (Options 3, 5 and 6), except that the totd revenue lossmt cod saved for Option 4
includes the cod saved by the combined area closure trip limit. If atrip limit of 2,000 pounds per day is
applied in Options 3, 5 and 6, as would be necessary to keep total catches below the target TAC, the
revenue loss/mt cod saved would decline as the total amount of cod saved would increase due to the
effect of thetrip limit.

The short-term revenue impact (loss) of the trip limit is estimated by multiplying the price per ton of cod
by the tons of cod saved (that is, not landed) under the trip limit. At an average price of $1,896 per ton
of cod, the 2,000 pound per day trip limit would reduce revenues by $1.3 million. One reason for the
difference between the revenue impact of the trip limit and the area closures is that the trip limit placesa
loss (in terms of reduced cod landings) on vessals with no gains, in contrast to the results from the two-
bin area closure analysis which adds the revenues gained in open areas to the losses from the closed
aress.

In the following tables, severd cells contain avaue of zero because the two-bin modd actudly
produced revenue gains for those gear/option combinations. For example, in Option 3, when the trawl
effort displaced from the area closure is multiplied by the catch rate (al species) of trawl vessalsin the
open area during that time, the revenues actudly increased. This could be caused by severa factors,
including the relative mix of species and the rdative catch per unit effort. If alarge proportion of the
displaced vessel are smdl in comparison to the vessals fishing in the open areas, then the modd would
unredigticaly apply the open-area catch rate to the smaller vessdls, resulting in anet increase. However,
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those smdler vessels may not be able to achieve that higher catch rate. Rather than calculate a revenue
gain, in those circumstances, the mode sets the revenue loss a zero.

The results shown in the following tables may overdate or understate the actua revenue |osses,
depending on the relative vessd revenue rates between the areas. For example, the revenue losses
would be understated if displaced vessd could not achieve the revenue rates of vesselsin the open
areas. Congraints on achieving thisleve of revenue include the rdative Sze of vessds (affecting a
vess’ s ahility to travel to al open areas or to generate the same revenues as larger vessdls), and the
effect of increasing the concentration of effort in open areas on the ability of dl vessdsto mantain a
congtant revenue stream.

Thereaultsin Table 10 and Table 11 suggest that the option chosen by the Council has the highest cost
in terms of revenues lost per metric ton of cod saved. These results are somewhat mideading, however,
because the modd considers revenues from al species caught by vessels that would be excluded,
including some high vaue species such as tuna. Since pelagic hook gear is exempt from the closure,
those revenues would actualy not be logt. The affected vessals, while prohibited from fishing for or
landing cod caught in the closed areas, could continue their tuna fishing with the result that the revenues
logt would be significantly lessthat the mode results indicate.

The model aso does not incorporate price changes between 1997 and 1999, or changes due to
changesin the stream of landings of different species. Increased prices that result from reduced supply
may offset the revenue loss from reduced landings, depending on the price eadticity of the demand for
fish, and the availability of imports and other subgtitutes.

The economic impacts represent only short-term losses from the proposed aternatives. As stated in the
FSEIS for Amendment 7, the rebuilding measures will have negative impacts on revenues, producer
surplus, and consumer surplus in the short-term but will increase fleet profits, crew shares and consumer
benefits over the long term by increasing the stock size and, therefore, landings of regulated species.
Once rebuilt, dlowable rates of harvest will increase to levels that maximize yied over the long term.
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Option

Option 1
Option 2
Option 3
Option 4

(2000 Pound trip

Limit)
Option 5

Option 6 (June)
Option 6 (July)

Cod Saved
(No trip
Limit)

1,170
1,262
720
1,340

291
178
93

Dredge

1,046,310
3,511,851
543,980

0

0
229,624
0

REVENUE LOSS (all species)

Gillnet

900,082
1,344,992
1,403,211

536,845

517,994
489,928
419,807

Hook

240,669
1,088,804
610,293
105,589

18,781
0
589,282

Trawl

1,008,786
1,286,714
0

528,893

38,370
0
32,926

Table 10 Revenue impact of area closure options calculated using the two-bin mode
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Total

3,195,847
7,232,361
2,557,484
1,171,327

575,145
719,552
1,042,015

Total
Revenue
Loss/MT

Cod Saved

2,732
5,729
3,550

874

1,978
4,032
11,262



REVENUE LOSS (all species) Total

Excluding dredge gear Revenue
Loss/MT
Option Cod Saved Cod Saved
(No trip
Limit) Gillnet Hook Trawl Total
Option 1 1,170 900,082 240,669 1,008,786 2,149,537 1,837
Option 2 1,262 1,344,992 1,088,804 1,286,714 3,720,510 2,947
Option 3 720 1,403,211 610,293 0 2,013,504 2,795
Option 4 1,340 536,845 105,589 528,893 1,171,327 874
(2000 Pound trip
Limit)
Option 5 291 517,994 18,781 38,370 575,145 1,978
Option 6 (June) 178 489,928 0 0 489,928 2,746
Option 6 (July) 93 419,807 589,282 32,926 1,042,015 11,262

Table 11 Revenueimpact of area closure options calculated using the two-bin model, excluding scallop dredges
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1997 COD LANDINGS

1,000 pounds
1,000 - 4,000

G00- 1,000
300 - 500
100- 300
1-100
Figure 3 Area digtribution of cod landingsin 1997.
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1997 Total Revenues (all species)
oh vessels landing groundfish

$ Millions

Figure4 Areadistribution of total revenuesfrom all species (all trips) on vessels landing
groundfish at least oncein 1997.
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4.2.2 Revenueimpact of DASreductions

This section discusses the total revenue loss by gear sector for the reduction in DAS proposed but not
adopted by the Council. The results shown in Table 12 are caculated by multiplying the total DAS used
in 1997 reduced 22 percent by the average revenue per DAS for each gear sector. These results should
be interpreted as relative, not as absolute numbers due to changes in the mix of species caught on each
DAS and to changesin prices between 1997 and 1999.

The cdculation of revenue loss per metric ton of cod saved is based on the expected landings with no
trip limit or area closures, reduced by 22 percent, then divided into the total revenue loss. The greater
losses, in comparison to the area closure analys's, reflect the fact that the analysis does not consider
revenue that might be generated in nonDAS fisheries, so there are no offsetting gains as there are in the
two-hin effort digplacement modd used to andyze area closure impacts.

Gear Revenue
Loss ($)
Gillnet 1,822,575
Hook 2,306,127
Trawl 21,498,177
Total 25,626,879
Cod Saved 1454

(Metric Tons)

Revenue Loss
(%) per mt of 17,625
Cod Saved

Table 12 Revenue loss estimated for a 22 per cent reduction in effective DAS based on
aver age revenues per DASfor each gear sector.

4.3 Social impacts and impacts on communities

A description of the affected human environment (multispecies fishermen and fishing communities) as
well as an assessment of the socia impacts of the multispecies rebuilding program are presented in
Amendments 5, 7, and 9. The following analysis builds on the socia/community impact sections of other
recent framework adjustmernts, particularly Framework 27, 26 and 25, which address multispecies
stock rebuilding.

When the Council implemented the stock rebuilding plan in Amendment 7, it recognized thet the
measures required to achieve the plan objectives would have sgnificant socid and community impacts.
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It stated that the breadth and scope of those measures would likely cause socid change proportiond to
the individua or community dependence on the affected stocks. It dso noted that the socid impacts are
largely related to the economic impacts, and as such would be negative in the short term and postive in
the long term, athough some fundamenta changes would probably occur for which a vaue cannot be
asessed. Some of the expected impacts have dready manifested themselvesin changes at the vessdl
and community level. Such changes include ways of adding value to landed species through the
edtablishment of digplay auctionsin some of the mgor groundfish ports and the growth of the live-cod
market. Communities have aso evolved to support redirection of effort to other fisheries (including
establishment or expansion of shoreside infrastructure to support those fisheries, such as herring).

A fundamenta problem exigts, however, in atributing socid change to specific factors such as
management regulations when the communities or other societd groups are congtantly evolving in
response to numerous externa factors, such as market conditions or technology. Certainly, management
regulations influence the direction and magnitude of socia change, but atribution is difficult with the tools
and data available. Attribution is particularly difficult consdering the dynamic nature of fishing
communities and other socid groupings of individuds in the industry, and in comparison to the no-action
dterndive in the context of adeclining or collapsing resource. In recognition of this problem, the
Council has convened a Socia Sciences Advisory Committee to improve the methods and results of the
socid impact analyss of proposed management actions.

