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3.2.4

specifications shall apply for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and
Illex squid and butterfish fisheries until the final rule
for new specifications is inplenented . Ce
If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel Lol i go and
Il'lex squid and butterfish are not published by the NWS
prior to the start of the fishing year, the fisheries for
these species will be closed until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented .. Coe
If annual specifications for Atlantic rrackerel are not
publ i shed by the NVMFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the previous year’s specifications shall apply, until
the final rule for new specifications is inplenented
(excl udi ng TALFF specifications)

3.2.6 If annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel are not

publ i shed by the NVMFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, a set of default specifications shall apply for
Atlantic mackerel, until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF

speci fications)

3.3 Loligo control rule

3.3.1 Annual quota associ ated Wlth a target fIShI ng rrortallty rate

of up to 90% Fysy Will be specified if stock bionmass is
greater than the mininum biomass threshold (% By, ). |If
stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall below the
m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), nmeasures to control
fishing nortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock
is rebuilt to Byy consistent with requirenents of Section
304e of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. In addition, Max OY, ABC,
OY, and DAH rmay be specified for a period of up to three
years. (Preferred Alternative)

3.3.2 Annual quota associated with a target fIShI ng rrortallty rate

of up to 90% Fysy Will be specified if stock bionmass is
greater than the mininum biomass threshold (% By, ). |If
stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall below the
m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), nmeasures to control
fishing nortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock
is rebuilt to Bygy in atinme period of at |east three years
but not greater than five years

3.3.3 Annual quota associated with a target fIShI ng rrortallty rate

of up to 90% Fysy Will be specified if stock bionmass is
greater than the mninum biomass threshold (% Byy). |If
stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall below the
m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), nmeasures to control
fishing nortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock
is rebuilt to Byy in atinme period of at least five years
but not greater than ten years

3.3.4 Maintain current control rule for Loligo (no action/status

quo) .

3.4 Alowfor an exenption fromthe Lolrgo trlp Ilmt durlng perlods of

closure of the directed Loligo fishery for vessels engaged in the
Illex fishery
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3.4.1 Vessels possessing Illex squid noratoriumpernits woul d be

3.4.2

3.4.3

permtted to possess Loligo taken seaward of the 50 fathom
curve in an anmount not to exceed 10% of the total weight of
Il ex on board during a period of closure of the Loligo

fishery during the nonths of August or Septenber (Preferred
Al ternative)
Vessel s possessing Illex squid noratoriumpermts would be

permitted to possess Loligo in an anpbunt not to exceed 20%
of the total weight of Illex on board during a period of

closure of the Loligo fishery during the nonths of June-
Sept enber. ..
No exenption fromthe 2,500 Ib Lolrgo trrp limt durrng a
period of closure of the Loligo fishery (no action/status
quo) .

4.0 DESCRI PTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVI RONVENT
4.1 DESCRI PTION OF THE STOCK

4.1.1 Loligo pealei
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.1.4 Illex illecebrosus
.5 Butterfish Coe
Description of partici pants in Atlantl c mackerel squid and

butterfish fisheries
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| MPACTS OF THE ALTERNATI VES .

cal Inpacts . C e e e

1 Moratoriumon entry to Illex fishery . .

1.1 Extend the noratoriumon entry to the Illex flshery for
an additional year (nmoratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery
woul d expire in 2003 unl ess extended i n next Anmendnent)
(Preferred Alternative). .. .

.1.2 Extend the noratoriumon entry to the IIIex flshery for
an additional five years .o e Coe

.1.3 Allow the noratoriumon entry to the Illex flshery to
expire in 2002 (no action) Co .

.2 Timeliness of Quota Specifications for Atlantlc nackere

Loligo and Illex squid and Butterfish

.2.1 If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo

and Illex squid and butterfish are not published by the NWS
prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous year’'s
specifications shall apply until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF
specifications) (Preferred Aternative)

.2.2 |If annual specifications for Atlantic nmackerel, Loligo and

Il'lex squid and butterfish are not published by the NWS
prior to the start of the fishing year, the Atlantic
mackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and butterfish fisheries
operate wi thout specifications and Joint Ventures cannot be
conducted until the final rule for new specifications is

i mpl enented (no action/status quo)

.2.3 If annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel Loligo

and Illex squid and butterfish are not published by the NVS
prior to the start of the fishing year, a set of default
speci fications shall apply for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and
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Illex squid and butterfish fisheries until the final rule
for new specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF
speci fications)

.1.2.4 I f annual specifications for Atl ant| c mackerel Lol i go

and Illex squid and butterfish are not published by the NVFS
prior to the start of the fishing year, the fisheries for
these species will be closed until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented. .. Coe
1.2.5 |If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not

publ i shed by the NVMFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the previous year’s specifications shall apply until
the final rule for new specifications is inplenented

(excl udi ng TALFF specifications).

.1.2.6 If annual specifications for Atlantic macker eI are not

publ i shed by the NVMFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, a set of default specifications shall apply for
Atlantic mackerel until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF

speci fications)

.1.3 Loligo overfishing deflnltlon and control rule
1.3.1 Annual quota associated with a target fishing m)rtallty

rate of up to 90% Fy, Wi ll be specified if stock biomass is
greater than the mininum biomass threshold (% By, ). |If
stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall below the
m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), nmeasures to control
fishing nortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock
is rebuilt to Byy consistent with requirenents of Section
304e of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. In addition, Max OY, ABC,
OY, and DAH rmay be specified for a period of up to three
years (Preferred Alternative)

5.1.3.2 Annual quota associated with a target fIShI ng m)rtallty

rate of up to 90% Fy, Wi ll be specified if stock biomass is
greater than the mininum biomass threshold (% By, ). |If
stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall below the
m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), nmeasures to control
fishing nortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock
is rebuilt to Bygy in atinme period of at |east three years
but not greater than five years

5.1.3.3 Annual quota associated with a target fishing
nortality rate of up to 90% F, will be specified if stock
bi omass is greater than the m ni mum bi omass threshold (%
Bwy). |If stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall
bel ow t he mi ni num bi omass threshold (% B.y,), nmeasures to
control fishing nortality shall be inplenmented to insure
that stock is rebuilt to Byy in a tinme period of at |east
five years but not greater than ten years.

5.1.3.4 Maintain current control rule for Loligo (no action/status

quo) .

5.1.4 Alow for an exerrptlon fromthe Lollgo trlp I|mt durlng

periods of closure of the directed Loligo fishery for
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5.2 Econom c
5.2.1

5.2.1.

vessel s engaged in the Illex fishery

.1 Vessel s possessing Illex squid noratoriumpermts would be

permitted to possess Loligo taken seaward of the 50 fathom
curve in an anmount not to exceed 10% of the total weight of
Il'lex on board during a period of closure of the Loligo
fishery during the nonths of August or Septenber.

.2 Vessel s possessing Illex squid noratorium pernits woul d be

permtted to possess Loligo in an anount not to exceed 20%of
the total weight of Illex on board during a period of
closure of the Loligo fishery during the nonths of June-
Sept enber .

.3 No exenption fron1the 2 500 Ib Lollgo trlp ||n1t durlng a

period of closure of the Loligo fishery (no action/status

quo) .

and Soci al Inpacts .

Moratoriumon entry to IIIex flshery . R

1 Extend the nmoratoriumon entry to the Illex flshery for

an additional year (nmoratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery

woul d expire in 2003 unl ess extended in next Anendnent)
(Preferred Alternative).

.2 Extend the nmoratoriumon entry to the Il1lex flshery for an

additional five years (noratoriumon entry to the Illex
fishery would expire in 2007 unless extended in future
Anendnent) .

.3 All ow the noratoriumon entry to the Illex flshery to

expire in 2002 (no action) Co .
Tinel i ness of Quota Specifications for Atlantlc nackere
Loligo and Illex squid and Butterfish

.1 If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo

and Illex squid and butterfish are not published by the NWS
prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous year’s
speci fications shall apply until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF
specifications) (Preferred Alternative)

.2 If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and

Il'lex squid and butterfish are not published by the NWS
prior to the start of the fishing year, the Atlantic
mackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and Butterfish fisheries
operate without specifications and Joint Ventures cannot be
conducted until the final rule for new specifications is

i npl enented (no action/status quo)

.3 If annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel Loligo

and Illex squid and butterfish are not published by the NWS
prior to the start of the fishing year, a set of default
speci fications shall apply for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and
Il'lex squid and butterfish fisheries until the final rule
for new specifications is inplenented

.4 If annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel Lol i go

and Illex squid and butterfish are not published by the NWS
prior to the start of the fishing year, the fisheries for
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these species will be closed until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented . Coe

.5 If annual specifications for Atlantic rrackerel are not
publi shed by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the previous year’'s specifications shall apply until
the final rule for new specifications is inplenented
(excl udi ng TALFF specifications) .o Coe

.6 |If annual specifications for Atlantic rrackerel are not
publ i shed by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, a set of default specifications shall apply for
Atlantic mackerel until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF
speci fications) .

Lol i go overfishing definition and control ruI e

.1 Annual quota associated with a target fishing rmrtallty
rate of up to 90% Fsy Will be specified if stock bionmass is
greater than the mni num bi omass threshold (% By, ). |If
stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall belowthe
mi ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), neasures to control
fishing nortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock
is rebuilt to Byy consistent with requirenents of Section

304e of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. |In addition, Max OY, ABC,

OY, and DAH rmay be specified for a period of up to three
years. (Preferred Alternative)

.2 Annual quota associated with a target fIShI ng rmrtallty
rate of up to 90% Fusy Will be specified if stock biomass is
greater than the mni num bi omass threshold (%2 By, ). |If
stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall belowthe
mi ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), neasures to control
fishing nortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock
is rebuilt to By in atime period of at |east three years
but not greater than five years. .

.3 Annual quota associated with a target fIShI ng rmrtallty
rate of up to 90% Fusy Will be specified if stock bionmass is
greater than the mni num bi omass threshold (% Byy). |If
stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall below the
mi ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), neasures to control
fishing nortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock
is rebuilt to By in atime period of at least five years
but not greater than ten years e e

.4 Maintain current control rule for Loligo (no action/status
quo) R
Allow for an exenptlon fromthe Lollgo trlp Ilmt durlng
periods of closure of the directed Loligo fishery for
vessel s engaged in the Illex fishery

.1 Vessel s possessing Illex squid nmoratoriumpermts would be

permtted to possess Loligo taken seaward of the 50 fathom
curve in an anount not to exceed 10% of the total weight of
Il'lex on board during a period of closure of the Loligo
fishery during the nonths of August or Septenber.

.2 Vessel s possessing Illex squid noratoriumpernits woul d be
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permtted to possess Loligo in an anount not to exceed 20%of

the total weight of Illex on board during a period of
closure of the Loligo fishery during the nonths of June-
Sept enber .

5.2.4.3 No exenption fromthe 2,500 Ib Lollgo trlp limt durlng a
period of closure of the Lollgo fishery (no action/status
quo) .

Endanger ed SpeC|es and Clher Nhrlne Nhnnals

Prot ected Speci es of Particular Concern

North Atlantic R ght Wale
Hurmpback Wal e
Fin Wale
Logger head Sea Turtle
Leat herback Sea Turtle
Kemp's Ridley Sea Turtle
Geen Sea Turtle
Short nose Sturgeon
Seabi rds . e
Fi shery d aSS|f|cat|on under Section 114 of WMarine Manma
Protection Act
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1
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5.4 Finding of No Significant |npacts

6.0 Regulatory Inpact Review and Review of Inpacts Relative to the Regul atory
Flexibility Analysis .
6.1 | NTRODUCTI ON .

6.1.1 Managenent Chjectlves

6.2 METHODOLOGY AND FRAMEWORK FCR ANALYSIS.
6.3 | MPACTS OF PROPCSED ACTI ONS AND ALTERNATI VES

6.3.1 Moratoriumon entry to |llex fishery .
6.3.1.1 Extend the noratoriumon entry to the IIIex flshery for
an additional year (noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery

woul d expire in 2003 unl ess extended in next Amendnent)
(Preferred Alternative). .o .

6.3.1.2 Extend the noratoriumon entry to the IIIex flshery for an
addi tional five years (noratoriumon entry to the Illex
fishery would expire in 2007 unl ess extended in future
Anmendnent ) .

6.3.1.3 Allow the nDratorlunton entry to the IIIex flshery to
expire in 2002 (no action)

6.3.2 Tinmeliness of Quota Specifications for Atlantic nackerel
Loligo and Illex squid and Butterfish - R

6.3.2.1 |If annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel Loligo
and Illex squid and butterfish are not published by the NWS
prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous year’'s
specifications shall apply until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenmented (excluding TALFF
specifications) (Preferred Alternative) e

6.3.2.2 If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and
Il'lex squid and butterfish are not published by the NWS
prior to the start of the fishing year, the Atlantic
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nmackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and Butterfish fisheries
operate without specifications and Joint Ventures cannot be
conducted until the final rule for new speci fications is
i npl enented (no action) L

.2.3 If annual specifications for AtI antl c rrackerel Lol i go
and Illex squid and butterfish are not published by the NWS
prior to the start of the fishing year, a set of default
specifications shall apply for Atlantic nmackerel, Loligo and
Illex squid and butterfish fisheries until the final rule
for new specifications is inplenented e

.2.4 |f annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo
and Illex squid and butterfish are not published by the NWS
prior to the start of the fishing year, the fisheries for
these species will be closed until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented . Coe

.2.5 |If annual specifications for Atlantic rrackerel are not
publ i shed by the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the previous year’s specifications shall apply, until
the final rule for new specifications is inplenmented
(excl udi ng TALFF specifications) . Coe

.2.6 If annual specifications for Atlantic rrackerel are not
publ i shed by the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, a set of default specifications shall apply for
Atlantic mackerel until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF
speci fications)

.3Loligo control rule

.3.1 Annual quota associ at ed Wlth a target f| Shl ng m)rtal i ty
rate of up to 90% Fy, Wi ll be specified if stock biomass is
greater than the mininum biomass threshold (% By, ). |If
stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall below the
m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), nmeasures to control
fishing nortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock
is rebuilt to Byy consistent with requirenents of Section
304e of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. |In addition, Max OY, ABC,
OY, and DAH rmay be specified for a period of up to three
years. (Preferred Alternative)

6.3.3.2 Annual quota associated with a target fIShI ng m)rtallty

rate of up to 90% Fy, Wi ll be specified if stock biomass is
greater than the mininum biomass threshold (% By, ). |If
stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall below the
m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), nmeasures to control
fishing nortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock
is rebuilt to Bygy in atinme period of at |east three years
but not greater than five years.

6. 3.3.3 Annual quota associated with a target fIShI ng m)rtallty

rate of up to 90% Fy, Wi ll be specified if stock biomass is
greater than the mininum biomass threshold (% Byy). |If
stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall below the
m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), nmeasures to control
fishing nortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock
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is rebuilt to By in atime period of at least five years
but not greater than ten years.
6.3.3.4 Maintain current control rule for Lollgo (no actlon)
6.3.4 Alowfor an exenption fromthe Loligo trip limt during
periods of closure of the directed Loligo fishery for
vessel s engaged in the Illex fishery

6.3.4.1 Vessel s possessing Illex squid noratoriumpernits woul d be

permtted to possess Loligo taken seaward of the 50 fathom
curve in an anount not to exceed 10% of the total weight of
Il'lex on board during a period of closure of the Loligo
fishery during the nonths of August or Septenber.

6.3.4.2 Vessel s possessing Illex squid noratoriumpernmts woul d be

permtted to possess Loligo in an anount not to exceed 20%of
the total weight of Illex on board during a period of
closure of the Loligo fishery during the nonths of June-
Sept enber .

6343l\bexenptlonfromtheZSOOIb Lollgotrlpllmt durlnga
period of closure of the Loligo fishery (no action).

DETERM NATI ONS CF A SI GNI FI CANT REGULATORY ACTI ON .
REVI EW CF | MPACTS RELATI VE TO THE REGULATORY FLEXI Bl LI TY ACT .

6.5.1. Introduction . . A
6.5.2. Determ nation of Sl gni f| cant Econom c | npact on a
Substantial Nunber of Small Entities
6.5.3. Analysis of Econonic |Inmpacts of Proposed and AI ternative
Framewor k Managenent Measures
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Executive Summary

Framework 2 to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent
(FMP), prepared by the Md-Atlantic Fishery Managenment Council, is intended to
nmanage the Atlantic nmackerel, squid, and butterfish fisheries pursuant to the
Magnuson- St evens Fi shery Conservation Act (MSFCMA) of 1976, as anmended by the
Sust ai nabl e Fi sheries Act (SFA). The purpose of this action is to address a
nunber of issues and probl ens whi ch have devel oped rel ative to the nanagenent
of the Atlantic nackerel, squid, and butterfish Fisheries since the

devel opnent and i npl erentati on of Anendnent 8. Specifically, Franework 2
woul d extend the nmoratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery for an additiona
year, include a provision that in the event the annual specifications for
Atlantic mackerel, squid and butterfish are not published by NWS prior to the
start of the fishing year, that the previous year’'s specifications will apply
(excluding total allowable |andings of foreign fishing (TALFF
specifications)), nodify the control rule and quota setting procedure for
Loligo, and would allow for an exenption fromthe 2500 pound Loligo trip limit
for vessels in the Illex fishery during a closure of the directed Loligo
fishery during the nonths of August or Septenber.

The FMP nodified by this Arendnent was inplemented on 1 April 1983. The
current managenent unit is all Atlantic rmackerel, Loligo pealei, Illex
illecebrosus, and butterfish under US jurisdiction

The objectives of the FWP are

1. Enhance the probability of successful (i.e., the historical average)
recruitnent to the fisheries.

2. Promote the growth of the US comrercial fishery, including the fishery
for export.

3. Provi de the greatest degree of freedomand flexibility to all harvesters
of these resources consistent with the attai nnent of the other objectives
of this FMP

4. Provi de marine recreational fishing opportunities, recognizing the

contribution of recreational fishing to the national econony.
5. I ncrease understandi ng of the conditions of the stocks and fisheries.

6. M ni m ze harvesting conflicts among US commrercial, US recreational, and
foreign fishermen.

The fishing year for Atlantic mackerel, Illex and Loligo squid, and butterfish
is the twelve (12) nmonth period beginning 1 January.

The preferred nanagenent measures proposed in this framework action are:

1. Extend the noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery for an additional year
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2. If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and
butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the previous year’'s specifications shall apply until the final rule for
new specifications is inplenmented (excluding TALFF specifications).

3. For Loligo, an annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate
of up to 90% Fysy Will be specified if stock biomass is greater than the

mi ni mum bi omass threshold (% By, ). |f stock biomass falls below, or is
expected to fall bel ow the m ni num bi omass threshold (% Byy), neasures to
control fishing nortality shall be inplenmented to insure that stock is rebuilt
to By consistent with requirements of Section 304 (e) of the Magnuson-Stevens
Act. In addition, Max OY, ABC, OY, and DAH nmay be specified for a period of
up to three years.

4. \essels possessing Illex squid moratoriumpermts would be permtted to
possess Loligo taken seaward of the 50 fathom curve in an amount not to exceed
10% of the total weight of Illex on board during a period of closure of the

Loligo fishery during the nonths of August or Septenber.
The alternative neasures considered for this Framework Action include:

1. Extend the noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery for an additional five
years (nmoratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery would expire in 2007 unl ess
extended in future Amendnent).

2. Allow the noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery to expire in 2002 (no
action).

3. If annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and
butterfish are not published by the NWS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and butterfish fisheries

operate wi thout specifications and Joint Ventures cannot be conducted until
the final rule for new specifications is inplenmented (no action/status quo).

4. |f annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and
butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, a set of default specifications shall apply for the Atlantic nackerel,
Loligo and Illex squid and butterfish fisheries until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented.

5. If annual specifications for Atlantic nmackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and
butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the fisheries for these species will be closed until the final rule for

new specifications is inplenented.

6. If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not published by the
NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous year’s

speci fications shall apply, until the final rule for new specifications is

i mpl enent ed (excl udi ng TALFF specifications).
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7. If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not published by the
NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, a set of default specifications
shall apply for Atlantic mackerel, until the final rule for new specifications
is inplenmented (excluding TALFF specifications).

8. For Loligo, an annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate
of up to 90% Fsy Will be specified if stock biomass is greater than the

mi ni mum bi omass threshold (% By, ). |If stock bionass falls below, or is
expected to fall bel ow the nininum bi omass threshold (% Byy), neasures to
control fishing nortality shall be inplenented to insure that stock is rebuilt
to Bgy in atine period of at |east three years but not greater than five
years.

9. For Loligo, an annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality
rate of up to 90% F.sy Wi ll be specified if stock biomass is greater than the
mi ni mum bi omass threshold (% By,). |f stock biomass falls below, or is
expected to fall bel ow the m ni num bi omass threshold (% Byy), neasures to
control fishing nortality shall be inplenmented to insure that stock is rebuilt
to By in atine period of at |least five years but not greater than ten years.

10. Maintain current control rule and quota setting procedure for Loligo (no
action/ status quo).

11. Vessels possessing Illex squid noratoriumpermts would be permtted to
possess Loligo in an amount not to exceed 20% of the total weight of Illex on
board during a period of closure of the Loligo fishery during the nonths of
June- Sept enber .

12. No exenption fromthe 2,500 Ib Loligo trip limt during a period of
closure of the Loligo fishery permitted (no action/status quo).
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1.0 1 NTRCDUCTI ON

Framework 2 to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent
(FMP), prepared by the Md-Atlantic Fishery Managenment Council, is intended to
revi se the managenent plan for the Atlantic nackerel, squid, and butterfish
fisheries pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Act (NMSFCVA)

of 1976, as anended by the Sustai nable Fisheries Act (SFA). The purpose of
the last amendnent (8), was to bring the Atlantic Mckerel, Squid, and
Butterfish Fishery Managenent plan into conpliance with the new and revised
Nati onal Standards and other required provisions of the Sustainable Fisheries
Act. The The SFA, which reauthorized and anmended t he Magnuson- St evens Fi shery
Conservation and Managenent Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act), nade a nunber of
changes to the existing National Standards, as well as to definitions and

ot her provisions in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, that caused the Quidelines to be
significantly revised. Specifically, Amendnment 8 revised the overfishing

definitions for Atlantic nmackerel, Loligo and Illex squid, and butterfish and
addressed the new and revised National Standards relative to the existing
nmanagenent neasures. |n addition, Arendnent 8 added a franmework adjustnent

procedure that allows the Council to add or nodi fy managenent neasures through
a streanined public review process. A nunber of issues related to the
managenent of Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish have devel oped since
Anendnent 8 was devel oped and i npl enmented and are addressed in this Framework
Adj ust nment .

2.0 PURPCSE AND NEED FOR ACTI ON

The purpose of this action is to address a nunber of issues and probl ens which
have devel oped relative to the managenent of the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and
Butterfish Fisheries since the developnent and inplenentation of Anendnent 8
Specifically, Framework 2 woul d extend the noratoriumon entry to the Illex
fishery for an additional year, include a provision that in the event the
annual specifications for Atlantic nmackerel, squid and butterfish are not
published by the NVMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, that the
previous year’s specifications will apply (excluding TALFF specifications),
modi fy the overfishing definition control rule and quota setting procedure for
Loligo, and would allow for an exenption fromthe 2500 pound Loligo trip linit
for vessels in the Illex fishery during a closure of the directed Loligo
fishery during the nonths of August or Septenber.

2.1 History of FMP Devel opnent

In March 1977, the Council initiated devel opment of the Mackerel and Squid
FMPs. The Council adopted the Mackerel FMP for hearings in Septenber 1977 and
the Squid FMP for hearings in Cctober 1977. Hearings on Mackerel and Squid
FMPs were held in Decenber, 1977. The Mackerel and Squid FMPs were adopted by
the Council in March 1978. The Mackerel FMP was subnmitted for NMFS approval in
May 1978. The Squid FMP was submtted for NMFS approval in June 1978

However, based on NVFS comments, the Council requested that the Mackerel and
Squi d FMPs be returned

The FMPs were revised, the revisions being identified as Mackerel FMP
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Suppl enent 1 and Squid FMP Supplenent 1. These two Suppl ements, along with
the original Butterfish FMP, were adopted for public hearings by the Counci
in July of 1978. Hearings on all three docunents were held during Septenber
and Cctober 1978 and all three FMPs were adopted in final formby the Counci
in Novenber 1978. The Butterfish FMP was submitted for NMFS approval in
Decenber 1978. Mackerel FMP Suppl erment 1 and Squid FMP Suppl enent 1 were
submitted for NVFS approval in January 1979. NWS approved Squid FMP

Suppl enent 1 in June 1979 and Mackerel FMP Supplenent 1 in July 1979. Both
FMPs were for fishing year (1 April - 31 March) 1979-80

The Butterfish FMP was di sapproved by NMFS in April 1979 because of a need for
additional justification of the reasons for reducing OY bel ow MBY. The
Butterfish FMP was revi sed, adopted by the Council, and resubmtted for NWS
approval in June 1979. It was approved by NMFS in Novenber 1979 for fishing
year 1979-80.

The Council adopted Anendnents 1 to both the Mackerel and Squid FMPs for
hearings in August 1979. Hearings were held during Cctober 1979. The
Anendnents were adopted by the Council and submitted for NMFS approval in
Novenber 1979. Both Anendnents were approved by NVFS in March 1980. This
extended the Squid FMP for an indefinite tine beyond the end of fishing year
1979-80 and extended the Mackerel FMP through fishing year 1980-81
Butterfish FMP Arendnent 1, extending the FMP through fishing year 1980-81,
was adopted by the Council for hearings in Decenber 1979 with hearings held
during January 1980. During January 1980 the Amendrment was adopted in fina
formby the Council and submitted for NWMFS approval and was approved in March
1980.

The Council began work on an anendnent to nerge the Mackerel, Squid, and
Butterfish FMPs in March 1980 the docunent being identified as Arendnent 2 to
the Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish FMP. The Arendnent was adopted by the
Council for public hearings in August 1980. However, NVFS commented that
there were significant problems with the Anendnent that could not be resol ved
prior to the end of the fishing year (31 March 1981). The Council then
prepared separate Anmendnents 2 to both the Mackerel and Butterfish FMPs to
extend those FMPs through fishing year 1981-82. Since Anendnent 1 to the
Squi d FMP extended that FMP indefinitely, there was no need to take this
action for the Squid FMP. Those drafts were adopted for public hearing by the
Council in Cctober 1980 with hearings held in Novenber. The Anendnents were
adopted in final formby the Council and submitted for NMFS approval in
Novenber 1980. Anendnent 2 to the Mackerel FMP was approved by NVMFS in
January 1981 and Arendnent 2 to the Butterfish FMP was approved by NMFS in
February 1981

In October 1980 the nerger anendnent, previously designated as Arendnent 2,
was redesi gnated Anendnent 3. The Council adopted draft Anendnent 3 to the
Squi d, Mackerel, and Butterfish FMP in July 1981 and hearings were held during
Septenber. The Council adopted Amendnent 3 in Cctober 1981 and submitted it
for NMFS approval. NWS review identified the need for additional explanation
of certain provisions of the Arendnent. The revisions were made and the

revi sed Anmendnent 3 was submitted for NWS approval in February 1982.
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The Anendrment was approved by NMFS in Cctober 1982. However, problens

devel oped with the inplenentation regulations, particularly with the Ofice of
Managenent and Budget through that agency's review under Executive O der
12291. In an effort to have the FMP in place by the beginning of the fishing
year (1 April 1983), the FMP, without the squid OY adjustnent nechanism or a
revised Atlantic nackerel nortality rate, and retitled as the Atlantic
Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish FMP, was inpl enented by energency interim
regulations on 1 April 1983. By agreenent of the Secretary of Commerce
(Secretary) and the Council, the effective date of those energency regul ations
was extended through 27 Septenber 1983. The differences between the FMP and
the inplementing regulations resulted in a hearing before the House
Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wldlife Conservation and the Environnent on 10
May 1983.

Anendnent 1 to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish FMP was prepared
to inplenent the squid OY adjustnent nechani smand the revi sed mackere
nortality rate. That Amendnent was adopted by the Council on 15 Septenber
1983, approved by NWVFS on 19 Decenber 1983, and inplenented by regul ations
published in the Federal Register on 1 April 1984.

Anendnent 2 was adopted by the Council on 19 Septenber 1985 and approved by
NOAA 6 March 1986. Anmendnment 2 changed the fishing year to the cal endar year
revi sed the squid bycatch TALFF al | onances, put all four species on a
framework basis, and changed the fishing vessel permts from pernmanent to
annual

Anendnent 3 was adopted by the Council in tw actions. The Atlantic nackere
overfishing definition was adopted by the Council at its Cctober 1990 neeting
The Loligo, Illex, and butterfish overfishing definitions were adopted at the
Decenber 1990 neeting. This was done because the Northeast Fisheries Center
proposed changes to the overfishing definitions proposed in the hearing draft
for the squids and butterfish. The Center's concerns were incorporated in the
versi on adopted at the Decenber 1990 neeti ng.

Amendnent 4, approved by NMFS 8 Novenber 1991, authorized the Regi ona
Director, Northeast Region, NWS (Regional Director) to limt the areas where
directed foreign fishing and joint venture transfers fromUS to foreign
vessel s may take place. Directed foreign fishing must be conducted seaward
of at least 20 niles fromthe shore. COperations of foreign vessels in
support of US vessels (that is, joint ventures) nay operate anywhere in the
Excl usi ve Economic Zone (EEZ) throughout the nanagenent unit unless specific
areas are closed to them The catch limtations were changed by requiring
that, if the prelimnpnary initial or final amounts differ fromthose
recommended by the Council, the Federal Register notice must clearly state the
reason(s) for the difference(s) and specify how the revised specifications
satisfy the 9 criteria set forth for the species affected. Additionally, for
Atlantic nackerel, the specification of OYs and other val ues may be
specified for three years at one time. These annual values nmay be adjusted
within any year and prior to the second and third years as set forth above.
However, projecting specifications over several years should all ow nore
orderly devel opnent of the fishery since the revisions to the specifications
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for the second and third years woul d be done by notice, rather than by

regul atory neasures. The joint ventures section was changed to allow the

Regi onal Director may i npose special conditions on joint ventures and
directed foreign fishing activities. Such special conditions nmay include a
rati o between the tonnage that may be caught in a directed foreign fishery
relative to the tonnage that nay be purchased over-the-side fromUS vessels
and relative to the tonnage of US processed fish that nust be purchased by the
venture

Anendnent 5 was approved by NVWFS 9 February 1996. It |owered the Loligo MSY
elimnated the possibility of directed foreign fisheries for Loligo, Illex,
and butterfish, instituted a deal er and vessel reporting system instituted an
operator permtting system inplenented a linited access systemfor Loligo,
Il'lex and butterfish, expanded the management unit to include all Atlantic

mackerel, Loligo, Illex, and butterfish under US jurisdiction. Amendment 6
revised the definitions of overfishing for Loligo, Illex, and butterfish and
al l owed for seasonal managenment of the Illex fishery.

Anendnent 7 was devel oped to achi eve consi stency anong FMP's in the NE regi on
of the US relative vessel permtting, replacenent and upgrade criteria
Anendnent 8 was devel oped to bring the FMP into conpliance with new and

revi sed National Standards and other required provisions of the Sustainable
Fi sheries Act. Specifically, Amendnent 8 revised the overfishing definitions

for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and Illex squid, and butterfish and addressed
the new and revised National Standards relative to the existing managenent
neasures. In addition, Arendnent 8 added a franework adjustnment procedure

that allows the Council to add or nodi fy nanagement neasures through a
stream i ned public review process.

2.2 Problens for Resolution
2.2.1 Moratoriumon entry to Illex fishery expires in 2002

Prior to the 1980's, the fishery for Illex in the US EEZ was prosecut ed
primarily by the foreign distant water fleets. Wth the inplenentation of the
Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent Plan and it's
subsequent Amendnents, the fishery has becone fully Anericanized. At the sane
tine that the domestic fishery was undergoi ng devel opnent, new bi ol ogi cal data
becane avail abl e which indicated that Illex is an annual species. This
resulted in downwardly revised estimates of the potential yield fromthis
fishery. The sinultaneous growth of the domestic fishery and reduction in
estimates of sustainable yields resulted in the fishery nmoving towards a fully
capitalized and exploited state. Hence a linted entry program becane
necessary and was inplenented in Anendrment 5. However, due to concerns that
capacity mght be insufficient to fully exploit the annual quota, a five year
sunset provision was placed on the Illex noratoriumwhen it was inplenented as
part of Amendment 5. The sunset provision for the noratoriumentry into the
Illex fishery, inplenmented in 1997, is set to expire in July 2002

2.2.2 Timeliness of Quota Specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and
Il'lex squid and butterfish affects fishing activity
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In recent years, publication of the final rule inplenenting the annua
specifications for Atlantic mackerel has not occurred until after the start of
the fishing year. [Industry nenbers have recently testified that this
situation has had a negative inpact on possible Joint Venture activities for
Atlantic nackerel, due to timng of the winter Atlantic nackerel fishery and
the uncertainty about that the upcom ng year’'s JV specifications. To help
alleviate this situation, the Council is considering that, in the event the
annual specifications for nackerel are not published by the NWFS prior to the
start of the fishing year, that the previous year’'s specifications will apply
until the final rule for new specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF
speci fications).

2.2.3 Loligo control rule is too conservative

The Council recogni zed during the devel opnent of Amendnent 6 that optinal
managenent of the Loligo resource would involve in-season assessnent of the
resource and adjustnment of harvest levels according to fluctuations in stock
size. In addition, the control rule relative to the definition of overfishing
for Loligo was found to be too conservative during the nost recent stock
assessnent. During the devel opment of quota specifications for 2000, the
Counci | concluded that the new requirements of the SFA required renedi a
action to rebuild the stock to a level which will produce MSY (Buy) given the
status deternmination at that tine that Loligo was approachi ng an overfished
state. The fishing nortality rate control rule adopted in Anendrment 8
specifies that the target fishing nortality rate nust be reduced to zero if

bi omass falls bel ow 50% of B,y. The target fishing nortality rate increases
linearly to 75% of F., as biomass increases to By,. However, projections nade
in SAW29 indicate that the control rule appears to be overly conservative.

In fact, projections from SAW?29 indicated that the Loligo biomass coul d be
rebuilt from¥% By, to | evels approximting By in three years if fishing
nortality is reduced to the target nortality rate specified i n Anendment 8 of
75% of Fysy. As a result, the Council concluded that the control rule adopted
in Amendnment 8 was too conservative. Moddel projections presented in the
Atlantic Mackerel, Squid and Butterfish Mnitoring Conmmttee denonstrated that
the stock could be rebuilt in a relatively short period of tine, even at
fishing nortality rates approaching F,. Based on this conclusion, the
Counci| chose an ad hoc approach and specified ABC in 2000 as the yield
associated with 90% F., (or 13,000 nt based on stock size estimates at that
time). The control rule adopted in Amendnent 8 needs to be nodified to

i ncorporate recommendati ons from SAW29 relative to Loligo stock rebuilding
potenti al .

2.2.4 Conpliance with Loligo trip limt for vessels in the Illex fishery
during closures of directed Loligo fishery problematic

The 2,500 pound trip limt for Loligo during directed Loligo fishery closures

creates a conpliance problemfor Illex squid fishery vessels which
occasional ly take higher levels of Loligo incidental to the pursuit of Illex
squid. The Illex fishery is a limted access, intensive fishery which occurs

primarily seaward of the 50 fathom contour during the nonths of June -
Septenber. During the nmonths of June, July, August, and Septenber otter traw
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vessel s participating in the directed fishery for Illex are currently exenpt
fromthe Loligo m ni numnmesh requirenments if they possess Loligo. For the
purposes of this exenption, the directed Illex fishery for this time period is
defined as an otter traw vessel fishing for Illex seaward of the 50 fathom
depth contour. In addition, any vessel possessing Loligo which fished under
the Illex exenption nust not have available for inmediate use any net with
nesh sizes | ess than specified above for Loligo when the vessel noves |andward
of the 50 fathomcontour. This exenption was included Arendnent 5 because of
concerns raised by fishernen that a small bycatch of Loligo can be expected in
the Illex fishery.

Members of the directed Illex industry testified at Council meetings that
there has been a recent shift of Loligo to offshore waters in certain years at
or near the end of the period when the directed Illex fishery is prosecuted
(i.e., August or Septenber). They testified that the 2,500 Loligo trip linit
during periods of closure of the directed Loligo fishery has caused conpliance
probl ens for vessels operating in the directed Illex fishery since the recent
inpl enentation of restrictive quotas in the Loligo fishery (which coincided
with the of fshore shift in Loligo distribution). This franework action was
proposed, in part, to address these conpliance issues

2. 3 Managenent Cbjectives
The obj ectives of the FWP are

1. Enhance the probability of successful (i.e., the historical average)
recruitnent to the fisheries.

2. Pronote the growh of the US commercial fishery, including the fishery for
export.

3. Provide the greatest degree of freedomand flexibility to all harvesters of
these resources consistent with the attainnent of the other objectives of this
FIVP.

4, Provide marine recreational fishing opportunities, recognizing the
contribution of recreational fishing to the national econony.

5. Increase understanding of the conditions of the stocks and fisheries.

6. Mnimze harvesting conflicts anong US commercial, US recreational, and
forei gn fishernen.

2.4 Managenent Unit
The managerent unit is all northwest Atlantic nmackerel (Sconber sconbrus),
Loligo pealei, Illex illecebrosus, and butterfish (Peprilus triacanthus) under

US jurisdiction.

2.5 Managenent Strategy
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Effective federal fishery managenent of Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and Illex
squid, and butterfish has occurred for the past two decades. The namnagenent
strategy during the first phase of the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and
Butterfish FMP was to provide for the orderly devel opment of the donestic
fisheries for these resources under the purview of the Magnuson Act. This
process invol ved the sequential phasing out of foreign fishing for these
species in US waters and the gradual transfer of offshore fishing nethods and
technol ogy to the donestic fishing fleet. For both squid species, the donmestic
fisheries have been fully devel oped.

