November 12, 2004

2005 Bluefish Specifications
Environmental Assessment
Essential Fish Habitat Assessment
Regulatory Impact Review and
Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

August 2004

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
in cooperation with the

National Marine Fisheries Service

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Room 2115, Federal Building
300 South New Street
Dover, Delaware 19904-6790
Tel. 302-674-2331
FAX 302-674-5399



1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this document is to recommend annual management measures for fishing year 2005 to
ensure that the annual fishing targets specified in the Fishery Management Plan for this species are
attained. The 2005 measures include commercial quotas, recreational harvest limits, and other
measures to ensure that the annual fishing targets specified in the Fishery Management Plan for this
species are attained. The management alternatives analyzed in this document include the total allowable
landings (commercial quotas and recreational harvest limits), which are necessary to achieve the annual
target exploitation rates established under the bluefish rebuilding schedule.

In the final deliberations, the Council and Commission considered all the alternatives and comments and
chose the total allowable landings limit under Alternative 1 and its allocation to the commercial and
recreational components of the fishery as the preferred landings limit for 2005. The overall impacts of the
alternatives evaluated in this document are briefly described below.

Alternative 1 (Preferred/Status Quo/No Action Alternative) would specify a total allowable catch (TAC) of
34.215 million Ib. This is the same TAC that was implemented in 2004. The 2005 TAC was
recommended by the Bluefish Monitoring Committee. Adjusting the TAC for bluefish discards would yield
a total allowable landings (TAL) of 30.853 million pounds. This TAL is near identical to the TAL
implemented in 2004 (i.e., 31.850 million pounds). Under this alternative, the commercial quota would be
10.500 million Ib and the recreational harvest limit (RHL) would be 20.353 million Ib for 2005. Adjusting
these initial values for research set-aside (RSA) would yield an adjusted commercial quota of 10.398
million pounds and an adjusted RHL of 20.157 million pounds. The specified commercial quota under this
alternative is near identical to the commercial quota implemented in 2004 and the RHL is slightly below
the RHL implemented that year.

The overall TAC/TAL under Alternative 1 is identical to the TAC/TAL under Alternatives 2 and 3 and would
likely achieve the target F in 2005. The difference between this alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3
relates to the manner in which the overall TAL is allocated to the commercial and recreational components
of the bluefish fishery.

Alternative 1 was chosen by the Council and Board because it provides the best allocation to the
commercial and recreational sectors considering recent fishing practices. This alternative would provide
commercial and recreational fishermen with about the same fishing opportunities in 2005 compared to
2004. This alternative (as well as Alternative 3) would present no changes in biological, economic, social,
protected resources, and Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) impacts in 2005 compared to 2004.

Alternative 2 would specify a commercial quota of 5.245 million pounds and an RHL of 25.608 million
pounds. Adjusting these initial values for RSA would yield an adjusted commercial quota of 5.194 million
pounds and an adjusted RHL of 25.361 million pounds. Biological impacts of this alternative are expected
to be positive due to the lower commercial quota (lower bluefish commercial landings) under this
alternative compared to Alternatives 1 and 3. However, if bluefish commercial discards increase
significantly as a consequence of the lower commercial quota then biological impacts are expected to be
negative compared to Alternatives 1 and 3. Economic and social impacts of this alternative are expected
to be negative compared to Alternatives 1 and 3 due to lower expected ex-vessel revenues. No impacts
on protected resources or EFH are expected if this alterative is implemented in 2005 compared to 2004.

Alternative 3 would specify a commercial quota of 9.583 million pounds and an RHL of 21.270 million
pounds. Adjusting these initial values for RSA would yield an adjusted commercial quota of 9.490 million
pounds and an adjusted RHL of 21.065 million pounds. Overall impacts under this alternative are
expected to be similar to those under Alternative 1.
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Alternative 4 would specify a maximum RSA of 297,750 Ib of bluefish for 2005. Even though the TAC
specified under this alternative is identical to the TAC implemented for 2004, the overall TAL and
associated recreational quota and RHL are different than those recommended for 2004 due to a slightly
higher bluefish discard level employed to derive the overall TAL in 2005 compared to 2004. Potential
biological, economic, social, protected resources, and EFH impacts of the alternatives with and without
research set aside are identical. However, it is possible that the vessels that would be used by
researchers to conduct the research would be vessels that have not traditionally fished for bluefish. As
such, permit holders that would have landed these bluefish in a state where the quota has been reached
and the fishery closed could be disadvantaged. However, the amount of the bluefish RSA is minimal, so
impacts in such states would also be expected to be minimal.

In addition to the preferred measures under Alternative 1, the Council and Commission recommended
that the current recreational possession limits remain in place for 2005.

Box ES-1 presents a qualitative summary of the impacts of the various alternatives. The environmental
impacts of the proposed measures were analyzed and the anticipated level of significance of these
impacts is discussed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Order (NAO) 216-6 formatting requirements for an EA. Because
none of the preferred action alternatives are associated with significant impacts to the biological, social or
economic, or physical environments, a “Finding of No Significant Impact” is determined.

Box ES-1. Overall qualitative summary of the expected impacts of various alternatives
considered in this document. A minus sign (-) signifies an expected negative impact, a plus
sign (+) signifies a positive impact, and a zero is used for null impact.
Environmental Dimension
Protected
Biological Economic Social Resources EFH
Alternative 1 (Preferred/No 0 0 0 0 0
Action/Status Quo)
Alternative 2 1 (?) - - 0 0
Alternative 3 0 0/- 0/- 0 0
Alternative 4.1 (No RSA) 0 0 0 0 0
Alternative 4.2 (Preferred; 0 o/ o/ 0 0
297,750 Ib RSA)
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2.0 LIST OF ACRONYMS

ACFCMA
ASMFC
B

CEQ
DPS
EA
EEZ
EFH
EIS
EO
ESA

F

FR
FMP
GRA
GRT
HPTRP
IRFA
LOF
LTPC
LWTRP
M

MA
MAFMC
MMPA
MRFSS
MSFCMA
MSY
mt
NAO
NE
NEFMC
NEFSC
NEPA
NMFS
NOAA
oY
PBR
PRA
PREE
RHL
RIR
RSA
SAFMC
SARC
SAV
SAW
SMA
SSB
SFA
TAL

Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission or Commission
Biomass

Council on Environmental Quality

Distinct Population Segment

Environmental Assessment

Exclusive Economic Zone

Essential Fish Habitat

Environmental Impact Statement

Executive Order

Endangered Species Act of 1973

Fishing Mortality Rate

Federal Register

Fishery Management Plan

Gear Restricted Area

Gross Registered Tonnage

Harbor Porpoise Take Reduction Plan

Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

List of Fisheries

Long-term Potential Catch

Large Whale Take Reduction Plan

Natural Mortality Rate

Mid-Atlantic

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Marine Mammal Protection Act