Nevertheess, the following discusson provides some ingght into the potentia impacts at the vessd-
class and community level based on available data. Since the GB cod stock is driving the measures
proposed for this framework, the andysis focuses on vessdl classes and communities dependent on the
GB cod fisheries.

Table 13 shows the digtribution of vessdlslanding GB cod during the 1997-98 fishing year by port of
landing and vessd class (ton class and gear sector). Table 14 shows the didribution of GB cod landings
during the 1997-98 fishing year by port of landing and vessd class (ton class and gear sector). The
direct socia impacts of proposed actions to reduce Georges Bank cod landings will be proportiond to
the dependence of each community or vessdl class on those landings.

Table 13 and Table 14 show that vessalsin Massachusetts and Rhode Idand comprised the mgjority
(77%) of vessdsthat landed Georges Bank cod during the 1997-98 fishing year. Similarly, 93.8% of
al Georges Bank cod was landed in ports in Massachusetts and Rhode Idand during the 1997-98
fishing year. Asilludrated by the landings information in Table 14, vessalsin Massachusetts are clearly
more dependent on GB cod than are vessalsin Rhode Idand.  Landings from vessels in Massachusetts
comprised 91.2% of the tota Georges Bank cod landings, while landings from vesselsin Rhode Idand
comprised 2.6% of the total.

According to the tables, New Bedford and “other” ports in Massachusetts were most dependent on GB
cod during the 1997-98 fishing year. New Bedford vessels landed 36.8% of GB cod that was landed
in Massachusetts, and “other” ports landed 41.3 percent. “Other” ports include Scituate, Chatham,
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Provincetown, Harwich, Eastham, Hyannis, and smaller ports located aong Cape Cod and on the
Idands. Thetable indicates that the vessas that landed GB cod in New Bedford were larger vessdls,
amog dl greater than 51 GRT. In contrast, the mgjority of vessalsthat landed GB cod in “other” ports
were smaler vessdls, lessthan 51 GRT. Because of their larger average size, the New Bedford vessdls
are more able to travel farther from shore and would therefore be better able to adapt to regulations
involving area closures, such as those proposed in this framework adjustment. On the other hand,
larger vessdls and, consequently, large-vessel ports would be more negatively affected by trip limits, due
to the volume requirements. Cape Cod vessdls, in contrast, being generdly smdler, cannot travel asfar
and are likely to be more significantly impacted by area closures of nearshore grounds, and less likely to
be impacted by trip limits. However, depending on the actud levd, trip limits would prevent the
occasond large trips which smdl boat fishermen rely on to offset the periods of poor fishing or bad
wegther.
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GEAR SECTOR & MAINE NEW MASSACHUSETTS RHODE ISLAND OTHER TOTAL
VESSEL CLASS Portland | Other| Total | HAMPSHIRE |Boston |Gloucester New Other | Total | Pt. Judith | Other| Total [NORTH EAST |#Vessels | % of total
Bedford *
Otter Trawl Sector:
<51 GRT 3 3 6 1 2 4 2 13 21 15 6 21 26 75 9
51-150 GRT 16 0 16 0 7 12 102 29| 150 22 14 36 30 232 28
>150 GRT 10 0 10 0 10 10 31 7 58 9 4 13 2 83 10|
SUM 29 3 32 1 19 26 135 49| 229 46 24 70 58 390 a7
Gillnet Sector:
<51 GRT 3 2 5 2 0 12 5 34 51 1 10 11 8 77 9
51-150 GRT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 3 0 0 0 0 3 0
>150 GRT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUM 3 2 5 2 0 12 6 36 54 1 10 11 8 80 10
Hook Sector:
<51 GRT 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 36 38 0 0 0 4 43 5
51-150 GRT 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 5 1
>150 GRT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUM 3 1 4 0 0 1 1 37 39 1 0 1 4 48 6
Other Gears:
<51 GRT 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 152| 156 27 10 37 65 258 31
51-150 GRT 0 1 1 0 0 1 7 2 10 3 4 7l 4 22 3
>150 GRT 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 1 23 0 1 1 3 27 3
SUM 0 1 1 0 1 2 31 155| 189 30 15 45 72 307 37
Total of All Gear
Sectors:
<51 GRT 7 5 12 3 3 18 10 235| 266 43 26 69 103 453 55
51-150 GRT 18 2 20 0 7 13 110 34| 164 26 18 44 34 262 32
>150 GRT 10 0 10 0 10 10 53 8 81 9 5 14 5 110 13
SUM 35 7 42 3 20 41 173 277 511 78 49| 127 142 825 100

Source: Fishing Vessel Trip Reports

* This number represents a certain amount of double counting because vessels may land at different ports and use different gears within a fishing year.
The unique count of vessels for all gears was 707 vessels for the 97-98 fishing year.

Table 13 Number of Vessals* in the George's Bank Cod Fishery by Gear Sector and Vessdl Class May 97 - April 98 Fishing Year
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GEAR SECTOR & MAINE NEW MASSACHUSETTS RHODE ISLAND OTHER TOTAL
VESSEL CLASS Portland | Other Total HAMPSHIRE | Boston | Gloucester | New Bedford [ Other | Total Pt. Other | Total NORTH 1,000 Ibs. | % of
Judith EAST total
Otter Trawl Sector:
<51 GRT 6 3 9 <1 17 2 <1 31 50 12 1 13 3 75 <1
51-150 GRT 206 0 206 0 491 432 3,660 166| 4,749 92| 175 267 86 5,308 32
>150 GRT 560 0 560 0] 1,360 704 1,947 19| 4,030 43 40 83 21 4,694 28
SUM 772 3 775 <1] 1,868 1,138 5,607 216| 8,829 147| 216 363 110 10,077 60
Gillnet Sector:
<51 GRT 78 3 81 3 0 98 1| 2,553| 2,652 20 30 50 4 2,790 17
51-150 GRT 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 299 302 0 0 0 0 302 2
>150 GRT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUM 78 3 81 3 0 98 4] 2,852 2,954 20 30 50 4 3,092 18
Hook Sector:
<51 GRT <1 0 <1 0 0 247 <1| 1,942| 2,189 0 0 0 14 2,203 13
51-150 GRT 9 <1 9 0 0 0 0 10 10 <1 0 <1 0 19 <1
>150 GRT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUM 9 <1 9 0 0 247 <1 1,952| 2,199 <1 0 <1 14 2,222 13
Other Gears:
<51 GRT 0 0 0 0 1 1 2| 1,296/ 1,300 10 1 11 38 1,349 8
51-150 GRT 0 <1 <1 0 0 <1 10 13 23 8 1 9 <1 32 <1
>150 GRT 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 <1 3 0 <1 <1 <1 3 <1
SUM 0 <1 <1 0 1 1 15[ 1,309| 1,326 18 2 20 38 1,384 8
Total of All Gear Sectors:
<51 GRT 84 6 90 3 18 348 3| 5,822 6,191 42 32 74 59 6,417 38
51-150 GRT 215 <1 215 0 491 432 3,673 488 5,084 100 176 276 86 5,661 34
>150 GRT 560 0 560 0] 1,360 704 1,950 19| 4,033 43 40 83 21 4,697 28
SUM 859 6 865 3] 1,869 1,484 5,626 6,329| 15,308 185| 248 433 166 16,775 100

Source: Vessel Trip Reports and Dealer Database

1. Landed Weight

2. Vessel Trip Report (VTR) data were used as a sample to prorate NMFS dealer weighout landing data. As VTR data do not include data from some state licensed vessels, small vessel

data may be under

represented in the VTR system. As a result, the landings of small vessels may be under estimated.

Table 14 George's Bank Cod Landingsin thousands of pounds* by Gear Sector and Vessal Class May 97 - April 98 Fishing Year
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The following paragraphs provide generd discussion of the impacts usudly associated with the different
types of management measures considered by the Council, including the proposed action.

Vessds that would be the most directly affected by the area closures considered in Framework 30,
including the proposed action, are those located in communities where the closures would border the
coadtline and, in some cases, would extend up to 80 or 100 miles offshore. These vessdls are primarily
located in Chatham, Harwich, Provincetown, and other communities dong Cape Cod, Massachusetts.
Within this category of affected vessals, smdler vessels (lessthan 51 GRT) would be at a greater
disadvantage to adjust to the new regulations because of their inability to travel beyond the area closures
to fish for multispecies while the areas are closed. Medium and larger-sized vessals would undoubtedly
be congtrained and inconvenienced, but the physical characteristics of these vessds may dlow them to
sudtain some leve of offshore fishing activity during the time of closure.