Al four species in the nanagenent unit are nmanaged primarily via annua

quotas to control fishing nortality. |In addition, to the annual review and
nodi fications to nanagenent neasures specified in the FMP, the Council added a
framewor k adj ustment procedure in Arendnent 8 which allows the Council to add
or nodi fy nmanagenent neasures through a streamined public review process. As
such, managenent neasures that have been identified in the plan can be
inplenented or adjusted at any tine during the year. This is the second
framework action taken under the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid and Butterfish FMP
since the franework procedure was inplenmented under Anendnent 8. This
framework action addresses the problens and i ssues described in section 2.2.

3.0 PREFERRED AND ALTERNATI VE MANAGEMENT MEASURES
3.1 Moratoriumon entry to Illex fishery expires in 2002

3.1.1 Extend the noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery for an additiona
year (Preferred A ternative).

Anendnent 5 established a nmoratoriumon new entry into the commercial fishery
for Illex squid. The Council placed a five year sunset provision on the
nmoratoriumwhich is set to expire in July 2002. This neasure would extend the
Illex moratoriumfor an additional year. Under this neasure, only vessels

whi ch possess Illex noratoriumpermts during cal endar year 2002 woul d be
eligible for Illex nmoratoriumpernmts under the noratorium extension. Under
this alternative, the noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery would expire

in 2003 unl ess extended in the next Amendnent.

The extension of the noratoriumunder this franework option would maintain the
status quo in the fishery at least until 2003. This will allow the Counci
nore tine to consider longer termneasures for the Illex noratoriumin
Anendnent 9 to the FMP. Vessel s which took snall quantities in the past

will be able to continue to do so under the incidental catch provision of the
FMP. However, further expansion of entry into the directed Illex fisheries
will be controlled for at |east an additional year, thus additiona
capitalization will be avoided.

3.1.2 Extend the noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery for an additiona
five years (noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery would expire in 2007

unl ess extended in future Amendnent)

Anendnent 5 established a nmoratoriumon new entry into the commercial fishery
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for Illex squid. The Council placed a five year sunset provision on the
noratoriumwhich is set to expire in July 2002. This neasure woul d extend the
Illex moratoriumfor an additional five years. Under this neasure, only

vessel s which possess Illex noratoriumpermts during cal endar year 2002
woul d be eligible for Illex noratoriumpermts under the noratorium extension
Under this alternative, the noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery would

expire in 2007 unless extended in a future Anendnent.

3.1.3 Allow the noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery to expire in 2002 (no
action)
Under this option, the Illex noratoriumwould expire in July of 2002 and the

fishery would revert to open access conditions

3.2 Tineliness of Quota Specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and Il ex
squid and Butterfish

3.2.1 If annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Illex squid

and butterfish are not published by the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the previous year’'s specifications shall apply until the final rule for

new specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF specifications) (Preferred

Al ternative)

Under this nmeasure, if annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and
Illex squid are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the previous year’'s specifications shall apply until the final rule

i npl enenting the new quota specifications is inplemented. As noted above

this neasure does not apply to TALFF specifications.

3.2.2 If annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Illex squid
and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and Butterfish fisheries

operate wi thout specifications and Joint Ventures cannot be conducted unti
the final rule for new specifications is inplenented (no action/status quo)

This alternative nmaintains the current status quo conditions. Under this
neasure, if annual specifications for Atlantic nmackerel, Loligo and Illex
squid are not published by the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year

the fishery opens w thout quota specifications. Under these conditions, no
JV is specified for Atlantic mackerel for the new fishing year and therefore
no mackerel JV operations can be conducted until the final rule inplenenting
the new quota specifications is published. |In addition, the Loligo fishery is
essentially unregul ated during the first quarter.

3.2.3 If annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Illex squid
and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, a set of default specifications shall apply for Atlantic mackerel

Loligo and Illex squid and butterfish fisheries until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented

Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and
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Illex squid are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the fishery opens under a set of default quota specifications. Under
this option quotas woul d be specified which correspond to the

three year average of quota specifications for Atlantic nmackerel, Loligo and
Il'lex squid and butterfish for the period 1998-2000, except for TALFF whi ch be
set equal to zero under the default measures.

3.2.4 If annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Illex squid
and butterfish are not published by the NVMFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the fisheries for these species will be closed until the final rule for
new specifications is inplenented

Under this measure, if the annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo
and Illex squid and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the
start of the fishing year, the fisheries for these species will be closed
until the final rule for new specifications is published. |In other words, the
landing of all four species in the nanagenent unit woul d be prohibited unti
the final rule for new specifications is published.

3.2.5 If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not published by the
NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous year’s
specifications shall apply, until the final rule for new specifications is

i mpl enent ed (excl udi ng TALFF specifications)

Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not
publi shed by the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous
year’s specifications shall apply until the final rule inplenenting the new
quota specifications is published. As noted above, this measure does not
apply to TALFF specifications. This alternative is included because one of
the primary concerns that has arisen when annual specifications are not in
place is the inability to conduct JV operations in the Atlantic mackere
fishery

3.2.6 If annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel are not published by the
NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, a set of default specifications
shal |l apply for Atlantic mackerel, until the final rule for new specifications
is inplemented (excluding TALFF specifications)

Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not
publi shed by the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the fishery
opens under a set of default quota specifications. Under this option quotas
woul d be specified which correspond to the three year average of quota
specifications for Atlantic mackerel for the period 1998-2000, except for
TALFF whi ch be set equal to zero under the default neasures. Thi s
alternative is included because one of the primary concerns that has arisen
when annual specifications are not in place is the inability to conduct JV
operations in the Atlantic mackerel fishery.

3.3 Loligo control rule

3.3.1 Annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to
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90% Frgy Wi Il be specified if stock bionmass is greater than the nininum bi omass
threshold (% By, ). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall

bel ow t he mi ni num bi omass threshold (% Byy), neasures to control fishing
mortality shall be inplenented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By
consistent with requirenents of Section 304e of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. In
addi tion, Max OY, ABC, OY, and DAH nay be specified for a period of up to
three years. (Preferred Alternative)

This neasure nodifies the control rule for Loligo squid and allows for the in-
season adjustnent of the annual Loligo quota. The primary conponents of the
overfishing definition that were required under the SFA and i npl emented under
Arendnent 8 (i.e,, the maximumfishing nortality rate threshold (Fy,) and the
mi ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy)), remain unchanged. Under this nmeasure, an
annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to 90% Fpgy
will be specified if stock biomass is greater than the m ni num bi onass
threshold (% Byy). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall bel ow
the m ni num bi omass threshold (% Byy,), nmeasures to control fishing nortality
shal| be inplenented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By in a time period
consistent with Section 304 e of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. This section of
the Act specifies that an overfished stock shall be rebuilt in a time period
as short as possible, but not to exceed ten years.

The Atlantic Mackerel Squid and Butterfish Monitoring Conmittee will neet in
late spring to review avail abl e NEFSC survey data and devel op recomendat i ons
about in-season adjustments to the annual Loligo specifications for
consideration by the Atlantic Mackerel Squid and Butterfish Committee and the
Counci | . Based on an eval uation of the nost recent NEFSC spring and fall
trawl survey data, the OY, DAH and ABC specifications may be adjusted to be
consistent with the control rule. Based on the recomendations of the

Counci |, the Regional Adninistrator may make in-season adjustnents, as
appropriate, through publication of a notice in the Federal Register of an in-
season adjustnent action. |n-season adjustnent actions may include increases

or decreases in the OY, DAH and ABC specifications and may be inpl emented by
opening or closing the directed fishery for Loligo, as necessary.

3.3.2 Annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to
90% Frsy Will be specified if stock biomass is greater than the m ni num bi onass
threshold (% B, ). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall

bel ow t he mi ni num bi omass threshold (% B.y,), nmeasures to control fishing
nortality shall be inplenmented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By, in a
tinme period of at |least three years but not greater than five years

This nmeasure nodifies the control rule for Loligo squid and allows for the in-
season adjustnent of the annual Loligo quota. The primary conponents of the
overfishing definition that were required under the SFA and i npl enented under
Anendrent 8 (i.e,, the maximumfishing nortality rate threshold (Fy) and the
m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy)), remain unchanged. Under this neasure, an
annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to 90% Fgy
will be specified if stock bionmass is greater than the nininum bi omass
threshold (% Byy). |If stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall bel ow
t he m ni num bi omass threshol d (% Bysy), neasures to control fishing nortality

26



shal | be inplemented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By, in a tine period
of at least three years but not greater than five years.

The Atlantic Mackerel Squid and Butterfish Monitoring Committee will neet in
late spring to review avail abl e NEFSC survey data and devel op reconmendati ons
about in-season adjustnments to the annual Loligo specifications for
consideration by the Atlantic Mackerel Squid and Butterfish Cormittee and the
Counci | . Based on an eval uation of the nost recent NEFSC spring and fall
trawl survey data, the OY, DAH and ABC specifications may be adjusted to be
consistent with the control rule. Based on the recomendations of the

Counci |, the Regional Adm nistrator nay nake in-season adjustnents, as
appropriate, through publication of a notice in the Federal Register of an in-
season adjustnent action. |n-season adjustnent actions may include increases

or decreases in the Oy, DAH and ABC specifications and nay be inpl enented by
opening or closing the directed fishery for Loligo, as necessary.

3.3.3 Annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to
90% Fsy Will be specified if stock biomass is greater than the m ni num bi onass
threshold (% Byy). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall bel ow
the m ni num bi omass threshold (% Byy,), nmeasures to control fishing nortality
shal| be inplenented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By in a time period
of at least five years but not greater than ten years

This nmeasure nodifies the control rule Loligo squid and allows for the in-
season adjustnent of the Loligo quota. The primary conponents of the
overfishing definition that were required under the SFA and inpl emented under
Amendnent 8 (i.e,, the maximumfishing nortality rate threshold (Fs,) and the
m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy)), remain unchanged. Under this nmeasure, an
annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to 90% Fpg,
will be specified if stock bionmass is greater than the m ni num bi onass
threshold (% By,). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall bel ow
the mi ni num bi omass threshold (% By,), nmeasures to control fishing nortality
shal | be inplenented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By, in a time period
of at least five years but not greater than ten years.

The Atlantic Mackerel Squid and Butterfish Monitoring Conmittee will neet in
late spring to review avail abl e NEFSC survey data and devel op recommrendati ons
about in-season adjustnents to the annual Loligo specifications for

consi deration by the Atlantic Mackerel Squid and Butterfish Conmittee and the
Counci | . Based on an eval uation of the nost recent NEFSC spring and fall
trawl survey data, the OY, DAH and ABC specifications may be adjusted to be
consistent with the control rule. Based on the recommendations of the

Counci |, the Regional Adninistrator nay nmake in-season adjustments, as
appropriate, through publication of a notice in the Federal Register of an in-
season adjustnent action. |n-season adjustnent actions may include increases

or decreases in the OY, DAH and ABC specifications and nay be inpl enmented by
opening or closing the directed fishery for Loligo, as necessary.

3.3.4 Maintain current control rule for Loligo (no action/status quo).

This alternative maintains the current status quo conditions Under this
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option, the Loligo control rule adopted in Arendnent 8 woul d renmi n unchanged
Under Anendnent 8, annual quotas are specified which correspond to a target
fishing nortality rate of 75 %of Fy,y. Target F is defined as 75% of the Fgy
when bi omass is greater than 80,000 nt, and decreases linearly to zero at
40,000 nt (% of the Bygy proxy).

3.4 Alowfor an exenption fromthe Loligo trip limt during periods of

closure of the directed Loligo fishery for vessels engaged in the Illex
fishery

3.4.1 Vessels possessing Illex squid noratoriumpermts would be permtted to
possess Loligo taken seaward of the 50 fathom curve in an anmount not to exceed
10% of the total weight of Illex on board during a period of closure of the

Loligo fishery during the nonths of August or Septenber (Preferred
Al ternative)

Under this measure, vessels which possess Illex squid noratoriumpermts
fishing east of the 50 fathom contour would be permtted to possess Loligo in
an anount not to exceed 10% of the total weight of Illex on board during a
period of closure of the Loligo fishery during the nonths of August or
Septenber. This framework measure woul d be subject to an annual review by the
Council. The Atlantic Mackerel, Squid and Butterfish Mnitoring Committee
will meet in the late fall of each year and eval uate avail abl e | andi ngs data
to determine the effect of this measure. |If the Loligo |andings taken under
the |11l ex exenption program substantially exceed a | evel which could be
reasonabl y expected given historical estimates of Loligo bycatch in the
directed Illex fishery, the Monitoring Commttee nmay recommend to the Atlantic
Mackerel, Squid and Butterfish Commttee and Council that the exenption be
term nated. Based on the recommendati on of the Council, the Regional

Adm ni strator may i ssue a Notice Action which would renove this neasure from
the regulations. |If no action is taken by the Regional Adm nistrator, the
nmeasure would remain effect. In addition, the Council nmay place an overal

cap on the anmount of Loligo that nmay be | anded under this exenption program as
part of the annual quota specification process

3.4.2 \essels possessing Illex squid noratoriumpernits would be permitted to
possess Loligo in an anmount not to exceed 20% of the total weight of Illex on
board during a period of closure of the Loligo fishery during the nmonths of
June- Sept enber

Under this measure, vessels which possess Illex squid noratoriumpernmts would
be pernmitted to possess Loligo in an amount not to exceed 20% of the tota

wei ght of Illex on board during a period of closure of the Loligo fishery
during the nonths of June-Septenber. This framework neasure woul d be subject
to an annual review by the Council. At the end of the fishing year, the
Atlantic Mackerel, Squid and Butterfish Monitoring Conmittee will evaluate the
effect of this measure and make recommendations to the Atlantic Mckerel

Squid and Butterfish Committee and Council relative to it’s termnation

Based on the recommendation of the Council, the Regi onal Adm nistrator may
issue a Notice Action which would renove this nmeasure fromthe regul ations.
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If no action is taken by the Regi onal Adm nistrator, the neasure would renain
effect. In addition, the Council may place an overall cap on the anpbunt of
Loligo that may be | anded under this exenption programas part of the annua
quot a specification process.

3.4.3 No exenption fromthe 2,500 Ib Loligo trip limt during a period of
closure of the Loligo fishery (no action/status quo).

This alternative nmaintains the current status quo conditions. Under the no
action alternative vessels fishing in the Illex fishery would not be exenpt
fromthe Loligo trip limt during periods when the directed Loligo fishery is
closed and woul d be restricted to 2,500 | bs per trip.

4.0 DESCRI PTI ON OF THE AFFECTED ENVI RONVENT
4.1 DESCRI PTION OF THE STOCK

4.1.1 Loligo peale

4.1.1.1 Species Description and Distribution

Long-finned squid (Loligo pealei), also known as the conmon, bone or w nter
squid, are distributed in continental shelf and sl ope waters of the Wstern
Atlantic Ccean from Newfoundl and, Canada to the Qulf of Venezuel a (Sunmers,
1983; Dawe et al. 1990). Loligo undergo seasonal mgrations noving to shall ow
inshore waters in spring and summer to spawn and feed. In |ate autumn they
nove of fshore to overwi nter along the edge of the continental shelf (Summrers,
1969; Serchuk and Rat hjen, 1974).

Previ ous studies of the life history and popul ati on dynanics of this species
assuned that Loligo died after spawning at an age of 18-36 nonths based on the
anal ysis of length frequency data (which suggested a "crossover" life cycle
(Mesnil 1977; Lange and Sissenwi ne 1980). However, recent advances in the
agi ng of squid have been nade utilizing counts of daily statolith growh
increnents (Dawe et al. 1985; Jackson and Choat 1992). Prelimnary statolith
ageing of Loligo indicated a |ife span of |ess than one year (Macy 1992).
Consequently, the last two stock assessnents for Loligo were conducted
assumi ng that the species has an annual life-cycle and has the capacity to
spawn t hroughout the year (NMFS 1994a, NMWFS 1996), as now appears typical of
pel agi ¢ squi d speci es studied throughout the world (Jereb et al. 1991).

4,1.1.2 Status of the Stock

Anendnent 8 to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent
(FMP) was developed to bring the FMP into conpliance with the Sustainable

Fi sheries Act (SFA). The SFA, which reauthorized and anended the
Magnuson- St evens Act, nmade a nunber of changes to the existing Nationa
Standards, as well as to definitions and other provisions in the
Magnuson- St evens Act, that caused the Quidelines to be significantly revised.
The nost significant changes were made to National Standard 1, which inposed
new requi renents concerning definitions of overfishing in fishery managenent
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plans. The overfishing definition for Loligo was revised in Anendnent 8 to
conmply with the SFA as follows: overfishing for Loligo will be defined to
occur when the catch associated with a threshold fishing nortality rate of Fuuy
is exceeded (Fmx is @ proxy for Fugy). Wen an estimte of Fy, becomes
available, it will replace the current overfishing proxy of Fuy. Annual
quotas will be specified which correspond to a target fishing nortality rate.
Target F is defined as 75% of the Fyy, when bionmass is greater than By, and
decreases linearly to zero 50% of Byy. Maximum OY is specified as the catch
associated with a fishing nortality rate of Fx. In addition, the biomass
target is specified to equal Bygy.

The nost recent assessnent of the Loligo stock (SAW29) concluded that the
stock was approachi ng an overfished condition and that overfishing was
occurring (NVFS 1999). A production nodel indicated that current bi omass was
|l ess than By, and near the bionass threshold of 50% Bysy. There was high
probability that fishing nortality exceeded F., in 1998. The average F from
the winter fishery (Cctober to March) over the last five years averaged 180%
of Fygy, and F fromthe summer fishery equal ed Fygy. However, the production
nodel also indicated that the stock has the ability to quickly rebuild from

|l ow stock sizes. Length based anal yses indicated that fully-recruited fishing
nortality is greater than Fy, and stock bi omass was anong the |l owest in the
assessnent tine series (1987-1998). Recent survey indices of recruitnment were
wel | bel ow aver age.

The new requirenents of the SFA required the Council to take remedial action
for 2000 to rebuild the stock to a I evel which will produce MSY (Buy) given
the status determnation that Loligo was approaching an overfished state. The
control rule in Arendnent 8 specifies that the target fishing nortality rate
nust be reduced to zero if biomass falls bel ow 50% of B.,. The target fishing
nortality rate increases linearly to 75% of F.y as biomass increases to Byy.
However, projections made in SAW29 indicate that the control rule appears to
be overly conservative. Projections fromSAW?29 indicated that the Loligo

bi omass coul d be rebuilt to level s approximating By, in three years if fishing
nmortality was reduced to the target nortality rate specified in Arendnent 8 of
75% of Fysy. The yield associated with this fishing nortality rate (75% of
Frsy) in 2000, assumng status quo F in 1999, was estimated to be 11,732 nt in
SAW?29. The current regulations still specify Max OY as the yield associated
Frax Or 26,000 nt. In determining the specification of ABC for the year 2000,
the Council considered advice offered by SAW 29 which indicated that the
control rule adopted in Anendnent 8 was too conservative. The Council chose
to specify ABC as the yield associated with 90% Fy,s, or 13,000 nt in 2000.

The nost recent survey data for Loligo squid indicate that abundance of this
speci es has increased significantly since the nost recent assessment was
conducted (i.e, SAW29). Estimates of biomass based on NEFSC fall 1999 and
spring 2000 survey indices for Loligo indicate that the stock is currently at
or near Bygy. In fact, the 1999 fall survey index was the sixth highest val ue
observed in the time series since 1967 and the second hi ghest since 1987. The
2000 spring survey index for Loligo was the tenth highest in the tine series
since 1968 and the fifth highest since 1987 (Lai, pers.comr. Based on the
assunption that the stock will be at or near By, in 2001, the Council
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recommended that the 2001 quota be specified as the yield associated with 75%
of Fsy . The yield associated with 75% of Fyy at Byy is 17,000 nt based on
projections in SAW29 (NWFS 1999).

4.1.1.3 Ecol ogical relationships and stock characteristics

Previ ous studies of the life history and popul ati on dynami cs of this species
assuned that Loligo died after spawning at an age of 18-36 nonths based on the
anal ysis of length frequency data (which suggested a "crossover" life cycle
(Mesnil 1977, Lange and Sissenw ne 1980)). However, recent advances in the
agi ng of squid have been nade utilizing counts of daily statolith growh
increnents (Dawe et al. 1985, Jackson and Choat 1992). Prelimnary statolith
ageing of Loligo indicates a life span of |ess than one year (Macy 1992
Brodzi ak and Macy 1994). Consequently, the nost recent stock assessnent for
Lol i go was conducted assumi ng that the species has an

annual life-cycle and has the capacity to spawn throughout the year (NWS
1994), as now appears typical of pelagic squid species studied throughout the
world (Jereb et al. 1991).
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Eggs are collected in gelatinous capsules as they pass through the fenmale's
ovi duct during nmating. Each capsule is about 3" long and 0.4" in dianeter
Mating activity anong captive Loligo was initiated when clusters of newy
spawned egg capsul es were placed in the tank. During spawning the mal e cenents
bundl es of spernmatophores into the nantle cavity of the fenale, and as the
capsul e of eggs passes out through the oviduct its jelly is penetrated by the
sperm The fenal e then renoves the egg capsule and attaches it to a
preexisting cluster of newy spawned eggs. The fenal e | ays between 20 and 30
of these capsul es, each containing 150 to 200 | arge (about 0.05"), oval eggs,
for a total of 3,000 to 6,000 eggs. These clusters of denersal eggs, with as

many as 175 capsul es per cluster, are found in shallow waters (10-100') and
may often be found washed ashore on beaches (G osslein and Azarovitz 1982).

Loligo eggs in captivity develop in 11 to 27 days at tenperatures rangi ng from
73 to 54 F, in nature, they may devel op over a 40 F span of seawater
tenperature, beginning at 46 F. Little is known about the |arval stages of

Lol igo; larvae are about 0.1" at hatching. They are not often found in the
spawni ng areas and are assuned to be washed away by currents. A few 0.8" and
many 1 to 2" juveniles appear in autumm research vessel catches in shallow
waters. Significant nunbers of these juveniles have al so been found around
Hudson Shelf Valley in late winter when adults are nmostly found of f shore

These are presumably Cct ober spawned individuals just beginning to nove

of fshore (G osslein and Azarovitz 1982).

The diet of Loligo changes with increasing size; snmall imrature individuals
feed on pl anktoni c organi sms (Vovk 1972a, Tibbetts 1977) while |arger

i ndividual s feed on crustaceans and small fish (Vinogradov and Noskov 1979).
Canni balismis observed in individuals larger than 2 in (5 cm (Witacker
1978). Juveniles 1.6-2.4in (4.1-6 cn) long fed on euphausiids and arrow
worms, while those 2.4-4 in (6.1-10 cm) fed nostly on small crabs, but also on
pol ychaetes and shrinp (Vovk and Khvichiya 1980, Vovk 1985). Adults 4.8-6.4
in (12.1-16 cm long fed on fish (d upeids, M/ctophids) and squid

| arvae/juveniles, and those >6.4 in (16 cm fed on fish and squid (Vovk and
Khvi chiya 1980, Vovk 1985). Fish species preyed on by Loligo include silver
hake, mackerel, herring, menhaden (Langton and Bowran 1977), sand | ance, bay
anchovy, menhaden, weakfish, and silversides (Kier 1982). Maurer and Bowran
(1985) denonstrated seasonal and inshore/offshore differences in diet: in the
spring in offshore waters, the diet was conposed of crustaceans (mainly
euphausiids) and fish; in the fall in inshore waters, the diet was conposed
al nost exclusively of fish; and in the fall in offshore waters, the diet was
conposed of fish and squid.

The NEFSC bottomtraw survey data on food habits denonstrates a simlar
ontogenetic shift in the diet of Loligo. During 1973-1980, the diet of 0.4-4
in (1-10 cm long squid was conposed primarily of crustaceans (23%, while
fish were the nost inportant prey itemin the diet of 4.4-16 in (11-40 cm
long squid. During 1981-90, the diet of squid 0.4-4 in (1-10 cn) in length
was conposed of 42% cephal opods (i.e., squid), 26%fish, and 21% crust aceans,
while the diet of larger squid, 4.4-16 in (11-40 cn) in length, was dom nated
by fish (39% and cephal opods (22%.
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Juvenil e and adult Loligo are preyed upon by many pel agi ¢ and denersal fish
species, as well as marine nmammal s and diving birds (Lange and Si ssenwi ne
1980, Vovk and Khvichiya 1980, Sunmmers 1983). Marine nmammal predators include
long-finned pilot whale, dobicephala melas, and common dol phin, Del phi nus

del phis (Waring et al. 1990, Overholtz and Waring 1991, Gannon et al. 1997).

Fi sh predators include bluefish, sea bass, mackerel, cod, haddock, poll ock
silver hake, red hake, sea raven, spiny dogfish, angel shark, goosefish

dogfi sh and fl ounder (Maurer 1975, Langton and Bowran 1977, Cosner 1978, Lange
1980) .

4.1.2 Atlantic nmackere
4.1.2.1 Species Description and Distribution

Atl antic nackerel (Sconmber sconbrus) is a fast swi nmng, pelagic, schooling
speci es distributed between Labrador (Parsons 1970) and North Carolina
(Anderson 1976a). The existence of separate northern and southern spawni ng
contingents was first proposed by Sette (1950). The southern group spawns
primarily in the Md-Atlantic Bight during April-May while the northern group
spawns in the Gulf of St. Lawence in June-July. Both groups overw nter
between Sable Island (of f Nova Scotia; Figure 3) and Cape Hatteras in water
generally warmer than 45 F (USDC 1984a).

Bot h groups make extensive northerly (spring) and southerly (autum)
mgrations to and from spawni ng and sunmer feeding grounds (Figure 3). The
sout hern contingent begins its spring mgration fromwaters off North Carolina
and Virginia in March- April, and noves steadily northward, reaching New
Jersey and Long |Island usually by April-My, where spawni ng occurs. These fish
may spend the summer as far north as the Maine coast. In autum this

conti ngent noves southward and returns to deep offshore water near Bl ock
Island after Cctober (Hoy and O ark 1967).

The northern contingent arrives off southern New England in [ate May, and
noves north to Nova Scotia and the Qulf of St. Law ence where spawni ng occurs
usual ly by July (Hoy and d ark 1967, Bigel ow and Schroeder 1953). This
contingent begins its southerly autumm mgration in Novenber and Decenber and
di sappears into deep water off Cape Cod

Even though there are two spawni ng groups of nackerel in the Northwest
Atlantic, biochem cal studies (Mackay 1967) have not established that genetic
di fferences exist between them These two contingents interm ngle off southern
New Engl and in spring and autumm (Sette 1950). Taggi ng studies reported by
Beckett et al. (1974), Parsons and Mores (1974) and Moores et al. (1975)
indicate that sone mackerel that sunmer at the northern extrenity of the range
overwi nter south of Long Island. Precise estinates of the relative
contributions of the two contingents cannot be made (I CNAF 1975). Both
contingents have been fished by the foreign winter fishery and no attenpt was
made to separate these popul ations for assessment purposes by the
International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (I CNAF),

al t hough separate Total Allowable Catches (TAC) were in effect for Subareas 5
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and 6 and for areas to the north from 1973- 1977. Since 1975 all nackerel in
the northwest Atlantic have been assessed as a unit stock (Anderson 1982).
Thus, Atlantic mackerel are considered one stock for fishery nanagenent

pur poses.

4,1.2.2 Status of the Stock

The Northwest Atlantic nackerel stock was nobst recently assessed at SAW 30
(NMFS 2000). The assessnent concluded that the Atlantic mackerel stock is
currently at a high level of abundance and is under-exploited. Based on
trends in survey indices, recruitnent has been well above average throughout
nost of the 1990's. However, estimates of fishing nortality and stock sizes
based on virtual popul ation anal yses conducted in SAW29 were consi dered
unreliable.

The previous assessnment of the Northwest Atlantic nackerel stock was conducted
at SAW20 and provided estimates of fishing nortality and stock sizes (NWS
1995). In 1994, F was estinated to be 0.02 with an 80% confidence interval of
0.00-0.03, while SSB was estimated to be 2.1 mllion nt (with an associated
80% confidence interval of 1.2 - 8.2 mllion nt).

A recent Canadi an assessnent confirmed the conclusion that the Atlantic
nmackerel stock is currently at a high | evel of abundance (Gregoire 1996).

Resul ts of spawning stock size projections based on egg production in Canadi an
waters indicated that the northern (i.e., Canadian) portion of the adult stock
remai ned constant at around 800,000 nt between 1992 and 1994. The Canadi an
assessnent concluded that Atlantic nackerel stock bi onmass remains high and
further that the

appearance of one and two year old fish (the 1993 and 1994 year classes) in
the 1995 Canadi an catch indicates that two very large year classes are
entering the fishery.

4.1.2.3 Ecological relationships and stock characteristics

Atl antic mackerel (Sconber sconbrus) is a fast swi nmng, pelagic, schooling
speci es distributed between Labrador (Parsons 1970) and North Carolina
(Anderson 1976a). The exi stence of separate northern and southern spawni ng
contingents was first proposed by Sette (1950). The sout hern group spawns
primarily in the Md-Atlantic Bight during April-May while the northern group
spawns in the GQulf of St. Lawence in June-July. Both groups overw nter
between Sable Island (off Nova Scotia; Figure 3) and Cape Hatteras in water
generally warnmer than 45 F (USDC 1984a).

Bot h groups nake extensive northerly (spring) and southerly (autum)
mgrations to and from spawni ng and sumer feeding grounds (Figure 3). The
sout hern contingent begins its spring mgration fromwaters off North Carolina
and Virginia in March- April, and noves steadily northward, reaching New
Jersey and Long Island usually by April-Muy, where spawni ng occurs. These fish
may spend the summer as far north as the Maine coast. In autum this
contingent noves southward and returns to deep offshore water near Bl ock
Island after Cctober (Hoy and dark 1967).
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The northern contingent arrives off southern New England in late May, and
noves north to Nova Scotia and the Qulf of St. Law ence where spawni ng occurs
usual ly by July (Hoy and dark 1967, Bigel ow and Schroeder 1953). This
contingent begins its southerly autum mgration in Novenber and Decenber and
di sappears into deep water off Cape Cod.

Even though there are two spawni ng groups of nackerel in the Northwest
Atlantic, biochem cal studies (Mackay 1967) have not established that genetic
di fferences exist between them These two contingents intermngle off southern
New Engl and in spring and autum (Sette 1950). Taggi ng studies reported by
Beckett et al. (1974), Parsons and Mbores (1974) and Moores et al. (1975)
indicate that sone nmackerel that summer at the northern extrenmity of the range
overwi nter south of Long Island. Precise estimates of the relative

contri butions of the two contingents cannot be nmade (I CNAF 1975). Both
contingents have been fished by the foreign winter fishery and no attenpt was
nmade to separate these popul ati ons for assessnent purposes by the
International Comm ssion for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (I CNAF),

al though separate Total Allowable Catches (TAC) were in effect for Subareas 5
and 6 and for areas to the north from 1973- 1977. Since 1975 all nackerel in
the northwest Atlantic have been assessed as a unit stock (Anderson 1982).
Thus, Atlantic mackerel are considered one stock for fishery nanagenent

pur poses.

Macker el spawni ng occurs during spring and summer and progresses fromsouth to
north. The southern contingent spawns frommd-April to June in the
Md-Atlantic Bight and the Qulf of Miine and the northern contingent spawns in
the southern Qulf of St. Lawence fromthe end of May to m d- August (Morse
1978). Mbst spawn in the shoreward half of continental shelf waters, although
sone spawni ng extends to the shelf edge and beyond. Spawning occurs in
surface water tenperatures of 45-57 °F, with a peak around 50-54 °F (Grosslein
and Azarovitz 1982).

Al Atlantic mackerel are sexually mature by age 3, while about 50% of the age
2 fish are mature. Average size at maturity is about 10.5-11" FL (Gosslein
and Azarovitz 1982). Gowth is very rapid with fish reaching 7.9 in (20 cnm
by their first autumn (Anderson and Paci orkowski 1978). The maxi num age
observed is 17 years (Pentilla and Anderson 1976).

Fecundity estimates ranged from 285,000 to 1.98 mllion eggs for southern
conti ngent nmackerel between 12-17" FL. Analysis of egg di aneter frequencies
i ndi cated that nackerel spawn between 5 and 7 batches of eggs per year. The
eggs are 0.04-0.05" in dianeter, have one 0.1" oil globule, and generally
float in the surface water |ayer above the thernocline or in the upper 30-
50'. Incubation depends primarily on tenperature; it takes 7.5 days at 52 °F
5.5 days at 55 °F, and 4 days at 61°F (G osslein and Azarovitz 1982).

Mackerel are 0.1" long at hatching, grow to about 2" in two nonths, and reach
a length of 8" in Decenber, near the end of their first year of growh.
During their second year of growth they reach about 10" in Decenber, and by
the end of their fifth year they grow to an average length of 13" FL. Fish
that are 10-13 years old reach a length of 15-16" (G osslein and Azarovitz
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1982). MacKay (1973) and Dery and Anderson (1983) have found an inverse
rel ati onshi p between growth and year class size

Atl antic nackerel are opportunistic feeders that can ingest prey either by

i ndi vidual selection of organisns or by passive filter feeding (Pepin et al
1988). Filter feeding occurs when snall plankton are abundant and nackere
swi mthrough patches with nmouth slightly agape, filtering food through their
gill rakers (MacKay 1979). According to MacKay (1979) particulate feeding is
the principal feeding node in the spring and fall while filter feeding
predonminates in the summer in the Qulf of St Lawence. Mores et al. (1975)
mai ntains that the diet of fish from Newfoundl and suggests that particul ate
feedi ng occurs there throughout the season

Larvae feed primarily of zooplankton (Collette in prep.). First-feeding |arvae
(0.240 in; 3.5 nmm) collected fromLong Island Sound were found to be

phyt ophagous while slightly larger individuals (greater than 0.176 in; 4.4 nmm
fed on copepod nauplii (Peterson and Ausubel 1984; Ware and Lanbert 1985).
Fish >0.2 in (5 mm fed on copepodites of Acartia and Tenora while diets of
fish >0.24 in (6 mM) contai ned adult copepods (Peterson and Ausubel 1984).
Larvae >0.256 in (6.4 mm) were cannibalistic, feeding on 0.14-.018 in (3.5-4.5
m) conspecifics (Peterson and Ausubel 1984). Consunption rates of |arvae

aver age between 25 and 75% body wei ght per day. Larvae feed sel ectively,
primarily on the basis of prey visibility (Peterson and Ausubel 1984). Fortier
and Vill eneuve (1996), studying |larval mackerel fromthe Scotian Shelf, found
that with increasing larval length, diet shifted fromcopepod nauplii to
copepod and fish larvae including yellowail flounder, silver hake, redfish
and a |l arge proportion of conspecifics. Predation was stage-specific: only the
new y hatched | arvae of a given species were ingested. However, piscivory was
limted at densities of fish larvae <0.1/n? and declined with increasing
density of nauplii and with increasing nunber of alternative copepod prey

i ngest ed.

Juveni |l es eat nostly snmall crustaceans such as copepods, anphi pods, nysid
shrinp and decapod |l arvae (Collette in prep.). They also feed on small pelagic
nol luscs (Spiratella and dione) when available (Collette in prep.). Adults
feed on the same food as juveniles but diets also include a w der assortment
of organisms and | arger prey items. For exanple, euphausid, pandalid and
crangonid shrinp are comon prey; chaetognaths, |arvaceans, pel agic

pol ychaetes and | arvae of many marine speci es have been identified in mackere
stomachs (Collette in prep.). Bigel ow and Schroeder (1953) found many Gulf of
Mai ne mackerel feeding on Calanus as well as other copepods. Larger prey such
as squids (Loligo) and fishes (silver hake, sand |ance, herring, hakes and
scul pins) are not uncommon, especially for |arge nackerel (Bowran et al

1984). Under | aboratory conditions, nackerel also fed on Aglanta digitale, a
smal | transparent nedusa conmon in tenperate and boreal waters (Runge et al
1987). While there is variability between the two size classes and between the
two survey periods, copepods and euphausi ds and various crustaceans could be
considered relative staples in the diet.

I mmat ure nackerel begin feeding in the spring; older fish feed until gonada
devel opnent begins, stop feeding until spent and then resunme prey consunption
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(Berrien 1982; Collette in prep.). Under experinental conditions in which
larval fish (0.12-0.4 in; 3-10 mmin length) were presented as part of natura
zoopl ankt on assenbl ages, prey preference by mackerel was positively size

sel ective and predation rates were not influenced by larval fish density
(Pepin et al. 1987). Subsequent studies indicated that nackerel nay achieve a
hi gher rate of energy intake by switching to larger prey and increasing search
rate as prey size and total abundance increase (Pepin et al. 1988). Filter
feeding activity also increased with increasing prey density and Pepin et al
(1988) conjecture that feeding rates under natural conditions of prey
abundance (0.1g wet weight/n¥) indicate that nmackerel would not be satiated if
foraging were restricted only to daylight.

Predati on has a major influence on the dynam cs of Northwest Atlantic mackere
(Overholtz et al. 1991b). In fact, predation nortality is probably the |argest
conmponent of natural nortality on this stock, and based on nodel predictions,
may be higher than previously thought (Overholtz et al. 1991b). Atlantic
mackerel serve as prey for a wide variety of predators including other
mackerel, dogfish, tunas, bonito, striped bass, Atlantic cod (snall mackerel),
and squid, which feed on fish <4-5.2 in (10 to 13 cnm) in length (Collette in
prep.). Pilot whales, comon dol phins, harbor seals, porpoises and seabirds
are also significant predators (Smth and Gaskin 1974; Payne and Sel zer 1983;
Overholtz and Waring 1991; Montevecchi and Myers 1995). Qther predators

i ncl ude swordfish, bigeye thresher, thresher, shortfin mako, tiger shark, blue
shark, spiny dogfish, dusky shark, king mackerel, thorny skate, silver hake,
red hake, bluefish, pollock, white hake, goosefish and weakfish (Scott and

Ti bbo 1968; Maurer and Bowran 1975; Stillwell and Kohler 1982, 1985; Bowman
and M chael s 1984).