Marine Recreational Fisheries Statistical Survey
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
Maximum Sustainable Yield

metric tons

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Order
New England

New England Fishery Management Council
Northeast Fisheries Science Center

National Environmental Policy Act

National Marine Fisheries Service

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Optimal Yield

Potential Biological Removal

Paperwork Reduction Act

Preliminary Regulatory Economic Evaluation
Recreational Harvest Limit

Regulatory Impact Review

Research Set-Aside

South Atlantic Fishery Management Council
Stock Assessment Review Committee
Submerged Aquatic Vegetation

Stock Assessment Workshop

Small Business Administration

Spawning Stock Biomass

Sustainable Fisheries Act

Total Allowable Landings

November 12, 2004



TL
VECs
VMS
VPA
VTR

Total Length

Valuable Environmental Components
Vessel Monitoring System

Virtual Population Analysis

Vessel Trip Report
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
4.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND OF SPECIFICATION PROCESS
4.1 Purpose and Need of the Action

The purpose of this document is to recommend annual management measures for fishing year 2005 to
ensure that the annual fishing targets specified in the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for this species
are attained. The 2005 measures include commercial quotas, recreational harvest limits, and possession
limit for the recreational fishery to ensure that the annual fishing targets specified in the Fishery
Management Plan for the Bluefish fisheries are attained. The Council met jointly with the Commission’s
Bluefish Board and adopted measures at their August 2004 meeting.

The need is to continue setting the annual fishing control measures to maintain fisheries while rebuilding
the bluefish stock. Without setting fishing control measures, fishing for bluefish may increase and
threaten the rebuilding of the fishery.

The bluefish fisheries in U.S. waters of the western Atlantic Ocean are managed under the Bluefish FMP
that was prepared cooperatively by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) and the
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (Commission). The plan was approved by the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) in March 1990 and adopted by the Commission in October 1989. The
FMP was amended in 1999 to bring it into compliance with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act (MSFCMA) of 1976 as amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA), and the
Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act (ACFCMA). The SFA requires that the
management measures proposed in a FMP be consistent with ten national standards for fishery
conservation and management. Under ACFCMA, if a state does not implement management measures
required by an FMP or amendment, the Federal government may impose a moratorium on the landing of
the species covered by the FMP in that state.

Comprehensive measures enacted by Amendment 1 to the Bluefish FMP (MAFMC 1999; the final rule
became effective in August 2000; 50 CFR Part 902) were designed to rebuild the bluefish stock.
Amendment 1 regulations require that a commercial quota and recreational harvest limit be based on
projected stock size estimates as derived from the latest stock assessment information. Estimates of
stock size coupled with the target fishing mortality rate allow for a calculation of total allowable landings
(TAL). Based on the historic proportion of commercial and recreational landings for the period 1981-1989,
17% of the TAL is allocated to the commercial fishery. Amendment 1 stipulates that if 17% of the TAL is
less than 10.500 million Ib (4.762 million kg), then the commercial quota can be increased up to 10.500
million Ib (4.762 million kg) if the recreational fishery is projected to land less than 83% of the TAL for the
upcoming year.

Amendment 1 also established a schedule to eliminate overfishing and rebuild the bluefish stock. For the
first two years of the rebuilding plan (1999-2000), fishing mortality (F) was set at 0.51. The target F is 0.41
in years 3-5 (2001-2003) and 0.31 in years 6-9 (2004-2007). During the rebuilding period, the target F for
the next fishing year would be set at the level specified in the rate reduction schedule or the level
estimated for the most recent year, whichever is less. This schedule would allow for stock rebuilding to
the level which would support harvests at or near MSY by the year 2007 or earlier.

The Amendment also established a Monitoring Committee which meets annually to review the best
available scientific data and make recommendations regarding the TAL and other management measures
in the plan. The Committee's recommendations are made to achieve the target mortality rates established
in the amendment to reduce overfishing. The Committee bases its review and recommendations on best
available data including, but not limited to, commercial and recreational catch/landing statistics, current
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estimates of fishing mortality, stock abundance, discards for the recreational fishery, and juvenile
recruitment.

Based on the recommendations of the Monitoring Committee, the Council's Bluefish Committee makes a
recommendation to the Council which in turn makes a recommendation to the Regional Administrator.
The Regional Administrator reviews the recommendation and may revise it if necessary to achieve FMP
objectives. In addition, because the FMP is a joint plan with the Commission, the Commission’s Bluefish
Board (Board) adopts complementary measures.

Framework Adjustment 1 to the Bluefish FMP, which was approved by NMFS on August 10, 2001 (66 FR
42156), established a procedure through which research set-aside (RSA) amounts would be set annually
as part of Council’'s quota-setting process. The research is to support the collection of new information
that will benefit both the commercial and recreational fisheries for this species. The program encourages
collaborative efforts among the public, research institutions, and the government subsidized by a
percentage set-aside from the TAL of selected species, including bluefish, under management by the
Council.

4.2 Management Objectives of the FMP

1) increase understanding of the stock and of the fishery;

2) provide the highest availability of bluefish to U.S. fishermen while maintaining, within limits,
traditional uses of bluefish;

3) provide for cooperation among the coastal states, the various regional marine fishery
management councils, and Federal agencies involved along the coast to enhance the
management of bluefish throughout its range;

4) prevent recruitment overfishing;

5) reduce the waste in both the commercial and recreational fisheries.

To attain these management objectives the FMP specifies the following measures that may be specified
annually:

* commercial quotas;

* minimum fish size and minimum mesh size;

* gear regulations;

* recreational harvest limit;

* recreational possession and size limits, and seasonal closures.

4.3 Methods of Analysis

The basic approach adopted in this analysis is an assessment of various management measures from the
standpoint of determining the impacts upon the environment. In order to conduct a more complete
analysis, a preliminary adjusted quota was calculated by deducting the RSA from the TAL. The NMFS
Quota Report as of the week ending July 24, 2004 indicates that overall bluefish commercial landings are
within the overall (coastwide quota) commercial quota for 2004. Therefore, the 2005 overall quota was
not adjusted for overages. Impacts were examined relative to three commercial quota alternatives (Box
4.3.1).

The first alternative examines the commercial quota and recreational harvest limit recommended by the
Council and Commission, the preferred alternative (the least restrictive commercial quota and the greatest
allowed under the current FMP). The specified commercial quota under this alternative is also the status
quo alternative for the commercial sector.