A mgority of the vessdsin question, especidly those from Cape Cod, are smaller vessels (less than 51
GRT) and may be forced to seek dternatives to fishing for multispecies during thistime. Commercid
fishing dternatives could be very limited for these smdl vessdsiif they are unable to travel beyond the
areaclosures. The communities in which these vessas conduct their fishing activities are likely to
experience the greatest short-term socia impacts resulting from Framework 30 actions as they adapt to
reduced landings and fishing opportunity.

Other vessels that would be affected by Framework 30 area closures are those that have accessed the
closed areasto fish for GB cod (and other species) from communities like New Bedford,
Massachusetts, Point Judith, Rhode Idand, and portsin Maine. These vessdls, while inconvenienced
and limited in terms of their flexibility, may till have the opportunity to fish in other offshore areas on
Georges Bank aswell asin other regions. These vessds are more likdly to shift their effort into other
areas (and perhaps onto other species) and, thereby, reduce the impacts of the closure. However,
gnce length of time spent at seais an important socio-cultura variable that can affect fishermen’s
perceptions of job satisfaction, if adapting to area closures requires additiona time at sea, there could
be some negative socid consequences for the fishermen, the crew, and their families.

In generd, trip limits can affect the structure of afishery because they put less capitdized vessds at an
economic advantage over more highly capitalized vessdls, or vessals with greeter fixed codts. This
advantage dters the profitability of different vessel classes and can ultimately change the short and long-
term structure of the fishery itsdf. Asaresult, vessd sze groups are potentidly in conflict with each
other, as the regulations are perceived as unfairly dlocating shares of the resource.

A 22% reduction in DAS, which was considered but not adopted by the Council, would affect dl
multispecies vessels and their communities, not just those fishing for Georges Bank cod. Mary
multigpecies vessels and their communities (primarily shoresde infrastructure) are dready adapting to
regulations implemented to conserve other groundfish species and to declining abundance of somefish
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stocks. Reducing DAS dso reduces the number of dternative fisheries for vessals and the economic
activity they generate shoreside.

Increasing the minimum size of cod to 21-inches, which was deferred by the Council in this framework,
could impact smaller hook boats on Cape Cod that have developed an dternative market for live cod.
These vessals target smaller cod, 19-21 inches, for a specidized market in order to receive a better
price for ther fish. If they can no longer land the fish to supply this market, they will experience more
sgnificant losses than other vessdal's due to the price differentia between live cod and regular market
cod. In spite of this, many hook fishermen support the fish Sze increase as an dternative to other types
of regtrictions such astrip limits or area closures, but not in addition to them. Furthermore, most boatsin
the live scrod market are small day boets fishing with hooks rdatively close to shore, and they would be
most affected by nearshore area closures. Each of these boats supports one to three people shoreside
to bait hooks. Hence, additiona measures proposed in this framework adjustment (area closures and
trip limits) could exacerbate the negative impacts on these vessdl's and their communities.

The Council concurred with the Groundfish Committee and Advisory Pandl recommendation to develop
Framework 31 based on the industry proposal for 30-day blocks out of the fishery out of the
multispecies fishery. Since thisis aproposa developed by a broad spectrum of affected fishermen,
some of the socid impacts of the needed conservation restrictions are likely to be minimized.
Management measures that are proposed by the industry and adopted by the Council are more widdly
accepted among the industry than management measures devel oped solely by the Council. Compliance
rates are higher when fishermen fed that they are being heard rather than being left out of the decision
making process, and when they believe in the efficacy and fairness of the regulations.

Nevertheless, the proposed measures will require fishermen and their communities to adjust to the
redtrictions and changes contained in this framework. How those adjustments will affect individuds,
their families or communities varies with a number of factors, such as their dependence on GB cod and
their ability to increase the vaue of the reduced catch or to shift effort to other fisheries to maintain a
stream of revenues. These impacts, however, need to be considered in the context of the no-action
dternative where the GB cod fishery is projected to decrease, potentialy to levels requiring more severe
action in the future. Further declines in stock levels resulting from no-action, or insufficient action, would
lengthen the recovery periods and, therefore, the period over which there would be negative socid and
community impacts. In addition, the socia impacts of taking action a alater date are likely to be more
widespread and severe.

Quditatively, therefore, the Council recognizes that there may be short-term socid hardships resulting
from the action, but it notes that these impacts are not sgnificantly different from what was predicted in
Amendment 7. Long-term, the Council expects that any socid impacts will be postive in comparison to
taking no action because of the benefits of rebuilding the resource base of the fishery and the harm that
would result from dlowing stock declines to continue.
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5. Applicablelaw
5.1 Magnuson-Stevens Act (FCMA)

5.1.1 Consgstency with National Standards

Section 301 of the Magnuson Stevens Act requires that regulations implementing any fishery
management plan or amendment be cons stent with the ten nationd standards listed below.

1. Conservation and management measures shall prevent overfishing while achieving, on a
continuing basis, the optimum yield from each fishery for the United Sates fishing industry.

The proposed action is part of the ongoing stock rebuilding program established by Amendment 7.
The fishing mortaity target for Georges Bank cod, which this action is designed to achieve, will
continue the stock rebuilding, athough further conservation restrictions may be needed in the future
to achieve maximum sugtainable yidd in ten years or less as required by the SFA. The Council is
addressing the SFA rebuilding for dl stocks in the Multispecies FMP in Amendment 13 now in
development.

2. Conservation and management measures shall be based on the best scientific information
available.

This action is based on a stock assessment conducted in July, 1998, SAW 27, and updated by the
Multispecies Monitoring Committee in December.

3. Totheextend practicable, an individual stock of fish shall be managed as a unit throughout
itsrange, and interrelated stocks of fish shall be managed as a unit or in close coordination.

This action focuses on Georges Bank cod, and particularly on the areas and times when catch rates
are highest. It dso covers an areathat lies dong the boundary between the Georges Bank stock and
the severely depleted Gulf of Maine stock, providing a buffer zone during a high catch period for
both stocks.

4. Conservation and management measures shall not discriminated between residents of
different states. If it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges among various
United States fishermen, such allocation shall be (A) fair and equitable to all such fishermen;
(B) reasonably calculated to promote conservation; and (C) carried out in such a manner
that no particular individual, corporation, or other entity acquires an excessive share of such
privileges.

This action does not discriminate between residents of different states. It aso does not dlocate
fishing privileges, dthough, as with any action, the distribution of impacts of the proposed area
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closure are proportiond to individud fishermen’s historica dependence on the fisheries
encompassed by it. The Council’ s decison to use area closures is partly the result of its desire to
focus the consarvation measure on the time and areawhere it will be mogt effective, while minimizing
impacts on other fisheries. The Council dso consdered that large offshore portions of the GB cod
stock area have been closed since 1994.

5. Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable consider efficiency in the
utilization of fishery resources; except that not such measure shall have economic allocation
asits sole purpose.

The Council has chosen afocused conservation measure, an area closure, rather than more broadly
based dternatives, such as DAS reductions, in part because it alows for the greatest amount of
fishing opportunity within the congraints of the conservation objectives and other consderations.
Short-term area closures are efficient management measures, provided they meet the conservation
requirements of the plan, because they dlow for continued fishing opportunity outside the time and
area of the closure.

6. Conservation and management measures shall take into account and allow for variations
among, and contingencies in, fisheries, fishery resources, and catches.

The Council proposes this action to achieve the conservation requirements of the plan while
retaining opportunity for vessas to continue with other fisheries or fishing activities outsde of the
time and area of the closure. It also has provided exemptions for some fisheries, those that catch
only inggnificant amounts of regulated species, to continue within the area. Furthermore, it has
included an exemption for scallop dredge vessals, which catch minimal quantities of cod, and
continues the exemption for the recreationa sector, which are managed under a separate set of
regulations.

7. Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, minimize costs and avoid
unnecessary duplication.

The Council consdered the costs and benefits of arange of dternatives that would achieve the
conservation gods of the plan. It consdered costs to the industry as well as enforcement and
adminigrative costs in sdecting the proposed action. Other dternatives either impose unnecessary
costs on some sectors of the industry or they are costly or difficult to enforce.

8. Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation
requirements of this Act (including the prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of overfished
stocks), take into account the importance of fishery resources to fishing communitiesin order
to (A) provide for the sustained participation of such communities, and (B) to the extent
practicable, minimize adverse impacts on such communities.
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The Council conddered the impact on fishing communities of various dternatives that would achieve
the conservation gods of the plan. In that regard, it chose to develop an industry-based plan to be
implemented as soon as practicable, but it dso recognized the need for immediate conservation
measures that could be implemented in the interim.

9. Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, (A) minimize
bycatch and (B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of such
bycatch.