4.1.3 Illex illecebrosus
4.1.3.1 Species Description and Distribution

Illex is distributed on the western north Atlantic fromthe Labrador Sea to
Florida Straits (Roper et al. 1998). Until recently, Illex illecebrosus was
believed to be distributed on both sides of the North Atlantic, as was once
t hought (Roper et al. 1998). This confusion seens to have been a result of
m sidentifications of the closely related species |I. coindetii (which does
seemto be distributed on both sides of the Atlantic), as I. illecebrosus. It
i s nmost abundant in the Newfoundl and regi on, noderately abundant between
Newf oundl and and New Jersey (Wgley 1982), and is conmercial exploited from
Newf oundl and to Cape Hatteras (Brodziak 1995c). There is overlap in the
geographic distributions of Illex species in the northwest Atlantic Ccean I.
illecebrosus and |I. oxygonius (Roper and Mangol d 1998; Roper et al. 1998).
The species are nmorphologically simlar and difficult to distinguish and
identify.

Data fromthe NOAA/ Canada DFO East Coast of North America Strategic Assessnent
Project indicate that during 1975-1994 Illex in the northwest Atlantic were
distributed from Labrador to Cape Hatteras (Figure 20). The areas of highest
abundance of the species are the southern edge of the Grand Bank, the Scotian
Shel f, Georges Bank, and the Mddle Atlantic Bight.
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Illex are highly mgratory, capable of long distance mgrations of nore than
1,000 miles (Brodziak 1995c). They undergo seasonal inshore-offshore
mgrations which may be related to tenperature, food, or both (MAFMC 1995).
They spend winters (January to March) in dense aggregations along the outer
continental shelf and upper slope where water tenperatures are relatively
warm 46-57 °F (8-14 °C). In the spring (April-My), when shelf waters begin
warm ng, they mgrate shoreward, and during summer and autumm are wi despread
t hroughout the entire New Engl and and M ddle Atlantic continental shelf
(Wgley 1982). In late autum they begin their return mgration to the

war mer, offshore waters at the edge of and beyond the continental shelf (MAFMC
1995), where spawning is believed to occur. The hypothetical mgration path
of Illex is sunmarized in Figure 21 (Black et al. 1987).

4,1.3.2 Status of the Stock

Amendnent 8 to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent
(FMP) was devel oped to bring the FMP into conpliance with the Sustainable

Fi sheries Act (SFA). The SFA, which reauthorized and anended the
Magnuson- St evens Act, made a nunber of changes to the existing National
Standards, as well as to definitions and other provisions in the
Magnuson- St evens Act, that caused the Guidelines to be significantly revised.
The nost significant changes were made to National Standard 1, which inposed
new requi renments concerning definitions of overfishing in fishery managenent
plans. The overfishing definition for Illex was revised in Arendnment 8 to
comply with the SFA as follows: overfishing for Illex will be defined to occur
when the catch associated with a threshold fishing nortality rate of Fyy is
exceeded. Annual quotas will be specified which correspond to a target
fishing nortality rate of 75% of Fyy. MaximumOY will be specified as the
catch associated with a fishing nortality rate of Fyy. 1IN

addi tion, the biomass target is specified to equal Byy. The m ni mum bi onass
threshold is specified as % Bygy.

The nost recent assessnent of the |llex stock (SAW29) concluded that the
stock was not in an overfished condition and that overfishing was not
occurring (NMFS 1999). However, due to a | ack of adequate data, an the
estimate of yield at Fyy was not updated in SAW29. However, an upper bound
on annual fishing nortality was conputed for the US EEZ portion of the stock
based on a nodel which incorporated weekly |andings and relative fishing
effort and nean squid wei ghts during 1994-1998. These estimates of F were
wel | bel ow the biol ogi cal reference points. Current absolute stock size is
unknown and no stock projections were done in SAW29 or since then.

4.1.3.3 Ecological relationships and stock characteristics

The age and growth of Illex has been well studied relative to other squid
speci es, being one of the few for which the statolith ageing method has been
validated (Dawe et al. 1985). Research on the age and growth of Illex based
on counts of daily statolith growth increments indicates an annual |ife span

(Dawe et al. 1985).

Illex is a senel parous, termnal spawner with a protracted spawni ng season.
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There have been no direct observations of spawning in nature, but in

specul ation about the timng and location is based on squid size and timng of
advanced nmale naturity stages (O Dor and Dawe 1998), back-cal cul ated hatch
dates from agi ng studies, and the collection of hatchling (Hendrickson pers.
comm). Illex spawning takes place in the deep waters of the continental slope
during winter (MAFMC 1995). Spawning |likely occurs throughout the year (O Dor
and Dawe 1998) with nost intense spawni ng generally occurring from Decenber to
March (Lange and Sissenw ne 1980), but this varies anpong years and | ocations.
Bet ween Cape Canaveral, Florida and Charleston, North Carolina, spawning
occurs during Decenmber to January (Rowell et al. 1985a, MAFMC 1995), while off
Newf oundl and, spawni ng has been reported from January through June (Squires
1967).

The principal spawning area is believed to be south of Cape Hatteras over the
Bl ake Pl ateau (Black et al. 1987, MAFMC 1995), but other spawni ng occurs
between the Florida Peninsula and central New Jersey at depths down to 990 ft
(300 m Fedul ov and Froernman 1980, MAFMC 1995). Spawning probably occurs in
the northern part of the Qulf Streanl Sl ope Water frontal zone (Dawe and Beck
1985, O Dor and Bal ch 1985, Rowell et al 1985a).

4.1.4 Atlantic butterfish
4.1.4.1 Species Description and Distribution

Atlantic butterfish, Peprilus triacanthus, are distributed along the Atlantic
coast of North Anerica from Newfoundland to Florida (Bigel ow and Schroeder
1953), and are found in comercially exploitable concentrations from Southern
New Engl and south to Cape Hatteras (Mirawski and Waring 1979). Butterfish
north of Cape Hatteras exhibit migratory patterns typical of tenperate fishes
of the Md-Atlantic Bight. During the winter nonths, butterfish are found in
deep waters (ca. 200 m along the edge of the continental shelf. During late
spring and summer, butterfish nmove inshore and northward. Butterfish begin to
nove of fshore again as northern inshore waters begin to cool (Mirawski and
Waring 1979).

Butterfish are partially recruited to the spawning stock by the end of their
first year, and essentially all individuals are nature by age two (Hil debrand
and Schroeder 1928; Murawski et al. 1978). Spawning occurs from May-July in
near shore coastal waters, with chief egg production in June. Gowth of
butterfish is rapid with a maxi mum size of 30 cm bei ng achi eved in six years,
however few fish are observed which are greater than 20 cmor three years of
age (Mirawski and Waring 1977).

4.1.4.2 Status of the Stock

SAW 17 (NWFS 1994a) offered the foll owi ng nanagenent advi ce:

"Butterfish |andings in recent years have been well bel ow historical average
yields. Japanese demand for butterfish has waned and this has had a negative

i mpact on harvest levels. Butterfish landings are thus unlikely to increase
unl ess narket demand inproves. |f denand does inprove, however, the stock in
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its current condition may not be able to sustain |landings in excess of the
long termhistorical average (1965-1992) of 7,200 mt because of recent
declines in abundance as indicated by survey indices."

"Hi storical informati on suggests that discarding of butterfish nay be an
i nportant source of fishing-induced nortality. The SARC recommends that data
be collected that would allow discard levels to be reliably estinated.”

"A@ven that butterfish is a short-lived species, new approaches to the
assessnent and nanagenent of the stock are required. A nore adaptive, real-
ti me assessnent/ nmanagenent systemw ||l be needed to maintain full exploitation
of the stock while simultaneously ensuring that adequate spawni ng stock |evels
are achieved. This would involve both real-tinme evaluation of stock status
and i n-season catch | evel adjustnents." No new assessnent information is
avai |l abl e.

4.1.4.3 Ecological relationships and stock characteristics

Butterfish spawni ng takes place chiefly during sumrer (June- August) in
inshore waters generally less than 100" deep. The tines and duration of
spawni ng are closely associated with changes in surface water tenperature

The m ni mrum spawni ng tenperature is approxi mately 60 °F. Peak egg production
occurs in Chesapeake Bay in June and July, off Long Island and Block Island in
late June and early July, in Narragansett Bay in June and July, and in
Massachusetts Bay June to August (Grosslein and Azarovitz 1982).

Butterfish eggs, 0.027-0.031" in dianeter, are pelagic, transparent,
spherical, and contain a single oil globule. The egg nmenbrane is thin and
horny. Incubation at 65 °F takes | ess than 48 hours. Newy hatched | arvae
are 0.08" long and like nost fish |arvae are longer than they are deep. At
0.2" larval body depth has increased substantially in proportion to length
and at 0.6" the fins are well differentiated and the young fish takes on the
general appearance of the adult. Larvae are found at the surface or in the
shelter of the tentacles of large jelly fish (Gosslein and Azarovitz 1982).

Butterfish eggs are found throughout the New York Bi ght and on Georges Bank
and they occur in the Qulf of Miine, but |arvae appear to be relatively scarce
east and north of Nantucket Shoals. 1In 1973, frommd-June to early

Sept enber, larvae were common in the plankton off Shoreham NY. Post |arvae
and juveniles were common in plankton net sanples taken in August in the
vicinity of Little Egg Inlet, NJ. Juveniles 3-4" long have been taken in Rhode
Island waters in |ate Cctober (G osslein and Azarovitz 1982).

Gowh is fastest during the first year and decreases each year thereafter
Young of the year butterfish collected in Cctober trawl surveys (at about 4
nont hs ol d) average 4.8" long. Fish about 16 nonths old are 6.6", at about 28
nmonths old fish are 6.8", and at 40 nonths old they are 7.8". Maximumage is
reported as six years. Mre recent studies showed that the popul ati on was
conposed of four age groups ranging fromyoung of the year to over age three
(Gosslein and Azarovitz 1982). Sone butterfish are sexually nature at age
one, but all are sexually nature by age two (G osslein and Azarovitz 1982).
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4.2 Description of Habitat
4.2.1 Inventory of Environmental and Fisheries Data

According to 50 CFR part 600.815 (a)(2)(i)(A), an initial inventory of
avai |l abl e environnental and fisheries data sources relevant to the nmanaged
speci es shoul d be used in describing and identifying essential fish habitat

(EFH).

In section 600.815 (a)(2)(i)(B) in order to identify EFH, basic information is
needed on current and historic stock size, the geographic range of the nanaged
species, the habitat requirenents by life history stage, and the distribution
and characteristics of those habitats.

Atl antic mackerel, Sconber sconbrus L., is a fast sw nmng, pelagic schooling
species distributed in the Northwest Atlantic fromthe Qulf of St. Lawence to
Cape Lookout North Carolina (Sette 1943, 1950; Anderson 1976; MAFMC 1994).
Wil e there are two separate spawni ng contingents in the Northwest Atlantic,
(Sette 1950), since 1975, all nmckerel in this area have been assessed as a
single unit stock (Anderson 1982) and are consi dered one stock for nanagenent
pur poses.

The long-finned squid, Loligo pealei, is a pelagic schooling species of the
mol luscan famly Loliginidae. It is distributed in continental shelf and
sl ope waters from Newfoundl and to the Qulf of Venezuela, w th commrercial
abundances occurring from southern Georges Bank to Cape Hatteras.

The short-finned squid, Illex illecebrosus, is a pelagic species of the famly
QOmrast rephi dae, the oceanic squids. Illex is distributed on the western north
Atlantic fromthe Labrador Sea to Florida Straits (Roper et al. 1998). 1In the
western Atlantic, it ranges from G eenl and, Labrador and Newfoundl and
southward to Florida.

The Atlantic butterfish, Peprilus triacanthus, is a fast-growi ng, short-lived,
pel agic fish that fornms | oose schools, often near the surface (Schreiber 1973,
Dery 1988, Brodziak 1995a). Butterfish range from Newfoundl and and the Qul f
of St. Lawrence to the Atlantic and Qulf coasts of Florida, but they are nost
abundant fromthe @l f of Miine to Cape Hatteras (Bigel ow and Schroeder 1953,
Haedri ch 1967, Horn 1970a, Powell et al. 1972, Cool ey 1978, Scott and Scott
1988, Brodzi ak 1995a, Kl ei n-MacPhee, in review.

Cimate, physiographic, and hydrographic differences separate the Atlantic
ocean fromthe Qulf of Maine to Florida into two distinct areas, the New

Engl and-M ddl e Atlantic Area and the South Atlantic Area, with the natural
division occurring at Cape Hatteras. These differences result in major
zoogeogr aphi ¢ faunal changes at Cape Hatteras (Briggs 1974). The New Engl and
regi on from Nantucket Shoals to the Gulf of Mine includes CGeorges Bank, one
of the worlds nost productive fishing grounds. The Qulf of Maine is a deep
cold water basin, partially sealed off fromthe open Atlantic by Georges and
Browns Banks, which fall off sharply into the continental shelf.

41



The New Engl and-M ddl e Atlantic area is fairly uniformphysically and is
influenced by nmany | arge coastal rivers and estuarine areas including
Chesapeake Bay, the largest estuary in the United States, Narragansett Bay,
Long Island Sound, the Hudson River, Del aware Bay, and the nearly conti nuous
band of estuaries behind the barrier beaches fromsouthern Long Island to
Virginia. The southern edge of the region includes the estuarine conplex of
Currituck, A benarle, and Pamlico Sounds, a 2500 square mle systemof |arge
i nterconnecti ng sounds behind the Quter Banks of North Carolina (Freeman and
Wal ford 1974 a-d, 1976 a and b).

The South Atlantic region is characterized by three I ong crescent shaped
enbaynents, denarcated by four prom nent points of |and, Cape Hatteras, Cape
Lookout, and Cape Fear in North Carolina, and Cape Romain in South Carolina.
Low barrier islands occur along the coast south of Cape Hatteras with
conconmitant sounds that are only a mile or two wide. These barriers becone a
series of large irregularly shaped islands along the coast of Georgia and
South Carolina separated fromthe nainland by one of the |argest coasta
salt-water marsh areas in the world. Sinmilarly, a series of islands border
the Atlantic coast of Florida. These barriers are separated in the north by
broad estuaries which are usually deep and continuous with | arge coasta
rivers, and in the south by narrow, shallow | agoons (Freeman and Wal ford 1976
b-d).

The continental shelf (characterized by water |ess than 650 ft in depth)
extends seaward approximately 120 nmiles off Cape Cod, narrows gradually to 70
mles off New Jersey, and is 20 mles wide at Cape Hatteras. South of Cape
Hatteras, the shelf widens to 80 mles near the Georgi a-Fl ori da border
narrows to 35 niles off Cape Canaveral, Florida and is 10 mles or |ess off

t he sout heast coast of Florida and the Florida Keys. The shelf is at its
narrowest, reaching seaward only 1.5 mles, off Wst Pal mBeach, Florida

Surface circulation is generally southwesterly on the continental shelf during
all seasons of the year, although this may be interrupted by coasta

indrafting and sone reversal of flow at the northern and southern extrenities
of the area. There nmay be a shoreward conmponent to this drift during the warm
hal f of the year and an of fshore conponent during the cold half. The
direction of this drift, fundanentally the result of tenperature-salinity
distribution, is largely determned by the wind. A persistent bottomdrift at
speeds of tenths of nautical mles per day extends from beyond m d-shel f
toward the coast and eventually into the estuaries.

Water tenperatures range fromless than 33 °F in the New York Bight in
February to over 80 °F off Cape Hatteras in August. The vertical thernmal
gradient is mnimzed during winter. In late April to early May, a
thernocl i ne devel ops in shelf waters except over Nantucket Shoals where storm
surges retard thernocline devel opnent. The thernocline persists through the
summer until surface waters begin to cool in early autum. By m d- Novenber
surface to bottomtenperature along the shelf is nearly honogeneous.

Coastwi de, an annual salinity cycle occurs as the result of freshwater stream
flow and the intrusion of slope water fromoffshore. Water salinities

near shore average 32 ppt, increase to 34-35 ppt along the shelf edge, and
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exceed 36.5 ppt along the nain lines of the Qulf stream.

For a conplete inventory of environnental and fisheries data that describes
Il'lex and Loligo squid, butterfish and Atlantic mackerel habitat, see Section
2.2.1 of Anendnent 8.

4,2.2 Habitat Requirenents by Life H story Stage

Anendnent 8 al so provided an extensive literature review and synthesis which
provided detailed information on the Ilife history and habitat requirenents of
Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and butterfish by life history
stage. These reviews are summari zed the abundance and distribution in relation
to a nunmber of abiotic factors for eggs, |arvae, juveniles, and adults for
each species. For nore detailed information relative to habitat requirenents
by life history stage, see Section 2.2.1 of Anendnent 8.

4.2.3 Description and Identification of Essential Fish Habitat

The following is a sunmary of the descriptions and identification of essential
fish habitat for each species. A conplete description and identification for
Illex and Loligo squid, butterfish and Atlantic mackerel habitat is found in
Section 2.2.2 of Arendnent 8.

Atl antic mackerel

Eggs: O fshore, EFH is the pelagic waters found over the Continental
Shel f (fromthe coast out to the limts of the EEZ), from Mine through
Cape Hatteras, North Carolina in areas that conprise the highest 75% of
the catch where Atlantic mackerel eggs were collected i n MARVAP

i cht hyopl ankt on surveys. Inshore, EFH is the “m xing” and/or “seawater”
portions of all the estuaries where Atlantic nackerel eggs are “common,”
“abundant,” or “highly abundant” on the Atlantic coast, from
Passamaquaddy Bay, Miine to Janes River, Virginia. Generally, Atlantic
mackerel eggs are collected fromshore to 50 ft and tenperatures between
41 °F and 73 °F.

Larvae: O fshore, EFH is the pelagic waters found over the Continental
Shelf (fromthe coast out to the limts of the EEZ), fromthe Qulf of

Mai ne through Cape Hatteras, North Carolina that conprise the highest 75%
of the catch where Atlantic mackerel |arvae were collected in the MARVAP

i cht hyopl ankt on survey. Inshore, EFH is also the “m xi ng” and/or
“seawater” portions of all the estuaries where Atlantic mackerel |arvae
are “common,” “abundant,” or “highly abundant” on the Atlantic coast,

from Passanaquaddy Bay, Maine to Janes River, Virginia. GCenerally,
Atlantic mackerel |arvae are collected in depths between 33 ft and 425 ft
and tenperatures between 43 °F and 72 °F.

Juveni les: O fshore, EFH is the pelagic water found over the Continental
Shelf (fromthe coast out to the limts of the EEZ), fromthe Qulf of
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Mai ne through Cape Hatteras, North Carolina in areas that conprise the

hi ghest 75% of the catch where juvenile Atlantic nmackerel were collected
in the NEFSC trawl surveys. Inshore, EFH is the “m xing” and/or
“seawater” portions of all the estuaries where juvenile Atlantic nackerel
are “common,” “abundant,” or “highly abundant” on the Atlantic coast,
from Passanaquaddy Bay, Maine to Janes River, Virginia. Cenerally,
juveniles Atlantic nackerel are collected fromshore to 1050 ft and
tenperatures between 39 °F and 72 °F.

Adults: Ofshore, EFH is the pelagic waters found over the Conti nental
Shel f (fromthe coast out to the limts of the EEZ), fromthe Qulf of

Mai ne through Cape Hatteras, North Carolina, in areas that conprise the
hi ghest 75% of the catch where adult Atlantic nackerel were collected in
the NEFSC trawl surveys. Inshore, EFH is the “m xing” and/or “seawater”
portions of all the estuaries where adult Atlantic mackerel are “common,”
“abundant,” or “highly abundant” on the Atlantic coast, from
Passanaquaddy Bay, Maine to Janes River, Virginia. Generally, adult
Atlantic mackerel are collected fromshore to 1250 ft and tenperatures
bet ween 39 °F and 61 °F.

Lol i go

Pre-recruits: EFH is the pelagic waters found over the Continental Shelf
(fromthe coast out to the limts of the EEZ), fromthe @Gl f of Mine
through Cape Hatteras, North Carolina in areas that conprise the highest
75% of the catch where pre-recruit Loligo were collected in the NEFSC
trawl surveys. Cenerally, pre-recruit Loligo are collected fromshore to
700 ft and tenperatures between 4 °F and 27 °F.

Recruits: EFH is the pelagic waters found over the Continental Shelf
(fromthe coast out to the limts of the EEZ), fromthe Gl f of Mine
through Cape Hatteras, North Carolina in areas that conprise the highest
75% of the catch where recruited Loligo were collected in the NEFSC traw
surveys. Cenerally, recruited Loligo are collected fromshore to 1000 ft
and tenperatures between 39 °F and 81 °F.

Pre-recruits and recruits are stock assessment terms used by NEFSC and
correspond roughly to the life history stages juveniles and adults,
respectively. Loligo pre-recruits are less than or equal to 8 cmand recruits
are greater than 8 cm

Il ex

Pre-recruits: EFH is the pelagic waters found over the Continental Shelf
(fromthe coast out to the limts of the EEZ), fromthe Gl f of Mine
through Cape Hatteras, North Carolina in areas that conprise the highest
75% of the catch where pre-recruit Illex were collected in the NEFSC
traw surveys. GCenerally, pre-recruit |Illex are collected fromshore to
600 ft and tenperatures between 36 °F and 73 °F.

Recruits: EFH is the pelagic waters found over the Continental Shelf
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(fromthe coast out to the limts of the EEZ), fromthe @Gl f of Mine
through Cape Hatteras, North Carolina in areas that conprise the highest
75% of the catch where recruited Illex were collected in the NEFSC traw
surveys. Cenerally, recruited Illex are collected fromshore to 600 ft
and tenperatures between 39 °F and 66 °F.

Pre-recruits and recruits are stock assessment ternms used by NEFSC and
correspond roughly to the life history stages juveniles and adults,
respectively. Illex pre-recruits are less than or equal to 10 cmand recruits
are greater than 10 cm

Butterfish

Eggs: O fshore, EFH is the pelagic waters found over the Continental
Shel f (fromthe coast out to the limts of the EEZ), fromthe Qulf of

Mai ne through Cape Hatteras, North Carolina in areas that conprise the

hi ghest 75% of the catch where butterfish eggs were collected i n MARMAP

i cht hyopl ankt on surveys. Inshore, EFH is the “m xing” and/or “seawater”
portions of all the estuaries where butterfish eggs are “common,”
“abundant,” or “highly abundant” on the Atlantic coast, from
Passamaquaddy Bay, Miine to Janes River, Virginia. Generally, butterfish
eggs are collected fromshore to 6000 ft and tenperatures between 52 °F
and 63 °F.

Larvae: O fshore, EFH is the pelagic waters found over the Continental
Shelf (fromthe coast out to the limts of the EEZ), fromthe Qulf of

Mai ne through Cape Hatteras, North Carolina areas that conprise the

hi ghest 75% of the catch where butterfish |arvae were collected in the
NEFSC trawl surveys. Inshore, EFH is the “m xi ng” and/or “seawater”
portions of all the estuaries where butterfish |arvae are “conmon,”
“abundant,” or “highly abundant” on the Atlantic coast, from
Passamaquaddy Bay, Miine to Janes River, Virginia. Generally, butterfish
| arvae are collected in depths between 33 ft and 6000 ft and tenperatures
bet ween 48 °F and 66 °F.

Juveni les: O fshore, EFH is the pelagic waters found over the Continental
Shel f (fromthe coast out to the limts of the EEZ), fromthe Qulf of

Mai ne through Cape Hatteras, North Carolina in areas that conprise the

hi ghest 75% of the catch where juvenile butterfish were collected in the
NEFSC trawl surveys. Inshore, EFH is the “m xi ng” and/or “seawater”
portions of all the estuaries where juvenile butterfish are “comon,”
“abundant,” or “highly abundant” on the Atlantic coast, from
Passamaquaddy Bay, Maine to Janes River, Virginia. Generally, juvenile
butterfish are collected in depths between 33 ft and 1200 ft and
tenperatures between 37 °F and 82 °F.

Adults: Ofshore, EFH is the pelagic waters found over the Continental
Shel f (fromthe coast out to the limts of the EEZ), fromthe Qulf of
Mai ne through Cape Hatteras, North Carolina in areas that conprise the
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hi ghest 75% of the catch where adult butterfish were collected in the
NEFSC trawl surveys. Inshore, EFH is the “m xi ng” and/or “seawater”
portions of all the estuaries where adult butterfish are “common,”
“abundant,” or “highly. Abundant” on the Atlantic coast, from
Passanaquaddy Bay, Maine to Janes River, Virginia. Generally, adult
butterfish are collected in depths between 33 ft and 1200 ft and
tenperatures between 37 °F and 82 °F

4.2.4 Fishing Activities that May Adversely Affect EFH

According to section 600.815 (a)(3), adverse effects fromfishing may include
physical, chemical, or biological alterations of the substrate, and | oss of,
or injury to, benthic organisns, prey species and their habitat, and other
conponents of the ecosystem FMPs nust include nanagenent neasures that

m nimze adverse effects on EFH fromfishing, to the extent practicable, and
identify conservation and enhancenent neasures. Councils nmust act to prevent,
mtigate, or minimze any adverse effects fromfishing, to the extent
practicable, if there is evidence that a fishing practice is having an
identifiable adverse effect on EFH

The following is a sunmary of general inpacts of nobile fishing gear fromthe
report “Indirect Effects of Fishing” (Auster and Langton 1998).

The di scussion of the wide range of effects of fishing on EFH is based on the
definition of EFHw thin the Act and the technical guidance produced by NWFS
to inplenment the Act. The Act defines EFH as "those waters and substrate
necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to naturity."
For the purpose of interpreting the definition (and for defining the scope of
this report), "waters" is interpreted by NVFS as "aquatic areas and their
associ at ed physical, chenmical, and biological properties that are used by
fish, and may include areas historically used by fish where appropriate" and
"substrate" is defined to include sedinent, hard bottom structures, and
associ ated bi ol ogical comunities. These definitions provide substantia
flexibility in defining EFH based on our know edge of the different species,
but also allows EFH to be interpreted within a broader ecosystem perspecti ve.
Di sturbance has been defined as "any discrete event in tine that disrupts
ecosystem community, or popul ation structure and changes resources, substrate
availability, or the physical environnent" (Pickett and Wiite 1985). From an
ecol ogi cal perspective, fishing with fixed nobile gear is the nost w despread
formof direct disturbance in narine systens bel ow depths which are affected
by storns (Watling and Norse 1997). Disturbance can be caused by many natura
processes such as currents, predation, iceberg scour (Hall 1994). Hunman
caused di sturbance can result fromactivities such as harbor dredgi ng and
fishing with nobile gear. D sturbance can be gauged by both intensity (as a
nmeasure of the force of disturbance) and severity (as a nmeasure of inpact on
the biotic comunity)

One of the nost difficult aspects of estimating the extent of inpacts on EFH
is the lack of high resolution data on the distribution of fishing effort.

Fi shers are often resistant to reporting effort based on |ocations of
individual tows or sets (for the obvious reason of divulging productive
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locations to conpetitors and regulators). Effort data in nany fisheries are
apportioned to particular statistical areas for nonitoring purposes. Using
this type of data it, has been possible to obtain averages of effort, and
subsequent extrapol ations of area inpacted, for |arger regions

Trawling effort in the Mddle Atlantic Bight off the northeast U S. was
sumari zed by Churchill (1989). Traw ed area estinmates were extrapol ated from
fishing effort data in 30 mnute latitude x 30 mnute |ongitude grids. The
range of effort was quite variable, but the percent area inpacted in sone

bl ocks of f southern New Engl and was over 200% wi th one bl ock reachi ng 413%
Estimating the spatial inmpact of fixed gears is even nore problematic. For
exanmpl e, during 1996 there were 2,690,856 | obster traps fished in the state of
Mai ne (Mai ne Departnent of Marine Resources unpublished data). These traps
were haul ed on average every 4.5 d, or 81.4 tines year'!. Assuning a 1 n?
footprint for each trap, the area inpacted was 219 kn?. |f each trap was
dragged across an area three tinmes the footprint during set and recovery, the
area i npacted was 657 knf. A lack of data on the extent of the area actually
fished makes anal ysis of the inpacts of fishing on EFH in those fisheries
difficult.

Auster and Langton (1998) summarize and interpret the current scientific
literature on fishing inpacts as they relate to fish habitat. These studies
are discussed within three broad subject areas: effects on structura
conmponents of habitat, effects on benthic comunity structure, and effects on
ecosystem | evel processes. The interpretation is based on comonalities and
di fferences between studies. Fishing gear types are discussed as genera
categories (e.g., traws, dredges, fixed gear). The necessity for these
generalizations is based on two over-riding issues: (1) many studies do not
specify the exact type and configuration of fishing gear used, and (2) each
study reports on a linmted range of habitat types. However, their
interpretation of the wide range of studies is based on the type and direction
of inpacts, not absolute levels of inpacts. Auster and Langton (1998) do not
address the issues of bycatch (A verson et al. 1994), nortality of gear
escapees (Chopin and Arinoto 1995), or ghost fishing gear (Jennings and Kai ser
1998, p. 11-12 and references therein), as these issues do not directly relate
to fish habitat, and recent reviews have been published which address these
subj ect s.

Impacts of fishing on fish habitat (Auster and Langton 1998) include the
foll owi ng:

1. Effects on structural conponents of habitat;
2. Effects on community structure; and

3. Effects of ecosystem processes.
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4.2.5 Options for Managi ng Adverse Effects from Fi shing

According to section 600.815 (a)(4), fishery nanagenent options may include,
but are not limted to: (i) fishing equipnment restrictions, (ii) tinme/area
closures, and (iii) harvest limts.

According to section 600.815 (a)(3) Councils nust act to prevent, nitigate, or
mni mze adverse effects fromfishing, to the extent practicable, if thereis
evidence that a fishing practice is having an identifiable adverse effect on
EFH  Evidence of various gear inpacts on bottomin the Md-Atlantic Region
has been presented to the Council over the past several years. It is because
of this anecdotal information that the Council is considering that all nobile
gear conming into contact with the seafloor within Atlantic mackerel, Loligo,
Illex, and butterfish EFH is characterized as having a potential inpact on
their EFH  However, the effort of these bottomtending gears is largely
unquantified fromdata that are presently collected by the NEFSC as

summari zed by Auster and Langton (1999) and therefore no management neasures
will be proposed at this tine

The requirenment concerning gear inpact managenment is to the extent practicable
given the evidence that the fishing practice is having an identifiable adverse
effect. The Council feels strongly that very little evidence was provided in
the synthesis docunment of Auster and Langton (1998) relative to identifiable
adverse effects to EFH in FMPs nmanaged by this Council at this tine. Fishing
gear inpacts along with the description and identification of EFH are

f ramewor ked managenent measures which can easily and readily be changed as
nmore informati on becones available. The Council’s Habitat Monitoring
Conmittee (section 2.2.8) will be neeting annually and can provide
recommendat i ons concerni ng gear inpacts that NVFS and the Council can act on
in the future. The Council feels it would be premature, given the |ack of
identifiable adverse effects of gear inpacts to these nanaged species EFH to
propose gear management neasures at this tine. It is sinply not practicable
to i npose unwarranted nanagenent neasures that are unjustifiable. The Counci
wi Il consider inplenenting management neasures to protect EFH if and when
adverse gear inpacts are identified.

4.2.6 ldentification of Non-Fishing Activities and Associ ated Conservation
and Enhancenent Recommendati ons

According to section 600.815 (a)(5), FMPs nmust identify activities that have
the potential to adversely affect EFH quantity or quality, or both. Broad
categories of activities which can adversely affect EFH include, but are not
limted to: dredging, fill, excavation, mning, inmpoundment, discharge, water
di versions, thernmal additions, actions that contribute to non-point source

pol lution and sedi mentation, introduction of potentially hazardous materi al s,
introduction of exotic species, and the conversion of aquatic habitat that may
elimnate, dimnish, or disrupt the functions of EFH

Estuari ne and coastal |ands and waters are used for many purposes that often

result in conflicts for space and resources (USDC 1985a). Some nay result in
the absolute loss or |ong-termdegradati on of the general aquatic environment
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or specific aquatic habitats, and pose theoretically significant, but as yet
unquantified threats to biota and their associated habitats (USDC 1985a).

Mil tipl e-use issues are constantly changing, as are the inpacts of certain
activities on living nmarine resources (USDC 1985a). Activities that occur on
estuarine and coastal |ands and waters and of fshore waters may affect |iving
nmari ne resources directly and/or indirectly through habitat |oss and/or

nodi fication. These effects, conbined with cunulative effects from ot her
activities in the ecosystem nay contribute to the decline of sone species
(USDC 1997a). The following discussion identifies and descri bes each multiple
use issue and the potential threats associated with that issue. The adverse
effects to nmarine organisns and their habitats resulting fromany given threat
are denonstrabl e, but usually not conpletely quantifiable. Envi ronnental and
soci o-economi c issues renain to be satisfactorily resolved with regard to

i npacts on narine organisns and their habitats

The threats addressed in this section are gernane to the entire Atlantic
coast. Al Md-Atlantic Council nanaged speci es exi st outside the geographic
boundaries of Md-Atlantic Council. Know edgeabl e NMFS/ Counci | individuals
were asked to identify and prioritize non-fishing "perceived" threats. Once
this list was conplete, the resulting paper was distributed for review via
mai |, workshops, and conferences. The list is prioritized in regards to (1)
perceived threats of habitat nanagers and others in the environnenta
community and (2) potential inpact to Atlantic nackerel, Loligo, Illex, and
butterfish habitat. Information fromthe ASM-C wor kshop (Stephan and Bei dl er
1997) for habitat nmanagers, which included a broad spectrum of constituents,
was al so used to identify threats.

According to section 600.815 (a)(7), FMPs nmust describe options to avoid,
mnimze, or conpensate for the adverse effects identified in the non-fishing
threats section including curmul ative inpacts (section 2.2.5). The Councils
are deeply concerned about the effects of marine and estuari ne habitat
degradation on fishery resources.

The MBFCVA provides for the conservati on and nanagenent of |iving marine
resources (which by definition includes habitat), principally within the EEZ,
al though there is concern for nanagenent throughout the range of the resource
Additionally, the MBFCVA provides [305(b)(3)(A)] that "Each Council may
comrent on, and nake recommendati ons to the Secretary and any federal agency
concerning, any activity authorized, funded, or undertaken, or proposed to be
authori zed, funded, or undertaken, by any federal or state agency that, in the
view of the Council, may affect the habitat, including essential fish habitat,
of a fishery resource under its authority.” [305(b)(4)(B)] “Wthin 30 days
after receiving a conment under subparagraph (A), a federal agency shal
provide a detailed response in witing to the Council comenti ng under
paragraph (3)."

The Councils have a responsibility under the MSFCVA to consider the inpact of

habi t at degradati on on Atlantic mackerel, Loligo, Illex, and butterfish. The
follow ng recomrendations are nade in |light of that responsibility.
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The goal of the Council is to preserve all available or potential natura
habitat for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo, Illex, and butterfish by encouragi ng
managenent of conflicting uses to assure access by the four species and

mai nt enance of high water quality to protect these species mgration
spawni ng, nursery, overw ntering, and feeding areas. Non-water dependent
actions should not be authorized in Atlantic mackerel, Loligo, Illex, and
butterfish EFH, if they adversely affect that habitat. Those non-water
dependent actions in adjacent upland areas, such as agriculture, should be
managed to mininize detrinental effects. Wter dependent activities that nmay
adversely affect theses species EFH, shoul d be designed using environnmentally
sound engi neering and best managenent practices to avoid or mnimze those
inmpacts. Regardless, the | east environmental |y damagi ng alternatives
avai | abl e shoul d be enpl oyed to reduce inpacts, both individually and

curmul atively to Atlantic nackerel, Loligo, Illex, and butterfish EFH

Finally, compensatory mitigation should be provided for all unavoi dabl e
impacts to these speci es EFH

Al so, in general, the EPA and States should reviewtheir water quality
standards relative to Atlantic nackerel, Loligo, Illex, and butterfish EFH
areas and make changes as needed in estuarine and coastal areas. The EPA
shoul d establish water quality standards for the EEZ sufficient to maintain
edi ble Atlantic mackerel, Loligo, Illex, and butterfish. Finally, water
quality standards in these species EFH should be enforced rigidly by state or
local water quality managenent agencies, whose actions should be carefully
nonitored by the EPA. Were state or | ocal managenent efforts

(standards/ enforcenment) are deemed i nadequate, EPA should take steps to assure
improvenent; if these efforts continue to be inadequate, EPA should assune
authority, as necessary.

Speci fic recommendati ons for the conservation and enhancenment of Atlantic
nmackerel, Loligo, Illex, and butterfish EFH are found in Section 2.2.5 of
Amendnent 8 which provides a detail ed discussion of individual habitat

t hreats.

4.2.7 Research and | nformati on Needs

Section 600.815 (a)(10), states that each FMP should contain recommrendati ons
for research efforts that the Councils and NVFS view as necessary for carrying
out their EFH nanagenent nandate. There are five sets of recommendati ons
included in Section 2.2.7 of Amendment 8.

4.2.8 Review and Revision of EFH Conponents of FMW

A conpl ete description of review and revision of EFH conponents of the FMP is
found in Section 2.2.8 of Arendnent 8. The following is a summary from
Section 2.2.8 of Arendnent 8.

Section 600.815 (a)(11), states that Councils and NMFS shoul d periodically

review t he EFH conmponents of FMPs, including an update of the fishing
equi pnent assessnent. Each EFH FMP anmendrment shoul d include a provision
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requiring review and update of EFH information and preparati on of a revised
FMP anendrment if new i nfornmation becones avail abl e.