November 12, 2004
10



Box 4.3.1. Comparison (in pounds) of the alternatives of quota combinations reviewed.
2005 2005 2005 2005 2005 2005
Initial TAL Initial Initial Research || Adjusted Adjusted
Commercial || Recreational |[ Set-Aside [[Commercial|| Recreational
Quota Harvest Limit Quota Harvest Limit

Quota Alternative 1 (Status Quo/No Action)
Council Preferred 30,853,578 10,500,000 20,353,578 297,750 || 10,398,671 20,157,157
Alternative
Quota Alternative 2
Projection Based 30,853,578 | 5,245,108 25,608,470 297,750 5,194,491 25,361,337
Alternative
Quota Alternative 3
Based on 1995 to 2000 [[ 30,853,578 9,583,000 21,270,578 297,750 9,490,520 21,065,308
Commercial TAL

The second alternative examines the impacts of the commercial quota and recreational harvest limit
based on projections of stock biomass assuming no transfer to the commercial fishery (the most
restrictive commercial quota).

The third alternative examines the impacts of the commercial quota and recreational harvest limit based
on projections of stock biomass and yield assuming a commercial quota identical to the quota that was in
place from 1995-2001, before the Council and Board recommended a 10.500 million Ib (4.762 million kg)
commercial quota in 2002. That is a commercial quota level of 9.583 million Ib (4.346 million kg). This
commercial quota level was chosen for analysis because it represents the historical allocation to the
commercial sector from 1995 to 2000. Adjusting this commercial quota level for RSA would result in a
preliminary adjusted commercial quota of 9.490 million Ib (4.304 million kg). Potential changes in landings
of the 2005 commercial quotas compared to the 2003 landings are presented in Box 4.3.2.

Box 4.3.2. Commercial quotas under each Alternative compared to 2003 landings (in pounds).
Adjusted Percent of Percent
Commercial 2003 Landings Change
TAL

Quota Alternative 1 (Status Quo/No Action)

Council Preferred Alternative 10,398,671 143.65 43.65

Quota Alternative 2

Projection Based Alternative 5,194,491 71.75 -28.24

Quota Alternative 3

Based on 1995 to 2000 Commercial TAL 9,490,520 131.10 31.10

5.0 MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES
5.1 Alternative 1 - 2004 Status Quo (No Action and the 2005 Preferred Alternative)

The Council and Board recommended a coastwide 2005 TAC of 34.215 million Ib (15.519 million kg).
This is the same TAC that was implemented in 2004. Adjusting the TAC for bluefish discards would yield
a total allowable landings (TAL) of 30.853 million pounds (13.994 million kg). This TAL is near identical to
the TAL implemented in 2004 (i.e., 31.850 million Ib or 14.446 million kg). The 2005 TAL is divided
between the commercial and recreational components of the fishery using the historic proportion of
commercial and recreational landings for the period 1981-1989; 17% of the TAL would be allocated to the
commercial fishery and 83% to the recreational fishery. Using these proportions, the commercial sector
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would receive 5.245 million Ib (2.379 million kg) as a quota and the recreational fishery would receive
25.608 million |b (11.615 million kg) as a harvest limit.

The overall TAL under this alternative is identical to the TAL under Alternatives 2 and 3 and would likely
achieve the target F in 2005. The difference between this preferred alternative and Alternatives 2 and 3
relates to the manner in which the overall TAL is allocated to the commercial and recreational components
of the bluefish fishery.

Amendment 1 stipulates that if 17% of the TAL is less than 10.500 million Ib (4.762 million kg), then the
commercial quota could be increased up to 10.500 million Ib (4.762 million kg) if the recreational fishery is
projected to land less than 83% of the TAL for the upcoming year. Given recent trends in recreational
landings for the past ten years, i.e., ranging from 8.253 million Ib (3.743 million kg) in 1999 to 15.541
million Ib (7.049 million kg) in 1994 (averaging 12.565 million Ib or 5.699 million kg; Table 1), itis
anticipated that the recreational fishery will harvest less than 83% of the TAL in year 2005. Furthermore, a
projection based on preliminary MRFSS data from Waves 1-2 indicates that recreational bluefish landings
in 2004 will be 22% lower than the recreational harvest for 2004. As such, the Council and Board
recommended that the commercial TAL in year 2005 be 10.500 million Ib (4.762 million kg). Thatis, a
transfer of 5.254 million Ib (2.383 million kg) was made from the recreational sector to the commercial
sector. As such, the recreational TAL for year 2005 will be 20.353 million Ib (9.231 million kg). The initial
commercial quota under this alternative is identical to the initial commercial quota implemented in 2004
(i.e., 10.500 million Ib or 4.762 million kg). Additionally, the Council approved a RSA for bluefish of
297,750 pounds (135,057 kg) that would be deducted from the TAL. Therefore, the adjusted commercial
and recreational TALs for 2005 are 10.398 million Ib (4.716 million kg) and 20.157 million Ib (9.143 million
kg), respectively. This alternative would result in the highest possible landings in 2005 for the commercial
sector (i.e., least restrictive alternative to commercial sector). The entire allocation process is
summarized in Box 5.1.1.

Box 5.1.1. Summary table of bluefish allocation process (Alternative 1)

Bluefish TAL 30,853,578 Ib (13,994,948 kg)
Commercial TAL (before transfer) 5,245,108 Ib (2,379,141 kg)
Recreational TAL (before transfer) 25,608,470 Ib (11,615,806 kg )
Commercial TAL (after transfer) 10,500,000 Ib (4,762,720 kg)
Recreational TAL (after transfer) 20,353,578 Ib (9,232,228 kg)
Adjusted Commercial TAL (after RSA) 10,398,671 (4,716,758 kg)
Adjusted Recreational TAL (after RSA) 20,157,157 (9,143,133 kg)

It is important to mention that while the proposed overall TAC and RSA under this alternative are identical
to the overall TAC and RSA implemented for 2004, the adjusted 2005 commercial quota and recreational
harvest limit are slightly different from the commercial quota and recreational harvest limit implemented for
2004. This is due to the fact that the bluefish discard level employed to derive the overall 2005 TAL (TAC
minus discards) is higher in 2005 than the discard level employed to derive the overall 2004 TAL. Since
the RSA is allocated to each fishery based on a proportion of the RSA/TAL, any change in discard level
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and the proportion of RSA/TAL would make the adjusted 2005 commercial quota and recreational harvest
limit slightly different compared to the 2004 limits.

