THE GULF OF MAINE INSHORE FISHERIES
CONSERVATION AND STEWARDSHIP PLAN OF 2002

. INTRODUCTION

This plan covers the Gulf of Maine, north of 42°20’, as defined in the Northeast Multi-
species Plan. The plan sets up a new long-term management approach capable of
addressing the underlying ecological causes of the current crisis. Addressing the
ecological problem is not easy but we have to start somewhere; we suggest the Gulf of
Maine. Itisour belief that if the ecological problem is not addressed we will simple roll
from crisisto crisis.

The focus of the plan’s management strategy is on controlling how, when, and whereto
fish, in addition to the usual focus on fish mortality rates. This form of ecologically-
based management enables effective action to be taken without having to first refine the
assessment tools. The plan also suggests a governance process that will be essential for
building stewardship.

The scientific background for this plan is presented in the version of the Gulf of Maine
Inshore Fisheries Conservation and Stewardship Plan of 2002 (GOMIFCSP 2002)
presented to the court and previously submitted to the New England Fishery Management
Council. Pleaserefer to that document for background information.

Fundamental ideas:
1. Underlying the ongoing problems in groundfish management are two things that
are not addressed by the current management through Days at Sea:
- Thereis strong likelihood that Gulf of Maine cod have a complex, locally-
based population structure, with fidelity to their natal spawning beds requiring
a precautionary approach of management that operates on this presumption.
- Fishing strategy has evolved with highly mobile boats that are able to move
from concentration to concentration as local populations recover, or asfish
aggregate for various reasons.
2. Future access to groundfish is essential for coastal fishing communities
- What is at stake is all small-scale fishing in these communities
3. Fishermen and fishing communities should take responsibility for making
necessary management decisions
- Itisbetter to decide how to hurt ourselves than to have someone else do it

Approaches and principles:

- While stocks are definitely rebuilding, they are have not yet rebuilt to appropriate
levels and stock structure is not yet rebuilt

- Fishermen fishing areas of greatest ecological importance to cod (inshore) will face
the strictest rules. Fishermen fishing less important cod habitat (offshore) will have
less stringent rules

- Provide appropriate opportunities both for large vessels that are not easily adaptable
to other fisheries and to small vessels that are

- Areamanagement is chosen to:



- Protect Essentia Fish Habitat (EFH) — different rules inside and outside EFH
areas
- Create rules appropriate to the nature of the habitat/behavior in a place
- Enable decentralized decision making and accountability
How, when, and where fishing occurs is key to effective management
Focus on the long term interests of fishing communities more than individuals.
Minimize bycatch and regulatory discards.
Minimize the shift of groundfish effort into other areas, onto other species, and into
other fisheries.
Preserve access to groundfish for fishermen of the future
- Maintain fleet that contains a range of vessel sizes, scales
- Do not penalize fishermenwho did not fish due to scarcity, other opportunities,
or research participation
- Protect the economy of coastal communities by maintaining access to
groundfish by their fishermen, including those who have shifted to other
fisheries in recent years.
Although the plan is built around cod habitat, protection of cod habitat resultsin
protection of many major speciesin Gulf of Maine
Limiting fishing mortality is important but not enough. It is essential to look at
enhancing cod habitat, reproduction, and growth. We need to find a way to evaluate
plans that do this.
Support verification and evaluation of plan effectiveness through observer coverage.
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THE GULF OF MAINE INSHORE FISHERIES
CONSERVATION AND STEWARDSHIP PLAN OF 2002

SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT MEASURES

All groundfish measures in effect August 1, 2002 will apply unless specifically listed
below as being removed or changed.

I. Management Measuresfor All Areasof Gulf of Maine
1. Move start of fishing year from May 1 to July 1 effective July 1, 2003
- Require use of the May 1, 2003 Fishing Year’s DAS to be used during a 14-
month period from May 1, 2003 to June 30, 2004

2. Create three distinct regulatory areas, also referred to as “zones’; 1 offshore and 2
inshore zones

a. Offshore Area
Outside the southern and eastern boundaries of Areas 1 and 2.

b. Inshore areas

Areal | 42° 20" 69°45" to” to the latitude of the Massachusetts/New Hampshire border.

Area2 From the north end of Area 1 north along 69°45” to 43° 15” 69°45. East along
43°15” t0 25600 line. Then Northeast to Hague Line.

c. Fishermen may fish in only one zone. They choose which zone and must
stay in that zone for a minimum of one year.

d. Consideration should be given to permitting designation of a secondary zone
that would be available for a one-time switch and carry with it a significant
conservation penalty such as at least 2:1 Days at Sea (DAS).

3. TripLimit
- 600 Ibs. cod per day
- Do not alow any change in trip limits within a fishing year

4. Latent effort
- Maintain the permit freeze implemented August 1, 2002 with the exception that
al groundfish permits that qualified for less than 25 days at that time would be
alocated a minimum of 25 usable DAS.
- Allow states to purchase latent permits and transform them into limited scale
Diversification Permits. These permits would be administered or sold by the
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states to allow commercia fishermen in other fisheries to diversify again and
operate at a small scale in the groundfish business.