The area closure proposed in this framework is neutral with respect to itsimpact on bycatch or
bycatch mortdity. Thetrip limit, which is scheduled to take effect only if Framework 31 is not
approved, implementing 30-day blocks out of the fishery, may result in increased discards of cod if
vessels do not modify their fishing to avoid catching cod. Since there is an economic incentive to
avoid catching and discarding a marketable species, and based on past experience with trip limits,
the Council expectsthat vesselswill shift their effort to other species or times and areas when catch
rates are expected to be within the limits.

10. Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, promote safety of
human life at sea.

The affected public regularly comments on safety aspects of various aternatives under congderation
by the Council. In the case of this framework, the aternatives under consideration, area closures,
trip limits, and DAS reductions are essentidly equivaent with respect to promoting safety.

5.1.2 Other FCMA requirements

Section 303 (a) of FCMA contains 14 required provisons for FMPs. These are discussed below. Any
fishery management plan which is prepared by any Council, or by the Secretary, with respect to any
fishery, shdl--

(1) contain the conservation and management measures, applicable to foreign fishing and fishing
by vessels of the United States, which are-- (A) necessary and appropriate for the conservation
and management of the fishery to prevent overfishing and rebuild overfished stocks, and to
protect, restore, and promote the long-term health and stability of the fishery; (B) described in
this subsection or subsection (b), or both; and (C) consistent with the national standards, the
other provisions of this Act, regulations implementing recommendations by inter national
organizations in which the United States participates (including but not limited to closed areas,
guotas, and size limits), and any other applicable law;

See Section 3.0 for a description of the measures contained in the amendment, and Section 5.1.1 for a
discusson of the amendment’ s consistency with the nationd standards.
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(2) contain a description of the fishery, including, but not limited to, the number of vessels
involved, the type and quantity of fishing gear used, the species of fish involved and their
location, the cost likely to be incurred in management, actual and potential revenues fromthe
fishery, any recreational interest in the fishery, and the nature and extent of foreign fishing and
Indian treaty fishing rights, if any;

The Environmentd Assessment contained in this document (Section 5.2.1) supplements the documents
submitted with preceding amendments (particularly Amendment 5, 7 and 9), in forming the description
of the fishery. Thereis no foreign fishing for species covered under this FMP, nor are there any Indian

treaty fishing rights.

(3) assess and specify the present and probable future condition of, and the maximum
sustainable yield and optimum yield from, the fishery, and include a summary of the information
utilized in making such specification;

Amendment 9 contains proposed overfishing definitions based on achieving maximum sustaingble yield,
and arevisad pecification of optimum yield. The report of the Overfishing Definition Review Pand in
Appendix |1 of that amendment contains a complete description of the information used in caculating the
target and limit reference points. This FMP provides for timely adjustment to management measures to
rebuild overfished stocks to levels that will produce maximum sustainable yield based on the most recent
and best scientific information avallable. The target TACsfor the critica stocks represent optimum yied
for those stocks which are the primary focus of the rebuilding plan. The FMP dso specifies atarget
TAC for the group of other regulated species in the multispecies fishery management unit thet are not
individualy managed. As future conditions warrant, the Council may adopt individua rebuilding target
fishing mortdity rates based on the overfishing definition control rules which will facilitete the caculation
of annud yield targets for individua stocks.

(4) assess and specify-- (A) the capacity and the extent to which fishing vessels of the United
Sates, on an annual basis, will harvest the optimum yield specified under paragraph (3), (B) the
portion of such optimumyield which, on an annual basis, will not be harvested by fishing vessels
of the United Sates and can be made available for foreign fishing, and (C) the capacity and
extent to which United Sates fish processors, on an annual basis, will process that portion of
such optimum yield that will be harvested by fishing vessels of the United Sates;

Based on the annud Multipecies Monitoring Committee analyss of DAS utilization rates, fishing
mortdlity rates and target TACs, the total capacity of the fleet exceeds that needed to harvest optimum
yidd at current stock levels and fishing mortdity targets designed to rebuild the resource. Consequently,
no portion of the alowable catch is available for foreign fishing. However, much of the capacity, in terms
of permitted vessdls, isinactive or only uses afraction of its dlotted fishing effort (DAS). Asthe stocks
rebuild, that now-excess capacity will provide the meansto harvesting the available resource
competitively, efficently and safey. The Council has an annud review and adjustment process to
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manage the effort levels and keegp them within the target range. The Groundfish Committee has begun a
review of current fishing cgpacity and future capacity under rebuilt sock conditionsin Amendment 13.

(5) specify the pertinent data which shall be submitted to the Secretary with respect to
commercial, recreational, and charter fishing in the fishery, including, but not limited to,
information regarding the type and quantity of fishing gear used, catch by species in numbers of
fish or weight thereof, areas in which fishing was engaged in, time of fishing, number of hauls,
and the estimated processing capacity of, and the actual processing capacity utilized by, United
Sates fish processors;

Section E.6.1.1 of Amendment 9 contains a discussion of the FMP s data considerations and the
Council’ s participation in the Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics Program (ACCSP) and in the
gtock assessments. The Council has initiated efforts to organize and compile dl of the data requirements
for managing the stocks in a manner congstent with the Sustainable Fisheries Act. These effortsinclude
caling on NMFSto prepare an annud publication of a Stock Assessment and Fishery Evauation
(SAFE) Report, activation of the Science and Statistical Committee and Socid Sciences Advisory
Committee and continued participation in the Stock Assessment Workshop Steering Committee.

(6) consider and provide for temporary adjustments, after consultation with the Coast Guard
and persons utilizing the fishery, regarding access to the fishery for vessels otherwise prevented
from harvesting because of weather or other ocean conditions affecting the safe conduct of the
fishery; except that the adjustment shall not adver sely affect conservation effortsin other
fisheries or discriminate among participants in the affected fishery;

The Council has carefully considered the impacts of needed conservation restrictions on vessels that are
constrained because of size or other factorsin ther ability to fish offshore. Thisis an extremdy difficult
issue to resolve in addressing cod rebuilding because the areas where those measures will be most
effective in achieving rebuilding are inshore areas where the cod aggregate, especidly to spawn, and
where the highest cod landings are observed. The Council has worked closdly with the industry to
develop dternatives that minimize these impacts, and it has aframework adjustment process for making
changes as needed to address safety consstent with Nationa Standard 10 while maintaining fair and
equitable access to the fishery within the limitations of the conservation program.

(7) describe and identify essential fish habitat for the fishery based on the guidelines established
by the Secretary under section 305(b)(1)(A), minimize to the extent practicable adver se effects on
such habitat caused by fishing, and identify other actions to encourage the conservation and
enhancement of such habitat;

The Council has undertaken amgjor effort to bring al of its FMPs into compliance with this
requirement. NMFS gpproved Amendment 11, addressing the essentid fish habitat requirements of the
SFA, on March 3, 1999.
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(8) in the case of a fishery management plan that, after January 1, 1991, is submitted to the
Secretary for review under section 304(a) (including any plan for which an amendment is
submitted to the Secretary for such review) or is prepared by the Secretary, assess and specify
the nature and extent of scientific data which is needed for effective implementation of the plan;

The Council isworking closdy with NMFS to coordinate the reporting of scientific informationina
timely manner so it coincides with the annua plan review and adjustment process. See discussion under
item 5 above.

(9) include a fishery impact statement for the plan or amendment (in the case of a plan or
amendment thereto submitted to or prepared by the Secretary after October 1, 1990) which shall
assess, specify, and describe the likely effects, if any, of the conservation and management
measures on--(A) participants in the fisheries and fishing communities affected by the plan or
amendment; and (B) participantsin the fisheries conducted in adjacent areas under the authority
of another Council, after consultation with such Council and representatives of those
participants,

The Environmenta Assessment contains andlysis and discussion of the impacts of the proposed action
on the human environment, including fishing communities. The Council developed measuresin this
framework in consultation with the Mid- Atlantic Council through their participation on the Groundfish
Committee and attendance a Council meetings.

(10) specify objective and measurable criteria for identifying when the fishery to which the plan
appliesis overfished (with an analysis of how the criteria were determined and the relationship
of the criteria to the reproductive potential of stocks of fish in that fishery) and, in the case of a
fishery which the Council or the Secretary has determined is approaching an overfished
condition or is overfished, contain conservation and management measures to prevent
overfishing or end overfishing and rebuild the fishery;

The overfishing definitions submitted in Amendment 9 specify both biomass and fishing mortdity criteria
for evaluating a gock’ s satus. The Overfishing Definition Review Panel Report in Appendix 11 to
Amendment 9 contains afull description of the analysis and methodology used to establish these criteria.
The FMP contains measures to stop overfishing and an annua review and adjustment process to keep
the rebuilding plan on track. The Council has dso initiated Amendment 13 to address the rebuilding
programsfor dl speciesin the fishery management unit.