5.2 Alternative 2 - Most Restrictive Alternative to the Commercial Sector

The overall TAL under Alternative 2 is identical to that under Alternative 1 except that no transfer is made
to the commercial fishery. As such, the commercial quota for 2005 would be 5.245 million Ib (2.379
million kg) and the recreational harvest limit would be 25.608 million Ib (11.615 million kg). Additionally,
the Council approved a RSA for bluefish of 297,750 pounds (135,057 kg) that would be deducted from the
TAL. Therefore, the adjusted commercial and recreational TALs for 2005 are 5.194 million Ib (2.355
million kg) and 25.361 million Ib (11.503 million kg), respectively (Box 4.3.1). This alternative would result
in the lowest possible landings in 2005 for the commercial sector (i.e., most restrictive alternative to
commercial sector).

5.3 Alternative 3 - Second Most Restrictive Alternative to the Commercial Sector

The overall TAL under Alternative 3 is identical to that under Alternative 1, except that a transfer of 4.337
million Ib (1.967 million kg) is made to the commercial fishery. This transfer would result in a commercial
quota of 9.583 million Ib (4.346 million kg). This commercial quota (i.e., 9.583 million Ib or 4.346 million
kg) represents the same commercial quota level that was in place from 1995-2001, before the Council
and Board recommended a 10.500 million Ib (4.762 million kg) commercial quota in 2002. The resulting
recreational harvest limit would be 21.270 million Ib (9.647 million kg) for year 2005. Additionally, the
Council approved a RSA for bluefish of 297,750 pounds (135,057 kg) that would be deducted from the
TAL. Therefore, the adjusted commercial and recreational TALs for 2005 are 9.490 million Ib (4.304
million kg) and 21.065 million Ib (9.554 million kg), respectively (Box 4.3.1). This alternative would result
in a 2005 commercial quota that falls between those specified under Alternatives 1 and 2.

5.4 Research Set-Aside Alternatives

5.4.1 No Research Set-Aside (No Action)

Under this alternative no RSA would be implemented for 2005.

5.4.2 Specify a Research Set-Aside for 2005 (Preferred/Status Quo Alternative)

As part of the RSA program, one research project was submitted to NMFS that could potentially require
exemptions from some of the current bluefish regulations. Under the RSA program, the Council, in
consultation with the NMFS Northeast Regional Administrator, and the Commission have recommended a
bluefish research project for 2005 (June 28, 2004 letter from Mears to Furlong). In order to expedite the
approval and implementation of the research project, Council staff agreed to analyze the impacts of the
exemptions on the environment for inclusion in the specification package for this species.

The bluefish set-aside would be for a maximum of 297,750 pounds (135,057 kg) of bluefish for 2005.
This RSA amount will be deducted from the bluefish TAL (Box 4.3.1). A summary of the conditionally
approved RSA project requesting bluefish for 2005 is presented in Appendix A. This description includes
project name, description and duration, amount of RSA requested, and gear to be used to conduct the
project. This alternative is the status quo alternative.

6.0 DESCRIPTION OF AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND FISHERIES

6.1 Description of the Managed Resource

6.1.1 Description of the Fisheries
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The bluefish commercial and recreational fisheries are fully described in section 2.3 of Amendment 1 to
the Bluefish FMP. Commercial landings of bluefish decreased 57% from 16.45 million |b (7.46 million kg)
in 1981 to 7.09 million Ib (3.21 million kg) in 1999. In 2000 and 2001, bluefish commercial landings
increased to 8.04 million Ib (3.64 million kg) and 8.69 million Ib (3.94 million kg), respectively, then
landings decreased in 2002 to 6.85 million Ib (3.10 million kg). The 2003 commercial landings were 7.23
million Ib (3.27 million kg) or 12% below the 1994-2003 average and 4% below the 1999-2003 average
(Table 1).

Bluefish are very important to the recreational fisheries of the Atlantic coast of the U.S. For example,
during the period 1981-1996, bluefish accounted for 29% of the Atlantic coast recreational harvest of
finfish by weight (the highest of any species), ranging from 42% in 1981 to 11% in 1995. In 2003, bluefish
accounted for 9% of the Atlantic coast recreational harvest of finfish by weight. MRFSS data indicate that
the number of participants in the marine recreational fisheries of the Atlantic coast has remained relatively
constant in the last 20 years with a modest increase in the last few years. More specifically, the number of
participants in marine recreational fisheries have ranged from 3.7 million in 1999 to 5.7 million in 2003
(averaging 4.5 million for the 1984 to 2003 period). The number of trips (all modes combined) made
during the same time period ranged from 32.4 million in 1990 to 51.8 million trips in 2001 (averaging 40.1
million trips for the 1984 to 2003 period). In 2003, there were 48.4 million trips along the Atlantic coast.

During the 1980s, a significant portion of these participants and trips depended upon bluefish, particularly
those in the Mid-Atlantic region from the party/charter mode. For example, in 1985 party/charter boats in
the Mid-Atlantic region landed a total of 22.2 million |b of fish, over half of which were bluefish (12.3 million
Ib). Further evidence of the reliance of the party/charter sector was provided by a survey of party/charter
boats from the region (Maine through Virginia) conducted by the Council in 1990. The Council conducted
a survey of charter and party boat owners from this region in which they were asked to rank each species
with respect to interest they had in them and their catch rate success on a scale of 1-5. For party boats,
bluefish was the second most desired species and ranked first in the catch reported by party boat owners.
For charter boats, bluefish ranked third in terms of desirability and second in terms of success rate. As
the abundance of bluefish has declined since then, the contribution of bluefish to the catch from this mode
has declined. In 1990 anglers fishing from party/charter boats in the Mid-Atlantic region landed a total of
15.9 million Ib (all species), 23.5% of which were bluefish. For the 1990 to 2003 period, the contribution of
bluefish to the total amount of fish landed by party/charter boats ranged from 4% in 1997 to 41% in 1992
(averaging 18%). In 2003, the contribution of bluefish to the total amount of fish landed by party/charter
boats in the Mid-Atlantic region was 11%.

6.1.2 Status of the Stock

The status of the bluefish stock is re-evaluated annually. The 2003 assessment of the bluefish stock
indicated that fishing mortality rates on bluefish peaked in 1987 at 0.718 and have steadily declined since
then to 0.184 in 2002. This assessment indicated that the stock was overfished but overfishing was not
occurring (Lee 2003). The 2002 fishing mortality rate for bluefish was below the target of 0.41 for 2003
and the target of 0.31 for 2004. This assessment indicated that the status of the stock was improving as
of 2002 to a level close to the biomass threshold. More specifically, the total stock biomass for 2002 was
estimated at 51,550 mt (113.648 million Ib) or 96% of the biomass threshold (i.e., 2B, = 53,750 mt or
118.498 million Ib) relative to Amendment 1 overfishing definitions.

msy

A stock projection was conducted using a fishing mortality rate of 0.184 (Lee 2003). Projection results
indicated that the bluefish stock would increase from an estimated biomass of 58,680 mt (129.367 million
Ib) in 2003 to 75,230 mt (165.853 million Ib) in 2004 and 94,250 mt (207.785 million Ib) in 2005. This
biomass had an associated yield of 15,520 mt (34.215 million Ib) in 2004.