- Diversification Permitswould be permanently:

a. Limited to one of the coastal zones

b. Limited to fish traps, 1000 hooks, or two jigging machines.

c. Would be allocated with consideration of the long term (100 years)
groundfish yield in each zone.

- Aspart of the freeze, specific biological and ecological criteria should be
established for the “thawing” of regular full DAS permits. This should not be |eft
for the future. 1n addition, we would suggest restricting the rate of entry such as
limiting the rate of entry per year based on vessel design capacity rather than
simple number of DAS.

- Any definition of latency should include a protection clause for vessels engaged
in collaborative research.

- Provisions of Diversification Permits and thawing permits should also allow for
regualification of people who have fished, but not for groundfish, during the last
20 years.

5. Enforcement and Verification
- Observer Coverage — 20% on groundfish boats in al zones
- Midwater trawls. 100% coverage in al zones

II. Management Measuresfor Inshore Areasonly

Gear Rules

Draggers
- Maximum 10" rollers

- Ground cables: Maximum 40 fathom between doors and wing end Year 1,
reducing this to 30 fathoms in 2004 and 20 fathoms in 2005.

- Meshsize: 6.5"; Encourage, where appropriate, composite nets. 6.5” square on
top, 6.5” diamond bottom.

Gillnetters
- 50 nets maximum for all vessals
-  Mesh size: 6.5 mesh.

Hook Fishing
- 2000 hooks per boat tub trawling or longlining
- 4jigging machines per boat
- Maximum of five hooks per handline or jigging machine.
- Maximum of four handlines per boat.
- 12/0 hooks
- Circle hooks required for tub trawling or longlining.

Fishing limitations
- No night dragging
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DAS and clock limitations

- Genera approach to DAS
- No front-loading of the clock

Closures and special rules for closures

Keep and/or renew closuresin effect August 1, 2002
Rolling Closures
Western Gulf of Maine Closed Area: Y ear round

- Close Eastern Maine Blocks 148, 149, 150, 151, 153, 154, 155: Oct.-Nov.

- Limit Groundfishing in Maine State Waters to hooks and traps only (State- level
action required.)

- Retain Maine State Waters Closure: April - June

- Recommend to Herring Committee no midwater trawling in the two eastern inshore
zones and in the Western Gulf of Maine closure area

Governance
In the future, each zone will have a governance structure that allows the participants
declared into that fishery to determine many of the rules for fishing.

Powers of these governance councils will include:

- Any changes in time fished or gear fished, or locations fished necessary to achieve an
area Total Allowable Catch (TAC)

- Adjustments to trip limits to balance requirements for reduction in discards and
fishing mortality

- Changesin gear technology rules, area, and time fished.

[I1. Provisonsfor Recreational Fishing —all areas

Continue the measures imposed by the court effective August 1, 2002:

For Private Recreationa vessels:

- Cod/haddock fish size at 23"

- 10 cod/haddock creel limit, except 5 cod creel limit in Gulf of Maine Dec. 1 —March
31

For Party Charter Vessels:

- Cod/haddock fish size 23" for vessels not on DAS
- 10 cod/haddock credl limit April 1 —Nov. 30
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5 cod cred limit Gulf of Maine Dec. 1 —March 31

Vessals intending to charter/party fish in the Gulf of Maine closed areas must declare
into charter/party fishery for the duration of the closure or for three months whichever
is greater.
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APPENDIX

RATIONALE AND BENEFITS
FROM
SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT MEASURES
Gulf of Maine Inshore Fisheries Conservation and Stewar dship Plan of
2002

All status quo measures in groundfish rules effective August 1, 2002 will apply unless
specificaly listed below as being removed or changed.

Provisions for All Areas

1. Movestart of fishing year from May 1 to July 1 effective July 1, 2003
- Requireuseof theMay 1, 2003 Fishing Year’'s DASto beused during a
14-month period from May 1, 2003 to June 30, 2004

Rationale The start date for the Gulf of Maine is an artifact of previous regulatory

action, rather than a conscious decision based on biology or the behavior of the fleet.

Moving the start date of the fishing year to July 1 accomplishes two things:

1) It starts the fishing year when the cod spawning season is complete throughout the
entire area. Gulf of Maine, Georges Bank, and Southern New England. This ensures
that no fishermen are receiving their full complement of DAS when fish are still
vulnerable in spawning or pre-spawning aggregations. The initial pulse of effort that
happens when DAS are again available at the start of the year will not take place on
spawning or pre-spawning fish.

2) It effects a DAS reduction because the first fishing year’s DAS allocations will be
stretched over 14 months instead of 12 months.

Benefit: Thiswill have ecological benefit by reducing pressure on spawning and pre-

gpawning fish. It is equitable because it ensures that no specific locale is receiving the

new DAS alocation either when fish are bunched up and available or when alocal area
facesabig closure. It starts the year when the weather is such that all vessel are able to
fish.

2. Createthreedistinct regulatory areas, also referred to as“zones’; 1 offshore
and 2 inshore zones

a. Offshore Area
Outside the southern and eastern boundaries of Areas 1 and 2.

b. Inshoreareas

Areal | 42° 20" 69°45" to” tothelatitude of the Massachusetts/New Hampshire
border.