The Council will amend its FMPs at |east every five years as called for in
this section, but is also including a habitat franework adjustnent provision
that can be included in each FMP. Due to the very rapid tine constraints of
neeting the Cctober- MSFMCA deadl i ne mandated by Congress (with very linmted
addi tional funds), it was inpossible to include nmuch of the state survey data
that will be available in the future, as well as, nuch of the unpublished
literature on contam nants etc. It is inportant to understand that this EFH
is a"work in progress" and that the process will evolve. This franmework
provision is envisioned to work along the existing franework provisions
establ i shed for the New Engl and Multi species FMP by the NEFMC. A simlar
process is proposed in this FMP for other non-EFH managenent neasures

The FMP contains descriptions and identification of essential fish habitat,
estinmates of gear inpacts on essential fish habitat, and contains
recommendati ons that describe options to avoid, mnimze, or conpensate for
the adverse effects and pronote the conservation and enhancenent of EFH In
sone cases definitions, estimates, and recommendati ons are nade in genera
terns because the specific content and concentrations of organic and inorganic
conpounds have not yet been conpiled and/ or specified by regul atory agencies.
The purpose of this franework provision is to incorporate such specifics into
the definitions, estinmates, and recommendations as specifics are devel oped via
exi sting data not avail abl e when the FMP was adopted. The franework provision
is not to be used to add or delete the conservati on and enhancenent
recommendati ons, but only to adjust designations of EFH (boundaries), habitat
areas of particular concern, and revise gear nanagenent neasures (such as

degr adabl e panels and lines).

The Council envisions creating a Habitat Mnitoring Commttee (HMC) nade up of
at least staff representatives fromthe NVFS Northeast Fisheries Science
Center, the Northeast Regional Ofice Managenent and Habitat Sections, the
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Conmm ssion, and Chaired by the Council
Executive Director or his/her designee. The HMC will neet at the call of the
HMC Chair, to devel op options for MAFMC consi deration on any adjustnent or

el aboration of any FMP EFH definition or gear inpacts of EFH recomendati ons
necessary to achieve the habitat goals and objectives. Based on this review,
the HMC will recommend specific neasures to revise EFH definitions, revise
gear specifications.

The MAFMC, through its Habitat Commttee, will review the recomendations of
the HMC and all of the options devel oped by the HMC and ot her rel evant
information, consider public comment, and devel op a recommendation to neet the
FMP' s habitat goals and objectives. If the MAFMC does not subnmit a
recomendation that neets the FMP' s habitat goals and objectives and is
consistent with other applicable | aw, the Regional Adm nistrator nay adopt by
regul atory change any option devel oped by the HMC, unless rejected by the
MAFMC or tabled by the MAFMC for additional consideration, provided the option
neets the FMP s habitat goals and objective and is consistent wth other
applicable law. The franeworked process for devel opi ng EFH and/ or gear
inmpacts will followthe sane overall process as that for other non-EFH
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managenent neasures.

4.3 Description of the Human Environnent

4.3.2 Description of Fishing Activities and Economi c Environnent
4.3.1.2 Loligo

United States fishernen have been | anding squid al ong the Northeastern coast
of the US since the 1880's (Kolator and Long 1978). The early donestic
fishery utilized fish traps and otter trawls but was of relatively m nor
inmportance to the US fishery due to | ow market demand. The squid taken were
used primarily for bait (Lux et al. 1974). However, squid have long been a
popul ar foodfish in various foreign markets and therefore a target of the
foreign fishing fleets throughout the world, including both coasts of North
Anerica (Okutani 1977). USSR vessels first reported incidental catches of
squid off the Northeastern coast of the United States in 1964. Fishing effort
directed at the squids began in 1968 by USSR and Japanese vessels. By 1972
Spai n, Portugal and Pol and had al so entered the fishery. Reported foreign

I andi ngs of Loligo increased from2000 nt in 1964 to a peak of 36,500 nt in
1973. Foreign Loligo | andings averaged 29,000 nt for the period 1972-1975.

Foreign fishing for Loligo began to be regulated with the advent of extended
fishery jurisdiction in the USin 1977. Initially, US regulations restricted
foreign vessels fishing for squid (and other species) to certain areas and
tinmes (the so-called foreign fishing "wi ndows"), primarily to reduce spatia
conflicts with donmestic fixed gear fishermen and m ni nmize bycatch of non-
target species. The result of these restrictions was an i nmedi ate reduction
in the foreign catch of Loligo from21,000 nt in 1976 to 9,355 nt in 1978

By 1982, foreign Loligo catches had again risen above 20,000 nt. At this
time, US managenent of the squid resources focused on the Amrericanization of
these fisheries. This process began with the devel opment of joint ventures
between US fishermen and foreign concerns. Domestic annual harvest (DAH) was
increased from7,000 nt in the 1982-83 fishing year to 22,000 nt for 1983-84.
Foreign all ocations were reduced from 20,350 nt during 1982-83 to 5,550 nt
during 1983-84 (Lange 1985). The foreign catch of Loligo fell below 5,000 nt
by 1986, to 2 nt in 1987 and finally to zero in 1990.

The devel opnent and expansi on of the US squid fishery was slow to occur for
several reasons. First, the donestic market demand for squid in the US has
traditionally been linited to the bait market. Secondly, the US fishing
industry |l acked both the catching and processing technol ogy necessary to
exploit squid in offshore waters. In the late 19th and early 20th century,
squid were taken prinarily by pound nets. Even though bottomotter traw s
eventual ly repl aced pound nets as the primary gear used to capture squid
during this century, the US industry did not devel op the appropriate
technol ogy to catch and process squid in deep water until the 1980's.

The annual US donestic squid landings (including Illex |andings) fromMine to
North Carolina averaged roughly 2,000 nmt from 1928-1967 (NWS 1994a). During
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the period 1965-1980, US Loligo |andings ranged fromroughly 1,000 nt in 1968
to 4,000 nt in 1980. The US Loligo fishery began to increase dramatically
begi nning in 1983 when reported | andi ngs exceeded 15,000 nt. Since the
cessation of directed foreign fishing in 1987, the US domestic harvest of

Lol i go averaged 17,800 nt during 1987-1992. The ex-vessel value of US caught
Loligo increased from7.8 nillion dollars in 1983 to 23.3 mllion in 1992.

In 1992 Loligo landings totaled 18,172 nmt, 99% of which was taken by otter
trawmls. Nearly half of the 1992 harvest (8,112 nt) was take fromstati sti cal
area 616, while six statistical areas (616, 537, 613, 622, 612, and 526)
accounted for 87%of the total |andings. Seasonally, 81%of the 1992 Loligo

I andi ngs occurred in winter and autumm (Jan-Apr and Cct-Dec) (NMFS 1994a).

Total US Loligo landings were 22,469 nmt in 1993 valued at $29.1 mllion
($0.59/1b; $762/nmt). NWS data for 1994 indicate that US Loligo |andings were
22,577 mt valued at $31.9 mllion. Unpublished NMFS wei ghout data indicate
that Loligo |andings declined to 17,928 nt in 1995 (docksi de value declined to
$23.0 mllion) and increased slightly to 18,008 nt (dockside value of $23.1
mllion) in 1995. NWS wei ghout data indicate that 1996 US Loligo | andings
decreased to 12,459 nt (valued at $18.6 nillion) and then increased to 16,203
m in 1997 (valued at $26.5 mllion). The nost recent assessnent (NWFS 1999)
indicated that |andings of Loligo were 18,385 nt in 1998 val ued at $32.2
mllion. Unpublished NWS deal er data indicate that Loligo |andings were
18,764 nt valued at $32.2 mllion in 1999. Unpublished prelimnary Deal er
Reports to NMFS indicate that Loligo | andings were 16,561 nt in 2000 (110% of
t he adj usted annual quota).

4.3.1.3 Atlantic mackerel
4.3.1.3.1 Commercial Fishery

Atl antic nackerel have a long history of exploitation off the northeastern
coast of the United States dating back to colonial tines. Anerican colonists
of the 1600's consi dered nackerel one of their nost inportant staple
commodities (Hoy and Cark 1967). The principal comrercial gear was the haul
seine prior to 1800. Hook and |line then became the primary gear until about
1850 when the purse seine was introduced and | argely replaced the traditional
hook and line rmethod (Anderson and Paci or kowski 1978).

Formal record keeping for Atlantic nmackerel in the US began in 1804. During
1804- 1818, the US fishery was confined to near shore waters and annual

| andi ngs averaged about 3,100 nt. Reported |andings then increased sharply
when the of fshore salt mackerel fishery developed in 1818. As the narket for
salt mackerel grew, so did the fleet in both size and nunber of vessels.
Wthin 20 years, nmore than 900 sailing vessels operated fromUS ports and

| andi ngs subsequently reached a pre-1850 peak of 80,300 nt in 1831. Annual US
| andi ngs averaged 41,700 nt from 1819 to 1885 but varied from 10,500 nt in
1840 to 81,300 in 1884. The Canadi an nackerel fishery devel oped later than in
the US, and although catch statistics were first reported in 1876, their
fishery was probably significant since 1850. Conbined US and Canadi an

| andi ngs peaked in 1889 at 106,000 nt, but declined sharply to 13,300 nt by
1889 (Anderson and Paci or kowski 1978).
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Landi ngs remai ned | ow during the period 1886-1924, averaging 18,100 nt per
year (9,400 nt US, 11,700 nmt Canadian). The fishery changed significantly
during this period as vessels changed fromsail to notor power and narket
dermand shifted fromsalted to fresh nackerel. Average |andi ngs subsequently
increased to 35,200 nt (23,500 nt US, 11,700 nt Canadian) for the period 1925-
1949 with the highest level of 49,200 nt in 1944. Landings gradually declined
during the next decade, falling to 6,100 mt in 1959 (Hoy and d ark 1967;

Ander son and Paci or kowski 1978).

The nodern northwest Atlantic nackerel fishery underwent dramatic change with
the arrival of the European distant-water fleets (DW) in the early 1960's.
Wiile the first DW |andings reported in 1961 were not large (11,000 nt), they
increased substantially to over 114,000 nt by 1969. Total international
commerci al | andi ngs (NAFO Subareas 2-6,) peaked at 437,000 nt in 1973 and then
declined sharply to 77,000 by 1977 (Overholtz 1989).

The Magnuson Act of 1976 established control of the portion of the mackerel
fishery occurring in US waters (NAFO Subareas 5-6) under the auspices of the
M d-Atl antic Fishery Managenent Council. Reported foreign landings in US

wat ers declined froman unregul ated | evel of 385,000 nt in 1972 to less than
400 nt from 1978-1980 under Magnuson (the forei gn nackerel fishery was
restricted by NOAA Foreign Fishing regulations to certain areas or "w ndows").
Under the control of MAFMC nackerel FMP and subsequent anendnents, foreign
nmackerel catches were pernmitted to increase gradually to 15,000 nt in 1984 and
then to a peak of alnost 43,000 nt in 1988.

Recent US nanagenent policy of no TALFF conbined with political and econom c
changes in Eastern Europe resulted in a decline in foreign |Iandings from9, 000
nm in 1991 to O in 1992 and 1993. US commerci al | andi ngs of nackerel
increased steadily fromroughly 3000 nt in the early 1980's to greater than
31,000 nt in 1990. However, US mackerel |andings declined to 12,418 nt in
1992 and 4,666 mt in 1993. NWS wei ghout data indicate that US | andi ngs were
8,543 nmt in 1994 and 8,442 nt in 1995. NMFS wei ghout data indicate that US
Atl antic nackerel |andings increased to 15,712 nt in 1996 (val ued at $4.6
mllion) and then declined slightly to 15,406 nt in 1997 (valued at $9.5
mllion). NWS weighout data indicate that US Atlantic mackerel |andings were
12,509 nmt in 1998 (valued at $4.7 nillion) and 12,405 nt (valued at $3.6
mllion) in 1999.

4.3.1.3.2 Recreational Fishery

The Atlantic nackerel is seasonally inportant to the recreational fisheries of
the Md-Atlantic and New Engl and regions. They are available to recreational
anglers in the Md-Atlantic primarily during the spring mgration.

H storically, mackerel first appear off Virginia in March and gradual |y nove
northward. Christensen et al. 1979 found nackerel to be available to the
recreational fishery fromDelaware to New York for about three weeks
(generally fromearly April to early May). As a result, the annual
recreational catch of mackerel appears to be sensitive to changes in their

m gration and subsequent distribution pattern (Overholtz et al. 1989).
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Since 1979, recreational nackerel |andings have varied from284 nt in 1992 to
4,032 nmt in 1987. |In recent years, recreational nackerel |andings have
increased steadily from1,249 nt in 1995 to 1,736 mt in 1997. NMFS
recreational fisheries data indicate that recreational nackerel |andings
declined to 690 nt in 1998. Recreational mackerel |andings occur from
Virginia to Maine, with highest catches from New Jersey to Massachusetts. New
Jersey accounted for 37%of the recreati onal nmackerel |andings for the period
1979-1991, followed by Massachusetts (25% w th the renaining States |anding
roughly equal anounts of Atlantic nackerel

4,.3.1.4 Illex illecebrosus

As in the case of Loligo, Illex have been exploited by US fishermen since at
|l east late 1800's, being used primarily as bait. From 1928 to 1967, reported
annual US squid | andings fromMine to North Carolina (including Loligo

peal ei) ranged from 500-2,000 nt (Lange and Sissenwi ne 1980). However
foreign fishing fleets became interested in exploitation of the neritic squid
stocks of the Northwest Atlantic Ccean when the USSR first reported squid
bycatches in the md-1960's. By 1972, foreign fishing fleets reported | andi ng
17,200 thousand mt of Illex from Cape Hatteras to the Qulf of Maine. During
the period 1973-1982, foreign landings of Illex in US waters averaged about
18,000 nt, while US fisherman averaged only slightly nmore than 1,100 nt per
year. Foreign |andings from 1983-1986 were part of the US joint venture
fishery which ended in 1987 (NWS 1994a). The donestic fishery for Il1lex
increased steadily during the 1980's as foreign fishing was elimnated in the
US EEZ. US landings first exceeded 10,000 nt in 1987 and ranged roughly from
11,000 nt in 1990 to 17,800 nt in 1992

Because their geographical range extends well beyond the US EEZ, Illex are
subject to heavy exploitation in waters outside of US jurisdiction. During
the md-1970's, a large directed fishery for Illex devel oped i n NAFO subar eas
2-4. Reported landings of Illex increased dramatically from 17,700 nt in 1975
to 162,000 nt in 1979. Illex |andings in NAFO subareas 2-4 subsequently
plumeted to slightly less than 13,000 nt by 1982. Hence, within the tota
stock of Illex (NAFO Subareas 2-6) |andings peaked in 1979 at 180,000 nt but
have since declined sharply, ranging from2,800 to 22,200 nt during the period
1983-1991 (NVFS 1994a) .

In 1992, US Illex landings were a then record high 17,827 nt with an ex-vesse
val ue of $9, 700, 000 (average price=%$0.54 per kg/$0.25 per Ib). Statistica
area 622 accounted for 63%of the total harvest, while three areas (SA
622,626, and 632) accounted for 96% of the total in 1992. Tenporally, 94% of
the 1992 Illex | andings were taken during June through Cctober. Qter traw
gear accounted for virtually all (99.9% of the 1992 |andings (NWFS 1994a).

Il'lex | andings reached 18,012 nt in 1993 and then rose slightly to a record
high 18,344 nt in 1994. |In 1993 prices fell to $473/nt but rose sharply in
1994 to $569/nt. NWS wei ghout data indicate that Illex |andings declined to
14,049 nt in 1995 (docksi de value declined to $8.0 mllion). NVFS wei ghout
data indicate that 1996 US Illex |andings increased to 16,969 nt (val ued at
$9.7 mllion) and then declined to 13,632 nt (valued at $6.1 nmillion) in 1997
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The nost recent assessnent (NMFS 1999) indicated that |andings of Illex were

22,705 nt in 1998 valued at $9.2 mllion. Illex landings for the period 1994-
1998 averaged 17,142 nt. Unpublished NVFS wei ghout data indicate that 7,361
m of Illex valued at $3.9 mllion was |anded in 1999.

4,.3.1.5 Butterfish

Atlantic butterfish were |anded exclusively by US fishermen fromthe late
1800' s (when formal record keepi ng began) until 1962 (Mrawski and VWaring
1979). Reported | andi ngs averaged about 3,000 nt from 1920-1962 (Waring
1975). Beginning in 1963, vessels from Japan, Poland and the USSR began to
exploit butterfish along the edge of the continental shelf during the |ate-
autum through early spring. Reported foreign catches of butterfish increased
from750 nt in 1965 to 15,000 nt in 1969, and then to about 18,000 nt in 1973.
Wth the advent of extended jurisdiction in US waters, reported foreign

I andi ngs declined sharply from 10,353 nt in 1976 to 1,326 nt in 1978. Foreign
I andi ngs were slowy phased out by 1987. Since 1988, foreign butterfish

| andi ngs have averaged about 1 nt.

During the period 1965-1976, US Atlantic butterfish |andings averaged 2, 051
nm. From 1977-1987, average US | andings doubled to 5,252 nt, a historical
peak of slightly less than 12,000 nt |anded in 1984. Since then US | andi ngs
have declined sharply to an average of 2,500 nt since 1988. Recent reductions
in Japanese denand for butterfish has probably had a negative effect on
butterfish | andings.

Butterfish landings totaled 2,700 mt in 1992. Alnost half (45% of the 1992
total canme from southern New England waters (Statistical area 53). Two
statistical areas, 53 and 61, accounted for over 75% of the 1992 total. About
hal f of the |andings occurred during January and February, the renai nder being
di stributed throughout the rest of the year. Butterfish |andings were 3,631
nm and 2,013 nt in 1994 and 1995 , respectively. NWVFS weighout data indicate
that US butterfish landings increased to 3,489 nt in 1996 (valued at $5.1
mllion) and then decreased to 2,797 nt (valued at $4.7 nmillion) in 1997.

NMFS wei ghout data indicate that butterfish |andings were 1,964 nt in 1998
(valued at $2.5 mllion) and that butterfish |andings increased to 2,116 nt in
1999 (valued at $2.7 mllion).

Atlantic butterfish were |anded exclusively by US fishermen fromthe late
1800' s (when formal record keepi ng began) until 1962 (Mrawski and VWaring
1979). Reported | andi ngs averaged about 3,000 nt from 1920-1962 (Waring
1975). Beginning in 1963, vessels from Japan, Poland and the USSR began to
exploit butterfish along the edge of the continental shelf during the |ate-
autum through early spring. Reported foreign catches of butterfish increased
from750 nt in 1965 to 15,000 nt in 1969, and then to about 18,000 nt in 1973.
Wth the advent of extended jurisdiction in US waters, reported foreign

I andi ngs declined sharply from 10,353 nt in 1976 to 1,326 nt in 1978. Foreign
I andi ngs were slowy phased out by 1987. Since 1988, foreign butterfish

| andi ngs have averaged about 1 nt.

During the period 1965-1976, US Atlantic butterfish |andings averaged 2, 051
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n. From 1977-1987, average US | andings doubled to 5,252 nt, a historical
peak of slightly less than 12,000 nt | anded in 1984. Since then US | andi ngs
have declined sharply to an average of 2,500 nt since 1988. Recent reductions
in Japanese denmand for butterfish has probably had a negative effect on
butterfish | andings.

Butterfish landings totaled 2,700 nmt in 1992. Al nost half (45% of the 1992
total canme from southern New England waters (Statistical area 53). Two
statistical areas, 53 and 61, accounted for over 75% of the 1992 total. About
hal f of the | andings occurred during January and February, the renuinder being
di stributed throughout the rest of the year. Butterfish |Iandings were 3,631
n and 2,013 nt in 1994 and 1995 , respectively. NWS weighout data indicate
that US butterfish landings increased to 3,489 nt in 1996 (valued at $5.1
mllion) and then decreased to 2,797 nmt (valued at $4.7 mllion) in 1997.

NMFS wei ghout data indicate that butterfish |andings were 1,964 nt in 1998
(valued at $2.5 mllion) and that butterfish |andings increased to 2,116 nt in
1999 (valued at $2.7 mllion).

4.3.2 Description of participants in Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish
fisheries

According to unpublished NWFS permt file data, there were 2007 vessels with
Atlantic nackerel permits in 1999. The distribution of these vessels by hone
port state is given in Table 1. Mst of these vessels were fromthe states of
Massachusetts (43.6%, New York (12.6%, Maine (10.9%, New Jersey (9.1%,
Rhode Island (6.4%, Virginia (5.9%, New Hanpshire (3.4% and North Carolina
(3.2% . In addition, there were 340 deal ers which possessed Atlantic
nmackerel, squid and butterfish dealer permts in 1999. The distribution of
these dealers is given by state in Table 2. O the 340 vessels which
possessed an Atlantic mackerel, squid and butterfish dealer permts in 1999,
there were 115 dealers that reported buying Atlantic nackerel inl1999 (Table
3).

Based on NVFS deal er reports, a total of 559 vessels landed 26.5 nillion
pounds of Atlantic mackerel valued at $3.6 nillion in 1999 (Table 4). Most of
the vessel s which | anded nmackerel al so possessed Loligo/butterfish noratorium
permts and Illex permts (Table 5). There were 260 vessel s which | anded 0.8
mllion pounds of Atlantic mackerel which possessed incidental catch pernits.
The I andi ngs of Atlantic mackerel by port in 1999 are given in Table 6. Cape
May, NJ accounted for the nmajority of mackerel landings in 1999 (74% ,

foll owed by North Kingstown, R (12.5%, Point Judith, R (2.4%, and Chatham
MA (2.3%. No ports were dependent on Atlantic nackerel for nmore than 10% of
the value of total fishery landings in 1999 (Table 7).

According to unpublished NVFS permt file data, there were 400 vessels with
Lol igo/butterfish noratoriumpermts in 1999. The distribution of these
vessel s by home port state is given in Table 8. Mst of these vessels were
fromthe states of Massachusetts (27.6%, New York (24.4%, Rhode Island
(16.6%, New Jersey (14.1%, North Carolina (5.3%, and Virginia (4.8%. In
addi tion, there were 340 deal ers which possessed Atlantic mackerel, squid and
butterfish dealer permts in 1999. The distribution of these dealers is given
by state in Table 2. O the 340 vessel s which possessed an Atlantic mackerel,
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squid and butterfish dealer permits in 1999, there were 137 deal ers that
reported buying Loligo in 1999 (Table 9). Mst of these dealers were fromthe
states of New York (29.2%, Massachusetts (24.8%, Rhode Island (18.2%, North
Carolina (12.4%, New Jersey (8.0%, and Virginia (5.1%.

A total of 523 vessels landed 41.4 million pounds of Loligo valued at 32.2
mllion in 1999. Mst of these | andings were taken by vessel s which possessed
Lol igo/Butterfish noratoriumpermts (Table 5 ). There were 224 vessel s which
landed 6.6 mllion pounds of Loligo in 1999 which possessed incidental catch
permts. The | andings of Loligo by port in 1999 are given in Table 10. Five
ports accounted for the najority of Loligo landings in 1999: Point Judith, Rl
(36.6%, Cape May, NJ (12.9%, Montauk, NY (9.9%, Hanpton Bay, NY (8.4%, and
North Kingstown, R (7.99%. There were nunerous ports that were dependent on
Loligo for nmore than 10% of the value of total fishery landings in 1999 (see
Tabl e 11).

According to unpublished NWS permt file data, there were 77 vessels with
Illex nmoratoriumpermts in 1999. The distribution of these vessels by hone
port state is given in Table 12. Mst of these vessels were fromthe states
of New Jersey (31.2%, New York (14.3% Massachusetts (13.0%, Rhode Island
(11.7%, and Virginia (10.4%. |In addition, there were 340 deal ers which
possessed Atlantic nmackerel, squid and butterfish dealer permits in 1999. The
distribution of these dealers is given by state in Table 2. O the 340

vessel s which possessed an Atlantic mackerel, squid and butterfish deal er
permts in 1999, there were 28 dealers that reported buying Illex in 1999
(Table 13). Most of these dealers were fromthe states of New Jersey (17.9%,
North Carolina (17.9%, Massachusetts (17.9%, Rhode Island (14.3%, Virginia
(10.7%, and New York (10.7%.

A total of 86 vessels landed 16.3 mllion pounds of Illex valued at $3.6
mllion in 1999. Virtually all of these |andings were taken by vessels which
possessed Illex noratoriumpernits (Table 5). There were 38 vessel s which
landed Illex in 1999 which possessed incidental catch permts. The |andings
of Illex by port in 1999 are given in Table 14. Three ports accounted for the
majority of Illex landings in 1999: Cape May, NJ (43.2%, Point Judith, R
(33.4%, and North Kingstown, R (20.8%. North Kingstown, R (12.7% was
the only port dependent on Illex for nore than 10% of the value of it’'s total
fishery landings in 1999 (Table 15).

As noted above, there were 400 vessels with Loligo/butterfish noratorium
permits in 1999. The distribution of these vessels by hone port state is
given in Table 8. Mst of these vessels were fromthe states of Massachusetts
(27.6%, New York (24.4%, Rhode Island (16.6%, New Jersey (14.1%, North
Carolina (5.3%, and Virginia (4.8%. 1In addition, there were 340 deal ers

whi ch possessed Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish dealer permts in
1999. The distribution of these dealers is given by state in Table 2. O the
340 vessel s which possessed an Atlantic mackerel, squid and butterfish deal er
permt in 1999, there were 128 dealers that reported buying butterfish in
1999 (Table 16). Mst of these dealers were fromthe states of Massachusetts
(23.4%, New York (22.7%, Rhode Island (18.8%, North Carolina (16.4%, New
Jersey (8.6%, and Virginia (7.0%.
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A total of 522 vessels landed 4.7 mllion pounds of butterfish valued at $2.7
mllion in 1999. Mst of these |andings were taken by vessels which possessed
Loligo/butterfish noratoriumpermts (Table 5). There were 229 vessel s which
landed 0.5 mllion pounds of butterfish in 1999 which possessed incidental
catch permts. The landings of butterfish by port in 1999 are given in Table
17. Five ports accounted for the majority of butterfish landings in 1999:
Point Judith, R (34.3%, North Kingstown, R (21.7%, Cape May, NJ (9.6%,
Mont auk, NY (6.7%, and Hanpton Bay, NY (5.3%. No ports were dependent on
butterfish for nore than 10% of the value of total fishery landings in 1999
(Tabl e 18).

According to unpublished NVFS pernmit file data, there were 1598 vessels with
squi d/ butterfish incidental catch permts in 1999. The distribution of these
vessel s by honme port state is given in Table 19. Mst of these vessels were
fromthe states of Massachusetts (45.6%, New York (11.2%, New Jersey (8.9%,
Virginia (6.7%, and Rhode Island. In addition, there were 522 vessel s which
possessed Atlantic mackerel, squid and butterfish party/charter permts in
1999 (Tabl e 20).

4.3.3 Port and Community Description

In order to identify the ports inportant to fisheries managed by the Md-
Atlantic Council and to identify the fisheries relatively inportant to those
ports, the Council retained Dr. Bonnie J. McCay of Rutgers University to
prepare a background docunent (MCay et al. 1993). This research covered
ports from Chat ham Massachusetts, to Wanchese, North Carolina. MCay et

al . 1993 and was | argely based on two data sources, 1992 NVFS | andi ng
statistics and information about the ports obtained frominterviews with key
informants. The quality of the port descriptions, therefore, partially
depends on the information supplied by the informants. Mre recently, MCay
and G erei (2000) provided updated port descriptions for the states from New
York to North Carolina based on 1998 | andi ngs and personal interviews. The
port descriptions that follow for Massachusetts to Connecticut were taken from
McCay et al. 1993. The port descriptions for the states from New York to North
Carolina were condensed from McCay and G erei (2000). Since the port
descriptions provided here are brief summaries of the material contained in
McCay et al. (1993) and McCay and C erei (2000), readers requiring nore
detailed informati on are encouraged to obtain the original reports.

For purposes of orientation, Barnstable County, MA includes all of Cape Cod,
including the fishing port of Chatham New Bedford is located in Bristol
County, MA. The port of Newport is located in Newport County, RI. Galilee is
located in Washington County, RI. Stonington is located in New London County,
CT. QGeenport, Shinnecock/Hanpton Bays, and Montauk are |located in Suffolk
County, NY. Freeport is located in Nassau County, NY. Brooklyn is located in
Ki ngs County, NY. Ccean Gty is located in Wrcester County, MD. Virginia
has a system whereby certain cities exist apart fromcounties. Wthin the
scope of this analysis, Hanpton, Norfolk, Newport News and Virginia Beach all
fall into this category. Wanchese is located in Dare County, NC.
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Chat ham Massachusetts

The total |anded value of fish in Chathamin 1992 was around $11 mllion.

G oundfish and shellfish --bay scal |l ops, quahogs, and nussel s-- conprise the
mgjority of the landed value for Chatham accounting for over 80% of the

| anded val ue. Loligo accounted for 2.38% of |anded value in 1992, harvested
by pound-nets (65% and fish pots (37%.

Atl antic mackerel accounted for 0.45% caught by fish pots (77%, draggers
(5%, and sink gill nets (4.6%. Pound nets and fish pots or traps accounted
for only 4.6%of the total |anded val ue of species in Chathamin 1992.

However, Loligo accounted for 31% of the fish pot value and 86% of the pound
net revenue. Atlantic nackerel accounted for 12% of the fish pot value and 3%
of the pound net revenue. Butterfish accounted for 0.33%of the fish pot

val ue and 0.20% of the pound net revenue.

New Bedf ord, Massachusetts

The squids, nackerel, and butterfish are not inmportant to New Bedford. Loligo
squid made up 0.05% of the total |anded value for New Bedford in 1992. The
ot her species covered by this FMP accounted for |ess than 0.01%

Loligo is caught during the spring nonths of April and May by inshore boats in
Nant ucket Sound, and nore boats are now fishing for Loligo offshore, reported
a New Bedford port agent. Even into late fall, he said, boats are targeting
squid offshore. New Bedford's Loligo fleet are those that summer fl ounder
during the sunmer. They target squid during the spring and fall when they are
not going for sumer flounder. The port agent reported that some of the snall
boats offload at sea to freezer boats from Rhode I sl and.

Newport, Rhode Island

Wthin Newport, there are three comrercial fishing packing and distributing
busi nesses. (One nmainly deals with draggers, gillnetters, and sone scall opers,
and brings in a great deal of groundfish. Another is a |obster house, but
they also handle the trappers. There is also a trap conpany located in
Newport. Species caught in traps are discussed bel ow. The deal er that

handl es nostly draggers packs and distributes the majority of species of
inportant to this study. The trap conpany al so deals with these species but
not in as large of quantities.

Approxi mately 15 large draggers were tied up at the fish house that deals with
draggers during a recent visit (1992) to Newport. The fish house owner, the
local port agent, and fishermen spoken with on this day said that having 15
boats in port at the same time was unusual, and had to do with a storm novi ng
through the area. Mbst of the boats that offload at the Newport fish house are
not from Newport. They are fromother ports such as New Bedford, various Long
Island ports, Cape May, and Pt. Judith. These boats are going prinarily for
squid at the tine of our visit, which was in Decenber. This particular fish
house owner does not own any of the boats that offload at his dock.
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The fishermen who nmake up the crews in Newport are not necessarily from
Newport, but some |ocal people fromthe area do work on the boats. Sonme crew
nmenbers conme from Poi nt Judith, New Jersey, New York, and New Bedford.
Typically, the owners of the boats do not work the

boats. COten the owners used to fish but do not anynore. As with alnost all
of the ports, crews are paid on the share system

The total value of landings in Newport for 1992 was $14.5 mllion. Lobster
ranked first, accounting for 44% of |anded value. Loligo ranked sixth.
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QO her Washi ngton County Comunities, R (including Quonset Point)

The val ue of the landings at & her Washi ngton County communities including
Quonset Point in 1992 was around $20 mllion.

QO her Washi ngton County includi ng Quonset Point includes both traditional and
innovative fisheries. Processing facilities for squid in the region have
resulted in the dom nance of both Loligo and Illex squid in terns of |anded
val ue, but |obster and bay quahoggi ng and oystering renmain inportant, as well
as other inshore activities such as eel potting, trapping striped bass, and an
unusual spear fishery for tautog (bl ackfish). There is sone handlining for
bluefin tuna and trolling for inshore species such as striped bass and summrer
flounder as well as yellowfin tuna.

Atlantic mackerel, butterfish, scup, summer flounder, and angler are anong the
top ten species |landed by value, and they figure inportantly in the catch of
the otter trawl vessels. The gillnet fishery for cod and tautog includes a
smal | anmpbunt of angler and Atlantic nackerel. The fish pots are predom nantly
for scup, but sone black sea bass, sumer flounder, bluefish, and Loligo squid
are caught in themtoo.

Virtually all of the angler, butterfish, weakfish, Atlantic mackerel, and
squid | anded here are brought in by draggers.

A major fishing location in Washington County is |ocated at Quonset Point, an
abandoned Navy Base whi ch houses several isolated industrial devel opnents,
including a major offloading facility for car inmports. As for commrercial
fishing, Quonset Point is port to five factory trawl ers, two of which are from
Rhode Island and three fromPortland, Maine. The five trawlers range in
length from117 ft. to 155 ft., and they can hold 4 to 5 hundred thousand | bs.
of frozen product per trip. This contrasts with wet boats which have a 150, 00
thousand | b. capacity. The Rhode |Island boats are owned by the president of a
service and sales facility located at Quonset Point. The other three boats
are owned by a nan from Portl and, Mi ne.

The service and sales facility |ocated at Quonset Point started out with one
boat about seven to eight years ago. The two boats owned by the president of
the facility at Quonset Point were built specifically as freezer boats. These
boats take one to two week trips. The three boats from Maine are converted
supply boats and they nay stay out as long as thirty days on some trips.

On occasion, the freezer trawl ers engage in joint ventures with Anerican
boats. The snaller boats will fish and offload onto the freezer boats. The
freezer boats have also in the past participated in joint ventures with
Russi an, Dutch and Polish boats.

The freezer boats target Loligo squid, Illex squid, butterfish, mackerel,
whiting and sometines scup. They may target herring but not normally.

The 111 ex squid season lasts fromJune to Cctober, and the freezer boats

62



average 12 day trips when they are working Illex. Novenber to May is the
Lol i go season, and the traw ers average 30 days out while they are targeting
Lol igo. Mackerel is caught from Decenber to April.

The freezer trawl ers do not have any significant |andings of butterfish
Butterfish is avail abl e year round, but they are only desirabl e from Decenber
to February because of their fat content.

The Quonset Point boats will fish fromNorth Carolina up to the Canadi an
border although they rarely go that far north. They fish for Illex up to 600
ft (100 fathoms) off the coast of New Jersey. Loligo fishing is nostly done
around Hudson Canyon and Bl ock Canyon

The fish is packaged on the boats in plastic bags and placed in al um num
trays. Fiberboard boxes are al so used. The boxes hold approximately 27 to 28
pounds of fish and one boat can hold approximately 13,000 boxes, or 360, 000
pounds of fish

The freezer trawl ers are at sea 280 days per year. Cctober and May are the
slow nmonths. During this time, the crew works on boat mai ntenance and
pai nti ng.

In 1992, the average cost of operating one of these boats for two years was
$2, 200, 000, which covered fuel, maintenance, repairs and nets

The Rhode Island boats have from9 to 11 crew nenbers plus a captain and al

of these crew are fromthe |local area. The service and sales facility at
Quonset Point enploys twenty-two persons apart fromthe crews. This nunber

i ncl udes of fice personnel and "I unpers' who unl oad the boats.

Crew size increases during the Loligo squid season. During Loligo season the
crew sorts the squid into six sizes and al so sorts through the bycatch. [Il1lex
squi d catches are nuch cl eaner and do not require sorting through bycatch

The crews are full-tinme workers and are paid on a share system |Individuals
can nake from $40,000 to $60, 000 annual ly. Fuel costs cones off the top of

the boat's catch. The boat takes about 52 or 58 percent and the crew takes

about 42 or 48 percent. Food cones fromthe crew share

Poi nt Judith, R

Point Judith is al most exclusively a fishing community, having a core group of
fishermen who fish full-tine. During the summers, the streets are filled with
tourists conming or going on the Block Island ferry. Yet there is little for
tourists to do in Point Judith. The town does not have the condom ni uns,
shops, and hotels that other ports such as Chatham Newport, and Montauk have
Only one hotel stands out in Point Judith, the Dutch Inn, which is circa 1960
The few restaurants, shops, and tourist venues, such as fudge shops, are
enough to take care of the summer onslaught of ferry passengers and the year
round wor ki ng popul ati on centered around commercial fishing.

The total value of fish landed in Point Judith in 1992 was $36.5 mllion. The
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top ten species by percent |anded value in 1992 were | obster, Loligo squid
(15%, angler, sumrer flounder, scup, butterfish (4%, wi nter flounder
yellowail, and cod. Mackerel accounted for 1%

Point Judith has a large fleet of trawers, gillnetters, and | obster boats.
Wil e estimates vary, approximately 200 commerci al boats dock in Point Judith
including 80 trawlers, 30 gillnetters, and 100 or so | obster boats.

One informant described Point Judith boats as diverse in their annual round
and approach to the fisheries, as opposed to New Bedford boats which only go
after groundfish. Point Judith boats which are not diverse are the freezer
boats which only target fish for frozen markets -- the squids, butterfish, and
mackerel. The diverse approach to fisheries conbined with full-tinme

experi enced fishermen nmeans the fishermen are fishing year round even if they
may switch fisheries and boats during the year

St oni ngt on, Connecti cut

The Long Island sound and its estuaries and rivers are the major foci of
Connecticut fisheries. There is a small traditional haul seine fishery for

al ewi ves and other fishes (unspecified, for "industrial" uses). Dip-nets are
used for blue crabs (and a few alewives). Drift gillnets are used for
menhaden, bl uefish, weakfish, black sea bass, alewife, Atlantic nackerel, and
other species. There is a specialized drift gillnet fishery for American
shad. Quahogs (hard clans) are very inportant, and over 70% of Connecticut's
| anded val ue cones fromoysters cultivated in Long Island Sound. Second to
oysters are | obsters, nost of which are caught inshore in the sound.