The ASMFC created a bluefish stock assessment technical committee to evaluate and revise the surplus
production model currently used to annually assess the status of the bluefish stock and investigate
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alternative assessment methods. The ASMFC technical committee was able to develop a revised surplus
production model which was presented to the SARC review panel. The revised production model
developed by the ASMFC technical committee was identical to the surplus production model previously
used, except that the recreational CPUE was modified. The SARC review panel rejected the results for
the following reasons: 1) the use of the NEFSC trawl survey is inappropriate in the biomass dynamic
model because it is not representative of the bluefish population (because it only catches mostly juvenile
bluefish); 2) the calculation of the recreational CPUE contains severe bias because live discards (B2's)
have increased significantly in recent years; and 3) potential time series correlation in the model that may
need to be corrected. Since the SARC review panel rejected the revised production model developed by
the ASMFC, the status of the stock is unknown at the presenttime. The SARC review panel
recommended continuing the 2004 landings level in 2005. However, the panel also noted that the stock
may not be recovering and may be below B,
A revised stock assessment will be completed by June of 2005. In the interim, the Council and
Commission adopted the same TAC for 2005 as they did for 2004. The best information available
indicates that this TAC (34.215 million Ib or 15,520 mt) could achieve the target fishing mortality rate in
2005.

6.1.3 Stock Characteristics and Ecological Relationships

A full description of stock characteristics and ecological relationships of bluefish is found in section 2.1.3
of Amendment 1.

The 2003 assessment of the bluefish stock indicates the existence of strong year classes recruited in
1981, 1984, and 1989, and poor recruitment occurring thereafter. General trends of biomass index
increased in late 1970s and declined from the early 1980s to low levels in 1993, then increased slightly in
1995, 1996, and 1999, then decreasing in 2000 and subsequently increasing in 2001 and 2002. Trends of
the fisheries catch per unit effort (CPUE) peaked in 1982 and declined to low levels in 1993 and 1994, with
a moderate increase in recent years (Lee 2003).

6.2 Habitat (Including Essential Fish Habitat)
6.2.1 Description of the Physical Environment

According to Section 600.815(a)(2)(i)(A) an initial inventory of available environmental and fisheries data
sources relevant to the managed species should be used in describing and identifying essential fish
habitat (EFH). This inventory on the physical and biological characteristics of the environment in the mid-
Atlantic Subregion is found in sections 2.2 and 2.2.1 of Amendment 1. An additional inventory of the
physical and biological characteristics of specific habitats found within the jurisdiction of the Northeast
Region can be found in “The Effects of Fishing on Marine Habitats of the Northeastern United States”
(NMFS 2001 draft).

Bluefish spawning occurs in offshore areas principally from April to May in southern waters and June
through August in the middle-Atlantic Bight. Eggs are pelagic and highly buoyant with hatching and early
larval development occurring in oceanic waters. Larvae are strongly associated with the surface and have
been sampled during every season of the year in offshore waters from Cape Cod, Massachusetts to Palm
Beach, Florida. Young-of-year bluefish move inshore with estuaries serving as the chief habitat during the
juvenile life stage. In general, adult bluefish travel northward in spring and summer, and southward in fall
and winter. Tagging studies indicate that the southerly migration route may be closer to shore than the
northerly migration in spring and both migration periods are characterized by some offshore-inshore
movement. Estuarine and near shore waters are important habitat for juvenile and adult bluefish from
Florida to Maine.
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Specific habitats that are designated as bluefish EFH are detailed in section 2.2.2 of Amendment 1.
Bluefish are a predominantly pelagic species (Fahay 1998). Life history data show that there are only
loose associations of bluefish with any particular substrate or submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV; Fahay
1998). Juveniles are the only life stage which spatially and temporally co-occur on a regular basis with
SAV. Bluefish juveniles and adults commonly occur in estuarine areas during the period of the year when
eelgrass is present and prey on species which are associated with SAV. Some degree of linkage with
SAVs is likely, but given the extent to which the life cycle of bluefish occurs offshore outside the range of
SAV, it is probably less than for other species (Laney 1997).

6.2.1.1 Other Species Potentially Impacted by the Action

Any species that could potentially be impacted by these actions is considered part of the affected
environment. Species that could be potentially impacted by the action include prey species (section 2.2.6
of Amendment 1), species with overlapping EFH (section 6.2.1.1.1 of this EA), bycatch species of this
fishery (3.1.3.9 of Amendment 1), and protected species (section 5.1.3.1 of Amendment 1 and section 6.3
of this EA). Additionally, general faunal assemblages specific to North and Mid-Atlantic habitat types are
identified in “The Effects of Fishing on Marine Habitats of the Northeastern United States” (NMFS 2001
draft).

6.2.1.1.1 EFH for Species Overlapping With This FMP

Bluefish EFH is designated as the pelagic waters along the continental shelf from Maine through Florida.
The specific identification and description of bluefish EFH is detailed in section 2.2.2 of Amendment 1.
These areas include bottom habitats and/or pelagic waters identified as EFH for most of the MAFMC
managed species including surfclams/ocean quahogs, squid/mackerel/butterfish, and dogfish, as well as
the New England Fishery Management Council (NEFMC) species of groundfish within the Northeast
Multispecies FMP, including Atlantic cod, haddock, monkfish, ocean pout, American plaice, pollock,
redfish, white hake, windowpane flounder, winter flounder, witch flounder, yellowtail flounder, Atlantic
halibut and Atlantic sea scallops. Numerous species within the NMFS Highly Migratory Species Division
and the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC) have EFH identified in areas also identified
as EFH for bluefish.

6.2.1.2 Baseline Impact of the Bluefish Fishery on EFH
6.2.1.2.1 Statutory Requirements
The EFH Final Rule [50 CFR Section 600 (a)(2)(i)] indicates that:

“Each FMP must contain an evaluation of the potential adverse effects of fishing on EFH designated
under the FMP, including effects of each fishing activity regulated under the FMP or other FMPs. This
evaluation should consider the effects of each fishing activity on each type of habitat found within each
FMP. FMPs must describe each fishing activity, review and discuss all available relevant information
(such as information regarding the intensity, extent, and frequency of any adverse effect on EFH; the type
of habitat within EFH that may be affected adversely; and the habitat functions that may be disturbed), and
provide conclusions regarding whether and how each fishing activity adversely affects EFH.”