Area 2 | Fromthenorth end of Area 1 north along 69°45” to 43° 15" 69°45. East
along 43°15” to 25600 line. Then Northeast to Hague Line.
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c. Fishermen may fish in only one zone. They choose which zone and must
stay in that zone for a minimum of one year.

d. Consideration should be given to permitting designation of a secondary
zonethat would be available for a one-time switch and carry with it a
significant conservation penalty such asat least 2:1 Days at Sea (DAYS).

Rationale: The inshore zone lines have been drawn consistent with the habitat mapping,
to circumscribe the important habitat of one of the Gulf of Maine cod population sub-
groups including spawning and juvenile locations. By limiting boats to these aress, it
reduces the ability of boats to pulse fish one area and move on to others. It providesa
link between those fishing a stock complex and the future of that complex because boats
will not have the option to fish a stock down and move on to another, breaking the
stewardship link with a modified form of pulse fishing.

If a secondary zone were to be allowed, its purpose would be to provide flexibility for
vessels who experience an engine breakdown, family loss, an oil spill, or something else
that means they lose the opportunity to fish during the time of year when fish isin their
area. If itisincluded in the plan, it must carry with it a serious disincentive such asa 2:1
DAS penalty. After local governance is established, the fishermen in that zone could
determine the appropriate penalties.

Benefit: Area management with lines based on habitat and limited mobility provides
major ecologica benefits. The lines based on habitat mapping are precautionary and will
provide restrictive rules in areas of most importance to the cod and other species. It
greatly reduces pulse fishing, so that each “blooming” cod sub-stock is not depleted
sequentially. It enables fishermen to know who is fishing their area and to take
responsibility for the future productivity of that local area. This has the potential for
restoring the building blocks that contribute to the productivity of the Gulf of Maine.
Area management will also enable managers to know how many potential DAS there are
inagiven zone.

3. Cod Trip Limit

- 600 Ib. per day

Rationale A trip limit is designed to reduce the landings of cod. The danger of alow
trip limit, however, isthat it stimulates regulatory discards. The plan proposes increasing
the trip limit by 100 pounds over the 500-pound trip limit in place after August 1, 2002 as
aresult of the judge’ s acceptance of the settlement agreement in the groundfish case. At
the stock levels being experienced in the late spring of 2002, even the 500-pound limit is
resulting in discards or forcing fishermen not to fish in order to avoid discards. By
increasing the limit dlightly, this will reduce the discards while still holding a check on
cod landings in locations and during periods of abundance. The discard problem is
further controlled by the gear modifications contained in the plan. Without the proposed
gear modifications to improve gear selectivity, with any trip limit, including this one,
landings would ssimply be replaced by undetected bycatch and regulatory discards.
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Because thisis an inshore plan, that will cover vessels who make, at most, short trips,
there is no need for atrip limit in addition to the per day limit.

Eventually, the governance units in each zone should have the ability to change local trip
limits to meet local conditions, which should be more effective in achieving a balance
between mortality control and bycatch.

Benefit: Maintaining low mortality of cod is critical to the success of any cod stock
rebuilding plan. By continuing with atrip limit, the plan ensures that cod will not be
targeted in the coastal zone.

- Do not allow any change in trip limitswithin a fishing year
Rationale: In the past, when target quotas were not caught up as quickly as NMFS
projected, regulations were relaxed and trip limits were increased. This strategy
recognizes that large-scale spawning events improve the probability that a successful year
class may happen, vs. the absence or depletion of spawning. Freezing trip limits, allows
gains made in conservation of cod stocks to be trandated into increased numbers and
enhanced spawning, rather than short-term profits.
Benefit: By simultaneously freezing trip limits, closing spawning areas, and increasing
the selectivity of gear being used, the plan maximizes the natural productivity of cod by
conserving fish not caught. This benefit can be quantified by:

Trip quota savings (Tons) = target quota (Tons) — landings (Tons)

3. Minimum Fish Size
- Increase minimum cod size to 21"

Rationale: A 21" codfish stands a much better chance of surviving to reproduce than
does afish that is vulnerable to gear at 19”. The purpose of fish sizeisto have fish in the
water, successfully spawning. Thisis consistent with the Court order.

4. Latent effort

2. Maintain the permit freeze implemented August 1, 2002 with the exception
that all groundfish permitsthat qualified for lessthan 25 days at that time
would be allocated a minimum of 25 usable DAS.

3. Allow statesto purchase latent permits and transform them into limited scale
Diversification Permits. These permits would be administered or sold by the
statesto allow commercial fishermen in other fisheriesto diversify again and
operate at a small scale in the groundfish business

4. Diverdfication Permits would be per manently:

a. Limited to one of the coastal zones

b. Limited to fish traps, 1000 hooks, or two jigging machines.

c. Would be allocated with consideration of the long term (100 years)
groundfish yield in each zone.

5. Aspart of the freeze, specific biological and ecological criteria should be
established for the “thawing” of regular full DAS permits. This should not
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be left for the future. In addition, we would suggest restricting the rate of
entry such aslimiting therate of entry per year based on vessel design
capacity rather than simple number of DAS.

6. Any definition of latency should include a protection clause for vessels
engaged in collabor ative resear ch.

7. Provisionsof Diversification Permits and thawing per mits should also allow
for requalification of people who have fished, but not for groundfish, during
thelast 20 years.