Third in value is a mxed species otter trawl fishery, nost of which is based
in the port of Stonington

Stonington is the primary port in Connecticut. The main fishing fleet is out

of Stonington. Stonington is the only off-shore port with a fleet consisting
of trawl ers, |obster boats, and ocean scallopers. People are nostly going for
groundfi sh such as cod, haddock, and fl ounder

Atlantic nackerel is seldomtargeted because there is no market for it in
Stonington. Atlantic mackerel accounts for 0.01% of the | anded val ue of
species and these are caught primarily by drift gillnets. One vesse
specializes in Loligo squid. Qher vessels will target squid when they appear
in large nunbers. Illex squid is seldomtargeted because the narket is
limted since the Illex squid spoils rapidly. There is a market for
butterfish but no vessel is specialized in catching it.
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The naj or species of fish caught in Stonington are flounder, summrer flounder,
squid, whiting, and sone codfish during the winter nonths. Over the past five
years (1988-1993), the fishernen have caught an increasi ng nunber of nonkfish.
The three large scall op boats have | anded the majority of the nonkfish.

In the past, sumer flounder was the nost inportant species caught by
fishermen in Stonington. However, squid is increasing in inportance as a
result of the summer flounder quotas. During the sumer of 1993, one boat
attenpted to specialize in dogfish but he discontinued this.

Freeport, NY

According to NMFS wei ghout data (Tables NY-FP1, 2), Freeport and nei ghboring
Poi nt Lookout (included in the Freeport port code) are alnost entirely
dependent on otter traw |andi ngs (over 89% poundage, 87%val ue), and the
nmaj or species are loligo squid and silver hake, with smaller anounts of scup,
weakfish, bluefish, butterfish, sumrer flounder, other flounders, Atlantic
nackerel. G 1ll-nets are used for bluefish, angler, and other species, and
there are snall handline, pot, pound-net and bay shellfisheries associated
with these ports.

Tabl e NY-FP1: Landings by CGear, Freeport, NY, 1998

GEAR TYPE, Freeport, NY Lbs. % Val ue %
Conmmon sei ne, haul seine 0. 3% 0.1%
Gl net, sink, other 7.0% 6. 1%
Handl i ne, ot her 2.5% 3.8%
Pot/trap, |obster, insh nk 0. 6% 2.8%
Pot/trap, |obster, offsh 0. 0% 0. 0%
Pots + traps, blue crab 0. 0% 0. 0%
Pots + traps, conch 0. 0% 0. 0%
Pots + traps, fish 0.1% 0.1%
Pound net, fish 0.2% 0.2%
Rakes, ot her 0.2% 0. 0%
Tongs & grabs, clam 0. 0% 0. 0%
Trawl, otter, bottom fish 89. 3% 86. 8%

Total |andings, rounded 1998: 1, 865, 800 | bs
Total val ue, rounded 1998: $1, 504, 800 doll ars
Note: 0.0 = >0.0% but <0.06%
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Tabl e NY-FP2: Landi ngs

QO her species of MAFMC i
(0.1), and Illex squid (

by Maj or Species, Freeport, NY, 1998

Bl uefi sh 4. 6% 2.1%
Butterfish 2.8% 2. 6%
Fl ounder, sunmer 2.8% 7. 9%
Fl ounder, yell ow ail 4. 0% 2.3%
Hake, silver 27. 4% 16. 2%
Mackerel, atlantic 2.5% 0. 8%
Scup 4. 4% 8. 8%
Squid (loligo) 37.3% 39. 3%
Weakfi sh, squeteague 2. 7% 2.8%
Lobst er 0. 6% 2.8%
Sea bass, bl ack 0. 8% 1. 9%

Nunber of species: 62

nterest by percentage total
0.0).

reported as "Qther New York."

O her Nassau County

O her Nassau County | andings came to about 595, 000 pounds,
Over 93% of the I andings were of hard clans

taken in the rich "Oyster Bays" of this
and | obster pots were also used for striped

mllion dollars, in 1998.
(quahogs), soft clans, and oysters,
county. @11l nets, handlines,

bass and ot her speci es.

Greenport and Mattituck, NY.

val ue 1998: Tilefish

Surf clans are also | anded here but are

wort h about 4

Al though Greenport and Mattituck are very dissinmlar ports, we conbine

I andi ngs information fromthemto protect confidentiality.

Oter traw landings are by far the nost inportant, over 95% and the classic
M d-Atl antic conplenent of species is found, |led by silver hake and loligo
squid, but including butterfish, sumer and wi nter flounder, scup, striped
bass, angler, and other species. There is also pound-net fishing, haul-
seining, gill-netting, handlining, pelagic longlining, |obster and conch pot
fishing, and raking for clans and dredging for bay scallops. Tables NY-GP1, 2

provi de wei ghout data for G eenport conbined with nearby Mattituck.

Over 90% of the wei ghout
trawl fishing, and the full

| andi ngs (=>2%val ue in 1998: bl uefish (25%,
scup (4.4%,

fl ounder (14.5%,

landings attributed to Mattituck cane fromotter

conpl enent of Md-Atlantic species were major

dogfish 3.1%,
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al so significant, anong the 37 species landed. Total |andings in 1998 were
| ess than 275,000 pounds. But recall that "Qher New York" includes |obster
and ot her | andings which probably cane fromplaces |ike Mattituck.

Tabl e NY-GP1l: Landings by CGear Type, Mattituck and Greenport, NY, 1998

CEAR TYPE LBS % VALUE %
seﬁgm)n sei ne, haul 0. 0% 0. 0%
Gll net, sink 1.5% 1.4%
Handl i ne 1.1% 2. 9%
Longl i ne, pelagic 0. 0% 0.1%
Pots + traps, conch 0. 0% 0. 0%
Pound net, fish 1.8% 3. 0%
Trawl, otter, bottom 95. 6% 92. 5%

Total |andings, rounded 1998: 7,831,400 |bs
Total val ue, rounded 1998: $4, 140, 500 dol | ars
Note: Not including "Qher New York" |andings; here as el sewhere "0.0%
nore than O but |ess than 0.05%

Tabl e NY-GP2: Landi ngs by Major Species, Mattituck and G eenport, NY, 1998

MAJOR SPECI ES >2% LBS % VALUE %
Bl uefi sh 4. 2% 3. 1%
Butterfish 1.6% 1. 9%

Fl ounder, sumrer 1.1% 5.1%

Fl ounder, winter 2.9% 1.2%
Hake, Red 2.3% 1.5%
Hake, silver 63. 3% 46. 1%
Scup 0. 8% 2. 6%
Squid (1oligo) 21. 6% 27.2%
Bass, striped 0. 6% 3. 0%

Number of species: 62

O her species of MAFMC i nterest by percentage val ue 1998: Atlantic Mackerel
(0.1), Black Sea Bass (0.9), dogfish, other (0.1), Dogfish, Smooth (0.0),
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Tilefish (0.3), and Illex Squid (0.0)
"Q her Suffol k" and Amagansett, NY

The NMFS data are collected for the port of Anmgansett and well as unspecified
"Qher Suffolk" fishing. "Qher Suffol k" probably includes |andings fromthe
fishermen at Orient/Orient Point, Shelter and Fisher Islands, Southold

Cut chogue, and nany other smaller places in Suffolk County on both the north
and the south forks of eastern Long Island including Munt Sinai

Bay clamming (for hard clans, or quahogs) is the major fishery, representing
over 71%of the area's value in 1998. Lobstering is next, 14% of the val ue.
O her inportant shellfisheries are for oysters, soft clanms, horseshoe crabs,
bl ue crabs, and green crabs. Harvesting bay scallops is an inportant fishery
for all east end ports, but |andings vary widely fromone year to the next.
There is trenendous diversity in gears used, bespeaking the m xed bay, sound,
and ocean nature of these fisheries. They include handlines, |onglines,

har poons, seines, otter trawls, gillnets, pound nets, pots for fish, eels,
conch, crabs, and |obster, fyke-nets, cast nets, diving gear, crab and oyster
dredges, shovels, rakes, tongs, patent tongs, and "by hand"

Mont auk, NY

Mont auk, the largest fishing port in New York, is situated near the eastern
tip of the South Fork of Long Island. Qter-traws and longlines are the
principal gear-types, in terns of pounds |anded and value (Table NY-M).

Lol igo squid and silver hake are the two nost inportant fin-fish caught in
1998, but tilefish also stand out, and swordfish and tuna | andi ngs are
inportant as well. Montauk is the leading tilefish port inthe US., but this
fishery has declined greatly. For the past two years (1998-1999) sone of the
Mont auk- based til efi sh boats have been unl oading their catches in Rhode
Island. MNonetheless, tilefish accounted for 21% of the value of landings in
this port in 1998 (Table NY-M2). The nunber of species |anded at Montauk is
staggering: 90. The nethods used to harvest fish and shellfish are diverse,

i ncluding pound nets or fish weirs, box traps, haul seines, and spears, along
with the nore usual pots, lines, and trawl nets.
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Tabl e NY- ML:

Landi ngs by Gear Type, Montauk, Ny, 1998

CEAR TYPE LBS % VALUE %
Box trap 0. 0% 0. 0%
Conmon sei ne, haul 0. 0% 0. 0%
G|l net, sink 1.2% 1.3%
Handl i ne, ot her 3. 0% 6. 6%
Longl i ne, bottom 11. 4% 20. 9%
Longl i ne, pel agi c 3. 1% 8. 7%
Pot/trap, |obster, insh 0. 4% 1.3%
Pot/trap, |obster, 0.1% 0. 4%
Pots + traps, conch 0. 0% 0. 0%
Pots + traps, fish 0.1% 0. 3%
Pound net, fish 0. 6% 0. 6%
Spear s 0. 0% 0. 0%
Trawl, otter, bottom 80. 1% 59. 9%

Tot al
val ue,

Tot al

| andi ngs,
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Tabl e NY-M2: Landi ngs by Maj or Species, Mntauk, NY, 1998

MAJOR SPECI ES >2% LBS % VALUE %
Bass, striped 5.2%
Bl uefish 2.1% 0. 8%
Butterfish 3. 2% 2. 0%
Dogfi sh, nk 2. 4% 0. 4%
Fl ounder, sunmrer 2. 8% 6. 9%
Fl ounder, w nter 3. 8% 5. 1%
Hake, red 3. 2% 1.1%
Hake, silver 31. 2% 15. 7%
Scup 1. 8% 3. 6%
Squid (I oligo) 24. 2% 19. 8%
Swor df i sh 1. 0% 3. 4%
Tilefish 11. 5% 21. 2%

Nunber of species: 90

O her species of MAFMC interest by percentage 1998 val ue: Atlantic Mackere
(0.3), Black Sea Bass (1.3), Dogfish, NK (0.0), Snmooth Dogfish (0.0), and
Illex squid (0.0).

Shi nnecock/ Hanpt on Bays, NY

Shi nnecock/ Hanpt on Bays is second only to Montauk as a commercial fishing
center in New York. The offshore fishing industry in this part of Long Island
is concentrated to the west of Shinnecock Inlet, on a barrier island that is
just to the south of Hanpton Bays. "Shinnecock," as it is known, is part of
the town of Southanpton. There is a large county-owned dock that is run by
the town, where nobst commercial boats tie-up. The pack-out facilities and
their associ ated docks are on private |land, including two private unl oading
docks and one bel ongi ng to the Shinnecock Fishernmen's Cooperative. The rest
of the land to the east and west of the inlet is a county park. The NWFS codes
for this fishery are for Shinnecock and Hanpton Bays. W have conbi ned them
for this anal ysis because both refer to the sane place (bluefin tuna and other
| arge pelagic |andings are collected using the Shinnecock port code, the rest
usi ng Hanpton Bays).

This is primarily a dragger fishing port, otter trawl |andings nmaki ng up 84%
of the poundage and 74% of the value in 1998 (Tables NY-HB1,2). Silver hake
(whiting) and Loligo squid made up over 70% of these |andi ngs; 66 other
speci es were | anded by draggers, including bluefish, butterfish, red hake, and
summer flounder. Gll-nets are second in inportance, accounting for 12% of the
value of landings in 1998. They too had diverse landings, totalling 39

70



species, led by bluefish (31%of Ibs.), angler (28%, and skates (23%.
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"Tabl e NY-HB1:

Tot al

Landi ngs by Wi ght,
Total Landings by Val ue,

72

1998:

1998:

Landi ngs by Gear, Hanpton Bays and Shi nnecock, N.Y.,
GEAR TYPE: LBS. % VALUE %
Longl i ne, Bottom 2.9 7.3
Handl i ne 0.1 0.4
Longl i ne, Pelagic 0.3 1.1
Qter Traw , Bottom 84.3 74.2
Sei nes, Common and Haul 0.1 0.1
Gllnet, Sink 10.8 11.8
Pound Net, Fish 1.0 1.3
Pot s/ Traps, Fish 0.1 0.1
Pot s/ Traps, Eel 0.0 0.0
Pot s/ Traps, Conch 0.0 0.0
E’;); z/h'(l)': :ps, Lobst er, 0.0 0.0
r’(r)]tszi)'rl';aps, Lobster, 01 0.3
Shovel s 0.0 0.1
By Hand 0.0 0.0
Rakes 0.0 0.0
Pot s/ Traps, Crab 0.0 0.0
Fyke- Net, Fish 0.0 0.0
Unknown 0.4 3.3

13, 143, 401 | bs.

$9, 676, 293

1998



Tabl e NY-HB2: Landi ngs by Maj or Species, Shinnecock/Hanpton Bays, Ny, 1998

MAJOR SPECI ES (>2% LBS. % VALUE %
Angl er 3.8 8.3
Bl uefi sh 5.2 3.0
Wnter Fl ounder 1.1 2.2
Summer Fl ounder 2.1 6.8
Yel | owt ai | Fl ounder 0.9 2.0
Scup 1.5 3.4
Weakfi sh 2.5 2.1
Dogfi sh, NK 7.3 1.5
Skat es 3.2 1.4
Til efish 3.0 7.6
Si |l ver Hake 37.5 23.1
Quahog 0.3 2.9
Loligo Squid 22.9 26.9

Total Nunber: 93

O her species of MAFMC interest, by percentage value, 1998: Butterfish (1.6),
Atlantic Mackerel (0.3), Black Sea Bass (0.9), Snooth Dogfish (0.0), Spiny
Dogfish (0.0), and Illex Squid (0.0).

Br ookl yn

Commercial fish landings in New York City's boroughs have declined narkedly
over the years. Today |andings in Brooklyn were reported in 1998 as | ess than
30, 000 pounds, fromotter-traws (77%, sink gill nets (16% and handli nes.
The principal species, out of 17 | anded, were butterfish, bluefish, weakfish,
and loligo squid. Sports fishing at Sheepshead Bay and other sites, have
becone nore inportant than conmercial fishing.

Col unbi a, Duchess, Queens, G eene, Rockland, Uster, Wstchester Counties

NMFS has "other" categories for counties where narine and estuarine fishes are
| anded. Those for Nassau and Suffolk are treated separately above. W | unped
the others together; they largely represent estuarine and riverine fisheries.
Most of these fisheries are the riverine ones for American shad (85% of
pounds, 94% of value). Snall anmounts of menhaden, blue back herring, w nter
fl ounder, weakfish, scup and other species (totaling 10) were reported. The

key gear types were drift and sink gill nets, both used for shad. her gear
types, with mnor catches, were otter trawls, fyke nets, handlines, and fish
pots/traps. The catches in 1998 were very snall, totalling | ess than 200, 000

I bs. or $230, 000.

Bel ford, NJ
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The fishing port of Belford is on a tidal creek |eading out to Raritan Bay and
the New York Bays. |Its fishery is oriented both to the bay and to the
Atlantic Ccean, which is reached by going out around Sandy Hook, a few mles
fromBel ford. Belford and nei ghboring Port Monnouth were once a | arge
industrial fishing and processing center for nenhaden, but the nenhaden
factory closed in 1982. Menhaden are still caught with snall purse-seine
boats and pound-nets, prinmarily for the bait nmarket, and in 1998 they
accounted for over 2/3rd of the landings in Belford (Table NJ-Bl) Today

Bel ford's fisheries are small-scal e and owner-operated; nost of the finfish
are handl ed through a fishernmen's cooperative, which sells whol esal e but al so
runs a small retail store and restaurant. Lobsters are sold in other ways,
including through a local l|obster pound. Oter traw finfishing is the nost
inmportant activity, accounting for 50% of the | anded value in 1998 (Table NJ-
Bl). It is a multi-species fishery: 42 species were |landed in 1998. Mjor
speci es caught by otter trawers landing in Belford, by |anded val ue, were
summer flounder, Loligo squid, silver hake, wi nter flounder, spiny dogfish and
skates. Lobster pot fishing is third only to purse seining and dragging; it
accounted for 17% of |anded value in 1998.

In recent years surf clamand ocean quahog vessel s have been of fl oadi ng at
Bel ford, but in 1998 they accounted for |ess than 4% of the |anded value (in
contrast to 1992, when ocean quahogs accounted for over 30% of |anded val ue).
Crab dredging, in Raritan Bay, is of equal value. The |ast of New Jersey's
pound-nets are in Raritan and Sandy Hook Bays; they accounted for 3.9% of

Bel ford's total |anded value in 1998. Sone of that was from nenhaden but 27
ot her species were also | anded fromthe pound-nets, notably bluefish
weakfish, summer flounder, and butterfish; small anounts of tuna, skates,
shad, tautog. Qher fishing techniques used include crab and fish pots,
handl i ni ng, and di vi ng.
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Tabl e NJ-B1: Landi ngs by Gear Type, Belford, NJ, 1998
CEAR TYPE, BELFORD, NJ Lbs. % Val ue %
Di ving Cear 0.0 0.0
Dr edge, SCOQ 2.7 3.8
Dredge, O ab 2.3 6.1
Hand Li ne 0.0 0.1
Pot s/ Traps, Lobster,
O fshore 2.0 17.1
Pot s/ Traps, Blue O ab 0.0 0.0
Pot s/ Traps, Fish 0.0 0.2
Pound Nets 3.8 3.9
Purse Seine, Menhaden 65.1 18.6
Trawl, Qter, Bottom
Fi sh 23.9 50.1
Unknown 0.0 0.1

| ess than 0. 05.
from whi ch these percentages are derived are not
confidential.

Note: “0.0" nmeans nore than 0 but The figures for |andings

gi ven because they are

Q her Monnmouth County Ports

H ghl ands (at the nouth of two large tidal rivers comng out into Sandy Hook
Bay with access to the Atlantic Ocean) and Neptune (in conbination with

nei ghboring mnunicipalities which surround the tidal basin known as Shark
River) are primarily snmall |obstering ports, sequestered within sumer resort
communities. Data for these ports are confidential. H ghl ands is al so the
site of bay clamdepuration plants, which serve baynen who cl amunder state
permits in Raritan and Sandy Hook Bays and the Navesink River. A small anount
of handlining for finfish and potting for rock crab suppl enents | obstering.
Atlantic Hghlands is a center for recreational charter and party boat

fi shi ng.

Crabbi ng constitutes nost of the landings for the rest of Monnouth County.

The winter dredge fishery for blue crabs in Raritan Bay and its tributaries is
significant. dammng is also inportant. It takes place in the Sandy Hook
and Raritan Bays and tidal rivers and is |largely dependent on a "depuration”
process, located in H ghlands, as well as sone "relaying" of clans to cleaner
waters in south Jersey. Crabbers and clamers, |ike those involved in other
fisheries, live in and around Bel ford, H ghlands, and various nunicipalities
al ong the shore of Raritan Bay.
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Poi nt Pl easant, NJ

The commercial fisheries of Point Pleasant are third in New Jersey to those of
the Cape May-W I dwood area and Atlantic Gty (Table NJ-1). The wei gh-out data
i nclude sone baynan fisheries (i.e. "by hand" and crab dredge gears), but this
is primarily an ocean fishing port, with a long history involving ocean pound-
nets and fisheries focusing on the offshore 'canyons' of the region. The
fishing port is actually Point Pleasant Beach, a borough within the Iarger
town of Point Pleasant. Like so nany ports of the Md-Atlantic region, it is
i nl et-dependent. (Ccean-going fishers nust pass through the often dangerous
Manasquan Inlet, a challenge shared with the recreational fishing comunity
including the party and charter boat businesses of Point Pleasant and

nei ghboring Brielle. This is a highly devel oped coastal region. Currently
there is a whol esal e finfish packing dock at Point Pleasant, a fishernen's
cooperative. Another dock is prinmarily used for offloading surf clans and
ocean quahogs al though finfish may be handled there as well.

The fisheries are very diverse, the classic situation in the Md-Atlantic.

Two stand out in terns of volune and value: otter traws and gillnetting, the
latter particularly inportant for spiny dogfish as well as bluefish, weakfish
and ot her species (Table NJ-PP1). But sea scallop dredging is very inportant,
as are surf clamm ng/ ocean quahoggi ng and of fshore | obstering. Landings by
maj or species for Point Pleasant are confidential but one can generalize that
the nost val uabl e species, in 1998, was angler or nonkfish, which was partly
incident to the scallop fishery but al so caught by specialized gill-netters
both | ocal and migrating fromother ports in the northeast and md-Atlantic.
Sea scallops were next in terns of ex-vessel value in 1998, followed by Loligo
squid, a major focus of the local dragger fishery in the | ast decade, summer
flounder, also a traditional fishery of the area but sharply cut back by

regul ations; |obster; spiny dogfish (Iike nonkfish, caught by gill-netters as
wel |l as other fishers), and silver hake, or whiting. Wiiting was one of the
mai nstays of this fishery fromthe 1970s through the 1980s; its availability
and abundance have since declined. In terns of pounds |anded, nenhaden
(purse-seined) and surf clans and ocean quahogs were the | eading species in
1998, having conme to replace the traditional otter trawl finfish fishery in

i nportance over the past decade. Table NJ-PPl gives |andi ngs by gear type
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Tabl e NJ-PP1: Landi ngs by Gear Type, Point Pleasant, NJ, 1998

GEAR TYPE, PO NT PLEASANT, Lbs. % Val ue %
NJ:
By Hand 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
Dredge, Sea Scal | op 1.2 10. 4
Dr edge, SCOQ 51.4 49.9
Gll Net, Drift 1.0 0.7
Gll Net, Sink 11.0 13.5
Hand Li ne 0.1 0.1
Longline, Pelagic 0.1 0.2
Pot s/ Traps, Lobster 0.6 3.5
O f shore
Pot s/ Traps, Fish 0.0 0.0
Purse Sei ne, Menhaden 20.9 3.7
Trawl, OQtter, Bottom 13.6 17.7
Fi sh
Troll Line 0.0 0.0
Troll Line, Tuna 0.0 0.0
Unknown 0.2 0.3

Total Landings, rounded, 1998: 31,916, 900 | bs
Total Val ue, rounded, 1998: $16, 715, 400 dol |l ars

Poi nt Pl easant Beach, NJ

The town of Point Pleasant (pop. 18,177, 1990) is located at the nmouth of the
Manasquan Inlet at the northern border of Ccean County. The town's econony is
geared toward the sumrer tourist and recreational business. However, it is
nore than a "beach town”, and has a | arge resident population. It is close to
a larger township, called Brick or Bricktown (pop. 66,473, 1990), and across

t he Manasquan Ri ver from Manasquan (5,369, 1990) and Brielle (4,406). The
fisheries are concentrated in an area known as Poi nt Pl easant Beach, along a
sandy strip which includes restaurants, a fisherman's supply store, snal

mari nas, charter and party boat docks, and two commercial fishing docks

One of the Cape May seaf ood businesses has two fishing properties in Point

Pl easant, one of which is now used for offloading and trucking surf clanms and
ocean quahogs. (Each of these docks had been used for finfish until about 10
years ago). From6 to 10 boats |l and cl ans here, according to conpany personne
interviewed in Cape May. There are 15 crew at the docks and about 50 on the
boats. There is also a new (2000) seafood processing plant, initially
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shucking surf clans. One existed here two decades ago, part of the early surf
clamindustry.

A fishernen's cooperative owns two other properties, one for storing and
wor ki ng on gear and sonme dockage, the other including the coop's offices, gear
storage, ice-naking, packing house, and a retail store. The cooperative
nostly depends on its fourteen or so nmenbers, who have ol der, wooden-hull ed
vessels, 45-65'" in length. They are geared for bottomotter trawing in a

m xed-speci es, diversified fishery. The vessels usually have a two or three
man crew, including the captain, who are paid shares of the profits. They are
all hired locally. Although there are famlies with several generations in the
fisheries, in recent years crew nenbers are not often related to the captain
or owner. Sone nenbers of this cooperative and sonme crew nenbers have been
ethnic mnorities (Spanish, Portuguese, Chinese, and others). A few wonen
have crewed on these boats. The boats are all owner-operated. They tend to
fish in areas of Hudson Canyon called "the Mudhole" or "the Qully." The
Mudhol e is closer and has a dredged channel, but poor |andings, especially of
silver hake ("whiting") have forced nost to nove north into the Qully, where
silver hake seemto be nore plentiful. The average trip to the Midhole is one
to three days, but for the Gully can | ast a week.

Most of the draggernen at the cooperative consider thenselves |loligo squid and
whiting specialists, but different species are targeted at different tines,
dependi ng on the conditions of the ocean, the narket, and the preferences of
the captain. Squid | andi ngs began to overtake silver hake landings in this
fleet in 1992 and now account for over 50% of the |anded val ue of Point

Pl easant trawers. At first it was a by-catch while silver hake fishing in
the Gully. Nowit is targeted by sone of the captains. As one captain
stated, "You can't help but target squid sonetines, there is so much out
there." Squid is sold to |local processors. The cooperative is at a

di sadvantage i n narketing squi d because nenbers |ack freezer boats or
refrigerated sea water boats, and thus do not receive the sanme price that
boats so equi pped receive, particularly in Cape May.

Surmmer flounder has |ong been a mainstay of this fishery, especially in the
Mudhol e in Septenber and Cctober, as well as other tinmes in New Jersey and New
York waters. Because of sharp quota restrictions, it is now a derby-1like
fishery. It is marketed in the fresh fish nmarkets of New York and

Phi | adel phia, in local restaurants and fish stores, and in the coop's own
retail store.

At one tine a fewtraw ers targeted scup (also called porgies), partially
because doi ng so took pressure off a supply-burdened whiting market. (There
was also a significant offshore sumrer flounder fishery in the winter nonths
for a few boats). Today no vessels target scup but may encounter |arge
schools in the winter. Marketing is simlar. Spiny dogfish have energed as a

very inportant fishery for the draggers and even nore so for a gill-net fleet,
both | ocal and visiting, which has grown in recent years. Gll-netters have
used "runaround" nets for species such as bl uefish, Spanish mackerel, little

tuna, scup, and weakfish, although this gear did not appear in the 1998 NMFS
data. They use drift and sink nets for dogfish, angler, bluefish, weakfish
and ot her species. Angler, or nonkfish, are particularly inportant. |n 1998
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local fishermen using sink gill nets caught alnost 17 million pounds of
nonkfish as well as over 8 mllion pounds of spiny dogfish.
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Bar negat Light (Long Beach Island), NJ

The fishing port of Long Beach Island is nostly located in the snall bayside
nmuni ci pality of Barnegat Light, on this |long, densely-devel oped barrier island
on the central New Jersey coast. The commercial fishery has been undergoing a
transition fromover 20 years of specializing in offshore, deep-water and
distant-water longlining. That tradition remains in the inportance of bottom
and pelagic longline gear (18% of total |anded value) and of species such as

tilefish, swordfish, and tunas (including big eye, yellowail, blackfin, and
skipjack in 1998) (Table NJ-LBI). (Handlines are also used for big eye tuna
as well as for bluefish and other species; troll lines for yellowfin tuna).

However, the physical perils of the inlet has kept this a relatively snall-
boat longliner fleet, and natural and regul atory changes in the speci es sought
have forced people to look for alternatives. An alternative devel oped over
the past decade is sea scalloping and the attendant by-catch of angler.

Anot her is for expansion of the species sought with bottomand pel agic

I onglines, including sharks and dogfish among others. 1In 1998 the pel agic

I ongline gear of Long Beach Island caught fully 23 different species, and

bott om gear caught 17 speci es.

Whet her transitional adaptation or old stand-by, the gill-net fisheries of
Long Beach Island are the nost substantial, representing 76% of poundage and
45% of | anded value in 1998 (Table NJ-LBI1). The nunber of species involved is
equal ly inpressive: 61 for the drift gill-nets, including nackerel, dogfish,
flounders, tunas, weakfish, shad, sharks; 23 for the sink gill-nets. 1In
contrast, otter trawl dragging is mnor and only 10 species were | anded.

Spiny dogfish are a recent focus, representing over one-third of the total

I andi ngs in 1998.

Tabl e NJ-LBI1: Landings by CGear Type, Long Beach Island, NJ, 1998

GEAR TYPE:

LONG BEACH | SLAND, NJ LBS. (% VALUE (%
Dredge, Sea Scal |l op 5.7 28.6
GIl Net, Drift 64.0 34.9
Gll Net, sink 11.8 9.8
Handl i ne 0.1 0.1
Longl i ne, Bottom 7.0 6.1
Longl i ne, Pel agic 11.2 19.9
Rakes 0.0 0.2
Qter Traw 0.2 0.3
Troll Line, Tuna 0.0 0.0
Unknown 0.0 0.0

Total Landi ngs, rounded, 1998: 10,032, 800 I bs.
Total Val ue, rounded, 1998: $10, 194, 400 dol | ars

O her Ccean County, NJ

Qcean County, New Jersey, covers a large region, ranging from Point Pleasant
Beach in the north to Long Beach |sland and beyond to the south. The "Qher
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Qcean" category enconpasses the baynman fisheries in this region, which is nmade
up of barrier islands and a | arge conpl ex known as Barnegat Bay. It also

i ncl udes sone of fshore fisheries fromplaces other than Long Beach Island and
Poi nt Pl easant. The bayman fisheries are, as always, for blue crabs and for
hard cl ans (quahogs). Pots are the nmajor way blue crabs are caught; clanms are

caught with rakes, tongs and "By hand". Fyke nets are mnor, for flounders
and eels (they are increasingly restricted by regulation). NWMS 1998 wei ghout
data on substantial longline and drift gill-net fisheries and on angler,

scallop, tilefish, and bluefin tuna refer to offshore fisheries conparable to
and probably associated with those of Long Beach Isl and.

Atlantic Gty and Oher Atlantic County, N J.

Atlantic Gty is better known for casino ganbling and its boardwal k than for
its status as a fishing port. The fishing port is on the backbay side of the
city and is alnost entirely given over to surf clamand ocean quahog dredge
fishing (Table NJ-ACl). Atlantic Cty has long been a favored port for this
fishery because of ready access to dense beds of clans off the central coast
of New Jersey. Ccean quahoggi ng has noved to nore northern ports, especially
New Bedf ord, Massachusetts, in recent years; it represented only 11% of the
value of Atlantic Gty's landings in 1998. Qher fisheries in Atlantic Gty
are mnor. GCears include sink gill-nets, and handlines, and bl uefish, black
sea bass, weakfish, jonah crab, |obster, and conch predom nate.

Tabl e NJ-ACl: Landings by Gear Type, Atlantic Cty, NJ, 1998

GEAR TYPE: ATLANTI C A TY, LBS.

NJ (% VALUE (%
Dr edge, SCOQ 99.9 99.7

Gl Net, Sink 0.0 0.0
Handl i ne 0.0 0.0

Pots & Traps, Conch 0.0 0.0

Pots & Traps, Fish 0.1 0.2

Total Landi ngs, rounded, 1998: 37,338,500 I bs.
Total Val ue, rounded, 1998: $17,867,000 dollars

Atlantic County, |like the other coastal New Jersey counties, has nunerous
smal | -scal e bay and estuary fisheries as well. By far the nost inportant for
this county is the hard cl am (quahog) fishery (34% of the |andings, 70% of the
value for "other Atlantic" in 1998), using rakes, tongs, and "by hand"

t echni ques such as treading. Sone of this takes place through clam

aquacul ture. The other significant species is the blue crab, harvested with
pots and dredges (50.5% | andi ngs, 25% value). Haul seines, fyke nets, gill
nets, handlines, eel pots, and turtle traps are also used for white perch,
menhaden, American shad, and many other bay and tidal river species.

Cape May, NJ
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Cape May is New Jersey's largest comercial fishing port in terns of |andings
and value. Wen conbi ned with nei ghboring WIdwood (the fishing port is often
referred to as "Cape May/ Wl dwood"), its |andings exceeded 93 nillion |Ibs.,
worth over $29 mllion in 1998.

Draggers, or vessels using bottomotter traws, account for 69% of Cape May's
I andi ngs and 70% of its value (Table NJ-CML). Most are used for a w de
variety of finfish species (56). Sonme are also used for scallops; Cape May
has a long history of conbined or alternating fin-fishing and scall opi ng.
Squid is very inportant: In 1998 17% of Cape May's | anded val ue canme from
Il ex squid and another 22% from Loligo squid (Table NJ-CM2). Mich of the
squid is processed locally as is Atlantic nackerel, caught with draggers and
mdwater pair trawls. Summer flounder has been a nmj or species but regul ations
have severely reduced catches (4%l anded value in 1998). Scup is another

dr agger - caught species of historic inportance in Cape May; in 1998 it
represented 6% of | anded value. Cape May is also the hone of one of the very
few vessels allowed to use purse seines for bluefin tunain US waters; this
vessel lands its catch in doucester, MA. The only purse seine landings in
Cape May in 1998 were for nenhaden, using snaller vessels. Fishing for |arge
pel agics is also done with longlines and troll Iines.

Al t hough sea scal | op nanagenent neasures have reduced opportunities for many
Cape May fishernen, scalloping renmains inportant. In addition to scall oping
with otter traws, scallop dredges are used, accounting for 15% of the total
val ue of Cape May's landings in 1998. Angler (nonkfish)

are caught with scallop dredges as well as gill-nets, otter traw's, and
scallop otter traws (1.8% of |anded val ue). Dogfish catches are now
relatively small (0.3%of total |andings in 1998).
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Tabl e NJ-CML: Landi ngs by Gear Type, Cape May, NJ, 1998
LBS.
GEAR TYPE: CAPE MNAY, NJ (N VALUE (%
Handl i ne 0.0 0.0
Longl i ne, Pel agic 0.0 0.3
Qter Trawl, Fish 68. 9 61.9
Qter Traw, Scallop 0.5 7.7
Troll Line, Tuna 0.0 0.0
GIl Net, Sink 0.2 0.5
GIl Net, Drift 0.1 0.1
Purse Seine, O her 0.0 0.0
Pur se Sei ne, Menhaden 23.9 6.7
Dr edge, Scall op 0.9 15. 4
Menhaden Trawl 3.4 0.6
Pots & Traps, fish 0.1 0.7
Pots & Traps, Conch 0.1 0.4
Pots & Traps, Lobster
O fshore 0.2 2.6
Dredge, Crab 0.1 0.3
Dr edge, SCOQ 1.4 2.9
Unknown 0.0 0.0
Total Landi ngs, rounded, 1998: 87,244,700 | bs.
Total Val ue, rounded, 1998: $25, 757,200 dollars

Tabl e NJ-CMVR2: Landi ngs by Maj or Species, Cape May, NJ, 1998
MAJOR SPECI ES: CAPE MAY, LBS.
NJ (N VALUE (%
Atlantic Herring 2.9 1.0
Summer Fl ounder 0.9 3.9
Lobst er 0.2 2.5
Atlantic Mackerel 20.9 8.2
Menhaden 24.1 6.8
Sea Scal | op 1.1 21.9
Scup 1.7 6.1
Squid, 1llex 34.1 16.9
Squi d, Loligo 8.3 22.0
Surf dam 1.4 2.9
Bl ack Sea Bass 0.4 2.2

Number of Species: 69
O her species of MAFMC interest, by percentage of total value, 1998: Bl uefish

(0.2),
(0.0).

Butterfish (0.5),

Srmoot h dogfish (0.0),
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W1 dwood, NJ

The fishing port of WIldwood is connected to a very popular tourist beach
community. Resident and migratory draggers and clam boats are found in

W Il dwood. The |argest |andings conme fromsurf clanms and ocean quahogs, both
harvested offshore with hydraulic dredges. A processing factory is in

W I dwood. The otter trawl fleet accounts for 7% of WIdwood' s | andi ngs,
bringing in sumer flounder, Loligo squid, butterfish, Atlantic croaker, black
sea bass, weakfish, and other species (Table NJ-WM). WIdwood also has a
smal | pot fishery, including offshore | obster, conch, and fish pots (6% of
value). The fish pots are used mainly for black sea bass. G ll-netting is
done for weakfish, black sea bass, and other species. WIdwood al so had sone
pel agic longline landings in 1998, notably swordfish and yell owfin tuna. O her
species of Md-Atlantic Fishery Managenent Council interest landed in 1998, in
smal |l quantities (less than 2% | anded val ue) were bl uefish, butterfish,

Atl antic nackerel, scup, and dogfish.