The EFH Final Rule also states that “Councils must act to prevent, mitigate, or minimize any adverse
effect from fishing, to the extent practicable, if there is evidence that a fishing activity adversely affects
EFH in a manner that is more than minimal and not temporary in nature...” “Adverse effect” means any
impact that reduces the quality or quantity of EFH.
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Since the gear impact sections of Amendment 1 were disapproved by NMFS, NMFS determined that the
baseline condition of the bluefish fishery had to be established in order to determine the impacts of this
action on bluefish EFH and EFH of other species.

6.2.1.2.2 Evaluation of the Baseline Impact of the Bluefish Fishery on EFH

The bluefish measures should not result in any negative impacts on other fisheries. Bluefish is primarily a
recreational fishery. NMFS unpublished vessel trip report (VTR) data indicate that gillnets, bottom otter
trawls, and handlines account for the majority of the commercial fishing trips that caught bluefish in 2001.
The impacts of these gear (described below) are considered the baseline habitat impacts of the
commercial bluefish fishery. However, when describing the impacts of alternatives on EFH relative to the
status quo in sections 7.1.2, 7.2.2,7.3.2, and 7.4.1.2, and 7.4.2.2 impacts are described relative to the
management measures currently in place.

In October 2001, NMFS, NEFMC, and MAFMC convened a fishing gear impacts workshop, hereafter
referred to as the “gear workshop” (NMFS 2002), to assist NEFMC and MAFMC with: 1) evaluating the
existing scientific research on the effects of fishing gear on benthic habitats; 2) determining the degree of
impact from various gear types on benthic habitats in the Northeast; 3) specifying the type of evidence that
is available to support the conclusions made about the degree of impact; 4) ranking the relative
importance of gear impacts on various habitat types; and 5) providing recommendations on measures to
minimize those adverse impacts. The workshop only focused on benthic habitat and gear types that are
managed under MSFCMA, with the inclusion of lobster pots because of their widespread use. The
following descriptions of impacts of fishing gear are summarized from the report titled “The Effects of
Fishing on Marine Habitats of the Northeastern United States” (NMFS 2001 draft) and the “gear
workshop” (NMFS 2002).

Bottom otter trawls: Existing information presented in NMFS (2001 draft), indicates that bottom otter
trawls can impact EFH. Bottom otter trawls were the most widely used gear from Maine through Cape
Hatteras, from 1995 to 2000. Studies in the Northeast Region indicate that the impacts of bottom otter
trawls include ecological and physical impacts. The ecological impacts are exposure of prey and
attraction of predators. The physical impacts are the loss of diatom mats, the reduction of total organic
carbon and nitrogen in the sediment-water interface, and the reduction of mud and epifauna in a boulder
habitat. Similar biological and physical impacts were observed in national and international studies. The
panel from the “gear workshop” (NMFS 2002) concluded that “the greatest impacts from otter trawls occur
in low and high energy gravel habitats and in hard clay outcroppings (Table 5 [of NMFS 2002]). In gravel,
the greatest effects were determined to be on major physical features, and physical and biological
structure of the habitat.

The panel did not reach consensus on the degree to which otter trawls affect physical and biological
structure in soft mud habitats. However, most panelists agreed that impacts to biological structure
(including worm tubes and burrows) and physical structure were moderate. Panelists agreed that these
impacts would be expected to last from months to years.

There was no consensus on the degree of impact to biological or physical structure, or to benthic prey, in
high and low energy [sand] environments. However, with one exception, the panelists agreed that these
impacts were moderate. Trawl induced changes to physical structure in high energy sand were rated as
low. Recovery times for biological structure and prey were considered to range from months to years, and
for physical structure from days to months.

There was a general consensus that the acute impacts of bottom trawls (i.e., impacts caused by a single
tow) on physical and biological structure are less severe than for a scallop dredge, but the chronic impacts
resulting from repeated tows are more severe for trawls because a greater bottom area is affected by
trawling than is affected by scallop dredging. Additionally, otter trawls are towed repeatedly in the same
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locations, much more so than scallop dredges and clam dredges. One panel member pointed out that the
only part of a trawl that disturbs the bottom in the same manner as a scallop dredge is the door - the rest
of the trawl behaves very differently. Another panel member reiterated that there are a large variety of
trawls in use in the Northeast U.S. Some (squid nets, high rises) are very light trawls that barely contact
the bottom at all, whereas others (flatfish nets) “hit hard” which makes it difficult to generalize the impacts
associated with this gear.”

A different study on the lobster fishery in the Connecticut waters of the Long Island Sound (Smith et al.
1985) draws the following conclusions regarding trawling impacts to benthic habitats: 1) minor
disturbance to surface sediment (less than 1" in depth) because of “light contact with the bottom” (a study
of heavily rigged gear in the UK reported similar results); 2) a possible increase in sea floor productivity
due to sediment disturbance related to “wake turbulence” which suspended epifauna and flocculent
material, rather than direct physical contact with the bottom, resulting in a “chumming effect that attracted
motile predators;” 3) “notable” evidence of trawl passage was limited to 4-10" wide, and 2-6" deep trawl
door depressions; 4) furrows created by trawls doors in soft mud substrate did not cause habitat loss and
“may increase excavation sites for formation of mud lobster shelters or ‘burrows™; 5) minor alteration of
mud burrows which “appeared easily reconstructable by resident lobsters.” Smith et al. (1985) concluded
that the success of trawling for lobster was dependent upon the soft sediment substrate in Long Island
Sound rather than “any special gear modifications that result in a disruption or extraction for the sea bed.”
Smith et al. (1985) and others observed no evidence of mortality to lobsters or crabs by the net path or
trawl riggings.

Baseline Impact: VTR data indicate that bottom otter trawls accounted for 43 percent of the
commercial fishing trips that caught bluefish in 2001 (Table 2). However, these data also indicate
that only 12 percent of all of the trips that used bottom otter trawls from Maine to North Carolina
caught bluefish, indicating that the intensity of the bluefish fishery is low relative to other trawl
fisheries. Additionally, few (8%) of the 4,426 otter trawl trips that caught bluefish were targeting
bluefish assuming a directed bluefish trip is a trip where bluefish is greater than 50% of the catch.
This information indicates that the intensity with which bluefish are fished with trawls is low,
relative to other trawl fisheries from Maine through North Carolina. As such, the use of trawls to
catch bluefish is not expected to adversely effect EFH.