Rationale: Latent effort is defined as allocated groundfish Days at Sea (DAS) that are
currently not being used by commercial fishermen. Latent effort itself does not catch
codfish nor slow cod stock rebuilding. Latent effort has become an issue because of an
accounting problem, not areal biological problem. Latent effort does pose athreat to
those in the fishery who would like to use regulation to get exclusive access to groundfish
for themselves -- but that is an allocation issue, not a conservation issue.

It isthe activation of latent effort, the 100,000 unused days at sea tied up in latent
permits, that must be controlled. We do not support an elimination or a freeze of latent
permits without clarity about how such effort may reenter.

At the root of our concern about preserving latent effort is the importance of
diversfication in fishing. Much of the fishing that takes place in the Gulf of Maineis
done by small boats that fish in a number of different fisheries. Small scale, diversified
fishing makes sense economically and ecologically. Elimination of latent permits
threatens this part of the fishery because it is precisely these small-scale boats whose
permits are now latent because they diversified and moved off groundfish in recent years.
Others have participated in collaborative research instead of groundfishing.

The regulatory actions laid out since 1995 have directed groundfishermen to not fish for
cod. Trip limits as low as 30 pounds per day were built in as disincentives to eliminate a
directed fishery for cod. Many fishermen chose to go lobstering, tuna fishing, shrimping,
or more radically, to stop fishing completely. The end result was latent effort.

Instead of being rewarded for their sacrifices, the same regulatory body that asked
fishermen not to fish now threatens to take away the unused portion of their days or
worse, take peopl€e’ s permits altogether.

What message does the fisherman get from this? Conservation doesn’t pay! Proposalsto
remove all latent effort so that active boats currently use al their days do not end up
paying a penalty as regulations address overfishing. We do not believe this meets the fair
and equitable test.

We oppose elimination of latent permits for the following reasons:

1. The people who have latent days have conserved the most by not fishing.
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. The State of Maine’s groundfish permits are becoming disproportionately
allocated to the west of Boothbay Harbor.
. Low stock levels was ore of the primary reasons fishermen in the eastern Gulf of
Maine stopped using their permits. These communities should not be
permanently denied access because of this.
. Thereisvirtually no access to the groundfish fishery east of Boothbay Harbor.
The whole eastern half of the Gulf of Maine has been disenfranchised from alocal
fishery that once was a mgjor industry in those towns. The fish available in the
eastern Gulf of Maine is now being harvested by vessels based hundreds of miles
away, to the detriment of local fishing economies where there are no aternatives.
. In the eastern Gulf of Maine ecosystem, lobster and groundfish are the two
fisheries that provide a foundation for a healthy fishing economy. Traditionaly,
many fishermen have pursued both fisheries at different times of the year. The
fishing communities east of Boothbay Harbor, ME are now insupportably fragile
because with the loss of groundfish, they have only lobster to depend upon. Maine
has lost 51% of its groundfish permits since 1991 and 1991 came in the middle of
adecline in its fishery, after numerous other vessels had exited. Once latent days
at sea are “frozen” they are likely to be lost forever because there will never be
the political will to allow them back in.
. The federal buyback programs have systematically removed the smaller vessels
from the fishery, selectively consolidating the existing permits and DAS in the
most efficient boats. Calculation of latent effort ignores an important element of
latent effort: the unused capacity of existing large vessels at current stock levels
and trip limits. Small boats usually operate close to design capacity. A boat that
can hold 10,000-1b./ day and has landing of 4,000 Ib., for example, operates at an
effective capacity of 40% in good wesather, and can only increase landings by 1.5
times, regardless of how many fish there are. But a vessel with the same
landings week and a design capacity of 100,000 Ib./5-day trip, operates at only
20% and can increase landings to five times the landings at any time, without
permission from any regulatory body.
It isimportant not to treat as latent the DAS that have not been used as a result of
afisherman using his vessel for research. As we continue to promote breaking
down the learning barriers between scientists and fishermen, we need to recognize
that a vessdl that is heavily involved in collaborative research restricts his ability
to use days at sea. We need to ensure that no negativity be associated with this
much needed work.

We continue to challenge the premise that the Gulf of Maine can sustain only 44,000
days at sea. Thisin not because we oppose restrictions on fishing, but because DAS have
astrongly unfair alocative component. Aswe have stated earlier, aday at seais different
for each vessel given that vessel’s fishing capacity. The strict limits we have outlined in
this plan begins to get at this premise by recognizing individual vessels fishing practices
and limiting their potential based on cod fish biology and movement. It istimewefind a
way to reward conservation not stifle it.
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Benefit: Thisresultsin, a minimum, a 72% cut in latent days. 1t will, in fact, result in

far greater reduction than this, however for the following reasons:

1) The largest vessels, with the mog actual capacity, will not activate their latent DAS if
given only 25 dayslyear.

2) The buy-out program will transform latent 88-DAS permits of many sizes will be
transformed into very limited scale Diversification Permits.

3) This preserves access for coastal fishermen who use groundfish as part of ayear's
work.

4) This provides an equitable vehicle for rectifying the damage done by overfishing and
prior regulations to communities in the Eastern Gulf of Maine.