(11) establish a standardized reporting methodol ogy to assess the amount and type of bycatch
occurring in the fishery, and include conservation and management measures that, to the extent
practicable and in the following priority--

(A) minimize bycatch; and
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(B) minimize the mortality of bycatch which cannot be avoided;

The Vesse Trip Reports (logbooks) mandatory under the FMP since 1994, require fishermen to report
discards. In conducting the stock assessments, NMFS usesinformation provided inthe VTR aswell as
information gathered in the Northeast Fisheries Observer Program. In recent years, assessment
scientists have expanded the andysis of discards in the stock assessments for some species. The
Council and NMFS are both participating in the Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics Program which
isalong-term effort to improve the collection and utility of fisheries data (including bycatch).

The FMP contains a number of measures that directly or indirectly minimize bycatch or bycatch
mortaity as discussed in the submission documents for previous amendments and framework
adjugments, for example, minimum mesh size, exempted fishery programs based on minimum bycatch
dtandards for regulated species, and the GOM cod trip limit “running clock” that alows vessdsto land
rather than discard trip limit overages (dthough the Coundil is consdering eiminating the running clock
because the measure alows vessals to exceed the trip limit and circumvent its conservation benefit).

(12) assess the type and amount of fish caught and released alive during recreational fishing
under catch and release fishery management programs and the mortality of such fish, and
include conservation and management measur es that, to the extent practicable, minimize
mortality and ensure the extended survival of such fish;

The FMP contains no recreationd fishery catch-and-release programs.

(13) include a description of the commercial, recreational, and charter fishing sectors which
participate in the fishery and, to the extent practicable, quantify trends in landings of the
managed fishery resource by the commercial, recreational, and charter fishing sectors; and

Amendment 9 contains severd sections that update the FMP in the context of this requirement:
Appendix Il describes the socid and cultural aspects of the multispecies fishery; Section E.6.4.
contains additiona descriptions of the halibut fishery and recreationd fishery, including trendsin
landings, and Appendix 11, the Report of the Overfishing Definition Review Pand, describes the long-
term landings history by speciesfor dl of the stocks in the multispecies fishery. Furthermore,
Amendments 5 and 7 to the Multispecies FMP contain detailed descriptions of the commercid
recregtiona and party/charter sectors participating in the fishery which provides additiond higtorica
perspective. Data and information contained in this Framework, particularly in the Environmental
Assessment and the Regulatory Impact Review are supplementa to the basdine information contained
in the earlier amendments.
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(14) to the extent that rebuilding plans or other conservation and management measures which
reduce the overall harvest in a fishery are necessary, allocate any harvest restrictions or
recovery benefits fairly and equitably among the commercial, recreational, and charter fishing
sectorsin the fishery.

The Council has incorporated al sectors of the fishery into the FMP. It has noted that recreationd and
party/charter landings have declined proportionally relaive to the required reductions in fishing mortdity
needed to achieve plan goals and that it will monitor the recreationd fishery and make adjustments as
needed.

Framework 30 54 4/30/99
Northeast Multispecies FMP



5.2 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

The Council conducted an andysis of the environmenta impacts of the stock rebuilding plan under
Amendment 7. The Find Environmenta Impact Statement (FSEIS) indicated that the impacts of
Amendment 7 would be sgnificant, particularly the positive biologica and long-term economic impacts
of rebuilding the stocks. The assessment of environmenta impacts of the proposed action is conducted
in the context of the impacts projected for Amendment 7. The following table shows Amendment 7
projected cod landings for 1996- 1998 under the status quo and rebuilding program, as well as actua
landings recorded. It illustrates how, in broad terms of al cod fisheries, the anticipated impacts have not
yet been redlized. Proposed combined TACs for cod in Framework 27, for which the current
framework is afollow-on action, correspond to the 1997 projected landings had Amendment 7 gods
been achieved.

(1,000 metric tons) 1995 Projections in Amendment 7 Landings
Year Status Quo Amendment 7

1996 12.7 11.3 14.4

1997 11.8 5.4 13.0

1998 11.0 7.2 10.4

5.2.1 Environmental Assessment

Section 2.1 of this document contains a discussion of the purpose and need for the proposed action.
Section 3.0 contains a description of the proposed action and dternatives, including the no-action
dternative. Section 4.0 (and Appendices) contains an andysis of potential impacts.

In developing the proposed measures and in reviewing the andlys's of impacts contained in this
Environmental Assessment, the Council has consulted with NMFS, the Mid-Atlantic Fishery
Management Council, Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commisson and the state marine fisheries
agencies (New England states) through their participation in Council and Groundfish Committee
meetings. The Council has dso informed the interested public of the proposed action and review of
environmental documents through natice in the Federal Register and by mailing of Counall mesting
notices and agendas to approximately 1,650 persons. About 850 interested parties receive notices of
the Groundfish committee mestings.

5.2.2 Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)

NOAA Adminigtrative Order216-6 provides guidance for the determination of significance of the
impacts of fishery management plans and amendments. The five criteriato be considered are addressed
below:

1. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to jeopardize the long-term productive
capability of any stocks that may be affected by the action?
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The proposed action is part of the ongoing Amendment 7 stock rebuilding program. As such, the
Council expects that the proposed action will improve the long-term productivity of the resource.
The Council congders the proposed action to be consistent with Nationa Standard 1 of the
Magnuson Stevens Act, which requires fishery management plans to achieve maximum sustainable
yield because it is designed to achieve the Amendment 7 rebuilding target fishing mortdity rate.

2. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to allow substantial damage to the ocean
and coastal habitats?

Asdiscussed in Section 4.1.4 of this document, the alternatives and actions proposed in this
framework adjustment will not increase any adverse impacts on essentid fish habitat (EFH) resulting
from fishing activity. The Council does not expect that the proposed action will cause or dlow
Substantial damage to ocean and coastdl habitats generdly, because the measures consst primarily
of those that are protective of habitat (area closures and gear reductions) or those that are neutral
on habitat (trip limits).

3. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to have an adver se impact on public health
or safety?

The proposed action will probably not adversely affect public hedlth, as no public hedlth issues have
been identified. The action is consstent with Nationa Standard 10 of the Magnuson Stevens Act
which requires fishery management plans to promote safety. In devel oping management measures
the Council receives sgnificant comment from affected members of the industry regarding the safety
implications of various dternatives which it consdersin deciding on afind action.

4. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to have an adver se effect on endangered,
threatened species or a marine mammal population?

Asdiscussed in Section 4.1.3, the Council does not expect that the proposed action will have a
negative impact on endangered or protected species.

5. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to result in the cumulative adver se effects
that could have a substantial effect on the target resource species or any related stocks that
may be affected?

As discussed earlier, the proposed action is part of the ongoing Amendment 7 stock rebuilding
program, and as such is designed to have a positive effect on the fishery resource. Taking no action
would result in adverse impacts on the fishery, particularly adecline in stock biomass and reduced
yields. While some effort shifting may result in short-term adverse impacts on some stocks as
vessdls seek dterndive fisheries, these impacts are likely offset by the cumulative benefit
management program to rebuild the stocks.
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Based on the preceding criteria and anays's, the Council proposes afinding of no sgnificant impact.

FONSI STATEMENT: Inview of the andyss presented in this document and in the FSEIS
for Amendment #7 to the Northeast Multispecies Fishery Management Plan, the proposed
action will not sgnificantly affect the qudity of the human environment with specific reference to
the criteria contained in NAO 216-6 implementing the National Environmenta Policy Act.
Accordingly, the preparation of a Supplemental Environmenta Impact Statement for this
proposed action is not necessary.

Assistant Administrator Date
for Fisheries, NOAA

5.3 Regulatory Impact Review

This section provides the information necessary for the Secretary of Commerce to address the
requirements of Executive Order (EO) 12866 and the Regulatory Fexibility Act (RFA). The statement
of the problem and the need for management are described in earlier parts of this document, in Section
1.2, Background, and Section 2.1, Purpose and Need. The dternatives to the proposed regulatory
action, induding the no-action alternative, are described in Section 3.0. The economic impacts are
described in Section 4.2, and summarized below under the discussion of how the proposed action is
characterized under EO 12866 and the RFA.

5.3.1 Executive Order 12866

The proposed action does not congtitute a significant regulatory action under Executive Order 12866
for the following reasons.