Tabl e NJ-WM.: Landi ngs by Gear Type, WIdwood, NJ, 1998

LBS.
GEAR TYPE: W LDWOOD, NJ (N VALUE (%
Crab Dredge 0.4 0.5
Surf d anf Ccean Quahog
Dr edge 86.5 79.0
Gl Net, Drift 1.9 0.8
G111l Net, Sink 0.5 0.4
Handl i ne 0.1 0.1
Longline, Pelagic 0.9 3.9
Pots & Traps, O fshore
Lobst er 0.8 1.7
Pots & Traps, Conch 0.5 2.0
Pots & Traps, Fish 1.1 2.8
Qter Traw 7.2 8.6
Unknown 0.0 0.1
Total Landings, rounded, 1998: 6, 193, 40

Total Val ue, rounded, 1998: $3, 492,900 dollars

Sea Isle Gty, NI

Sea Isle Gty is north of WIdwod, one of the small fishing ports of the
coast that is dependent on a dynanic and often problenmatic inlet for access to
the sea. The fishery here is snall. In 1998 fewer than 750,000 pounds, and
$1.2 million dollars, were reported in the weighout data. There is a snall

of fshore longliner fishery for tunas (nostly big eye, al bacore and yellowfin)
and swordfish. Oter trawl fishing includes spiny dogfish, skates, angler,
and fluke but only 4% of the |landed value. Mre significant are pot fisheries
for offshore |obster (6% of value), conch (12%, and fish (12% nostly bl ack
sea bass). GII-netting represents 12% of the value, particularly for angler
(rmonkfish). W did not visit Sea Isle City for this report but can report that
it is primarily a sunmmer beach town.
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Q her Cape May County

In the creeks and bays along the Atlantic coast of Cape May and around the
cape to the Del aware Bay side are nunerous snall fisheries, coded as "ot her
Cape May." These are the classic baynmen or waternen fisheries, based on
crustaceans and shellfish: blue crabs and hard clans dominate (66% and 23.5%
of |l anded val ue, respectively). Hor seshoe crabs are al so harvested (12% of
the 1998 poundage al though only 1.6% of the value). There is a snmall gill-net
fishery for species such as weakfish, Anerican shad, and nunerous ot her
estuarine and anadronous species. Very small anmounts of bluefish, butterfish,
and summer flounder were landed in 1998. This fishery is very simlar to and
intertwined with the "Qher Cunberland County" fishery discussed bel ow.

Tabl e NJ-OCML: Landi ngs by CGear Type, Qher Cape My, 1998

GEAR TYPE: OTHER CAPE MAY, LBS.

NJ (% VALUE (%)
By Hand 17.9 23.6

By Hand, Oyster 0.

Dredge, Crab

GIll Net, Drift

Gl Net, sink

IS Bl Id N |
wlololo]|-]-
I Bl 5 I S
wlo]olo|~]®

Handl i ne

Longline, Pelagic

Pots & Traps, Crab 74.8 65. 3
Pots & Traps, Eel 2.2 4.0
Pots & Traps, Fish 0.0 0.0
Rakes 0.4 1.5

Total Landings, rounded, 1998: 1,190, 800 I bs.
Total Val ue, rounded, 1998: $3,492,900 dollars

"Q her Cunberl and, "NJ

The two big fisheries for this region, the center of New Jersey's Del aware Bay
fisheries, are for oysters and blue crabs (Tables NJ-CCl, CC2). 1998 was one
of the few years in the past decade when oysters were harvested, due to
problens with oyster diseases (there is no harvest in 2000 due to the disease
‘dernp’). Oysters were taken with dredges, and represented 48% of the | anded
value. Blue crabs are caught with dredges and pots, and represented 46% of
the value in 1998. Both horseshoe crabs and nenhaden are al so taken in | arge
quantities (4.8%and 11.6% of poundage, respectively), and are the focus of
controversy in this area due to their alleged roles for mgratory birds and as
bait for other fishes.
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Tabl e NJ- CCl: Landi ngs by Gear Type, Cunberland County, NJ, 1998
Cunber | and County Per cent Per cent
Landi ngs by Gear Type Lbs. Val ue
Handl i ne 0.9 0.6
Gll-net, Sink 2.6 0.9
Gll-net, Drift 5.3 1.4
Pot s/ Traps, Eels 0.8 1.3
By Hand 11.6 1.4
Dredge, Oyster 15.8 48.0
Dredge, Crab 2.4 1.5
Pot s/ Traps, Blue Crab 60. 6 45.0

rounded, 1998:
rounded, 1998:

4,444,900 | bs.
$5, 573, 300

Total Landi ngs,
Total Val ue,

Tabl e NJ- OCMR2: Landi ngs by Maj or Species, Pounds and Val ue, O her Cunberl and

County, NJ, 1998
Cunber | and County, Major Per cent Per cent
Speci es, 1998 Lbs. Val ue
Menhaden 4.6 0.5
Weakfi sh 2.6 1.5
Bl ue Crab 62.9 46. 4
Hor seshoe Crab 11.6 1.4
Oysters 15. 8 48
Total Species: 19, including MAFMC- managed Bl uefish (0.0% val ue, 1998),

Butterfish (0.0), and Sumrer Fl ounder (0.0).

O her New Jersey
fishing is reported fromthe heavily urbanized,

There is a substanti al
as sone sumer flounder |anded

Surprisingly, sone conmercial
industrialized areas of northeastern New Jersey.
amount of squid, both Illex and Loligo, as well
in (and trucked into) heavily urbani zed Essex County, the site of a packing
and processing conpany. GCrab pot fishing is found with snmall landings in

ur bani zed Bergen and M ddl esex Counties. At the other side of the state,
comerci al fishing extends upbay and upriver from Cunberland County, into
rural Sal emand Hunterdon counties. Hunterdon is the site of one of the |ast
of the river shad seine fisheries (and an annual shad festival). Salemis the
home of snall-scale waterman fisheries which involve gill-netting for shad,
weakfi sh and ot her species, harvesting eels and snapper turtles.

Ccean Gty, MD (West Ccean City)
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Ccean Gity, on the Atlantic Coast, is the only major port in Maryland engaged
in the inshore and EEZ ocean fisheri es. It accounts for 18.1% of the pounds
I anded and only 9.5% of the value |anded in 1998 (Table MD1).

The nmaj or commercial fishing gears used for landings in Ccean Gty in 1998
(Tabl e MD-OC1) were:

--gill-netting, heavily dependent on angler and spiny dogfish, but engaged in
a very diversified fishery;

--surf clam and ocean quahoggi ng, with small by-catches of angler and

scal | ops;

--bottomdragging with otter trawls, a highly diversified fishery, with strong
foci on sumer flounder and loligo squid, but also | anding 48 ot her species.

In terns of value, other gear types also energe as inportant, nanely fish
traps and pelagic longlining. Traps are also used for |obster and conch.

Tabl e MD-CCl: Landings by Gear Type, Ccean Cty, MD 1998

GEAR TYPE: Lbs. % Val ue %
CCEAN CI'TY, MD

By hand 0.0 0.0

Dr edge, SCOQ 56.3 55.8
Gll net, sink 28.1 13. 7
Handl i ne 0.0 0.0

Har poon 0.0 0.0

Longl i ne, pel agi c 2.1 11.1
Pots, Lobster O fshore 0.1 0.7

Pot s/ Traps, Conch 0.9 1.4

Pot s/ Traps, Fish 2.9 7.4

OQter Trawl, Bottom Fish 9.5 9.9

Unknown 0.0 0

Total Landi ngs, rounded, 1998: 11,073,123 Ibs. ( of state total)
Total Val ue, rounded, 1998: $6, 356,802 ( of state total)

The naj or species caught commercially in Ccean Cty (Table MD-OC2), ranked by
1998 | anded val ue, are:

-surf clams and ocean quahogs

--bl ack sea bass caught nostly with fish traps but also gillnets and draggers
--angler, caught prinmarily with sink gillnets but also by the draggers and the
cl am boat s;

--spi ny dogfish, caught primarily by the gillnet fleet and al so by draggers.
--summer flounder, nostly a dragger fishery

--swordfish, anong the species caught with pelagic longlines fromthis port
(tunas are al so caught, and big eye and yellowfin tuna each represented over
2% of the total |anded value in 1998).

O her species of significance (using the criterion of at |east 2% of poundage
or value) are:
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-- Atlantic croaker and Atlantic nmackerel, each caught by draggers and gill-
netters

-- striped bass, also caught by draggers and gill-netters

-- lobster, an offshore pot fishery.
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Tabl e MD-OC2: Major Species, Landed, Ccean City, M, 1998
Maj or Speci es:
Ccean Gty, MD Lbs (% Val ue (%
Dogfi sh, Spiny 21.6 5.6
Angl er 3.8 6.0
dam Surf * *
Quahog, Ccean *x *x
Sea Bass, Bl ack 2.8 7.1
Fl ounder, Sunmer 1.6 50
Swor df i sh 0.7 4.5
Tuna, Big Eye 0.5 2.7
Tuna, Yellowfin 0.5 2.3

Total Species Landed: 69

Note: ** indicates confidential data because fewer than 3 federally permtted
deal ers invol ved.

O her species | anded of MAFMC rel evance (by % val ue):
Butterfish (**), Atlantic Mackerel (0.5%, Scup (**),

Squid (0.8%, Illex Squid (**).

Bl uefish (0.3%,
Tilefish (**), Loligo

Chesapeake Bay

Virtually all of the other fishing activity in Maryland centers on the
Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries. It is based in nunerous snall and

di spersed | anding areas, and focuses on the classic bay fisheries with blue
crabs and oysters taking the lead (Table MD-OML). This is the hone of the
Chesapeake Bay "waternen." For all ports in Maryland excluding Ccean Cty,

bl ue crabs represented 71.5% of the value and oysters 12.6% of the value. The
only other sizeable fishery in 1998 was for striped bass (5.9% of the val ue),
thanks to the recovery of that species after a long noratorium True to the
tradition of waternmen and baynmen in the Md-Atlantic, the diversity of species

caught is extrenely high: 57 species, ranging fromterrapi n and snapper
turtles, crappies, carp, bullheads, and al ew ves, to nane a few of the
bracki sh water and anadronous species, to soft clanms, horseshoe crabs, eels,
| obsters, sturgeons, sunfishes, and sharks.
Tabl e MD-OML: Major Species, Other Maryland Ports, 1998
MAJOR SPECI ES (>2% :
MARYLAND OTHER THAN OCEAN
cTY Lbs (% Val ue (%
Bass, Striped 5.6 5.9
Crabs, Bl ue 61. 6 71.5
Croaker, Atlantic 2.4 0.7
Menhaden 8.9 0.7
Qysters 4.9 12.6
G zzard Shad 3.5 0.9
White Perch 2.9 1.5
Soft C am 0.4 2.1
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| Catfish | 4.7 | 1.6
Total Species Landed: 57
Total Landings, 1998: 50, 094, 300 | bs.
Total Value, 1998: $60, 832,500
Speci es Rel evant to MAFMC according to value in 1998: Bluefish (0.1%,
Butterfish (0.0%, Summrer Flounder (0.2%, Atlantic Mackerel (0.0%, Scup

(0.0%, Black Sea Bass (0.0% Snooth Dogfish (0.0%, Spiny Dogfish (0.0%.
Virgi nia Beach, VA Lynnhaven

Most of the commercial fishing activity in Virginia Beach occurs in the
Lynhaven section, along Long Creek, which enpties into Lynhaven Bay and
eventual | y Chesapeake Bay. Two active federally permtted dealers in this port
al so operate as packi ng houses for two out-or-town dealers. |In the past,
there also was significant activity at Rudee Inlet on the Atlantic side of the
city, but now there are only 3 or 4 comrercial boats that work out of there.

The commercial fishery at Virginia Beach/Lynhaven is inlet-dependent and
pressured by conpetition for waterfront fromtourist-rel ated devel opnent and
recreational boaters and fishers. The major gear type used as reported to the
NVFS is the sink gill-net, used to catch a | arge nunber of species including
bl uefish, striped bass, Atlantic croaker, summer flounder, shad, dogfish,
weakfish and spot (Table VA-VBl). Drift and stake gill nets are al so used,
the latter for spiny dogfish and bl uefish anong other species. This is also a
center of pot fishing, for blue crabs, eels, conchs (whelks) and fish. The
fish catches were mainly black sea bass and tautog. Handlines accounted for
9% of the |landed value in 1998, nostly from bl ack sea bass and summrer fl ounder
catches, but also striped bass, tautog, tilefish, tunas, and others. Pound
nets accounted for 3.3%of the value in 1998; species included striped bass,

bl uefish, butterfish, Atlantic croaker, summer flounder, Spanish mackerel,

spot, and weakfi sh.

Tabl e VA-VB1: Landings by Gear Type, Virginia Beach/Lynhaven, 1998
GEAR TYPE: VIRG NI A LBS. (% |VALUE (%
BEACH LYNHAVEN
By Hand 0.0 0.0
Common Sei ne, Haul Seine 0.7 0.7
Dr edge, conch 0.3 0.9
Dredge, Crab 0.8 1.0
Gll Net, Drift 1.3 1.0
Gll Net, Sink 70.1 43. 3
Gll Net, Stake 0.2 0.1
Handl i ne 2.0 9.2
Pots & Traps, Blue Crab 12.9 18. 3
Pots & Traps, Conch 3.7 14.1
Pots & Traps, Eel 0.1 0.2
Pots & Traps, Fish 2.8 7.8
Pound Net 5.1 3.3
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Tongs & Grabs, O am 0.0 0.0
Pat ent
Total Landi ngs, rounded, 1998: 7,812,000 I bs.
Total Val ue, rounded, 1998: $4, 272,800 dollars

Note: "0.0" nmeans some activity but |ess than .06%

By species blue crab represented the highest value (19%. Next was bl ack sea
bass, which conprised 16% of 1998 | anded val ue, nostly from handlini ng and
fish pots (Table VA-VB2). G llnetting for dogfish is another very inportant
fishery. Atlantic croaker and striped bass are significant catches fromthe
gill-net, handline, and pound-net fisheries, as is spot. Channeled whelk,
caught in conch pots, made up 11% of value. The total nunber of species,
though, is as always in this region very large: 65.

Tabl e VA-VB22: Landi ngs by Maj or Species, Virginia Beach/Lynhaven, 1998

MAJOR SPEC ES: LBS. (% |VALUE (9%
VI RG NI A BEACH LYNHAVEN

Stri ped Bass 4.4 11.0
Bl ue Crab 13.7 19.1
Atl antic O oaker ** **
Spi ny Dogfish ** **

Bl ack Sea Bass 4,2 15.6
Spot 14.1 8.8
Channel ed Wel k 2.8 11.2
Conch 1.4 5.3
QG her Fish, Industrial 2.2 0.3

Number of Species: 65

Note: ** indicates confidential data due to small nunber of businesses
i nvol ved.

O her species of MAFMC interest by percentage val ue, 1998: Bluefish (0.7),
Butterfish (0.7), Summer Flounder (0.3), Atlantic Mackerel (**), Scup (**),
Dogfish, Gther (0.3), Dogfish, Smooth (**), Tilefish (**), Loligo Squid (**).

Newport News, VA

Sea scalloping is the principal fishery of Newport News, accounting for 72% of
| anded value in 1998. Scal |l opers use both dredges and bottomotter traw s
(Table VA-NN1). Another fishery is finfish dragging (8.2% of value, 24.5% of

| andings) for a large variety of species. Summer flounder, angler, and bl ack
sea bass are landed in significant quantities (Table VA-NN2). Small scale
inshore and bay fisheries are part of the waternman conplex. They include
clamm ng (hard clanms or quahogs) and oystering using dredges, patent tongs,
tongs and rakes; drift and sink gill-netting; pot-fishing and dredging for
crabs (blue crabs were 28% of |andings, 7% of value) and oysters; pot fishing
for conch and eels and seining.
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Tabl e VA-NNL: Landi ngs by CGear Type, Newport News, VA, 1998

GEAR TYPES, NEWPORT NEWS LBS. (% |VALUE (%
Common Sei ne, Haul Seine 0.0 0.0
Dredge, dam 0.0 0.0
Dredge, Crab 1.4 0.4
Dr edge, Oyster 0.0 0.0
Dredge, Sea Scal |l op 32.9 59.7
Gl Net, Drift 0.0 0.0
Gl Net, Sink 1.0 0.3
Handl i ne 0.0 0.0
Pot s/ Traps, Blue Crab 26.4 7.1
Pot s/ Traps, Conch 0.0 0.0
Pot s/ Traps, Eel 0.1 0.0
Tongs/ Grabs, Oyster 0.5 0.6
Tongs/ Grabs, d am 2.4 6.0
Qter Trawl, Bottom Fish 26.4 10. 3
Qter Trawl, Bottom C her 0.0 0.0
Gter Traw, Bottom 8.7 15.5
Scal | op

Total Landings, rounded, 1998: 5, 742,500 I bs.
Total Val ue, rounded, 1998: $15, 945,700 dollars

Tabl e VA-NN2: Landi ngs by Major Species, Newport News, VA, 1998

MAJOR SPECI ES: NEWPORT LBS. (% [VALUE (%
NEWS, VA

[cab, Blue 27.7 7.3

IFI ounder, Summer 19. 8 8.6
IQuahog 2.4 6.1

Scal | op, Sea 34. 4 72. 1

Sea Bass, Bl ack 2.4 0.9

Angl er 7.0 3.0

Number of Species: 59

O her species of MAFMC interest, by percentage val ue 1998: Bl uefish (0.2),
Butterfish (0.0), Scup (0.0), Smooth Dogfish (0.0), Tilefish (0.0), Loligo

Squid (0.4).
Nor f ol k, VA

The commercial fishery of Norfolk, VA today is actually typical of the nore
rural waterman communities. Only a few fish houses are left to buy fromlocal
fishers; other docks and whol esal ers have cl osed down, and one whol esal er has
changed to a retail store and restaurant. The fishery is a snall inshore and
bay fishery. Principal gears used are crab pots (55% of value), crab dredges
(109, clampatent tongs and rakes (4%, handlines (10% and sink gill-nets
(12% . Qher gears are haul seines, conch dredges, and eel and fish pots.
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Striped bass (10% of value) are caught with gill-nets, handlines and seines,
as are Atlantic croaker (4% of value) and other estuarine and anadronous
species. The small bl ack sea bass fishery here (2.2%of value) is carried out
with handlines, as is the summer flounder fishery (2.1%. Blue crabs nmake up
two-thirds of the value of Norfolk's catch (64%; hard clans or quahogs
account for 4% and conch 4%as well.

Hanmpt on and Seaford, VA

For purposes of discussing fishery |andings and preserving confidentiality, we
have conbi ned wei ghout data for Hanmpton (within the Metropolitan Statistica
Area depicted above) and Seaford (w thin York County, census and enpl oynent
data for which are offered below). Gear-type data (Table VA-Hl) show that
sea-scalloping with dredges is the single-nost inportant fishery by val ue
otter-trawl dragging for finfish is highest for poundage. Sone draggers are
al so used for scalloping. GIll-netting, crab potting and dredgi ng, seining,
and tonging for clans are other techniques used in these two ports (Seaford is
alnmost entirely devoted to scalloping, but scalloping is also inportant in
Hanpt on) .

Li ke Newport News, Hanpton and Seaford are inportant sea scalloping ports near
the nouth of Chesapeake Bay. Scallops accounted for 69% of |anded value in
1998. In Hanpton, a significant portion of the scallops are caught with otter
trawls rather than scallop dredges. The sea scallop fleet of Seaford relies
entirely on dredges and accounts for virtually all of the |Iandings and | anded
val ue there. Besides scallops these dredge-equi pped vessel s caught |arge
amounts of angler as well as a small anmount of sunmmer flounder

Finfish dragging is also inportant in Hanpton. Species diversity is extrenely
high. The otter trawl fleet of Hanpton takes Illex and Loligo squid, black
sea bass (a substantial amount is also caught with handlines); Atlantic
nmackerel ; Atlantic croaker (a large portion was caught by haul seines as well
as pound nets and sink gill nets); and angler (although nost was | anded by
scal | op dredges and scallop otter traws). A smal | anmount of pel agic
longlining is al so done fromHanpton, for black tip, nmako shortfin and
thresher sharks and tuna (big eye, yellowfin, albacore)

The inshore and bay fisheries of Hanpton include the pound-net and seine
fisheries for Atlantic croaker, gill-netting and handlining, blue crabs,
(caught with dredges, pots, and scrapes) and hard clans or quahogs (harvested
with patent tongs and crabs). W have conbi ned the wei ghout data for Hanpton
and Seaford to preserve the confidentiality of data for fisheries with few
busi nesses invol ved. Species diversity in the | andings at Hanpton and Seaford
is extremely high, 79 in 1998 (Table VA-H2). Fourteen had either poundage or
value at or above 2%in 1998, led by sea scallops, sumer flounder, IIIex
squid, Atlantic croaker, blue crab, and angl er
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Tabl e VA-H1:

Landi ngs by Gear Type,

Hanmpt on and Seaford, VA, 1998

GEAR TYPE: HAMPTON & LBS (% VALUE (%
SEAFCRD

Common Sei ne, Haul Seine 4.6 0.7
Dredge, Crab 1.6 0.8
Dredge, Scallop, Sea 16. 6 57.2
Gll Net, Drift 0.7 0.2
G111l Net, Sink 8.2 2.1
Handl i ne 0.3 0.2
Longl i ne, Pel agic 0.1 0.1
Pots & Traps, Blue Crab 9.2 3.9
Pots & Traps, conch 0.0 0.0
Pots & Traps, Eel 0.0 0.0
Pots & Traps, fish 0.0 0.0
Scr apes 0.0 0.0
Tongs & Grabs, O am 0.7 3.4
Pat ent

Qter Trawl, Bottom Fish 53.5 16.5
Qter Trawl, Bottom 4.4 14. 7
Scal | op

Gter Traw, Bottom 0.0 0.0
Shrinp

Pound Nets 0.0 0.0

Total Landi ngs,

rounded, 1998: 9, 089, 500 | bs.
Total Val ue, rounded, 1998: $13, 311, 000 dollars
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Tabl e VA-H2: Maj or Speci es Landed, Hanpton and Seaford, VA, 1998

IMAIOR SPECI ES: HAMPTON & LBS (% VALUE (%
SEAFORD

Angl er 3.6 3.1
|G ab, Blue 10. 8 4. 7
[Croaker, Atlantic 13.2 2.1
IF ounder, Sunmer 11.1 0. 4
IMackerel, Atlantic * % e x
Scal | op, Sea 17.3 68. 8
Sea Bass, Bl ack 2.9 2.6
Squid, Illex [* * [* *
Squi d, Loligo 3.2 0.9
IO her Fish, Industrial 2.1 0. 1
Stri ped Bass 4.8 1.1
Herring, NK i i
Herring, Atlantic ** **
Quahog 1.3 4.2

Number of Species: 79

Note: ** indicates confidential data due to small nunber of businesses
i nvol ved.

O her species of MAFMC interest, by percentage val ue, 1998: Bluefish (0.4),
Butterfish (0.1), Scup (0.1), Spiny Dogfish (0.0), Tilefish (0.0).

Nor t hanpt on County, VA

Nort hanpton County is at the southernnost tip of the Del marva peninsul a

Among its fishing ports are Oyster, inside the barrier islands of the Atlantic
coast, and Cape Charles, at the entrance to the Chesapeake Bay, but nost of
the landings cone fromsmaller sites coded as "Qher Northanpton"” in NWS

wei ghout data. The fisheries are inshore and estuarine, doninated by bl ue
crabs, Atlantic croaker, hard clans, and horseshoe crabs (Table VA-N2).

Weakf i sh/ squet eague and striped bass are anong the 45 other species | anded
coomercially in this area of Virginia

Refl ecting the inportance of blue-crabs, the nost inportant single gear-type
is the blue crab pot (Table VA-N1). Pots are also used for conch, eel, and
fish (the 1998 catches of the fish pots were Atlantic croaker and northern
puffer, the latter a nost unusual specialty). Dredges are used for hard
clams, conch, horseshoe crabs, and blue crabs. Scrapes are used for crabs and
eels; clams are harvested with patent tongs and "by hand."

Pound-nets are also inportant, both for crab and for fish. The fish pound
nets catch Atlantic croakers, striped bass, summer flounder, weakfish and
others, totaling 32 species. Oter tram and "unknown" constitute the next

| argest gear types, totaling 8% of value; both were alnost entirely horseshoe
crab harvests in 1998. GlIl-nets are used for a large variety of species;
drift gill nets for 30 species, including striped bass, Atlantic croaker, and
spot; sink gill nets for 25 species, including Arerican shad and weakfish. The
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NMFS deal er wei ghout data used for |andings do not conpletely reflect the
active, inshore fishery of Virginia, which is recorded by the State of
Virginia. On the other hand, they do indicate the variety of techniques and
fisheries.

Tabl e VA-N1: Landi ngs by Gear Type, Northanpton County, VA, 1998

GEAR TYPE: LBS (% VALUE (%
NORTHAMPTON CO, VA

By Hand 0.3 2.3
By Hand, Oyster 0.0 0.0
Common, Haul Sei ne 0.0 0.0
Dredge, d am 0.3 3.4
Dr edge, Conch 0.1 0.3
Dredge, Crab 6.4 7.9
Dredge, O her 0.3 0.1
GIll Net, Drift 6.1 4.9
G111l Net, Sink 4.7 4.4
G111l Net, Stake 0.1 0.1
Handl i ne 0.2 0.4
Pots & Traps, Blue Crab 28.7 33.6
Pots & Traps, Conch 0.4 1.6
Pots & Traps, Eel 0.0 0.0
Pots & Traps, Fish 0.1 0.2
Pound Net, Crabs 0.2 0.6
Pound Net, Fish 24.0 14.7
Scr apes 0.0 0.1
Tongs & Grabs, O am 0.0 0.3
Pat ent

Qter Traw, Bottom Fish 16.7 13.9
“Unknown” (Hor seshoe Crab) 11.4 11.1

Total Landings, rounded, 1998: 8, 468, 400 | bs.
Total Val ue, rounded, 1998: $5,001, 400 dollars
Note: "0.0" indicates some activity but |ess than 0.06%
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Tabl e VA-N2: Landi ngs by Mj or Species, Northanpton County, VA, 1998

MAJOR SPEQ ES: LBS. (% |VALUE (%
NORTHAMPTON CO., VA

IBass, Striped 1.3 3.1
[cab, Blue 34.9 41. 2
[Crab, Horseshoe 28. 2 25. 2
ICroaker, Atlantic 21. 4 13.1
luahog 0.5 2.9
Spot 2.4 1.4
IConch 0. 8 2.9
[a ams, Bl oodarc 0. 2 2.9
\Weakf i sh 5.1 2.5

Number of Species: 49

O her species of MAFMC interest, by percentage val ue 1998: Bl uefish (0.6),
Butterfi sh (0.1).

Accomack County and Chi ncot eague, VA

The visiting otter trawl fishery accounts for alnost half of Chincoteague's
1998 | anded val ue; summer flounder predomnates in this fishery and is the

| eadi ng species for |anded value (39%. Like other Md-Atlantic otter traw
fleets, this one is highly diverse, |landing 19 species in 1998, |ed by sumrer

fl ounder, black sea bass, and Loligo squid. There is a small drift gill-net
fishery for striped bass, Atlantic croaker and other species and a |arge sink
gill-net fishery (27% of Chincoteague's value), mainly for angler, but also

spi ny dogfish, Atlantic mackerel, and other species. Angler was al nost as
valuabl e as fluke in 1998. Sone handlining and longlining for tunas and
sharks takes place, and inl1998 16% of the value cane fromfish pots, mainly
bl ack sea bass. Less than 5% of Chincoteague's fishing activity, in terns of
val ue, cane from clanm ng, crabbing and other estuarine and bay fisheries,
whi ch ot herwi se predominate in the Virginia and Maryl and regi on.

Tabl e VA-ACL shows 1998 | andi ngs and val ue, broken down by percentage for gear
type and maj or species, conbining Chincoteague's |andings with those of the
many small waterman fisheries of Accomack County, as well as the port of
Wachapr eague. Seventy-two species were |anded in 1998, primarily blue crabs.
Crabs are caught with dredges, pots, scrapes, and trot-lines. There is also
oystering and hard-clamming. Angler and summer flounder, mainly from
Chincoteague's gill-net and otter trawl fisheries, account for 2.2%and 3.8%
of the county's total value. Striped bass, Atlantic croaker, and conch are
ot her inportant species.

The maj or gear types are crab pots (52.2% of value) and conch and fish pots
(4.9%; crab scrapes and dredges. Also inportant are gillnets (19.8% of
value); otter traws; and "by hand" referring to treadi ng, hand rakes, and
ot her techni ques used to harvest hard clans, oysters and horseshoe crabs.
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Tabl e VA-CHL: Landings by Gear Type, Acconack County, VA, 1998
GEAR TYPE: CHI NCOTEAGUE & OTHER ACCOVACK CO, VA LBS. % VALUE %
By Hand 0.5 2.4
By Hand, Oyster 0.0 0.0
Dr edge, clam 0.1 0.5
GIl Net, Drift 15.0 7.9
Gl Net, Sink 19.5 11.8
G111l Net, Stake 0.1 0.1
Handl i ne 0.0 0.1
Longl i ne Pel agi ¢ 0.0 0.0
Pots & Traps, Blue Crab 45.9 52.2
Pots & Traps, Conch 1.5 3.1
Pots & Traps, Fish 1.2 1.8
Rakes, O her 0.0 0.1
Trawl, Oter, Bottom Fish 3.3 4.4
Cast Nets 0.1 0.1
Sei nes 0.7 0.3
Dr edge, Conch 1.9 1.5
Dredge, Crab 4.4 4.3
Dredge, Oyster 0.1 0.3
Pots & Traps, Eel 0.0 0.0
Pound Net, Crab 0.1 0.3
Pound Net, Fish 3.2 0.8
Scr apes 2.1 7.3
Tongs & (rabs, Patent 0.1 0.7
Trot Line 0.1 0.1
Total Landings, rounded, 1998: 11,077,100 I bs.
Total Val ue, rounded, 1998: $8, 485,000 dollars
Tabl e VA-AC2: Landi ngs by Maj or Species, Accomack County, VA, 1998

MAJOR SPECI ES: ACCOVACK CO, VA LBS. (% VALUE( %

Crab, Blue 52.2 63.9

Fl ounder, Sunmer 2.4 3.8

Angl er ** **

Bass, Striped 1.5 2.7

Croaker, Atlantic * % **

Dogfi sh, Spiny ** *

Quahog 0.6 3.4

Hor seshoe Crab 2.5 1.5

Conch 1.6 3.3

Menhaden 2.8 0.3

Spot 8.2 4.1

Not e:

Nunmber of Species: 72

** jndi cates confidential

i nvol ved.

data due to the small
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O her Species of MAFMC interest,
Butterfish (0.1),
Tilefish (**),

Carteret County,

Bettie,

Harker’'s |sland, Davis,

Atlantic Mackerel

Loligo Squid (**).
NC (includes fishing centers of Murehead Cty,
Sea Level,

St acy,

by percentage val ue,
(0.1),

1998:
Scup (0. 0),

Atlantic,

Bl uefish (0.5),
Bl ack Sea Bass (1.7),

Beauf ort,
Cedar |sl and)

Carteret County has the largest fishery in terns of poundage and second

| ar gest
were over 80 mllion |bs,

interns of value in North Carolina (Table NCl).
but value was little nore than 21 mllion Ibs.,

Tot al

1998 | andi ngs

largely due to the I ow val ue of species such as nenhaden and thread herring

caught by purse-seining.

trawling, fluke trawing,

nets,

| ongli nes,

har d- cl ammi ng,

Q her inportant fisheries were crab-potting,

and the use of pound-nets,

shrinp
sink gill

and other gears for a large variety of finfishes (the total
nunber of species |anded was 69) (Tables NG CCl, 2).

Tabl e NC- CCl: Landi ngs by Gear Type, Carteret County, North Carolina, 1998
CGEAR TYPE LBS. % VALUE %
Beach sei ne 0. 0% 0. 0%
By hand 0.1% 2. 0%
Cast net 0.1% 0. 0%
Channel net 0.1% 0. 5%
Cl am dredge (hydraulic) 0. 0% 0. 7%
damtraw , Kkicking 0.1% 2.2%
Conmron sei ne 0. 0% 0. 0%
Crab pot 6. 0% 13. 4%
Crab traw 0. 6% 1. 4%
Fi sh pot 0. 0% 0.2%
Fl ounder traw 2. 4% 9. 1%
Fl ynet 0. 6% 0.7%
G gs 0. 0% 0.1%
Gll net (drift) 0.1% 0.1%
G 11 net (runaround) 0. 5% 1.1%
G111l net set (float) 0. 4% 1.1%
G Il net set (sink) 3. 7% 5. 4%
Haul seine 1.7% 2. 9%
Longl i ne bottom 0. 0% 0.1%
Longl i ne surface 0. 1% 0. 9%
G her (including conf.) 78. 7% 22. 8%
Oyster dredge 0. 0% 0.1%
Peel er pot 0. 0% 0.1%
Pound net 1. 0% 5.5%
Purse seine 0. 0% 0. 0%
Rakes bul | 0. 0% 0. 5%
Rakes hand 0.2% 3.8%
Rod- n-r eel 0. 8% 5. 0%
Scal | op dredge (bay) 0. 1% 1.1%
Scal | op dredge (sea) 0. 0% 0. 0%
Scal | op scoop 0. 0% 0. 0%
Scal lop traw 0. 0% 0. 0%

©
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Shrinmp traw 2. 4% 16. 7%
Ski mer traw 0.1% 1.1%
Swi pe net 0. 0% 0. 0%
Tongs, hand 0. 0% 0. 8%
Trolling 0.1% 0.4%

Total |andings, rounded, 1998: 80, 417, 400 | bs.

Tabl e NC-CC2: Landings by Major Species, Carteret County, NC 1998

MAJOR SPECI ES >2% LBS. % VALUE %
Uncl assified shrinp 1.9% 16. 7%
Crabs, blue, hard 7.1% 15. 4%
Croaker, atlantic 2. 7% 3. 0%
Fl ounders, fl uke 2. 0% 14. 0%
G her (including conf.) 78. 7% 22. 8%
Spot 1.5% 2. 4%
Weakfish (seatrout, 1.6% 2.8%
grey)

Cam hard (neats) 0.4% 9. 2%
QG oupers 0. 2% 1.9%

Number of species: 69
Pam i co County, NC

Pam i co County (pop. 11,372, 1990) had inpressive total |andings in 1998 of
over 10 mllion pounds, worth over 9 mllion dollars. Inportant fishing
centers include Bayboro, Vandenere, Hobucken and Oiental. Fishing takes
place in the sounds and tidal rivers as well as coastal narine waters. C ab-
potting, shrinp trawing, and flounder trawling are the major fisheries. Blue
crabs accounted for 62% of the value in 1998, shrinp 13% and fluke 19%

Fl uke were caught mainly in traws ("flounder trawl s") but also in crab pots,
crab trawls, drift or runaround gill-nets, set gill nets (float and sink),
haul seines, pound nets, shrinp trawl's, and swi pe nets. Li ke other Md-
Atlantic areas, this is a very diversified fishing region, 46 species being

| anded by 19 different techniques or gears (Tables NC PClL, 2).

Tabl e NC-PCl: Landings by Gear Type, Pamico County, NC, 1998

CGEAR TYPE LBS. % VALUE %
By hand 0. 0% 0. 0%
O ab pot 72. 0% 57. 2%
Crab traw 7.3% 5.5%
Eel pot 0. 0% 0. 0%
FI ounder traw 8. 5% 16. 6%
Fl ynet 0. 0% 0. 0%
Gll net (drift) 0. 0% 0. 0%
G 11 net (runaround) 2. 7% 1. 7%
G1ll net set (float) 2.5% 3.2%
G 1l net set (sink) 0. 5% 0. 4%
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Haul seine 0. 0% 0. 0%
G her (including 1.1% 1. 4%
conf.)

Qyster dredge 0.1% 0. 3%
Peel er pot 0. 0% 0. 0%
Pound net 0. 0% 0. 0%
Rod- n-r eel 0. 0% 0. 0%
Scal l op traw 0. 0% 0.3%
Shrinp traw 5. 3% 13. 5%
Swi pe net 0. 0% 0. 0%

Total |andings, 1998, rounded: 10,502, 300 I bs.
Total val ue, 1998, rounded: 9, 271, 800dol | ar s

Tabl e NC-PC2: Landings by Major Species, Pamico County, NC, 1998

MAJOR SPECI ES >2% LBS. % VALUE %
Uncl assified shrinp 4. 9% 13. 1%
Crabs, blue, hard 78. 5% 60. 1%
Fl ounders, fl uke 9. 4% 19. 3%
Ml | ets 3. 0% 1.6%
Crabs, blue, peeler 0. 9% 2. 1%

Number of species: 46
Beaufort County, NC

Beaufort County (pop. 42,283, 1990) is an inmportant fishing county, accounting
for over 10 million Ibs. and 8 nillion dollars in 1998 (Tabl es NC BC1, 2).