5. Enforcement and Verification

- Observer Coverage —20% on groundfish boatsin all zones

Rationale: Observer coverage is the only way to get specific, quantifiable information
about bycatch, regulatory discards, and catch rates. It advances our knowledge not only
of fish stocks and fish behavior, but also of the practices of the fleet. Observer coverage
is expensive, which is the only reason why a number as low as 20% has been chosen.
Although observer coverage is expensive, it is afar more effective use of public money
for conservation than is the $20 million currently earmarked for afederal buyout of latent
permits.

Benefit: Quantifiable information will be available in the future in order to fine tune
closed areas, gear restrictions, and other rules. Better data about catch rates and discards
will result in better assessments and thus better scientific guidance for managers.

- Midwater trawls: 100% coverage and sampling requirementsin all zones
Rationale: Midwater trawl technology and know- how has increased dramatically in the
Northeast fleet in the past few years. When midwater gear was first regulated through the
Northeast Multispecies Fishery plan the gear was determined by the NMFS to be
selective. Now, however, practices have changed. It is possible to fish a midwater net
virtually on the ground and there are midwater trawl fishermen who have chafing and
other bottom gear on their midwater nets. It istime to collect updated, objective
information about this fishery. Full observer coverage is needed, with a rigorous
sampling process, since it is difficult to observe bycatch when herring is pumped. The
numbers are so large in herring that even a small percentage bycatch can result in large
mortality in the bycatch species.

Midwater trawling is used in the herring fishery. Herring is akey forage species for cod
and the migration routes of the two fish are interrelated. The relationship in the GOM is
very much like the well-documented relationship between cod and capelin, a herring-like
fish found in more northerly waters. This raises two issues. first, the importance of a
robust herring stock to the health of the groundfish stocks and second, the fact that the
Species are often in the same place at the same time. It is not always possible to
distinguish on electronics what species of fish is present. There are widespread reports of
large scale dumping of groundfish bycatch by midwater trawlers. In addition, herring
midwater trawling is allowed and is routinely practiced in the juvenile cod nursery
habitats outlined by NEFMC (Figure 1). During the summer of 2001 there was one
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widely publicized delivery of bait (herring) that contained a tremendous number of
juvenile haddock. This punctuates the absurdity of restricting the groundfishing industry
while alowing juvenile cod and their nursery habitats to become depleted as bycatch to a
fishing methodology that is inappropriate in nursery habitats. These kinds of problems
highlight the ecological nature of the ‘cod problem’.

Differential rates have been chosen for observer coverage in inshore zones and offshore
zones, reflecting the importance of juvenile groundfish habitat inside the inner three
ZOnes.

Benefit: Objective information about what regulation is necessary because this fishery
has the ability of doing tremendous damage to groundfish recovery. While benefits are
difficult to quantify, requiring midwater trawlers to carry observers while fishing in
known cod nursery habitats is an absolute necessity if cod stocks are to be restored.

Provisionsfor all Inshore Areas

The premise for inshore arearules is that they should be substantially stricter than those
in the offshore area because the inshore area comprises the critical cod habitat in the Gulf
of Maine.

Gear Rules

Draggers

- Maximum 10" rollers

Rationale Rollers are rubber discs or wheels attached to the lower part of the net that (a)
maintain contact with the bottom as the net is being towed and (b) lift the net above the
bottom to avoid damage to the net.

Benefit: By reducing the size of rollers, (a) benthic communities are protected because
smaller rollers cannot protect the net from damage when towed over rough sections of the
ocean floor, consequently, fishermen without large rollers avoid rough and rocky bottom.
While the reduction in habitat damage would be hard to quantify, efforts that reduce
known sources of damage have a clear benefit.

- Ground cables: Maximum 40 fathom between doors and wing end Year 1,
reducing thisto 30 fmsin 2004 and 20 fmsin 2005.
Rationale: Ground cables are chains or wire cables connecting an otter trawl door, to the
net and often are threaded through the center of numbers of rubber “cookies’ or disks.
One end of the ground cable attaches to the door, and the other attaches to the net. The
door is attached to the boat at a dight angle so that water pressure created by the
movement of the boat through the water tends to push the door outward keeping the net
open. Its purpose is (a) to create a mud cloud between the door and net that fish refuse to
swim through and (b) sweep a much greater section of bottom as the net is towed.
Ground cables of 50 fathoms (300 ft.) on each side of the net are common and increase
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the effective sweep of atypical net from 60’ to 260’ sweep with net and ground gear.
Larger boats, of course, would use more cable.

Benefit: Reducing the length of ground cables to 40 fathoms drastically reduces the
sweep of an otter trawl. This simultaneously reduces damage to benthic communities and
habitats. The proposed eventua reduction in the length of ground cables to 20 fathoms
(240 ft.) reduces the area swept by the example from 260" to 140, a major reduction in
fishing effort.