Gillnets: NMFS (2001 draft) indicates that gillnets are vertical walls of netting normally set out in a straight
line. Different types of gillnets used throughout the western North Atlantic (WNA) include sink and anchor
gillnets, stake gillnets, and drift gillnets. A complete description of the different types of gillnets can be
found in NMFS (2001 draft). The following information on the impact of gillnets was taken directly from
NMFS (2001 draft).

“The majority of research concerning impacts of gillnets focus on effects on populations resulting from
ghost fishing by lost gear; few studies have examined adverse effects of gillnets on habitat. A few studies
have noted that, upon retrieval, gillnets can become entangled in hard bottom areas, and snag and break
coral (Breen 1990, Ohman 1993, Jennings and Polunin 1996, Kaiser et al. 1996¢, Erzini et al. 1997, ICES
2000). Lost gillnets, in particular, often get caught on and damage or cover hard bottoms and reefs.
However, these nets are quickly covered by encrusting epifauna, and eventually blend into the background
habitat (Carr et al. 1985, Cooper et al. 1988, Erzini et al. 1997, ICES 2000). Erzini et al. (1997) observed
that lost gillnets became incorporated into the reef and provided a complex habitat which was attractive to
many organisms. Carr and Milliken (1998) noted that in the Gulf of Maine, cod reacted to lost gillnets as if
they were part of the seafloor. Thus, other than damage to coral reefs, effects on habitat by gillnets are
thought to be minimal (ICES 1991, 1995, ASMFC 2000).”

The effects of gillnets were also discussed at the “gear workshop” (NMFS 2002). “It was noted that both
gears are dragged over the bottom when they are retrieved. In addition, gill nets move around to some
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extent while they are on the bottom and longlines can be moved back and forth across the bottom if there
is enough current or when hooked fish pull on the mainline...direct effects could include alteration of
physical structure and injury or death of emergent epifauna, while indirect effects could include alterations
of benthic assemblages toward species that provide less cover or prey for demersal fish. ...the amount of
damage will depend on the frequency and duration of sets, and the amount and type of structure present.
Mr. Carr, who has done research on lost or abandoned gill nets in New England, observed damage to
bottom habitats caused by trapped schools of dogfish dragging the nets across the bottom.”

It was also noted at the “gear workshop” (NMFS 2002) “that in order to fully evaluate the significance of
the habitat impacts of these two gear types [gillnets and longlines] in the Northeast region, the types of
gear used and how they are used need to be matched up with the types of habitat where they are used.
Two other factors to consider are the amount of gear used and the total area affected.”

“Except for observations of "ghost" gill nets, there are no studies of the habitat impacts of either of these
gear types in the Northeast region. However, in the opinion of Dr. DeAlteris, studies from other areas
could be applied to the Northeast, as long as the gear was used in the same type of habitat.”

“The panel concluded that sink gill nets and longlines cause some low degree impacts in mud, sand and
gravel habitats (Table 7 [of NMFS 2002]). In mud the impacts to biological structure could last for months
to years. Duration of impacts to physical structure could be days to months on soft muds, and permanent
if impacts were on hard bottom clay structures found in deep water on the continental slope. Impacts to
physical structure in mud would be caused by lead lines and anchors used with sink gill nets, not by
longlines. In the panel's judgement, impacts in sand would be limited to biological structure and would last
days to months. The panel's evaluations of impacts in mud and sand habitats were based on professional
judgement alone. Impacts in gravel would also be to biological structure, and the duration could be months
to permanent (the latter if the damage involved corals), as indicated by peer review and gray literature, as
well as professional judgement.”

“The panel agreed that better information is needed on the distribution of habitats that are sensitive to
alteration from sink gill nets or bottom longlines, and recommended that sensitive habitats be protected
through closures. It was also pointed out that there are areas where emergent epifauna would naturally
grow, but has been removed by mobile bottom gear. The panel also suggested that gill net and longline
vessels should have observers to record bycatch of benthic structural material.”

Baseline Impact: VTR data indicate that gillnets accounted for 43 percent of the commercial
fishing trips that caught bluefish in 2001 (Table 2). However, these data also indicate that only 27
percent of the trips that used gillnets from Maine to North Carolina caught bluefish, indicating that
the intensity of the bluefish fishery is low relative to other gillnet fisheries. VTR data indicate that
there were more directed bluefish trips by fishermen using gillnets compared to otter trawls in
2001, assuming a directed bluefish trip is a trip where bluefish is greater than 50% of the catch.
However, it is likely that the majority of the trips that caught bluefish did not target bluefish. Only
22 percent of the 4,363 gillnet trips that caught bluefish in 2001 were directed bluefish trips (Table
2). While the intensity of the gillnet fishery for bluefish is higher than the trawl fishery, VTR data
indicate that the bluefish gillnet fishery is lower in intensity than other gillnet fisheries (i.e., only 27
percent of the total gillnet trips caught bluefish) from Maine through North Carolina. The “gear
workshop” also indicates that the habitat impacts of gillnets that come into contact with the bottom
are “low grade.” As such, the use of gillnets to catch bluefish is not expected to adversely affect
EFH.

Handlines: The handline is simplest form of hook and line fishing. “It consists of a line, sinker, leader and
at least one hook. The line is usually stored on a small spool and rack and can vary in length from 1-102
m (DeAlteris 1998). The line varies in material from a natural fiber to synthetic nylon. The sinkers vary
from stones to cast lead. The hooks are single to multiple arrangements in umbrella rigs. An attraction
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device must be incorporated into the hook, usually a natural bait and artificial lure. There are both
recreational and commercial hand line fisheries in the U.S. In fact, although this is a technologically
sophisticated fishery with fish finding and navigation electronics, it is still conducted by individual or pairs
of fishermen in small boats (< 10m), so it may be considered an artisanal fishery. Operationally, hand
lines offered a high degree of efficiency, so that the fisherman is able to feel the fish bite the bait, and then
set the hook. Hand lines can be used as a fixed or static gear or towed as a mobile gear. Hand lines are
usually a passive gear because the fisherman attracts the target, and the fish then voluntarily takes the
hook. However, in certain cases, if the hand line is equipped with a treble or ripper hook, then the hand
line becomes an active device, as the hook snags the prey. Although not typically associated with bottom
impacts, this gear can be fished in such as manner so as to hit bottom and bounce or be carried by
currents until retrieved.”