(& The Framework 30 proposed action is developed as a part of the adjustment process to ensure
that rebuilding goas of Amendment 7 are met on a continuing basis. Specificdly, the
Framework 30 measures are proposed to adjust the fishing mortdity rate of the Georges Bank
cod fishery to targets established in Amendment 7. As projected by the cost-benefit andyssin
the FSEIS of Amendment 7, in the short-term, the proposed regulations will reduce gross
revenues, profits, and crew income in the fishing industry. Over the long-term, however, the net
impacts on the economy will be positive.

The proposed action will likely reduce GB cod landings and revenues by gpproximeately 18
percent from its 1998 levels. The revenues from other species may be reduced aswell to a
degree determined by the ability of the vessals to recover their losses by shifting effort to other
areas during the period of closure or by targeting other species, such as Georges Bank haddock
or yellowtail flounder which are experiencing increased dlowable catches under the rebuilding
plan.
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The proposed measures contained in this framework are designed to achieve the biologica
objectives of Amendment 7 at a minimum economic cost to the industry whenever possible
without compromising the conservation gods. The area closures and cod trip limit, if
implemented, will reduce the landings and revenues in the short-term, but will contribute to
stock rebuilding, and therefore, will increase the net economic benefitsin the long term. For
these reasons, the proposed action will not adversely affect in a materid way the economy,
productivity, competition and jobs.

The short-term impacts will be a maximum revenue loss of $0.5 - $1.0 million compared to
1997 leve after accounting for displacement of effort to open areas (Table 11 in section 4.2.1).
Therefore, the proposed action will not have an annua effect on the economy of more then
$100 million.

For the same reasons as above, the proposed action will not sgnificantly affect competition,
jobs, the environment, or state, locd or tribal governments and communities. The area closures
and trip limits will not affect safety or public hedth.

(b) The proposed action will not create an inconsstency or otherwise interfere with an action taken
or planned by another agency. No other agency hasindicated thet it plans an action thet will
impact the same areas and the fisheries.

(c) The proposed action will not materialy dter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user
fees, or loan programs or the rights and obligations of their recipients.

(d) The proposed action does not raise nove legd or policy issues. Regulations regarding area
closures have aready been used to manage fisheries in the Northesst.

5.3.2 Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA)

The purpose of the RFA isto reduce the impact of burdensome regulations and record-keeping
requirements on smal entities (smdl businesses, organizations or governments). The RFA appliesto any
rule or regulation that must undergo “notice and comment” under the Adminigtrative Procedures Act,
specificaly those rules published as proposed rules. The Council is submitting this action with a
recommendation and justification to publish the proposed action as afind rule, therefore, the action is
not subject to the requirements of the RFA.

5.4 Endangered Species Act (ESA)

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires federa agencies conducting, authorizing or funding
activities that may affect threstened or endangered marine species to ensure that those effects do not
jeopardize the continued existence of listed species. The proposed action may affect, but is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered and threatened species. The Council recognizes
that this conclusion does not change the basis for the previous determination that overal operation of
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fisheries under the Northeast Multisoecies FMP, without modification, is likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of endangered species under NMFS jurisdiction or result in adverse modification of
critical habitat. Should activities associated with the Multispecies FMP change sgnificantly or new
information become available that changes this determination, the Council will reinitiate consultation.

5.5 Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA)

The Council has reviewed the coastal zone management programs for states whose coastal waters are
within the range of areas affected by the proposed actions, including: Maine, New Hampshire,
Massachusetts, Rhode Idand, Connecticut, New Y ork, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware and
Maryland. It has determined that the proposed action is consistent with the CZM programs of those
dtates and has sent a natification of this determination, ong with a copy of the amendment document,
for their concurrence. Copies of the correspondence are on file at the Council office.

5.6 Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA)
This action contains no new collection-of-information requirements.

5.7 MarineMammal Protection Act (MMPA)

The Council has reviewed the impacts of Framework 30 on marine mammal's (Section 4.1.3) and
concludes that this action is congstent with the provisions of the MMPA and will not dter exidting
measures to protect species likely to inhabit the management unit. Overdl, positive benefits may accrue
to species inhabiting the areas affected by the proposed measures.
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DEPARTMENT OF COMVERCE

Nati onal Oceani c and Atnospheric Adm nistration

[ Docket No. ; 1.D. ]

RI N

50 CFR Part 648

Fisheries of the Northeastern United States; Northeast
Mul ti speci es Fishery; Framework 30 to the Northeast

Mul ti speci es Fishery Managenent Pl an

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries Service (NVMFS), National

Cceani ¢ and At nospheric Adm nistration (NOAA), Commerce.

ACTI ON: Fi nal rule.

SUMVARY: NMFS issues this final rule to inmplenent neasures
contained in Framework 30 of the Northeast Miltispecies

Fi shery Managenent Plan (FMP). This action is necessary to
reduce fishing nortality on Georges Bank (GB) cod to achieve
the rebuilding goals of the FMP. This final rule inplenments
managenent neasures that include: a 30-day closure of areas on
Georges Bank, and, starting August 15, 1999, a cod trip limt
of 2,000 pounds per day with a maxi num possession limt of

20, 000 pounds and with authority for the NMFS Regi onal

Adm nistrator to adjust that limt depending on the risk of
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exceedi ng, or not catching 75 percent of the target total

al Il owabl e catch (TAC)

DATES: Comments nust be received on or before [insert XX days

after date of publication in the FEDERAL REGQ STER]

ADDRESSES: Copi es of the Framework 30 docunent, its Regul atory
| npact Review (RIR), the Environnental Assessnment (EA), and

ot her supporting docunents for the FMP anendnment are avail able
from Paul J. Howard, Executive Director, New England Fishery
Managenent Council, 5 Broadway (Route 1), Saugus,

Massachusetts 01906- 1036.

FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: [ ADD] .

SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON:
BACKGROUND

Amendnment 7, which becanme effective on July 1, 1996,
establi shed a procedure for annually reviewi ng the FMP and
maki ng adj ustnments to managenent neasures to achieve the
rebui | di ng obj ectives. The Council conducted the third review
during Decenber, 1998 and January, 1999, and submtted
proposed neasures in Framework 27 to address the severely

depl eted Gul f of Maine cod stock. The Council was unable to
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conpl ete devel opment of neasures to reduce fishing nortality
on GB cod the needed 22 percent to achieve the F, 1 objective
for that stock, as indicated in the Miltispecies Mnitoring
Commttee’ s annual report. This action, therefore, is a
continuation of the annual adjustment procedure initiated with
Framewor k 27.
ABBREVI ATED RULEMAKI NG

NMFS is making these revisions to the regul ati ons under
t he framework abbrevi ated rul emaki ng procedure codified at 50
CFR part 648, subpart F. This procedure requires the Council,
when nmaki ng specifically allowed adjustments to the FMP, to
devel op and anal yze the actions over the span of at |east two
Counci| meetings, where coments are accepted. The Counci
must provide the public with advance notice of both the
framewor k proposal s and the associ ated anal ysis, and provide
an opportunity to comment on them specifically prior to and at
t he second Council neeting. Upon review of the analysis and
public comrent, the Council may recomrend to the
Adm ni strator, Northeast Region, NMFS, that the neasures be
published as a final rule, or as a proposed rule if additional
public comrent is necessary.

The initial and final neetings for Franmework 27 were on
Decenmber 10, 1998, and January 27-28, 1999, respectively.

During these neetings the Council focused its efforts on
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devel opi ng nmeasures to reduce fishing effort on GOM cod, which
scientific information indicated was col |l apsing. To avoid any
delay in inplenmenting managenent measures to protect GOM cod,
the Council initiated a separate framework, Framework 30, to
address GB cod. The initial and final neetings for Framework
30 were February 24-25, 1999 and April 14-15, 1999,
respectively. The Council’s Groundfish Committee and |Industry
Advi sory Panel also held nmeetings and took public coment on

t he proposals on March 22 and 23, 1999.

At the joint neeting of the commttee and advisory panel,
which was following the initial framework neeting, the Counci
received a new proposal froma group of fishing industry
representatives. The Council decided that it could not del ay
further the inplenmentation of GB cod protection neasures so it
conti nued devel opnment of the neasures for this framework, and
at the sanme tinme began devel opnent of another franmework,
Framework 31, to consider the industry proposal. This
framewor k, therefore, contains a primary neasure, a one-nonth
area closure, that will be in effect in the interimunti
Framework 31 is inplenented, and a fall-back measure, a cod
triplimt, that will take effect on August 15, if Framework
31 is not inplenmented.