Bel | haven is the principal fishing port. Blue crabs, caught with pots,

trawls, trotlines, and other methods, conprise alnmost all of the |andings and
val ue. Fluke made up over 3%of the value. Shrinp is also inportant although
not shown bel ow because of confidentiality.
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Tabl e NC-BCl: Landings by Gear-Type, Beaufort County, NC, 1998

CGEAR TYPE LBS. % VALUE %
Crab pot 85. 6% 82. 9%
Crab traw 10. 0% 10. 0%
Eel pot 0.1% 0.2%
Fi sh pot 0. 0% 0. 0%
Fl ounder traw 0. 0% 0. 0%
Fyke net 0. 0% 0. 0%
dgs 0. 0% 0. 0%
G 1l net (runaround) 0. 0% 0. 0%
G1ll net set (float) 1. 4% 1.1%
Gl net set (sink) 1.2% 1. 9%
Q her (including conf.) 1. 5% 3. 7%
Oyster dredge 0. 0% 0. 0%
Peel er pot 0. 0% 0. 0%
Pound net 0. 0% 0. 0%
Rod- n-r eel 0. 0% 0. 0%
Shrinp traw 0.1% 0.1%
Trol l'ing 0. 0% 0. 0%
Trotline 0. 0% 0. 0%

Total |andings, rounded, 1998: 10, 147, 000 | bs

Total val ue, rounded, 1998: 8, 035, 100 dol |l ars

Tabl e NC-BC2: Landi ngs by Major Species, Beaufort County, NC, 1998

MAJOR SPECI ES >2% LBS. % VALUE %
Crabs, blue, hard 94. 4% 89. 8%
Fl ounders, fluke 1. 4% 3.1%
Q her (including conf.) 1.5% 3. 7%

Number of species: 38
Hyde County, NC

Hyde County (pop. 5,411 in 1990) al though small in population (reportedly

there is only one traffic light in the county) is the third largest fishing
county of North Carolina, with total |andings over 16 mllion | bs. and val ue
over 10 mllion dollars in 1998 (Tables NCHCL, 2). Fishing centers include
Swan Quarter, Engel hard and Ccracoke. Blue crabs and fluke are the two nost
inportant species in terns of value; dogfish, and Atlantic croaker are also

significant, and 56 other species are caught. Gears used are the full array
of estuarine and inshore techniques, particularly crab pots and traws, sink
and float set gill nets, shrinp trawl's, pound nets, and flounder traw s.
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Tabl e NCG-HCl: Landings by Gear Type, Hyde County, NC, 1998

CGEAR TYPE LBS. % VALUE %
By hand 0. 0% 0. 0%
Cast net 0. 0% 0. 0%
Crab pot 63. 0% 58. 4%
Crab traw 4. 4% 3. 8%
Fi sh pot 0. 0% 0. 0%
Fl ounders traw 1. 9% 5. 0%
Fl'y net 0. 3% 0. 6%
G 1l net (runaround) 0. 4% 0. 3%
G1ll net set (float) 2.2% 2. 9%
Gl net set (sink) 17. 8% 12. 5%
Haul seine 0. 0% 0. 0%
Longl i ne bottom 0. 0% 0. 0%
Longl i ne shark 0. 0% 0. 0%
Q her (including conf.) 5. 7% 3.2%
Oyster dredge 0.1% 0. 9%
Peel er pot 0. 0% 0. 0%
Pound net 1. 5% 3. 6%
Rakes bul | 0. 0% 0. 0%
Rakes hand 0. 0% 0. 0%
Rod- n-r eel 0. 0% 0. 0%
Shrinp traw 2.5% 8. 5%
Swi pe net 0. 0% 0. 0%
Tongs, hand 0. 0% 0. 0%
Trol ling 0. 2% 0. 4%
Total |andings, rounded, 1998: 16,079, 800 | bs
Total val ue, rounded, 1998: 10, 921, 600 dol |l ars
Tabl e NC-HC2: Landings by Maj or Species, Hyde County, NC, 1998

MAJOR SPECI ES >2% LBS. % VALUE %
Uncl assi fied shrinp 2. 3% 8.2%
Crabs, blue, hard 66. 2% 58. 5%
Croaker, Atlantic 8. 3% 4. 1%
Fl ounder, fl uke 5. 9% 16. 0%
QG her (including conf.) 5.7% 3.2%
Shar ks, dogfish 3. 8% 0. 8%

Number of species: 62

Dare County, NC
Dare County (pop. 22,746, 1990) saw over 36.6 million pounds and 23.5 mllion

dollars fromfish and shellfish (and turtle) landings in 1998, the second
hi ghest county in the state in terns of pounds and first in terns of dollars
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(Tabl es NG DC1, 2). Fi shing centers include Wanchese, Hatteras, and Mann's
Har bor. Fluke (15% was second to crabs (40% in ternms of value, but a much
wi der range of products were significant than in other North Carolina
counties, because of the inportance of ocean as well as estuarine fisheries.
These included bl uefish, dogfish, squid, weakfish, anglerfish, king nackerel,
sharks, and tuna. The fisheries range fromestuarine fisheries (crab-pots,
pound-nets, turtle pots, fyke nets, etc.) to offshore Ionglining.

Tabl e NC-DCl: Landings by Gear Type, Dare County, NC, 1998

CGEAR TYPE LBS. % VALUE %
Beach seine 1. 5% 1. 3%
By hand 0. 0% 0. 0%
Cast net 0.1% 0. 0%
Crab pot 30. 6% 33. 0%
Crab traw 0. 6% 0. 5%
Eel pot 0. 0% 0.1%
Fi sh pot 0. 1% 0.2%
Fl ounder traw 3.3% 7.5%
Fl ynet 13. 2% 7. 7%
Fyke net 0. 0% 0. 0%
G gs 0. 0% 0. 0%
G 11l net (runaround) 1. 0% 1.0%
G111l net set (float) 0.7% 0.8%
G 1l net set (sink) 36. 4% 22.5%
Haul seine 0. 7% 0.5%
Longl i ne bottom 0. 0% 0. 0%
Longl i ne shark 1.5% 0. 8%
Longl i ne surface 2. 7% 5.8%
QG her (including conf.) 0. 6% 0.4%
Oyst er dredge 0. 0% 0. 0%
Peel er pot 1.1% 5. 6%
Pound net 2. 1% 3. 4%
Rakes bul | 0. 0% 0. 0%
Rakes hand 0. 0% 0. 0%
Rod- n-r eel 0. 6% 1. 4%
Shrinp traw 0.4% 1.2%
Trol ling 2. 8% 6. 1%
Turtl e pot 0. 0% 0. 0%

Total |andings, rounded, 1998: 36, 625, 800 I bs.
Total val ue, rounded, 1998: 23,511,500 dollars

104



Tabl e NC-DC2: Landings by Maj or Species, Dare County, NC, 1998

MAJOR SPECI ES >2% LBS. % VALUE %
Angl erfish (goosefi sh) 1.8% 1.9%
Bl uefi sh 6. 4% 2. 6%
Crabs, blue, hard 30. 1% 27.8%
Croaker, atlantic 18. 9% 9. 4%
Fl ounders, fl uke 5 2% 15. 0%
Macker el , king 2. 0% 4. 7%
Shar ks 2. 7% 1. 4%
Shar ks, dogfish 10. 9% 2. 3%
Squi d 2. 4% 2. 0%
Tuna 2. 6% 5. 2%
Weakfish (seatrout, grey) 4. 7% 3. 9%
Crabs, bl ue peeler 0.7% 2.2%
Crabs, blue, soft 1.6% 9.2%

Number of species: 69

QG her North Carolina Counties

Commercial fishing is inportant in nmany other North Carolina counties as well.
Fol lowing are profiles of counties for which | andings were reported in 1998,
in rough geographi cal order, from southwest to northeast. Counties where

I andi ngs were very snall in 1998 are signified by full indentations and
italics. Population figures for 1997 are from D aby (1999: 35), based on the
July 1997 estimate fromthe Ofice of State Planning, Ofice of the Governor
Esti mates of fishing i ncome were derived fromvarious sources described in

Di aby (1999: 35).

Brunswi ck, Pender, and related Inland Counties

Brunsw ck County (pop. 65,200, 1997), at the southwestern end of the coast,
has a diversified estuarine and inshore fishery, which yielded al nost 3
mllion Ibs and over 4.8 million dollars in 1998 (Tables NC-BC1,2). Shrinp
trawls and rod-n-reel account for nost of the |andings by value; shellfish
techni ques ("by hand, bull rakes, hand rakes, hand tongs"), crab pots
trolling, and other techniques are also found. The major species by val ue was
shrinp (48%; it was followed by a fairly even representati on of porgies,
snappers, groupers, hard clans, oysters, spot, triggerfish, and swordfish. In
1990 89 white nen and 36 bl ack men, plus 12 white wonen, clainmed the
occupation of fisher, and 23 white nen were captains and other officers on the
census. According to D aby (1999: 35), there were 688 ETS issued in 1997, and
the average fishing income that year was $11,572, conmapred with an average
annual wage per worker of $23,860.

Pender County (pop. 37,208, 1997), up the Cape Fear River fromWInmngton, is
the site of estuarine and ocean fisheries, anmounting to about $770, 000 worth,
for 535,000 I bs. in 1998. 19 gear types were used that year, ranging from
shrinp trawls and four different kinds of gill-nets to a variety of shell-
fishing techniques and snall scale nets (butterfly net, cast net, channel
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net). Shrinmp, clans, crabs, and oysters were najor. Fluke nmade up 2. 1% of
val ue and porgies 3.2%of value. Qher ocean fishes are king nackerel, spot,
snappers, and groupers. In 1990 66 white nales declared fishing as their
occupation. Diaby (1999: 35) reports 239 ETS issued in 1997, with average
fishing income of $8,599 conpared with an average annual wage of $19, 329.

Bl aden County, up the Cape Fear River, was the site of a gill-net fishery,
plus a little oystering, haul-seining and crab potting in 1998. Speci es caught
included crabs, spot, shad, croaker, and other bay and estuari ne species. The
1990 census showed 8 bl ack nen as fishers. Robeson County, far inland up the
sane river, had a few landings in 1998 as well.

Col unbus County, between Brunsw ck and Bl aden Counties and on the Cape Fear
River, had a small fishery, nmainly oysters but also small amounts of spot,
shad, fluke, bluefish, and crabs. It was valued at |ess than $70,000 in 1998.
Techni ques include crab pots, gill nets, gigs, and "by hand." The 1990 census
showed no fishers as occupational types.

For additional information, refer to the sections on description of fishing
activities (section 7), econom ¢ characteristics of the fishery (section 8),
and the fishery inpact statement (section 9.2.6) of Anendnment 5 to the
Atlantic nackerel squid and butterfish FVP.

4.3.4 Consistency with Applicable Laws
4.3.4.1 The Anendnent Relative to the National Standards

Section 301(a) of the MSFCVA states: "Any fishery managenent plan prepared,
and any regul ation promul gated to inplenment such plan pursuant to this title
shal | be consistent with the follow ng National Standards for fishery
conservation and managenent." The followi ng is a discussion of the standards
and how this framework neets them

4.3.4.1.1 National Standard 1 - Overfishing Definition

“Conservati on and managenent neasures shall prevent overfishing while
achi eving, on a continuous basis, the optimumyield fromeach fishery for the
United States fishing industry.”

The Sust ai nabl e Fisheries Act (SFA), which reauthorized and anended the
Magnuson- St evens Fi shery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson- Stevens
Act) made a nunber of changes to the existing National Standards. Wth
respect to National Standard 1, the SFA inposed new requirenents concerning
definitions of overfishing in US fishery managenment plans. |In order to conply
with National Standard 1, the SFA requires that each Council FMP define
overfishing as a rate or level of fishing nortality that jeopardizes a
fisheries capacity to produce nmaxi mum sustai nable yield (MSY) on a continuing
basi s and defines an overfished stock as a stock size that is |less than a

m ni num bi omass t hreshol d.
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The SFA al so requires that each FMP specify objective and neasurabl e status
determination criteria for identifying when stocks or stock conpl exes covered
by the FMP are overfished. To fulfill the requirenents of the SFA status
determination criteria are conprised of two conponents: 1) a nmaxi mum fishing
nortality threshold and 2) a mninmmstock size threshold. The nmaxi nrumF
threshold is specified as Fyy. The nininmum biomass threshold is specified as
% the MBY level. The overfishing definitions for each of the speci es nanaged
under this FMP was nodified in Arendnent 8 to conply with the SFA. The only
overfishing definition adopted in Anendnent 8 which will be affected by this
framework action is the fishing nortality control rule for Loligo squid

As noted above, Arendnent 8 to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish
Fi shery Managenent (FMP) was devel oped to bring the FMP into conpliance with
the Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA). The SFA, which reauthorized and anended
t he Magnuson- Stevens Act, made a nunmber of changes to the existing Nationa
Standards, as well as to definitions and other provisions in the
Magnuson- St evens Act, that caused the Quidelines to be significantly revised.
The nost significant changes were made to National Standard 1, which inposed
new requi renents concerning definitions of overfishing in fishery managenent
plans. The overfishing definition for Loligo was revised in Anendnent 8 to
conply with the SFA as follows: overfishing for Loligo was defined to occur
when the catch associated with a threshold fishing nortality rate of Fpyx IS
exceeded (Fux is a proxy for Fuy). Wien an estimate of Fyy beconmes avail abl e,
it will replace the current overfishing proxy of Fx. Annual quotas are
speci fied which correspond to a target fishing nortality rate. Target F was
defined as 75% of the F.,, when bionmass is greater than B, and decreases
linearly to zero 50% of Bygy. Maxinmum OY is specified as the catch associated
with a fishing nortality rate of Fna. In addition, the bionmass target is
specified to equal Bygy.

The nost recent assessnent of the Loligo stock (SAW29) concluded that the
stock was approachi ng an overfished condition and that overfishing was
occurring (NVFS 1999). A production nodel indicated that current bi omass was
I ess than Byy, and near the biomass threshold of 50% Bygy. There was high
probability that fishing nortality exceeded Fyy in 1998. The average F from
the winter fishery (Cctober to March) over the last five years averaged 180%
of Fwsy, and F fromthe sunmer fishery equal ed Fysy. However, the production
nmodel al so indicated that the stock has the ability to quickly rebuild from

| ow stock sizes. Length based anal yses indicated that fully-recruited fishing
nmortality is greater than Fgx and stock bi omass was anong the | owest in the
assessnent tinme series (1987-1998). Recent survey indices of recruitment were
wel | bel ow aver age.

The new requirements of the SFA required the Council to take remedial action
for 2000 to rebuild the stock to a level which will produce M5Y (B.y,) given
the status determnation that Loligo was approaching an overfished state. The
control rule in Arendrnent 8 specifies that the target fishing nortality rate
nmust be reduced to zero if biomass falls bel ow 50% of B,y,. The target fishing
nortality rate increases linearly to 75% of F., as biomass increases to Bg,.
However, projections made in SAW 29 indicated that the control rule appeared
to be overly conservative. Projections from SAW?29 indicated that the Loligo

107



bi omass could be rebuilt to level s approximating Bmy in three years if fishing
nortality was reduced to the target nortality rate specified i n Anendnent 8 of
75% of Fysy. The yield associated with this fishing nortality rate (75% of
Frsy) in 2000, assunming status quo F in 1999, was estimated to be 11,732 nt in
SAW?29. In determning the specification of ABC for the year 2000, the
Counci | considered advice offered by SAW 29 which indicated that the contro
rul e adopted in Arendnent 8 was too conservative. Mdel projections presented
in the nost recent assessnment denonstrated that the stock could be rebuilt in
arelatively short period of time, even at fishing nortality rates equival ent
to 75% Fysy. Based on Mnitoring Committee projections, the Council chose an
ad hoc approach and specified ABC as the yield associated with 90% F, or
13,000 nt in 2000.

The Council is replacing the control rule because it was determned to be
unnecessarily restrictive by SAW29. For exanple, yield projections conducted
si nce devel opnent of the overfishing control rule indicated that the Loligo
stock could rebuild to By in a relatively short period of tine. 1In
retrospect, the stock quickly rebounded to the By, | evel by 2000. [If the
Counci|l had foll owed the control rule in 2000, the fishery would have been
closed for the year. The basic el enents of the overfishing definition
required by the SFA, the overfishing threshold (Fyy) and m ni num bi onass
threshold (% By,) are retained. Since the proposed overfishing definition
contains the necessary el enents and provisions for stock rebuilding prescribed
by the SFA, this framework action is consistent with National Standard 1.

4.3.4.1.2 National Standard 2 - Scientific Information

“Conservati on and nmanagenent measures shall be based upon the best scientific
information avail able.”

The analyses in this framework are based on the best scientific information
avail able. The changes to the control rule for Loligo are based on the
recommendat i ons of SAW29. Therefore, this framework action i s consistent
with National Standard 2.

4.3.4.1.3 National Standard 3 - Managenent Units

“To the extent practicable, an individual stock of fish shall be managed as a
unit throughout its range, and interrel ated stocks of fish shall be nanaged as
a unit or in close coordination.”

Each species in the nmanagenent unit of this FMP is nanaged as a single unit
t hroughout its range, from Maine through Florida. The proposed action does
not alter the managenent unit.

Therefore, this franework action is consistent with National Standard 3

4.3.4.1.4 National Standard 4 - Allocations
“Conservati on and nmanagenent neasures shall not discrimnate between residents

of different states. If it beconmes necessary to allocate or assign fishing
privil eges anong various United States fishernen, such allocation shall be (A)
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fair and equitable to all such fishernen; (B) reasonably calculated to pronote
conservation; and (C) carried out in such a manner that no particul ar

i ndi vidual, corporation, or other entity acquires an excessive share of such
privileges.”

This framework action is not expected to significantly alter the allocation of
any of the resources managed under this FMP. The two neasures wi th possible
allocation effects are the Illex noratoriumextension for one year and the
Illex exenption fromthe Loligo trip limt. If the Illex noratoriumwere to be
allowed to expire, the fishery would revert to an open access condition. The
likely outcome would be an influx of new entry into the fishery (additiona
overcapitalization of the fishery) and a reduction in the anmount | anded by
current permt holders. Depending on the |level of entry, the allocation
effects of not extending the noratoriumcould be severe. However, since the

noratoriumfor Illex is already in place and is being extended for one year
no allocation effects fromthe extension are anticipated. The level of re-
allocation of the Loligo resource due the Illex exenption will depend on

largely on when the directed fishery for Loligo is closed in quarter 3. Based
on the nost recent and conplete three year data set which could be anal yzed
(1997-1999), a closure of the Loligo fishery is nost likely to occur during
week 38 (i.e., the last two weeks of Septenber would be closed to directed
Loligo fishing). Even under the worst case scenario, the overall reduction in
total annual revenues for vessels in the Loligo fishery is expected to be |ess
than 0.3% (assuning the directed Loligo fishery is closed the |last two weeks
of quarter 3). Under the scenario based on 1999 observed Loligo bycatch in the
Il'lex fishery, the overall reduction in total annual revenues for vessels in
the Loligo fishery is expected to be |l ess than 0.1% (agai n, assum ng the
directed Loligo fishery is closed the |ast two weeks of quarter 3). If Illex
fishermen do not alter their fishing behavior (i.e., projections based on
observed Loligo bycatch in 1999 would be valid), the worst case scenario
woul d occur if the directed Loligo fishery is closed beginning in week 31
(August 1). Under this scenario, the overall reduction in total annua
revenues for vessels in the Loligo fishery is expected to be |ess than 0.5%
Thus, under any scenario considered the, the re-allocation of Loligo |andings
due to the Illex exenption is expected to be mnimal. Wthout the exenption
Loligo taken as bycatch in the directed Illex fishery in excess of 2,500
pounds woul d have to be discarded. Under the exenption, these Loligo would be
| anded and counted agai nst the total annual quota. Thus the exenptionis a
reasonably cal cul ated to pronbte conservation. The proposed action is
consistent with National Standard 4. In addition, the Council proposes to
eval uate this neasure on an annual basis and to nake reconmmendations rel ative
to the continuance of the exenption programin the future. As aresult, if
the Council concludes that the exenption has resulted in Loligo bycatch in the
Illex fishery in excess of the levels anticipated in the current analysis the
programwi | | be discontinued.

4.3.4.1.5 National Standard 5 - Efficiency
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“Conservati on and nanagenent neasures shall, where practicable, consider
efficiency in the utilization of the fishery resources; except that no such
nmeasure shall have economc allocation as its sole purpose.”

The managerent programinpl emented by the Anendnents to the Atlantic Mackerel
Squid, and Butterfish FMP are intended to allow the fisheries nanaged pursuant
tothis FMP to operate at the | owest possible cost (e.g., fishing effort,

adm ni stration, and enforcenent) given the FMP' s objectives. The managenent
nmeasures proposed in Framework 2 place no restrictions on processing, or

mar keti ng and no unnecessary restrictions on the use of efficient techniques
of harvesting. Therefore the proposed action is consistent with Nationa

St andard 5.

4.3.4.1.6 National Standard 6 - Variations and Contingencies

“Conservation and managenent measures shall take into account and all ow for
vari ati ons anong, and contingencies in, fisheries, fishery resources, and
cat ches.”

The purpose of the proposed action for Loligo squid is designed to take into
account the annual variation in abundance and availability of Loligo squid to
the Atlantic coast fisheries so that overfishing is avoi ded while achieving
maxi mum utilization of any given year class. Since abundance cannot be
forecast reliably, real time assessnment and managenent of the Loligo stock
this will allowthe stock to be utilized at al |evel consistent the fishing
nortality target and current abundance. Therefore, the proposed action is
consi stent with National Standard 6

4,.3.4.1.7 National Standard 7 - Cost and Benefits

“Conservati on and nmanagenent measures shall, where practicable, mninize costs
and avoi d unnecessary duplication.”

The description of how this National Standard is met by the FMP was descri bed
in Amendnments 5, 6 and 8. This franework action is not expected to alter the
costs of managenent under this FMP. Therefore, there is no reason to alter
the conclusion that this framework is consistent with National Standard 7

4.3.4.1.8 National Standard 8 - Comunities

“Conservati on and managenent measures shall, consistent with the conservation
requi renents of the Magnuson-Stevens Act (including the prevention of
overfishing and rebuil ding of overfished stocks), take into account the

i nportance of fishery resources to fishing communities in order to (A) provide
for the sustained participation of such communities, and (B) to the extent
practicable, mnimze adverse econom c inpacts on such communities.”

A conpl ete description of the ports and their reliance on various species,

including Atlantic mackerel, squid and butterfish is given in Section 3.4.
The purpose of this FMP has been to provide a franework for the orderly
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devel opnent of the Atlantic nmackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and butterfish
fisheries while preventing overfishing. Therefore, nost if not all of the
fishing coomunities along the US east coast have been positively inpacted by
the FMP. There were |ikely sone fishermen who nmay have caught Illex that did
not qualify for the noratoriumunder Arendnent 5 and were reduced to catching
bycatch quantities. This issue was discussed in section 9.2.2 of Arendnent 5
to the FMP and in the resubm ssion docunent for Anendment 5.

Anot her issue raised during the devel opnent of Anendment 5 was that the
limted entry provisions reduced the possibility that fishernmen would enter
the fishery that never participated in these fisheries. The nost frequently
mentioned group of fishernen identified in this category are those that have
been negatively inpacted by the severely overfished condition of the North
East groundfish resources. They are seeking alternative species. However, it
was the Council's conclusion that the harvesting capacity of the fleet that
will qualify for the noratoria plus the fleet that will harvest the bycatch
al |l onance can take the maxi mum opti numyields for the species involved and no
extra capacity is needed in the fishery. The major benefit to be realized

t hrough inpl enentati on of recent Amendnents to this FMP is that overfishing
and over-capitalization in these fisheries will be avoided in the future

This framework action would extend the noratoriumon entry into the Illex
fishery for an additional year

The proper management of the stock conpl exes managed under this FMP through
inmpl enentati on of the management neasures described in recent Anendments have
been beneficial to the commercial and recreational fishing communities of the
Atlantic Coast. By preventing overfishing of the stocks and
overcapitalization of the industry, positive benefits to the fishing
comunities have and will continue to be realized. Therefore, this Framework
Action is consistent with National Standard 8

4.3.4.1.9 National Standard 9 - Bycatch

“Conservati on and managenent measures shall, to the extend practicable, (A)
m ni nm ze bycatch and (B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoi ded, mninze the
nortality of such bycatch.”

This national standard requires Councils to consider the bycatch effects of
exi sting and pl anned conservati on and nanagenent measures. Bycatch can, in
two ways, inpede efforts to protect marine ecosystens and achi eve sustainabl e
fisheries and the full benefits they can provide to the Nation. First,
bycat ch can increase substantially the uncertainty concerning total fishing-
related nortality, which makes it nore difficult to assess the status of
stocks, to set the appropriate optimal yield (OY) and define overfishing
levels, and to ensure that OYs are attained and overfishing |levels are not
exceeded. Second, bycatch may al so precl ude other nore productive uses of
fishery resources.

The term "bycatch" neans fish that are harvested in a fishery, but that are

not sold or kept for personal use. Bycatch includes the discard of whole fish
at sea or el sewhere, including economc discards and regul atory discards, and
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fishing nortality due to an encounter with fishing gear that does not result
in capture of fish (i.e., unobserved fishing nortality). Bycatch does not
include any fish that legally are retained in a fishery and kept for personal,
tribal, or cultural use, or that enter commerce through sale, barter, or
trade. Bycatch does not include fish released alive under a recreational
catch-and-rel ease fishery nanagenent program A catch-and-rel ease fishery
nmanagenent programis one in which the retention of a particular species is
prohibited. In such a program those fish released alive would not be

consi dered bycat ch.

The commercial fishery for Atlantic nackerel is prinmarily prosecuted with
otter trawmls . For exanple, in unpublished NWS deal er reports indicate that
94. 2% of all Atlantic mackerel |andings were taken with otter trawls in 1999.
The remai ning gears were of mnor inportance and included pound nets (2.3%,
floating traps (1.5%, sink gill nets (1.5%, and other (0.5%. The fishery
i s managed through the specification of annual quotas. No managenent neasures
are in place which woul d cause discarding of Atlantic nackerel in the
commercial fishery. The nost recent stock assessnent for Atlantic mackerel
concluded that discards in the Atlantic nackerel fishery are insignificant in
recent years (NWFS 1996b). Therefore, discards in the commercial Atlantic
nmackerel fishery in SAW20, as in previous assessnents, were not estinated.

The 1996 NMFS sea sanpling data is the nost recent at-sea observation data
avail able to the Council to characterize catch and discards in the commerci al
Atlantic nackerel fishery using otter trawl s based on at-sea observations.

Tri ps whi ch caught and | anded 1000 | bs or nore of Atlantic nackerel are
characterized in Table 21. A total of 13 species was taken in association
with Atlantic nackerel. Overall, 12.6 % of the weight caught on these trips
was di scarded. Atlantic nackerel and Atlantic herring accounted for 58.8% and
33.9% of the total weight caught, respectively. Atlantic nackerel discard
rates were noderate (16% of total weight of nackerel caught) and accounted for
roughly 75% of the total weight discarded. The discard rates for individual
species ranged formzero for silver hake to 72%for bl ack sea bass. However,
the total weight of species other than Atlantic mackerel and herring accounted
for less than 10% of the total wei ght caught.

The degree to which the 37 trips sanpled in NVFS sea sanpling program
accurately describe discards in the comercial Atlantic mackerel fishery is
unknown. However, in addition to the at-sea sanpling observations descri bed
above, unpublished NMFS vessel trip report (VIR) data are available for 1999
to characterize discards. The catch disposition for each species taken on
trips that |anded 10,000 | bs or nore of Atlantic nackerel, based on
unpubl i shed 1999 vessel trip reports (submtted by fishernen as required by
the FMP), is given in Table 22. Overall, only 0.4%of the total weight |anded
was reported as discarded. Atlantic nackerel accounted for 85.6% of the total
wei ght | anded on 254 trips that |anded 10,000 | bs or nore of Atlantic
mackerel. The discard rate for Atlantic mackerel on these trips, based on VIR
data, was low (0.2% . The only species with high discard rates were striped
bass (75.5% and spiny dogfish. However, the total weight caught for both
species was very small. Overall, discarding in the comercial Atlantic
nmackerel appears to be mininmal based on unpublished NMFS VTR dat a.
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There is also a significant recreational fishery for Atlantic nackerel

Esti mates of recreational catch and discard in the recreational fishery for
mackerel are available fromthe MRFSS. MRFSS data indicate that the
percentage of Atlantic nmackerel taken in the recreational fishery that are
rel eased after capture (MRFSS Type B2) is generally less than 12%of the tota
caught in nost years. In addition, the magjority of the fish released alive
are expected to survive after release, and therefore, are not defined as
bycatch under the new SFA. There are no recreational nanagenent neasures for
Atl anti c nackerel which cause discarding. The limted amount of discarding
that does occur in the recreational fishery is due to fishernen preference and
behavior and is unrelated to nanagenent of the resource

The commercial fishery for Loligo is primarily prosecuted with otter traw s.
For exanpl e, unpublished NWFS deal er reports indicate that greater than 99% of
all Loligo landings in 1999 were taken with otter trawls. The fishery is
managed t hrough the specification of annual quotas. The mbst recent stock
assessnent indicated that discards of Loligo in the conmercial fishery do
occur, however limted data are available to quantify the extent of discarding
by vessels targeting Loligo. The nost recent stock assessment reported that
only two winter sea sanpling trips which targeted Loligo were available for
anal ysis. The percentage of Loligo discarded by wei ght ranged from 4-19%

For both trips, the reason given for discarding was that the squid discarded
wer e bel ow mar ket abl e size. The assessnment was uncertain if the |evels of
discarding fromthese trips were representative of the winter squid fishery
overall. Additional discard data were available fromthe Massachusetts

Di vision of Marine Fisheries for the Nantucket and Vineyard Sound Fishery

coll ected during May of 1990-1992. These data indicated that |ess than 2% by
wei ght of Loligo taken in this fishery were discarded. Based on the limted
data presented in the nost recent assessment, it appears that discarding of
Lol i go does occur on a limted basis. Wile the data are sparse, the levels
that occur appear to be relatively low and are related to marketability.

The 1996 NMFS sea sanpling data is the nost recent at-sea observation data
avail able to the Council to characterize catch and discards in the Loligo
squid fishery. Trips which caught and | anded 500 Ibs or nore of Loligo squid
are characterized in Table 23. The lack of data fromthe directed Loligo
fishery in the NWFS sea sanpling programis confirmed by the 1996 data

Lol i go accounted for a mnority fraction of the total weight caught in these
trips.

A total of 19 species was taken in addition to Loligo in 77 trips which | anded
at least 500 | bs of Loligo. Overall, 15.4% of the weight caught on these
trips was discarded. Atlantic nackerel and Loligo squid accounted for 56.8%
and 24.3% of the total weight caught, respectively. Atlantic mackere

accounted for nost of the total weight discarded (64%. Loligo discard rates
were very low (1.1%of total weight of Loligo caught).

The degree to which the 41 trips sanpled in NVFS sea sanpling program which
| anded at |east 500 | bs of Loligo accurately characterize discards in the
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directed Loligo fishery is unknown. However, in addition to the at-sea
sanpl i ng observations descri bed above, unpublished NWFS vessel trip report
(VIR) data are available for 1999 to characterize discards. The catch

di sposition for each species taken on trips that |Ianded 2,500 | bs or nore of
Lol i go based on unpublished 1999 vessel trip reports (submtted by fishernmen
as required by the FMP) is given in Table 24. Overall, only 0.4 %of the
total weight |anded was reported as discarded. Loligo accounted for 61.5% of
the total weight |landed on 2,098 trips. The discard rate for Loligo based on
VIR data was |ow (<0.1%. Species with high discard rates were haddock
sunfish and hamrerhead shark ( all 100%, skates (40.5% vyellowail flounder
(35.6%,and cod (18,8%.

The commercial fishery for Illex is primarily prosecuted with otter traw s.
For exanpl e, unpublished NWFS deal er reports indicated that greater than 99%
of all Illex landings in 1999 were taken with otter trawls. The fishery is
managed through the specification of annual quotas. No managenent neasures
are in place which woul d cause discarding of Illex in the coomercial fishery.
The nost recent stock assessment for the species indicated that discards were
not available for directed Illex trips. However, anecdotal infornmation from
i ndustry suggested that discarding of Illex is mnimal. This conclusionis
al so supported by confidential observer data collected during foreign and
joint venture fishing operations for Illex in the late 1980's which indicated
that discarding of Illex was negligible in conmparison to | andings (NWS
1996a). NWFS (1996a) concluded that, in general, Illex tend to school by
size, and targeting of larger squid by the fishery, suggests |ow discard
rates

The 1996 NMFS sea sanpling data, the nost recent at-sea observation data

avail able to the Council to characterize catch and discards in Illex fishery,
support the above conclusion. Trips which caught and | anded 1000 | bs or nore
of Illex are characterized in Table 25. A total of 13 species was taken in
association with Illex on these trips. Overall, only 1.4 %of the weight
caught on these trips was discarded. |llex accounted for 95.3%of the tota
wei ght caught. [Illex discards were very low (<0.01%of total weight of Illex

caught). The discard rates for the other species were also very |ow

In addition to the at-sea sanpling observati ons described above, unpublished
NVFS vessel trip report (VIR) data are available for 1999 to characterize

di scards. The catch disposition for each species taken on trips that |anded
5,000 I bs or nore of Illex , based on unpublished 1999 vessel trip reports
(submtted by fishernen as required by the FMP), is given in Table 26

Overall, only 0.2%of the total weight |anded was reported as discarded

Il ex accounted for 78% of the total weight |anded on 222 trips that |anded
5,000 I bs or nmore of Illex. The discard rate for Illex on these trips was
very low (<0.1%. Overall, discarding in the Illex fishery appears to be very
m ni mal based on unpublished NVFS VTR dat a.

The commercial fishery for butterfish is also primarily prosecuted with otter

trawl s (unpublished NWMFS deal er reports indicated that greater than 95% of
butterfish landings in 1999 were taken with otter trawls). The fishery is
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nmanaged through the specification of annual quotas. No managenent neasures
are in place which woul d cause discarding of butterfish in the comercia
fishery. The nobst recent stock assessnent for butterfish indicated that

di scards of butterfish do occur in the comercial fishery, however limted
data are available to quantify the extent of discarding by vessels targeting
butterfish (NMFS 1994). Discarding of butterfish on non-directed trips
appears to be high, ranging from69-100% However, the data suggested that
the availabl e sea sanple data are not representative of the directed fishery
for butterfish. NWS (1994) concluded that further evaluation of the

preci sion and design of the sea sanpling programin adequately characterizing
butterfish discards in the directed fishery is needed before attenpting to
estinmate the absol ute nagni tude of discards.

The 1996 NMFS sea sanpling data is the nost recent at-sea observation data
avai l abl e to characterize catch and discards in the butterfish fishery for
otter trawmls. Qter trawl trips which caught and | anded 500 | bs or nore of
butterfish are characterized in Table 27. The lack of data fromthe directed
butterfish fishery in the NVFS sea sanpling programis confirned by the 1996
data. Butterfish accounted for a minority fraction of the total wei ght caught
in these trips. A total of 10 species was taken in addition to butterfish in
26 trips which |anded at |east 500 | bs of butterfish. Overall, only 1.0% of

t he wei ght caught on these tows was di scarded

The degree to which the trips sanpled in NVFS sea sanpling program which
landed at least 500 |Ibs of butterfish accurately characterize discards in the
directed butterfish fishery is unknown. However, in addition to the at-sea
sanpl i ng observations descri bed above, unpublished NWS vessel trip report
(VIR) data are available for 1999 to characterize discards. The catch

di sposition for each species taken on trips that |anded 500 | bs or nore of
butterfish based on unpublished 1999 vessel trip reports (submtted by
fishermen as required by the FMP) is given in Table 28. Overall, only 0.5% of
the total weight |anded was reported as discarded. Butterfish accounted for
only 11.0% of the total weight |landed on 1,573 trips. The discard rate for
butterfish, based on VIR data, was low (1.0%. Species with high discard
rates (>50% were haddock, sunfishes, and hammerhead shark (all 100% Atlantic
herring (64.0%, and skates (52.9%.

An additional neasure inposed in Anmendnent 5 to the FMP designed to mnimze
discards in the squid and butterfish fisheries was the creation of a non-
noratoriumincidental catch allowance. Anmendment 5 created a linited access
program for the squids and butterfish. To avoid discarding of squid and
butterfish taken by non-noratoriumvessels during the prosecution of other
fisheries, a non-nmoratoriumincidental permt category was created. Vessels
that did not qualify for a Loligo/butterfish or Illex noratoriumpernmt may
land Loligo, Illex, and/or butterfish if (1) it possesses an incidental catch
permt, (2) fishes with a net legal in the directed fishery, (3) |lands no nore
that 2,500 pounds of Loligo and/or butterfish or 5,000 pounds of Illex per
trip, and (4) the operator of the vessel files the appropriate trip reports.
The incidental catch allowance nay be adjusted by the Regi onal Adm nistrator
based on the recommendati on of the Council. This nmanagenent measure was
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i npl enented specifically to mnimze discarding of these species in non-
directed fisheries.

The anmount of discarding in the comrercial fisheries for these species shoul d
be al so be m nim zed since capping the fishery at 1996 | evel s avoi ded
overfishing of the squids and butterfish. Al so, state and federal nesh

regul ations already in effect for other species (i.e., sumrer flounder
weakfish, black sea bass, etc.) will reduce the bycatch of small butterfish
In addition, Arendnent 8 added framework provisions described in Section 3.1.1
to deal with discard problens in the future, should they arise. Specifically,
if a discard problemis identified, gear restrictions could be inplenented to
reduce discard nortality. Al of these factors will result in the
mni m zation of bycatch and discard nortality in the commercial fisheries for
these species, to the extent practicable. Therefore, National Standard 9 is
sati sfied.

The Council recogni zes the need for inproved estinmates of discards for all of
the fisheries nmanaged under this FMP. This will require increased at-sea
sanpling intensity over a broader tenporal and geographi cal scope than is
currently available. The Council’s Conprehensive Managenent Committee has
begun to address this issue and has appointed a nenber to participate on the
Atl anti c Conprehensive Coastal Statistics Prograns (ACCSP) Discard
Prioritization Commttee. This committee was formed to address the need for
collection of discard data. The Discard Prioritization Conmttee will provide
gui dance to the At-Sea Cbserver Programby initiating devel opnent of
priorities and target sanpling levels for collection of discard/rel eases
information on recreational, for-hire and comrercial fisheries. The Committee
is developing a plan to inplenment sanpling through existing or new data
collection prograns. The data collected through the ACCSP qualitative

rel ease, discard and protected species interactions nonitoring programwill be
used to prioritize and nodify the quantitati ve rel ease, discard and protected
species interactions data collection prograns.

4.3.4.1.10 National Standard 10 - Safety at Sea

“Conservati on and nmanagenent neasures shall, to the extent practicable
pronote the safety of hunman life at sea.”

The changes to the managenment system proposed in this framework shoul d not
affect the vessel operating environnent, gear |oading requirenents or create
derby style fisheries for Atlantic nackerel, squid or butterfish. The Counci
devel oped this FMP and subsequent anendnents with the consultation of industry
advisors to help ensure that this was the case. |In sunmary, the Council has
concl uded that the proposed framework action will not inpact or affect the
safety of human life at sea. Therefore the action is consistent with Nationa
St andard 10.