NMFS (2001 draft) indicates that almost no information exists on the effects of handlining and very little
information exists on longlining on benthic habitat. The two types of gear are similar and would likely
result in similar impacts to habitat. The following is taken from NMFS (2001 draft) regarding longlining:

“The principal components of the longline that can produce seabed effects are the anchors or weights,
hooks and the mainline (ICES 2000). During submersible dives off southeast Alaska, NMFS scientists
observed the following regarding halibut longline gear (NPFMC 1992): “Setline gear often lies slack on the
seafloor and meanders considerably along the bottom. During the retrieval process, the line sweeps the
bottom for considerable distances before lifting off the bottom. It snags on whatever objects are in its
path, including rocks and corals. Smaller rocks are upended, hard corals are broken, and soft corals
appear unaffected by the passing line. Invertebrates and other light weight objects are dislodged and
pass over or under the line. Fish, notably halibut, frequently moved the groundline numerous feet along
the bottom and up into the water column during escape runs disturbing objects in their path. This line
motion was noted for distances of 50 feet or more on either side of the hooked fish.”

W hile longlines and sink gillnets were discussed at the “gear workshop” (NMFS 2002) “other types of
bottom static gear (e.g., stake gill nets, handlines, electric or hydraulic reels) were not covered because
they are not used extensively in Federal waters.”

Baseline Impact: VTR data indicate that handlines accounted for 10 percent of the commercial
fishing trips that caught bluefish in 2001 (Table 2). However, these data also indicate that only 10
percent of the trips that used handlines from Maine to North Carolina caught bluefish. VTR data
indicate that only 7 percent of the 1,020 handline trips that caught bluefish were directed bluefish
trips, assuming a directed bluefish trip is a trip where bluefish is greater than 50% of the catch.
VTR data indicate that the bluefish handline fishery is lower in intensity than other handline
fisheries (i.e., only 10 percent of the total handline trips caught bluefish) from Maine through North
Carolina. Additionally, there is no information on the impact of handlines on habitat. Judging by
the nature of this gear, the impacts to habitat would be minimal to non-existent. As such, the use
of handlines to catch bluefish is not expected to adversely effect EFH.

The above evaluation on the use of bottom otter trawls, gillnets, and handlines to catch bluefish indicates
that the baseline impact of the bluefish fishery is minimal and temporary in nature. As such, it can be
concluded that the bluefish fishery has no adverse effect on EFH.

6.3 Endangered and Other Protected Species

There are numerous species which inhabit the environment within the management unit of the Bluefish
FMP that are afforded protection under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA,; i.e., for those
designated as threatened or endangered) and/or the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (MMPA).
Sixteen are classified as endangered or threatened under the ESA, while the remainder are protected by
the provisions of the MMPA. The Council has determined that the following list of species protected either
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by the ESA, the MMPA, or the Migratory Bird Act of 1918 may be found in the environment utilized by

bluefish:

Cetaceans

Species Status
Northern right whale (Eubalaena glacialis) Endangered
Humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangliae) Endangered
Fin whale (Balaenoptera physalus) Endangered
Blue whale (Balaenoptera musculus) Endangered
Sei whale (Balaenoptera borealis) Endangered
Sperm whale (Physeter macrocephalus Endangered
Minke whale (Balaenoptera acutorostrata) Protected
Beaked whales (Ziphius and Mesoplodon spp.) Protected
Risso's dolphin (Grampus griseus) Protected
Pilot whale (Globicephala spp.) Protected

W hite-sided dolphin (Lagenorhynchus acutus) Protected
Common dolphin (Delphinus delphis) Protected
Spotted and striped dolphins (Stenella spp.) Protected
Bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncatus) Protected
Sea Turtles

Species Status
Leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) Endangered
Kemp's ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii) Endangered
Green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) Endangered
Hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata) Endangered
Loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta) Threatened
Fish

Species Status
Shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) Endangered
Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) Endangered
Smalltooth sawfish (Pristis pectinata) Endangered
Birds

Species Status
Roseate tern (Sterna dougallii dougallii) Endangered
Piping plover (Charadrius melodus) Endangered
Critical Habitat Designations

Species Area

Right whale Cape Cod Bay

The status of these and other marine mammal populations inhabiting the Northwest Atlantic has been
discussed in detail in the U.S. Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico Marine Mammal Stock Assessments. Initial
assessments were presented in Blaylock et al. (1995) and are updated in Waring et al. (1999). The most
recent information on the stock assessment of various mammals can be found at:
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/PR2/Stock Assessment Program/sars.html and in Appendix B.
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Three other useful websites on marine mammals are: www.nmfs.noaa.gov/prot_res/PR3/recovery. html,
http://spo.nwr.noaa.gov/mfr611/mfr611.htm , and
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/Cetaceans/cetaceans.html.

A description of the species listed as endangered which inhabit the management unit of the FMP is
presented in Appendix B. A description of Atlantic bottlenose dolphins is presented below because of the
potential interaction between this species and gear used to commercially harvest summer flounder.

Description of Species of Concern which inhabit the management unit of the FMP
Atlantic Bottlenose Dolphin

Most of the information which follows concerning Atlantic bottlenose dolphin was excerpted from the most
recent stock assessment for this species (Waring et al. 2002). The coastal morphotype of the Atlantic
bottlenose dolphin is continuously distributed along the Atlantic coast south of Long Island, around
peninsula Florida and along the Gulf of Mexico coast. Within the western North Atlantic, the stock
structure of coastal bottlenose dolphins is complex. Scott et al. (1988) hypothesized a single coastal
migratory stock ranging seasonally from as far north as Long Island, NY, to as far south as central Florida,
citing stranding patterns during a high mortality event in 1987-88 and observed density patterns along the
US Atlantic coast. The continuous distribution of dolphins along the coast seemed to support this
hypothesis. It was recognized that bottlenose dolphins were resident in some estuaries; these were
considered to be separate from the coastal migratory animals. However, recent studies suggest that the
single coastal migratory stock hypothesis is incorrect and that there is likely a complex mosaic of stocks.
For example, year-round resident populations have been reported at a variety of sites in the southern part
of the range, from Charleston, South Carolina (Zolman 1996) to central Florida (Odell and Asper 1990);
seasonal residents and migratory or transient animals also occur in these areas (summarized in Hohn
1997). In the northern part of the range the patterns reported include seasonal residency, year-round
residency with large home ranges, and migratory or transient movements (Barco and Swingle 1996,
Sayigh et al. 1997). Communities of dolphins have been recognized in embayments and coastal areas of
the Gulf of Mexico (Wells et al. 1996; Scott et al. 1990; Weller 1998) so it is not surprising to find similar
situations along t