- Maintain the increased mesh size; Encour age, where appropriate, composite
nets. 6.5” squareon top, 6.5 diamond bottom.
Rationale: Cod ends (the end of the net similar to the toe of a sock) using square mesh
(nets knit together in such away that the meshes take the form of a square when towed,
rather than diamond-shaped) has been found to release high percentages of cod while nets
hung with conventional cod ends (diamond-shaped like a Chinese finger puzzle) have
been found to release high percentages of flounders. The composite cod ends to be used
were found to release 72% of all cod caught and 65% of the flounders, including those
dightly larger than minimum legal size.
Benefit: Juvenile and young flatfish and cod readily escape from composite cod ends.
When used, regulatory discards of cod and other round fish will be reduced by 72% and
juvenile bycatch of al commercia stocks will be reduced by at |east 65%.

Gillnetters

50 nets maximum for all vessels
Rationale: Reducing the number of gillnets allowed per boat will reduce fishing effort
by a measurable amount, thereby reducing the number of cod caught. Limiting the
number of nets allowed for either type further reduces the number of tie-downs and will
improve the frequency of net tending.
Benefit: This represents a significant reduction from the provisions in the Court
agreement for numbers of trip gillnets. Comparing it to rules prior tot he Court order, it
represents a reduction in regular gillnets from 80 nets to 50 and tie-down gillnets from
120 nets to 50 represents a major decrease in fishing effort. Regular gillnets will be
reduced by 38% and tie-downs will be reduced by 42%, reducing fishing effort in this
gear sector by about 40% .

- Maintain mesh sizeat 6.5” mesh.

Rationale: Increasing mesh size alows larger fish to escape from the net. By increasing
mesh size to 6.5”, the minimum retention size for cod and similar species will increase to
about 23" thefirst year. Thiswill reduce catches of the year class entering the fishery
and increase cod spawning stock biomass. It will do the same for al other species that
interact with the nets and becomes a strategy for rebuilding all coastal stocks. Going to
7" was serioudly considered and would have been supported except for the fact that 7”
gillnets catch very big cod. This means that the trip limit is caught much faster than it
would be catching smaller fish. Asaresult, 7° gillnets are likely to result in higher
regulatory discards, working with a 400 Ib. trip limit, than would 6.5” nets.

Benefit: Mesh size increases are difficult to quantify. The direct and immediate benefit
will beto delay a fish’s vulnerability to the fishery by about 6 months. Long-term
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benefits come from changing the rate that cod are removed in future years as well. When
the number of cod caught each year from a given year class are plotted against time, their
reduction in numbers (those caught or eaten) form a normal, bell-shaped curve that
begins when the year classis first large enough to be caught and ends when the last one
dies. Increasing mesh size shifts the bell-shaped curve in the direction of older fish,
indicating that spawning stock biomass (SSB) will be increased by a credible amount
throughout the life of the year class, even though they al ultimately die. A %2’ inch mesh
increase in gillnets will increase SSB by about 20%, depending on the size of the year
class.

Hook Fishing

- 2000 hooks per boat tub trawling or longlining

- 4jigging machines per boat

- Maximum of five hooks per handline or jigging machine.
- Maximum of four handlines per boat.

- 12/0 hooks

- Circlehooksarerequired for tub trawling or longlining.

Rationale: Limiting the number of hooks is the way a hook fishery isrestricted. Thereis
little hook fishing being done now in the Gulf of Maine. This measure ensures that as
fish come back and hook fishing becomes more attractive, that it will be maintained at a
small scale, as are other gear types.

Benefit: This measure is precautionary, to ensure a responsible hook fishery in this zone
when it isrevived. It attempts to achieve some parity between the different types of hook
fisheries.

Fishing limitations

- Nonight dragging

- Rationale: Cod spend credible amounts of time swimming up in the water column,
returning periodically to the bottom. Banning night dragging eliminates a period
when spawning aggregations often settle to the bottom and are easily captured. In
addition, banning night dragging will reduce fishing time by nearly half the day,
thereby alowing all speciesto rebuild faster.

- Ben€fit: Thisis one of the most significant measures we are proposing.
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- Thefirst and most obvious result of banning night dragging is an effective reduction
in fishing effort of about 40% for cod and other species.

- Lessobviouswill be the reduced risk of damage to habitats, which cannot be
guantified in the short term, but provides great long-term benefits to the fishery that
are essential if they are to become sustainable.

- It will aso remove a significant amount of effort from the sensitive inshore cod
habitat areas. It will reverse one of the consequences of DAS. When DAS were
introduced in Amendment 5 to the Northeast Multi-species Fishery Plan, vessels
started living by a 24-hour clock and they started fishing as close to home as possible.
This had the unintended consequence of breaking the unwritten rule in Maine that the
large boats did not fish close to shore.

- It will reduce gear conflict with fixed gear — always a consideration in near shore
areas.

DAS and clock limitations

- General approach to DAS

Rationale: At thistime, we support continuation of the DAS limitations imposed by the
Court. We do not think that the use of DAS to manage fishing effort is effective or
equitable. If and when an area management plan such as this is implemented, the concept
of DAS ultimately may not have a place. That would evolve through the gover nance of
each area. In addition —we strongly oppose any move toward transferability of DAS.
We strongly oppose the proposed NMFS remedy of counting DAS in the Gulf of Maine
during May- October as 2:1. Not only does this simply not provide enough fishing
opportunity time, it focuses effort in the winter months during the spawning period and
when small boats are less able to fish and when it becomes a serious safety issue..