Docunents summari zing the Council’s proposed action and

the anal ysis of biological, econom c and social inpacts of
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this and alternative actions were available for public review
1 week prior to the final nmeeting, as is required under the
framewor k adj ust ment process. Witten comments were accepted
up to and during that neeting.
SUMVARY OF APPROVED MEASURES
In summary, this rule will close an area of Georges Bank off
Cape Cod, for 30 days to vessels using gear capable of
catching groundfish, with an exception nmade for vessels using
scal | op dredge gear, and on August 15, 1999 will set a daily
[imt of cod on vessels not enrolled in the Gulf of M ne Cod
Trip Limt Exenption Programof 2,000 Ib (907.2 kg) and a
maxi mum limt of 20,000 Ib (9,071.8 kg). The rule will also
aut horize the NMFS Regi onal Adm nistrator to reduce the
al l owabl e | andi ng or possession |limt when 75 percent of the
target TAC is reached to a level calculated to keep | andings
bel ow t he TAC, and, on or after January 1, 2000, to increase
the limt, if there is a high probability that |andings for
the fishing year will be |less than 75 percent of the TAC, to a
| evel that would allow | andings to achieve at |east 75 percent
of the TAC.
Comment s and responses

Comment 1: Many nmenbers of the fishing industry,
particularly from Cape Cod and New Bedford, representing al

of the mmjor gear sectors, as well as the U S. Coast CGuard
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spoke out strongly against the use of a trip limt because it
woul d cause discards, be difficult and costly to enforce and
woul d not necessarily produce the desired result.

Response: The Council considered a w de range of
alternatives to achieve the plan objectives. It adopted the GB
cod trip limt as a contingency neasure in case an alternative
proposal put forth by the affected industry and contained in
Framework 31 is not inplenmented by August 15. The Counci
chose this neasure because, unlike area closures and days-at -
sea reductions, it focuses the needed conservation
restrictions on the vessels targeting cod, with m nimal inpact
on vessels targeting other regul ated species. The Council did
not include a running clock, in part out of concern for its
enforceability, and al so because it enables vessels to
circunmvent the conservation benefits. By including both a
possession limt and a per-day limt, the Council reduced the
potential for discards, especially on trips where vessels that
exceed the per-day |limt can nove or fish in other ways to
reduce the incidental catch of cod while targeting other
species. The Council also provided authority to the NMFS
Regi onal Admi nistrator to adjust the trip limt to reduce the
ri sk of exceeding the target TAC

Comment 2: Several nenbers of the fishing industry, as

wel |l as representatives of an organi zation claimng at | east
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500 supporters, asked the Council to seek a closure of the

mul ti species fishery on Georges Bank in May through
Secretarial enmergency action. The comrenters expressed concern
t hat not inplenmenting such a nmeasure during the peak period of
cod | andi ngs would result in a succession of nore severe
restrictions in the future.

Response: The Council deterni ned that the present
condition did not neet the requirenments of an energency
action, and that it could not justify circumventing the normal
framewor k process that allows all the affected public to
comment on the alternatives and analysis of inpacts. It did,
however, submt the framework document with a recommendation
and justification that the action be published as a final
rul e, consistent with the provisions of the framework
adj ust nent procedure.

Comrent 3: Menbers of the affected fishing industry and
their representatives urged the Council to consider a plan
that they had drafted through a nunber of neetings and an
outreach programthat included all gear sectors, as well as
fish processors and dealers. This plan called for a nandatory
30-day bl ock out of the nultispecies fishery during each
gquarter, reductions in the ambunt or size of gear fished, and

an increase in the mni mum si ze of cod.
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Response: The Council agreed to consider this proposal

and develop it as a separate framework adjustnment, Framework
31, that would supplant the trip limt scheduled to take
effect on August 15. The final framework neeting for this
proposal is scheduled for May 26-27, 1999, and, pending
approval, the docunent would be submtted as soon after the
meeti ng as possi bl e.

Comrent 4: Several menmbers of the fishing communities on
Cape Cod stated that the alternatives under consideration by
t he Council woul d disproportionately inmpact small, inshore
vessels and their communities.

Response: The Council noted that the offshore cod
fisheries have been affected by year-round area cl osures and
restrictive days-at-sea allocations since 1994. It
acknow edged that the proposals under consideration would
affect the inshore grounds, but noted that that is where the
predom nance of cod | andi ngs have conme fromin recent years.
Based on these comments, however, the Council adopted an area
cl osure that covers both inshore and of fshore grounds for a
relatively short duration, and also agreed to proceed with the
devel opnent of an alternative proposal made by many of the
sanme commenters in a separate framework adjustnent, Framework
31.

Cl assi fication
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Noti ce and opportunity for public comment were provided
to di scuss the managenment neasures inplenmented by this rule.
Comrents were received from nenbers of the fishing industry
and are responded to in the preanble of this rule. Therefore,
t he Assistant Adm nistrator for Fisheries, NOAA (AA), under 5
U.S.C. 553(b)(B), finds for good cause that additional
opportunity for public is unnecessary. Because of the need to
i mpl ement conservati on neasures as close to the GB cod peak
| andi ngs period as practicable, the AA also finds under 5
U S.C. 553 (b)(B) that it would be contrary to the public
interest to delay this rule in order to provide further notice
and further opportunity for public comrent.

Because of the need to inplenent conservation nmeasures as
close to the GB cod peak | andi ngs period as practicable, the
AA also finds under 5 U S.C. 553 (d)(3) that there is good
cause to waive part of the 30-day delay in effectiveness of
this regul ation. Notably, a broad-based industry group
requested in public comments and correspondence that the
Counci | request Secretarial energency action to inplenment
conservation neasures for GB cod in May or as close to the
peak season as possible to avoid nore severe restrictions
becom ng necessary in the future.

Because prior notice and opportunity for public comment

are not required for this rule by 5 U S.C. 553, or any other
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| aw, the anal ytical requirenments of the Regulatory Flexibility
Act, 5 U S.C. 601 et seq., are inapplicable. Consequently, no
regulatory flexibility analysis has been prepared.

This final rule has been deternm ned to be not significant

for the purposes of E. O 12866.

Li st of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 648:

Commerci al Fisheries, Fish, Fisheries.

Dat ed:

For the reasons stated in the preanble, 50 CFR Part 648 is

proposed to be anmended as follows:

PART 648 — FI SHERI ES OF THE NORTHEASTERN UNI TED STATES

1. The authority citation for Part 648 continues to read
as foll ows:

Aut hority: 16 U. S.C. 1801 et seq.

2. [ADD prohibitions]
3. In Section 648.81, paragraph (p) is added to read as
fol |l ows:

8§648.81 Cl osed Areas.

Framework 30 X 4/30/99
Northeast Multispecies FMP



(p) 1999 Ceorges Bank Seasonal Cl osure Area.

(1) From [I NSERT DATE OF EFFECTI VENESS], 1999
t hrough [I NSERT DATE, 30 DAYS AFTER DATE OF
EFFECTI VENESS], 1999, no fishing vessel or person on a
fishing vessel may enter, fish in, or be in, and no
fishing gear capable of catching nultispecies, unless
otherwise allowed in this part, may be in, or on board a
vessel in, the area known as the 1999 Georges Bank
Seasonal Closure Area, as defined by straight Iines
connecting the following points in the order stated,
except as specified in paragraphs (d) and (p)(2) of this
section. A chart depicting this area is available from
t he Regi onal Adm nistrator upon request (see Table 1 to

§600. 502) .

1999 Georges Bank Seasonal Cl osure Area [ DATES, 1999]

Poi nt N. Lat. W Long.

GBl 41°00’ 70°00’

GB2 41°00° 69° 30’

GB3 41° 30’ 69° 30’

GB4 41° 30’ 67°00’

GB5 42°00’ 67°00’

Framework 30 Xi 4/30/99

Northeast Multispecies FMP



GB6 42°00’ 70°00°

GB7 (1) 70° 00’
GBS (2) 70° 00’
GB9 (3) 70° 00’
GB10 (4) 70° 00’
GB1 41°00’ 70° 00’

1 Cape Cod shoreline on the Atlantic Ocean.
2 Cape Cod shoreline on Nantucket Sound.
3 Nantucket Island shoreline on Nantucket Sound.
4 Nantucket |sland shoreline on the Atlantic Ocean.
(2) Paragraph (p)(1) of this section does not apply
to persons on fishing vessels or fishing vessels:
(i) that neet the criteria in paragraph (g)(2)(ii),
or (iii), of this section,
(ii) that are fishing with or using scall op dredge
gear when fishing under a scallop DAS or when |awfully
fishing in the Scallop Dredge Fishery Exenption Area as

described in 8648.80(a)(10).

4.1n Section 648.86, paragraph (b) is revised to read as
fol |l ows:

8648. 86 Possession and | anding restrictions.