Consistent with our focus on the inshore cod habitat, we propose a mgor change in how a
DAS is counted, a measure which will greatly affect inshore day boats and yet will not
affect the offshore fleet as much.

- Nofront-loading of the clock

Rationale: Front-loading should be stopped because the practice results in a higher
usage — actually calling in rate — and is reflected in NMFS's calculation of fishing
mortality. Front-loading of the clock is a practice whereby a boat will call in to start
using a DAS and then, instead of going fishing, will stay at the dock for several days.
When the boat does go out, it has accumulated several days cod allowance. So, for
example, a vessel will hear that there is a storm forecast for the weekend. The captain
will call in at the beginning of the storm, stay home for two days, and go out Monday. At
that point, the boat, which always intended only a day trip, can bring home 1200 Ibs. (3 x
400-Ib trip limit) instead of just 400 Ibs. Front-loading actually resultsin lower mortality
on other species because a front-loaded DAS is a non-fishing day. It aso undoubtedly
reduces discards because it effectively raises the trip limit. However, given that it results
in a higher “usage’ — actually a higher “calling in rate” —it isincluded in the plan.
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Benefit: Eliminating front-loading will eliminate false spikes in apparent effort
(measured by apparent DAS use) and will result in much better information about real
effort. Thiswill result in more accurate stock assessments that should result in better
management.

Closures and special rulesfor closures

- Keep and/or renew existing closures

Rolling Closures asin place August 1, 2002

Western Gulf of Maine Closed Area: Year round
Rationale: The current closures all make sense both from an ecological point of view
and as a away to reduce fishing pressure on aggregated fish and should be continued. The
Rolling Closur es should be continued despite their economic impact. Western Gulf of
Maine Closed Area (Jeffrey’s Ledge) should continue to be closed year round because it
isacritical nursery ard spawning ground for cod and many other species. It servesasa
migration corridor and provides a sanctuary in an areathat is heavily fished.
Benefit: These closures close fishing at atime when fish are easiest to catch thereby
reducing mortality. They protect spawning behavior and habitat thereby enhancing
spawning success. They close an areawhen alocal stock is likely to be concentrated in
one area, when they are usually less mixed with fish from other stocks, and when they are
highly vulnerable to eradication. They can aso help with marine mammal mortality, as
the Western Gulf of Maine closure does for harbor porpoise. These closures are linchpin
elements in an ecological approach to management.

- Close Eastern Maine Blocks 148, 149, 150, 151, 153, 154, 155: Oct.-Nov.
Rationale: Eastern GOM has had virtually no closed area protection for its groundfish,
remaining open to all vessels throughout the year, with the consequence of depletion and
collapse of arobust groundfish fishery that supported Eastern GOM fishing communities.
NMFS gadoid egg distribution studies indicate that cod often spawn in November in
coastal and eastern GOM. Closing these blocks to protect cod spawning events starts the
process of rebuilding the groundfish stocks of eastern GOM by introducing arolling
closure.

Benefits: Revitalizing depleted eastern GOM cod stocks will allow cod to access large
areas of underutilized habitat and substantially increase the productivity of the entire
GOM cod fishery.

- Limit Groundfishingin Maine State Watersto hooks and traps only

- Retain Maine State Waters Closure: April - June

Rationale: Although these are not federal actions, they form an important component in
our cod protection strategy. The 3-mile groundfish closure in State of Maine waters
should be continued. In addition, groundfishing in Maine State Waters should be limited
to hook and line and trap gear only. This provides spawning protection for all coastal
groundfish, creates a large protected areain key habitat that is limited to habitat- friendly
and low impact fishing gear. It also reduces gear conflict between groundfishermen and
lobster fishermen and between commercia and recreational fishermen, and provides
recreational fishermen with opportunities to fish.
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Benefit: Benefits cannot be quantified, but the added protection to 2,851 squar e miles of
coastal waters will contribute to revitalizing inactive coastal spawning and fishing
grounds and reduce conflict between user groups.

- No midwater trawling in thetwo eastern inshor e zones and in the Western Gulf
of Maineclosurearea
We recommend that this be referred to the Herring Committee of the council and Atlantic
States Marine Fisheries Commission. Further analysis is needed given the goals of
bringing back every stock to its maximum potential. For example, what is the relationship
of forage food versus the stock that is being rebuilt? How do we account for juvenile
mortality of groundfish in the Atlantic Herring Plan?
Rationale: Midwater trawling is conducted with large nets with small mesh in areas that
are documented to be key juvenile groundfish habitat as outlined by NEFMC (Figure 1).
Midwater technology has improved to the point that it is possible to fish a midwater net
on the bottom. Bycatch of juvenilesis documented. There are aternative methods
available for catching herring, and midwater trawling is too risky to be alowed to
continue in these aress.
Benefit: Midwater trawlers remove far more of the cod stock than does latent effort.
Closing these areas to midwater trawling removes a very large source of juvenile
mortality. Furthermore, it removes another potential source of concentrated pulse fishing
effort that cod stocks have proven to be so vulnerable to. Because we do not have
observer data from the midwater trawlers in the GOM it is not possible to quantify the
significant amount of fishing mortality reduction this will create.

Governance

In the future, each zone will have a governance structure that allows the participantsin

that fishery to determine many of the rules for fishing. This will make the best use of the

expertise in managing the fishery. A principle should be adopted to resolve everything

that is possible at the local level, before sending it to the regional level. Local

governance units need to be formed with the greatest diversity possible. Powers of these

governance councils will include:

- Any changes in time fished or gear fished, or locations fished necessary to achieve an
area Total Allowable Catch (TAC)

- Adjustments to trip limits to balance requirements for reduction in discards and
fishing mortality

- Changes in gear technology rules, area, and time fished.

Recreational Fishing

Recreationa fishing now accounts for 20% of cod mortality in the Gulf of Maine
according to NMFS calculation. Recreational effort isincreasing. Currently,
recreational fishermen are not excluded from areas that are closed to protect fish at
particularly vulnerable times both biologically (spawning) and because they are
aggregated and easy to catch. Recreational fishermen also are alowed to catch fish at a
smaller size than are commercial fishermen.
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Restricting fishing amounts to asking people to make an investment in the future. The
recreationa fishing industry is very valuable — figures generated by the industry are
substantial, and so it is worth such an investment.

Recreational fishermen should be asked to take responsibility for coming up with
conservation rules that reflect the ecological parameters of the fish when and where they
catch them, and that will reduce the mortality they impose on the fishery.

The plan supports continuation of the measures ordered by the Court. This includes:

For Private Recreationa vessels:

- Cod/haddock fish size at 23"

- 10 cod/haddock credl limit, except 5 cod creel limit in Gulf of Maine Dec. 1 —March
31

For Party Charter Vessels:

- Cod/haddock fish size 23" for vessals not on DAS

- 10 cod/haddock credl limit April 1 —Nov. 30

- 5cod cred limit Gulf of Maine Dec. 1 —March 31

- Vesss intending to charter/party fish in the Gulf of Maine closed areas must declare
into charter/party fishery for the duration of the closure or for three months whichever
is greater.

Provisionsfor Offshore Area

Atlantic cod overlap with the offshore zone. Historical cod studies have tracked large-
scale movements in summer by coastal cod between Casco Bay and e au Haut, that

leave inshore waters and arrive at an area north of Cashes, between Jeffreys Bank and

Mistaken Ground.

Similar movements occur in management blocks 128, 129, and 130 that cover Cashes
Ledge and Davis Swell. Historical movement patterns also show Atlantic cod arriving in
the lower or southerly ridges of the Cashes Ledge complex in spring, and proceeding
north of the complex into the same general area as the coastal population in summer. The
arrivals move northerly along three corridors, the Sharrer-Fippennies corridor (130),
Parker-Cashes corridor (129), and Davis Swell (128).

The origin of these fish isunclear. They may arrive from Georges or outer ridges such as
Stout and Sewell, or may even be alocal Cashes population. If they are migrants from
local populations belonging to the mid-coast subgroup, then the levels of removals from
this areais important to the rebuilding of coastal stocks. Otherwise, they may be part of
the Georges Bank stock. Tagging studies are not available to confirm historical tracking
and there are few known spawning events or nursery grounds. A precautionary approach
argues for treating them as part of alocal stock.
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Benefit: A number of the measures that cover al areas have specific benefit to reducing
mortality from the Offshore Area. Moving the start date for the fishing year will impact
boats that use all of their DAS, many of which would be likely to choose the Offshore

Area. Thiswould provide a quantifiable drop in effort during the first fishing year.
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BENEFITS
THE GULF OF MAINE INSHORE FISHERIES
CONSERVATION AND STEWARDSHIP PLAN OF 2002
The benefits listed accrue from additional measures imposed on fishermen fishing within
the three inner zonesin the Gulf of Maine. This area includes most of the key cod habitat
and most of the cod landings in the Gulf of Maine. For more information, see plan text.
All of these have benefits; only a few can be quantified easily.

Habitat benefit -- Includes benefit to benthos, important life stages
Area management
No night trawling year round
Maximum 10" rollers
Ground cables reduced to 20 fathoms in two years
Composite net with 6.5” square/diamond net
Western Gulf of Maine (GOM)Closure
New Eastern Maine Rolling Closure
State of Maine Closure
Hookg/traps only in Maine State Waters
Midwater trawling ban in 2 inshore areas and Western GOM Closure
Move start of fishing year from May 1 to July 1
No change in trip limits within a fishing year

Effort /Fishing Mortality rate reduction
Trip limit
No night trawling year round
Maximum 10" rollers
Ground cables limited to 20 fathoms by 2004
Dragger: 6.5” composite net
Gillnetter 6.5" mesh size
Gillnetter 50 nets maximum
Western Gulf of Maine Closure
New Eastern Maine Rolling Closure
State of Maine Closure
Move start of fishing year from May 1 to July 1
No change in trip limits within a fishing year
No front-loading the clock
Midwater trawling ban in 2 inshore areas and Western GOM Closure
Latent effort

Bycatch/regulatory discard minimization
Dragger: 6.5” composite net
Gillnetter 6.5" mesh size
Hookg/traps only in Maine State Waters
Western Gulf of Maine Closure
Midwater trawling ban in 2 inshore areas and Western GOM Closure
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