* * * * *

Framework 30 Xii 4/30/99
Northeast Multispecies FMP



(by* * *
(2) Exenption. (i) A vessel fishing under a NE
mul ti species DAS is exenpt fromthe landing [imt
descri bed in paragraph (b)(1l) of this section when
fishing south of a line beginning at the Cape Cod, MA
coastline at 42° 00" N. lat. and running eastward al ong
42° 00" N. lat. until it intersects with 69° 30° W
|l ong., then northward al ong 69° 30" W long. until it
intersects with 42° 20° N. lat., then eastward al ong 42°
200 N. lat. until it intersects with 67° 20° W 1|ong.,
then northward along 67° 200 W long. until it intersects
with the U S. -Canada nmaritinme boundary, provided that it
does not fish north of this exenption area for a m ni mum
of 30 consecutive days (when fishing under the
mul ti speci es DAS program), and has on board an
aut horization letter issued by the Regional
Adm ni strator. Vessels exenpt fromthe landing limt
requi renment may transit the GOM GB Regul ated Mesh Area
north of this exenption area, provided that their gear is
stowed in accordance with one of the provisions of
8648. 81(e).
(ii1) Beginning August 15, 1999, a vessel that is
exenpt fromthe landing limt described in paragraph

(b)(1) of this section fishing under a NE nultispecies
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DAS may land up to 2,000 | b(907.2 kg) of cod per DAS
fished, or any part of a DAS fished, up to 20,000 Ib
(9,071.8 kg)per trip, provided it has one standard tote
on board. Cod on board a vessel subject to this |anding
limt nust be separated from ot her species of fish and
stored so as to be readily avail able for inspection.

(iii) When the Regional Adm nistrator projects that
75 percent of the target TAC will be harvested (8.9
mllion|lb (4,012 nt) for the 1999 fishing year), NMFS
may publish a notification in the Federal Register that,
as of a specific date, the limt specified in paragraph
(b)(2)(i1) of this section is reduced to a level to be
det erm ned based on the risk of exceeding the target TAC.
Cod on board a vessel subject to this landing limt nmust
be separated from ot her species of fish and stored so as
to be readily available for inspection.

(iv) Paragraph (b)(2)(iii) of this section
notw t hst andi ng, begi nning January 1, 2000, through April
30, 2000, if the Regional Adm nistrator projects that
| ess than 75 percent of the target TAC (8.9 mllion IDb
(4,012 nt) for the 1999 fishing year) by April 30, 2000,
NMFS may publish a notice in the Federal Register that,
as of a specific date, the limt is increased to the

anount that the Regional Adm nistrator projects will be
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sufficient to allow harvesting of at least 8.9 mllion Ib
(4,012 nt) by April 30, 2000. Cod on board a vessel
subject to this landing limt nust be separated from

ot her species of fish and stored so as to be readily

avai l abl e for inspection.
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APPENDIX |1
10-year Rebuilding Projection
GeorgesBank Cod
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PROJECTION RUN: GB Cod MMC 1998 Proj. Bmsy
INPUT FILE: gbc98hb.in OUTPUT FILE: gbc98hb.out
RECRUITMENT MODEL: 9 NUMBER OF SIMULATIONS: 100

MIXTURE OF F AND QUOTA BASED CATCHES
YEAR F QUOTA (THOUSAND MT)
1998 8.243

1999 .180

2000 .180

2001 .180

2002 .180

2003 .180

2004 .180

2005 .180

2006 .180

2007 .180

BIOMASS (THOUSAND MT)
YEAR AVG B (000 MT) STD

1998 38.277 3.870
1999 41.260 4.621
2000 44.454 5.255
2001 46.837 6.010
2002 52.545 8.766
2003 58.810 11.838
2004 64.805 14.999
2005 72.091 17.981
2006 82.594 20.891
2007 93.324 23.464

PERCENTILES OF TOTAL STOCK BIOMASS (000 MT)

YEAR 1% 5% 10% 25% 50% 75% 90% 95% 99%
1998 30.019 32.041 33.234 35531 38.278 40.807 43.197 44346 47.823
1999 31.051 33.723 35.328 38.091 41.224 44361 47.094 48.847 52.661
2000 32.323 35749 37.674 40.889 44465 48.051 51.146 53.018 56.578
2001 32,635 36.752 38.988 42.770 46.951 51.041 54.477 56.498 60.142
2002 34.303 39.246 41997 46.717 52.017 57.551 63.253 68.059 78.660
2003 36.029 42.033 45.248 50.861 57.483 64.891 74.185 81.766 93.712
2004 37.636 44.297 48.013 54.537 62.560 72.443 85437 93.890 108.812
2005 40.302 47.866 52.116 59.572 69.065 81.547 97.260 106.497 125.036
2006 45.315 54.001 58.822 67.797 79.392 94371 111.319 121.620 143.373
2007 50.599 60.278 65.957 76.560 90.212 107.231 125.017 136.544 159.334

ANNUAL PROBABILITY THAT BIOMASS EXCEEDS THRESHOLD:  108.000000 THOUSAND MT
YEAR Pr(B > Threshold Value)

1998 .000
1999 .000
2000 .000
2001 .000
2002 .000
2003 .001
2004 011
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2005 .045

2006 122
2007 242
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RECRUITMENT UNITS ARE:

BIRTH YEAR
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

1000.

000000 FISH

AVG RECRUITMENT STD
6526.197
6512.058
6504.261
10794.110
10776.620
10793.930
10757.650
16672.870
16609.530
16552.790

3374.586
3374.340
3377.142
9115.443
9047.903
9132.504
9025.830
11192.840
11119.390
11150.570

PERCENTILES OF RECRUITMENT UNITS ARE: 1000.000000 FISH
10% 25% 50% 75% 90% 95% 99%

BIRTH YEAR

1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

1%
424.000
424.000
424.000
424.000
424.000
424.000
424.000
424.000
424.000
424.000

5%
424.000
424.000
424.000
424.000
424.000
424.000
424.000

424.000

424.000

424.000

3523.000
3523.000
3523.000
3523.000

3523.000 6246.000
3523.000 6246.000
3523.000 6246.000

3523.000 6456.000 10116.000 10844.000 10844.000 10844.000
3523.000 6456.000 10116.000 10844.000 10844.000 10844.000
3523.000 6456.000 10116.000 10844.000 10844.000 10844.000
6246.000 8682.000 10844.000 19176.000 23486.000 42813.000
6246.000 8682.000 10844.000 19176.000 23486.000 42813.000
6246.000 8682.000 10844.000 19176.000 23486.000 42813.000
6246.000 8682.000 10844.000 19176.000 23486.000 42813.000
8682.000 15800.000 23486.000 27714.000 41394.000 42813.000
8682.000 15800.000 23486.000 27714.000 41394.000 42813.000
8682.000 15800.000 23486.000 27714.000 41394.000 42813.000

LANDINGS FOR F-BASED PROJECTIONS
YEAR AVG LANDINGS (000 MT)
8.252
7.270
7.362
7.294
8.048
8.657
9.670
11.338
12.654
14.082

1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

STD

.009
.811
.803
.854
1.162
1.394
2.004
3.005
3.630
4118

PERCENTILES OF LANDINGS (000 MT)

YEAR 1% 5%
1998  8.243  8.243
1999 5546  5.996
2000  5.698 6.097
2001 5.349  5.888
2002 5.286  6.046
2003 5.326 6.272
2004 5513  6.646
2005 6.065  7.358
2006 6.529  7.957
2007 7.145  8.726

Framework 30
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10%
8.243
6.218
6.340
6.191
6.493
6.814
7.260
8.094

25% 50% 75% 90% 95 % 99%
8.243 8.243 8.243 8.243 8.243 8.243
6.685 7.254 7.792 8.279 8.576 9.278
6.793 7.343 7.892 8.368 8.686 9.433
6.712 7.294 7.869 8.379 8.679 9.340
7.259 8.101 8.880 9.516 9.873 10.501
7.711 8.700 9.653 10425 10.859 11.625
8.340 9.549 10.795 12.098 13.222 15.705
9.357 10.877 12.689 15.138 17.540 20.845

8.754 10.179 11972 14354 17822 20.001 23.513
9.624 11.189 13.283 16.177 19.979 22.037 26.421
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10-year projection of Georges Bank cod biomass and landings. Resultsindicate a 24 per cent
probability that biomass will exceed the 108,000 threshold for maximum sustainableyield in
2007 if fishing mortality isheld at F=0.18, the Amendment 7 tar get.
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APPENDIX I11
WRITTEN COMMENTS
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