4.3.4.2 OrHER MAGNUSON- STEVENS FI SHERY CONSERVATI ON AND MANAGEMENT ACT
REQUI REMENTS
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Section 303(a)(12) of the MBFCVA requires the Councils to assess the type and
amount of fish caught and rel eased alive during recreational fishing under
catch and rel ease fishery nanagenent prograns and the nortality of such fish
and i nclude conservati on and nanagenent neasures that, to the extent
practicable, mnimze nortality and ensure the extended survival of such fish
This requirenent was addressed under section 3.4.9 of Amendnent. 8.

Section 303(a)(13) of the MBFCVA requires the Councils to include a
description of the comercial, recreational, and charter fishing sectors which
participate in the fishery and, to the extend practicable, quantify trends in
I andi ngs of the nanaged fishery resources by the comercial, recreational, and
charter fishing sectors. The description of fishing activities for the
Atlantic nmackerel, squid and butterfish fisheries are presented in section 7
(Description of Fishing Activities) of Arendnents 5. However, additiona
information pertaining the recreational and charter fishing sectors is
presented below in section 5.2.1 of Arendrment 8 (Additional Characterization
of the Recreational and Party/ Charter Fisheries).

Section 303(a)(14) of the MBFCVA requires that to the extent that rebuilding
pl ans or other conservation and managenent neasures, which reduce the overal
harvest in a fishery are necessary, allocate any harvest restrictions or
recovery benefits fairly and equitably anong commercial, recreational, and
charter fishing sectors in the fishery. This requirenent has been addressed
under the section 3.4 (The Anmendnent Relative to the National Standards) in
Amendrent 5.

5.0 ENVI RONMENTAL | MPACTS OF THE ALTERNATI VES

5.1 Biological Inpacts

5.1.1 Moratoriumon entry to Illex fishery
5.1.1.1 Extend the noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery for an additiona
year (noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery would expire in 2003 unl ess

extended in next Amendrment) (Preferred Alternative).

The Ill1ex fishery is managed pursuant to this FMP through an annual quota
specification process. Annual quotas are specified based on the overfishing
definition established in Arendment 8. The approved overfishing definition for
Illex is, "Overfishing for Illex will be defined to occur when the catch
associated with a threshold fishing nortality rate of Fyy i S exceeded..

Maxi mum OY wi || be specified as the catch associated with a fishing nortality
rate of Fyy. In addition, the biomass target is specified to equal Bwy. The
m ni mum bi omass threshold is specified as %2 Byy." The Max OY for Illex squid
is currently specified at 24,000 nmt. The Council specified ABC at 24,000 nt
for 2001, which is equal to the quota associated with Fygy.

Since the annual quota is the chief mechanismused to control fishing
nortality in the Illex fishery, an extension of the nmoratoriumon entry to the
Il'lex fishery is not expected to have any negative biol ogical inpacts on the
Il'lex stock. To the contrary, this neasure is expected to have a positive
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inpact on the Illex stock because it would prevent additional over-
capitalization of the Illex fishery and help to prevent overfishing. |If the
noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery was not extended, the fishery would
revert to open access conditions. Under open access conditions, it is likely
that a much | arger nunber of vessels would enter the fishery. This could
result in dramatic increases in fishing effort in the Illex fishery and, in
turn, increase the chance that the annual quota m ght be exceeded and that the
overfishing threshold mght be exceeded

5.1.1.2 Extend the noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery for an additiona
five years

The Illex fishery is nmanaged pursuant to this FMP through an annual quota
speci fication process. Annual quotas are specified based on the overfishing
definition established in Arendment 8. The approved overfishing definition for
Illex is, "Overfishing for Illex will be defined to occur when the catch
associated with a threshold fishing nortality rate of Fyy i s exceeded..

Maxi mum OY wil| be specified as the catch associated with a fishing nortality
rate of Fygy. In addition, the biomass target is specified to equal Bwy. The
m ni mum bi omass threshold is specified as %2 Byy." The Max OY for Illex squid
is currently specified at 24,000 nt. The Council specified ABC at 24,000 nt
for 2001, which is equal to the quota associated with Fygy.

The nost recent assessnent of the Illex stock (SAW29) concluded that the
stock is not in an overfished condition and that overfishing is not occurring
The previous assessnent, the 215t Northeast Regional Stock Assessnent (1996),
had concluded that the U S 1llex stock is fully-exploited. Due to a |lack of
adequate data, the estimate of yield at Fyy was not updated in SAW 29.
However, an upper bound on annual F was conputed for the U S. exclusive
economi ¢ zone (EEZ) portion of the stock based on a nodel that incorporated
weekly landings and relative fishing effort and nean squi d wei ghts during
1994-1998. These estinmates of F were well bel ow the biol ogi cal reference
points. Current absolute stock size is unknown and no stock projections were
done in SAW 29.

Since the annual quota is the chief nmechanismused to control fishing
nmortality in the Illex fishery, an extension of the noratoriumon entry to the
Illex fishery is not expected to have any negative biol ogical inmpacts on the
Illex stock. To the contrary, this neasure is expected to have a positive

impact on the Illex stock because it would prevent additional over-
capitalization of the Illex fishery and help prevent overfishing. If the
noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery was not extended, the fishery would

revert to open access conditions. Under open access conditions, it is likely
that a much | arger nunber of vessels would enter the fishery. This could
result in dramatic increases in fishing effort in the Illex fishery and, in
turn, increase the chance that the annual quota m ght be exceeded and that the
overfishing threshold m ght be exceeded

5.1.1.3 Allow the nmoratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery to expire in 2002
(no action)
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Under this option, the Illex noratoriumwoul d expire in July of 2002 and the
fishery would revert to open access conditions. Under open access conditions
it is likely that a much | arger nunber of vessels would enter the fishery.
This could result in dramatic increases in fishing effort inthe Illex fishery
and, in turn, increase the chance that the annual quota m ght be exceeded and
that the overfishing threshold night be exceeded. This is especially true in
the Illex fishery because a very large proportion of the annual catch is taken
during a relatively short period of time (primarily in August or Septenber).
Because the fishery is conpressed into a relatively short time period, it
becones increasingly difficult to nonitor the landings in the fishery during
periods of extrenely high effort and | andings. This problemwould be expected
to become much nore acute under open access, derby style conditions and thus
woul d increase the chance that annual quota woul d be exceeded and that
overfishing would result. A quota overage would be much nmore |ikely under
open access conditions because of the difficulty in nonitoring this fishery
due to it’s short duration. Hence, the annual quota nay not provide adequate
protection agai nst overfishing under the no action alternative

This woul d have a negative inmpact on the Illex stock which, in turn, would be
expected to negatively affect the | arge nunber of species and stocks of narine
manmmal s and predatory fish which prey on Illex squid. Known predators of
Illex are the fourspot flounder, goosefish, and swordfish. |Illex is probably

eaten by a substantially greater nunber of fish, however, partially digested
animals are often difficult to identify and are sinply recorded as squid
remains, with no reference to the species. There are at |east 47 other
species of fish that are known to eat "squid". Al of these species could be
negatively inpacted if the abundance of Illex were to decline as a result of
over fi shi ng.

5.1.2 Tineliness of Quota Specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and
Il'lex squid and Butterfish

5.1.2.1 |If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and Il ex
squid and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the
fishing year, the previous year’s specifications shall apply until the fina
rule for new specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF specifications)
(Preferred Alternative)

Under this nmeasure, if annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and
Illex squid are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the previous year’'s specifications shall apply until the final rule

i npl enenting the new quota specifications are published. As noted above, this
neasure does not apply to TALFF specifications

The Council proposes as part this framework action that in the case that
annual specifications for nackerel are not published by the NWFS prior to the
start of the fishing year, the previous year’'s specifications shall apply
(excl udi ng TALFF specifications). The prinary reason for this action is that
in recent years, publication of the final rule inplenenting the annua
specifications for Atlantic nmackerel, squid and butterfish has not occurred
until after the start of the fishing year. For exanple, the final rule
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i npl enenting the quota specifications for Atlantic mackerel, squid and
butterfish for 2000 was not published until March of 2000. Because the
specifications were not in place by the start of the fishing season, the
fishery for Loligo could not be regulated for the first several nmonths of the
fishery. The Council set the 2000 quota specifications for Loligo squid based
on the Monitoring Conmittee projections which resulted in an ABC equal to the
yield associated with 90% F,, or 13,000 nt. Managenent advice from SAW 29
made special note of the fact that yield fromthis fishery should be

di stributed throughout the fishing year. Gven that the pernmitted Loligo
fleet historically had denonstrated the ability to land Loligo in excess of
the quota specified for 2000, the Council recomrended that the annual quota be
sub-divided into three quota period or trinesters. The 2000 quota was
allocated to each period based on the proportion of |andings occurring in
each trimester from 1994-1998. Based on the seasonal distribution of |andings
during this tine period, the quota for January-April was 5,460 nt (42% of the
total), the quota for My-August was 2,340 nt (18% of the total), and the
quota for Septenber-Decenber was 5200 nmt (40% of the total). The directed
fishery during the first two trimester periods was to be closed when 90% of
the amount allocated to the period was | anded and then a trip limt of 2,500
pounds would renmain in effect until the quota period ends. Any underages from
trinesters one and two were to be applied to the next trimester and overages
were to be deducted fromtrinester three. The directed fishery was closed in
the third trinester when 95% of the annual quota was taken. The intent of the
Council was for the fishery to operate at the 2,500 trip limt level for the
remai nder of the third quota period.

Since the 2000 specifications were not published until late in the first
trimester of 2000, the fishery could not be closed when 90% of the quota
allocated to trinester one was | anded and an overage resulted. In general

quota overages nake it nore likely that the target fishing nortality will be
exceeded and increase the chance that overfishing of the stock night occur,
even though the overage is deducted fromlater periods. |In the worst case
scenario, failure to publish the annual specifications until very late in the
fishing year (or not at all) would result in unregul ated fishing. The
inability to control landings in the fishery can be expected to greatly
increase the chance that overfishing mght occur. This would have a negative
impact on the Loligo stock which, in turn, would be expected to negatively
effect the large nunmber of species and stocks of marine mammal s and predatory
fish which prey on Loligo squid. Juvenile and adult Loligo are preyed upon by
many pel agi ¢ and denersal fish species, as well as marine mammal s and di vi ng
bi rds (Lange and Sissenw ne 1980, Vovk and Khvichiya 1980, Summers 1983).

Mari ne mammal predators include |ong-finned pilot whale, dobicephala nelas,
and common dol phin, Del phinus del phis (Waring et al. 1990, Overholtz and
Waring 1991, Gannon et al. 1997). Fish predators include bluefish, sea bass,
nackerel, cod, haddock, pollock, silver hake, red hake, sea raven, spiny
dogfi sh, angel shark, goosefish, dogfish and flounder (Maurer 1975, Langton
and Bownan 1977, Gosner 1978, Lange 1980). Al of these species could be
negatively inpacted if the abundance of Loligo were to decline as a result of
over fi shi ng.
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Anot her possibility which could arise under this alternative would be the
situation where the Council and NVFS propose to reduce the quota specification

for Loligo in the upconming fishing year. 1In this case, the previous year's
quota specification (which is higher) would be apply until the | ower
specification for the new year was inplenented. In this situation, the

fishery would be allowed to |land a greater anmount during the first quarter
than the new specifications would have allowed if they had been published
However, this additional anount woul d be | ess than the anount expected to be
| anded under the no action alternative since the preferred alternative all ows
for regulation and closure of the first quarter based on the previous years
specification

In the case of Atlantic mackerel, industry nmenbers testified that this del ays
in publishing the annual quota specifications has had a negative inpact on
possi bl e Joint Venture activities for Atlantic mackerel, due to timng of the
winter Atlantic mackerel fishery and the uncertainty about the upconming year’s
JV specifications. To help alleviate this situation, the Council is proposing
that, in the event the annual specifications for nackerel are not published by
the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing year, that the previous year’s
specifications will apply (excluding TALFF specifications). Since the
Atlantic mackerel specifications in recent years are far bel ow the | evel of
ABC, this neasure is not expected to have any negative biological inpacts on
the Atlantic nackerel stock. The only specification for Atlantic nackere

that would be significantly inpacted by this measure would be the JV
specification. Under current rules, if annual specifications are not
publ i shed prior to the beginning of the fishing year, JV activities are not
permtted. Under the proposed neasure, JV operations could occur based on the
previous years JV specification. For exanple, the 2001 Atlantic mackerel
squid and butterfish specifications were recently published on March 2
2001(the fishing year began on January 1, 2001). As a result, no JV activity
coul d have occurred until March 2, 2001. Under the proposed neasure, the 2000
JV specification of 20,000 nt would have applied and JV activities could have
been conducted under this provision. This level of fishing activity is not
expected to have a negative inpact on the Atlantic mackerel stock based on
concl usions reached by the Council in the Environnental Assessnent for the
2000 Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish specifications. This conclusion
was reached because the recent specifications for Atlantic nackerel represent
only a fraction of the Allowabl e Biological Catch (ABC). As result, JV

I andings of up to 20,000 nt in addition to recent |levels of US donestic
production, are not expected to negatively affect the abundance of the
Atlantic mackerel stock. Another possibility which could arise under this
alternative would be the situati on where the Council and NVFS propose to
significantly reduce or elimnate the JVP specification in the upcom ng
fishing year. The Council discussed this possibility and intends to

di sapprove JVP applications when this situation arises

Quota nonitoring and subsequent regul ation of fishing nortality in the Illex
and butterfish fisheries have not been negatively affected by the delays in
publ i shing the annual specifications. |In the case of Illex, this is because
the directed fishery does not occur until June. For exanple, only about 1.4%
of the 1999 Illex landings were taken in the first quarter (Table 29). 1In the
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case of butterfish, the has | anded only about 30-35%of ABC in recent years.
As a result, this neasure is not expected to have any biol ogi cal inpact on
either of these stocks based on the recent dates on which the specifications
have been published in recent years.

5.1.2.2 If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and Illex squid
and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and butterfish fisheries

operate without specifications and Joint Ventures cannot be conducted unti
the final rule for new specifications is inplenented (no action/status quo)

Under this option (no action), if annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel
Loligo and Illex squid are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the
fishing year, the fishery opens w thout quota specifications. |In recent
years, publication of the final rule inplenmenting the annual specifications
for Atlantic mackerel, squid and butterfish has not occurred until after the
start of the fishing year. For exanple, the final rule inplenenting the quota
specifications for Atlantic mackerel, squid and butterfish for 2000 was not
published until March 28, 2000. Because the specifications were not in place
by the start of the fishing season, the fishery for Loligo could not be

regul ated for the first several nmonths of the fishery. The Council set the
2000 quota specifications for Loligo squid based on the SAW 29 projections
which resulted in an ABC equal to the yield associated with 90% F,, or 13,000
nt. Managenent advice from SAW 29 nade special note of the fact that yield
fromthis fishery should be distributed throughout the fishing year. G ven
that the pernmitted Loligo fleet historically had denonstrated the ability to
land Loligo in excess of the quota specified for 2000, the Council recomended
that the annual quota be sub-divided into three quota period or trimesters.
The 2000 quota was all ocated to each period based on the proportion of

I andi ngs occurring in each trimester from 1994-1998. Based on the seasona
distribution of landings during this time period, the quota for January- Apri
was 5,460 nmt (42%of the total), the quota for Muy-August was 2,340 nt (18% of
the total), and the quota for Septenber-Decenber was 5200 mt (40% of the
total). The directed fishery during the first two trimester periods was to be
cl osed when 90% of the anount allocated to the period was |anded and then a
trip limt of 2,500 pounds would remain in effect until the quota period ends
Any underages fromtrinmesters one and two were to be applied to the next
trinmester and overages were to be deducted fromtrinester three. The directed
fishery was closed in the third trimester when 95% of the annual quota has
been taken. The intent of the Council was for the fishery to operate at the
2,500 trip limt level for the renainder of the third quota peri od.

Since the 2000 specifications were not published until late in the first
trimester of 2000, the Loligo fishery could not be cl osed when 90% of the
quota allocated to trinmester one was | anded and an overage resulted. |In

general, quota overages make it nore likely that the target fishing nortality
wi ||l be exceeded and increase the chance that overfishing of the stock m ght
occur, even though the overage is deducted fromlater periods. In the worst
case scenario, failure to publish the annual specifications until very late in
the fishing year (or not at all) would result in unregul ated fishing. The
inability to control landings in the fishery can be expected to greatly
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increase the chance that overfishing mght occur. This would have a negative
inpact on the Loligo stock which, in turn, would be expected to negatively
effect the large nunber of species and stocks of nmari ne mammal s and predatory
fish which prey on Loligo squid. Juvenile and adult Loligo are preyed upon by
many pel agi ¢ and demersal fish species, as well as marine mamal s and di ving
birds (Lange and Si ssenwi ne 1980, Vovk and Khvichiya 1980, Summers 1983).

Mari ne manmal predators include |ong-finned pilot whale, d obicephala nelas,
and common dol phin, Del phinus del phis (Waring et al. 1990, Overholtz and
Waring 1991, Gannon et al. 1997). Fish predators include bluefish, sea bass,
mackerel, cod, haddock, pollock, silver hake, red hake, sea raven, spiny
dogfi sh, angel shark, goosefish, dogfish and flounder (Maurer 1975, Langton
and Bowman 1977, Cosner 1978, Lange 1980). Al of these species could be
negatively inpacted if the abundance of Loligo were to decline as a result of
over fi shi ng.

Under these conditions, no JV is specified for Atlantic nackerel for the new
fishing year and therefore no nackerel JV operations can be conducted unti

the final rule inplenenting the new quota specifications is published. In the
case of Atlantic mackerel, industry nenbers testified that delays in
publ i shing the annual quota specifications has had a negative inpact on
possi bl e Joint Venture activities for Atlantic mackerel, due to timng of the
winter Atlantic mackerel fishery and the uncertainty about the upconming year’s
JV specifications. The no action alternative relative to Atlantic mackerel is
not expected to have any negative biol ogi cal consequences for the Atlantic
macker el stock since mackerel |andings would be expected to be | ower under
this scenario (i.e., no JV |andings).

Quota nonitoring and subsequent regulation of fishing nortality in the Illex
and butterfish fisheries have not been negatively affected by the delays in
publ i shing the annual specifications. As a result, the no action alternative
is not expected to have any biol ogical inpact on either of these stocks based
on the dates on which the specifications have been published in recent years.

5.1.2.3 If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and Il ex
squid and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the
fishing year, a set of default specifications shall apply for Atlantic
nmackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and butterfish fisheries until the final rule
for new specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF specifications)

Under this nmeasure, if annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and
Illex squid are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the fishery opens under a set of default quota specifications. Under
this option quotas woul d be specified which correspond to the three year
average of quota specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Illex squid
and butterfish for the period 1999-2001, except for TALFF which be set equa
to zero under the default measures.

The bi ol ogi cal consequences of this action are expected to be simlar to those

described in Section 5.1.2.1 for the preferred alternative. That is, the
bi ol ogi cal consequences of this action are expected to be positive since it
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woul d all ow for regulation of fishing nortality which would, in turn, prevent
overfi shing

5.1.2.4 If annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Il1lex
squid and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the
fishing year, the fisheries for these species will be closed until the final
rule for new specifications is inplenented.

Under this measure, if the annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo
and Illex squid and butterfish are not published by the NVS prior to the
start of the fishing year, the fisheries for these species will be closed
until the final rule for new specifications is published. |In other words, the
I anding of all four species in the nanagenent unit woul d be prohibited unti
the final for new specifications is published

The bi ol ogi cal consequences of this action are expected to be simlar positive
relative to the to other alternatives described in previous sections. That

is, the biological consequences of this action are expected to be
overwhel m ngly positive since fishing nortality would be reduced to near zero
and thus the chance that overfishing could occur would be virtually

el i m nat ed.

5.1.2.5 |If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not published by
the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous year’s

speci fications shall apply until the final rule for new specifications is

i mpl enent ed (excl udi ng TALFF specifications).

Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not
publ i shed by the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous
year's specifications shall apply until the final rule inplenenting the new
quota specifications are published. As noted above, this measure does not
apply to TALFF specifications

Atlantic nackerel industry nenbers testified that delays in publishing the
annual quota specifications have had a negative inpact on possible Joint
Venture activities for Atlantic mackerel, due to timng of the winter Atlantic
mackerel fishery and the uncertainty about the upcom ng year’s JV
specifications. To help alleviate this situation, the Council is proposing
under this alternative that, in the event the annual specifications for
mackerel are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing year
that the previous year’'s specifications will apply (excluding TALFF
specifications). Since the Atlantic nmackerel specifications in recent years
are far below the level of ABC, this measure is not expected to have any
negati ve biol ogical inpacts on the Atlantic nackerel stock. The only
specification for Atlantic mackerel that would be significantly inpacted by
this nmeasure would be the JV specification. Under current rules, if annua
speci fications are not published prior to the beginning of the fishing year,
JV landings are not permtted. Under the proposed neasure, JV operations
coul d occur based on the previous years JV specification. For exanple, the
2001 Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish specifications were recently
publi shed on March 2, 2001(the fishing year began on January 1, 2001). As a
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result, no JV activity could have occurred until March 2, 2001. Under the
proposed neasure, the 2000 JV specification of 20,000 nt woul d have applied
and JV activities could have been conducted under this provision. This |eve
of fishing activity is not expected to have a negative inpact on the Atlantic
nmackerel stock based on concl usi ons reached by the Council in the

Envi ronnental Assessnent for the 2000 Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish
specifications. This was concl usion was reached because the recent
specifications for Atlantic mackerel represent only a fraction of the

Al | owabl e Biological Catch (ABC). As result, JV landings of up to 20,000 nt
in addition to recent levels of US donestic production, are not expected to
negatively affect the abundance of the Atlantic nackerel stock

5.1.2.6 If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not published by
the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, a set of default
specifications shall apply for Atlantic nmackerel until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF specifications)

Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not
publ i shed by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the fishery
opens under a set of default quota specifications. Under this option quotas
woul d be specified which correspond to the three year average of quota
specifications for Atlantic mackerel for the period 1999-2001, except for
TALFF whi ch be set equal to zero under the default neasures

The Atlantic nackerel fishery is nanaged pursuant to this FMP through an
annual quota specification process. Annual quotas are specified based on the
overfishing definition established in Arendnent 8. COverfishing for Atlantic
mackerel is defined to occur when the catch associated with a threshold
fishing nortality rate of F, is exceeded. Wien SSB is greater than 890, 000
nt, the overfishing limt is Fywy (F=0.45), and the target Fis the tenth
bootstrap percentile of Fyy (F=0.25). To avoid |low |levels of recruitnent, the
threshold F decreases linearly fromO0.45 at 890,000 nt SSB to zero at 225, 000
nm SSB (1/4 Bwy), and the target F decreases linearly from0.25 at 890, 000 nt
SSB to zero at 450,000 nmt SSB (% Bwy). Annual quotas are be specified which
correspond to a target fishing nortality rate according to this control |aw
The yield associated with the target fishing nortality rate of F=0.25 adopted
in Anendnent 8 is 369,000 nt. The ABC recommendation is 347,000 nt (F=0.25
yield estimate of 369,000 mt - the estinmated Canadi an catch of 22,000 nt).

The Council proposes under this alternative that in the case that annua
specifications for mackerel are not published by the NVFS prior to the start
of the fishing year, the previous three year’'s specifications shall apply
(excl udi ng TALFF specifications). The prinary reason for this action is that
in recent years, publication of the final rule inplenenting the annua
specifications for Atlantic mackerel has not occurred until after the start of
the fishing year. [Industry nmenbers testified that this situation has had a
negative i npact on possible Joint Venture activities for Atlantic mackerel
due to timng of the winter Atlantic mackerel fishery and the uncertainty
about the upconming year’'s JV specifications. To help alleviate this
situation, the Council is proposing that, in the event the annua
specifications for mackerel are not published by the NVFS prior to the start
of the fishing year, that the previous year’s specifications will apply
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(excl udi ng TALFF specifications). Since the Atlantic nackerel specifications
in recent years recent years are far below the |l evel of ABC, this nmeasure is
not expected to have any negative biological inpacts on the Atlantic nackerel
st ock.

5.1.3 Loligo overfishing definition and control rule

5.1.3.1 Annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to
90% Frgy Wi Il be specified if stock bionmass is greater than the mininum bi onmass
threshold (% By, ). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall

bel ow t he mi ni num bi omass threshold (% Byy), neasures to control fishing
mortality shall be inplenented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By
consistent with requirenents of Section 304e of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. In
addi tion, Max OY, ABC, OY, and DAH nay be specified for a period of up to
three years (Preferred Alternative)

This neasure nodifies the overfishing definition for Loligo squid and all ows
for the in-season adjustment of the Loligo quota. The primary conponents of
the overfishing definition that were required under the SFA and i npl enent ed
under Anendnent 8 (i.e,, the maximumfishing nortality rate threshold (Fgsy)
and the m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy)), remain unchanged. Under this
measure, an annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up
to 90% Fysy Will be specified if stock bionmass is greater than the m ni mum

bi omass threshold (% Byy). |If stock biomass falls below, or is expected to
fall bel ow the m ni num bi omass threshold (% Byy), nmeasures to control fishing
nortality shall be inplenented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By, in a
tinme period of at |least three years but not greater than five years.

In addition to changes in the overfishing definition, the Council may specify
Max OY, ABC, OY and DAH for up to three years. The Atlantic Mackerel Squid
and Butterfish Mnitoring Committee will nmeet in late spring to review

avai | abl e NEFSC survey data and devel op reconmendati ons about i n-season

adj ustnents to these specifications for consideration by the Atlantic Mackerel
Squid and Butterfish Committee and the Council. Based on an eval uation of
the nost recent NEFSC spring and fall trawl survey data, the OY, DAH and ABC
may be adjusted to be consistent with the control rule. Based on the
recommendati ons of the Council, the Regional Adm nistrator may nake in-season
adj ustnents, as appropriate based on the reconmendati ons of the Council,

t hrough publication of a notice in the Federal Register of in-season

adj ust nent acti on.

The Loligo fishery is nanaged pursuant to this FMP through an annual quota
speci fication process. Annual quotas are specified based on the overfishing
definition established in Anendnent 8. Anmendnent 8 to the Atl antic Mackerel,
Squi d, and Butterfish Fi shery Managenent (FMP) was devel oped to bring the FMP
into conpliance with the Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA). The SFA, which
reaut hori zed and amended t he Magnuson- St evens Act, nmade a nunber of changes to
the existing National Standards, as well as to definitions and other
provisions in the Magnuson- Stevens Act, that caused the Quidelines to be
significantly revised. The nost significant changes were made to National
Standard 1, which i mposed new requirements concerning definitions of
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overfishing in fishery managenent plans. The overfishing definition for
Loligo was revised in Arendnent 8 to conply with the SFA as foll ows:
overfishing for Loligo will be defined to occur when the catch associated with
a threshold fishing nortality rate of F is exceeded (Fy i S a proxy for
Frsy) .  Wen an estimate of Fyy becones available, it will replace the current
overfishing proxy of Fnx. Annual quotas will be specified which correspond to
a target fishing nortality rate. Under Arendnent 8 , target F was defined as
75% of the Fusy when bionmass is greater than By, and decreases linearly to
zero 50% of Bygy. Maximum OY is specified as the catch associated with a
fishing nortality rate of Fa. In addition, the biomass target is specified
to equal Bygy.

The new requirenments of the SFA required the Council to take remedial action
for 2000 to rebuild the stock to a | evel which will produce MSY (Buy) given
the status determnation that Loligo was approaching an overfished state. The
control rule in Arendnent 8 specified that the target fishing nortality rate
nust be reduced to zero if biomass falls bel ow 50% of B.,. The target fishing
nortality rate increases linearly to 75% of F.sy as biomass increases to Byy.
However, projections made in SAW29 indicate that the control rule adopted in
Amendnent 8 appears to be overly conservative. Projections from SAW 29
indicated that the Loligo biomass could be rebuilt to |evels approximating By
in three years if fishing nortality was reduced to the target nortality rate
specified in Arendnent 8 of 75% of Fgy. In deternining the specification of
ABC for the year 2000, the Council considered advice offered by SAW29 which
indicated that the control rule adopted in Anendnent 8 was too conservati ve.
Model projections presented in the nost recent assessment denonstrated that
the stock could be rebuilt in a relatively short period of tine (even at
fishing nortality rates as high as 75% Fysyy. Based on projections conducted
by the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid and Butterfish Monitoring Committee, the
Counci | chose to specify ABC as the yield associated with 90% F,;, or 13,000
nt in 2000.

The nost recent NEFSC survey data for Loligo squid indicate that abundance of
this species has increased significantly since the nost recent assessnent was
conducted (i.e, SAW29). Estimates of biomass based on NEFSC fall 1999 and
spring 2000 survey indices for Loligo indicate that the stock is currently at
or near Bgy. In fact, the 1999 fall survey index was the sixth highest val ue
observed in the time series since 1967 and the second hi ghest since 1987. The
2000 spring survey index for Loligo was the tenth highest in the tine series
since 1968 and the fifth hi ghest since 1987 (Lai, pers.comm). Based on the
assunption that the stock will be at or near By, in 2001, the Council
recommended that the 2001 quota be specified as the yield associated with 75%
of Fsy . The yield associated with 75% of Fyy at By is 17,000 nt based on
projections in SAW?29 (NVFS 1999).

The Council is replacing the control rule because it was determined to be
unnecessarily restrictive by SAW29. For exanple, yield projections conducted
si nce devel opnent of the overfishing control rule indicated that the Loligo
stock could rebuild to By, in arelatively short period of tinme, even at
fishing nortality rates approaching F,. In retrospect, the Loligo stock

qui ckl'y rebounded to the By, | evel by 2000. |If the Council had followed the
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control rule inplemented in Anmendnent 8 for the 2000 fishery, the Loligo
fishery woul d have been closed for the entire year

Under this alternative, the basic elenents of the overfishing definition
required by the SFA, the overfishing threshold (Fyy) and ninimum bi omass

threshold (%2 Byy) Wl be retained. Since the stock will still be protected
fromoverfishing, no negative biological inpacts are expected fromthe
adjustnent to this nanagenent neasure. |In addition, the in-season adjustnent

mechanismw || afford additional protection to the stock. For exanple, under
the current nanagenent system the annual specification for Loligo is
deternmined a year in advance of the fishing year for which the specifications
apply. Under the proposed alternative, the quota could be adjusted downward
during the fishing season if it is determned to be necessary due to sudden
changes (declines) in Loligo stock abundance. This will reduce the chance
that overfishing can occur relative to the current system

Since overfishing will be prevented, this will have a positive inpact on the
Lol igo stock which, in turn, would be expected to positively affect the |arge
nunmber of species and stocks of marine mammal s and predatory fish which prey
on Loligo squid. Juvenile and adult Loligo are preyed upon by nany pel agic
and denersal fish species, as well as narine mammal s and diving birds (Lange
and Si ssenwi ne 1980, Vovk and Khvichiya 1980, Sunmers 1983). Marine mamral
predators include |ong-finned pilot whale, d obicephala nelas, and comon
dol phi n, Del phi nus del phis (Waring et al. 1990, Overholtz and Waring 1991
Gannon et al. 1997). Fish predators include bluefish, sea bass, mackerel
cod, haddock, pollock, silver hake, red hake, sea raven, spiny dogfish, ange
shark, goosefish, dogfish and flounder (Muurer 1975, Langton and Bowran 1977
Gosner 1978, Lange 1980). Al of these species could be negatively inpacted
if the abundance of Loligo were to decline as a result of overfishing

The Council chose this alternative as the preferred in an attenpt to bal ance
the need to end overfishing and rebuild overfished stocks with the need to

m nimze the econom ¢ burden placed on fishing comrunities during the

rebuil ding period. This alternative would allow the Council to adopt
rebui | ding horizons consistent with requirenents of the Sustainable Fisheries
Act (i.e, up to ten years). Wile the Council does not forsee utilizing
rebui | ding periods of up to the maxi mum of ten years, the strategy was adopted
toretain the maximumflexibility allowable under the current statute for
rebuilding the Loligo in stock future years. Wiile it is difficult to
quantify the risks associated with extended rebuilding periods, it can be
stated that, in general, |onger rebuilding periods pose greater risks to stock
since they generally would allow for higher fishing nortality rates in the
near term However, yield would be expected to higher under these conditions
whi ch could hel p aneliorate sone of the negative econom c consequences for
fishing communities during rebuilding. These trade-offs, including the

associ ated risk analyses, will have to be evaluated on a case by case basis in
the future

5.1.3.2 Annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to

90% Fsy Will be specified if stock biomass is greater than the m ni num bi onass
threshold (% By, ). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fal
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bel ow t he mi ni num bi omass threshold (% Byy), neasures to control fishing
mortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By in a
tine period of at |least three years but not greater than five years

This neasure nodifies the overfishing definition for Loligo squid and all ows
for the in-season adjustment of the Loligo quota. The primary conponents of
the overfishing definition that were required under the SFA and i npl enent ed
under Anendnent 8 (i.e,, the maximumfishing nortality rate threshold (Fgsy)
and the m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy)), remain unchanged. Under this
measure, an annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up
to 90% Fysy Will be specified if stock bionmass is greater than the m ni mum

bi omass threshold (% Byy). |If stock biomass falls below, or is expected to
fall bel ow the m ni num bi omass threshold (% Byy), measures to control fishing
nortality shall be inplenented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By, in a
tinme period of at |least three years but not greater than five years.

In addition to changes in the overfishing definition, the Council may specify
Max OY, ABC, OY and DAH for up to three years. The Atlantic Mackerel Squid
and Butterfish Mnitoring Committee will meet in late spring to review

avai | abl e NEFSC survey data and devel op reconmendati ons about i n-season
adjustnents to these specifications for consideration by the Atlantic Mackerel
Squid and Butterfish Committee and the Council. Based on an eval uation of
the nost recent NEFSC spring and fall trawl survey data, the OY, DAH and ABC
may be adjusted to be consistent with the control rule. Based on the
recommendati ons of the Council, the Regional Adm nistrator may nake in-season
adj ustnents, as appropriate based on the reconmendati ons of the Council,

t hrough publication of a notice in the Federal Register of in-season

adj ust nent acti on.

The Loligo fishery is nanaged pursuant to this FMP through an annual quota
speci fication process. Annual quotas are specified based on the overfishing
definition established in Anendnent 8. Anmendnent 8 to the Atl antic Mackerel,
Squi d, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent (FMP) was devel oped to bring the FMP
into conpliance with the Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA). The SFA, which
reaut hori zed and amended t he Magnuson- St evens Act, nmade a nunber of changes to
the existing National Standards, as well as to definitions and other
provisions in the Magnuson- Stevens Act, that caused the Quidelines to be
significantly revised. The nost significant changes were made to National
Standard 1, which inmposed new requirements concerning definitions of
overfishing in fishery management plans. The overfishing definition for
Loligo was revised in Arendnent 8 to conply with the SFA as foll ows:
overfishing for Loligo will be defined to occur when the catch associated with
a threshold fishing nortality rate of F i s exceeded (Fx iS a proxy for
Frsy). Wen an estimate of F, becones available, it will replace the current
overfishing proxy of F. Annual quotas will be specified which correspond to
a target fishing nortality rate. Under Arendnent 8 , target F was defined as
75% of the Fy when bionass is greater than By, and decreases linearly to
zero 50% of Bygy. Maximum OY is specified as the catch associated with a
fishing nortality rate of Fax. In addition, the biomass target is specified
to equal Bygy-
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The new requirenments of the SFA required the Council to take remedial action
for 2000 to rebuild the stock to a I evel which will produce MSY (Buy) given
the status determnation that Loligo was approaching an overfished state. The
control rule in Arendnent 8 specified that the target fishing nortality rate
nust be reduced to zero if biomass falls bel ow 50% of Byy. The target fishing
nortality rate increases linearly to 75% of F., as biomass increases to By,.
However, projections made in SAW29 indicate that the control rule adopted in
Anendnent 8 appears to be overly conservative. Projections from SAW 29
indicated that the Loligo biomass could be rebuilt to |evels approximating By
in three years if fishing nortality was reduced to the target nortality rate
specified in Arendnent 8 of 75% of Fgy. In determining the specification of
ABC for the year 2000, the Council considered advice offered by SAW29 which
indicated that the control rule adopted in Anendnent 8 was too conservati ve.
Model projections presented in the nost recent assessment denonstrated that
the stock could be rebuilt in a relatively short period of tine, even at
fishing nortality rates approaching 75%of F,,. Based on Mnitoring Commttee
proj ections, the Council chose to specify ABC as the yield associated with 90%
Frsy Or 13,000 nt in 2000.

The nost recent NEFSC survey data for Loligo squid indicate that abundance of
this species has increased significantly since the nost recent assessnent was
conducted (i.e, SAW29). Estimates of biomass based on NEFSC fall 1999 and
spring 2000 survey indices for Loligo indicate that the stock is currently at
or near Bpy. In fact, the 1999 fall survey index was the sixth highest val ue
observed in the time series since 1967 and the second hi ghest since 1987. The
2000 spring survey index for Loligo was the tenth highest in the tine series
since 1968 and the fifth highest since 1987 (Lai, pers.comr. Based on the
assunption that the stock will be at or near By in 2001, the Counci
recommended that the 2001 quota be specified as the yield associated with 75%
of Fsy . The yield associated with 75% of Fysy at By is 17,000 nt based on
projections in SAW?29 (NVFS 1999).

The Council is replacing the control rule because it was determined to be
unnecessarily restrictive by SAW?29. For exanple, yield projections conducted
si nce devel opnent of the overfishing control rule indicated that the Loligo
stock could rebuild to By in arelatively short period of tinme, even at
fishing nortality rates approaching F,. In retrospect, the Loligo stock

qui ckl'y rebounded to the By, | evel by 2000. |If the Council had followed the
control rule inplemented in Anmendnent 8 for the 2000 fishery, the Loligo
fishery would have been closed for the entire year

Under this alternative, the basic elenents of the overfishing definition
required by the SFA, the overfishing threshold (Fyy) and ninimum bi omass

threshold (% Byy) Wl be retained. Since the stock will still be protected
fromoverfishing, no negative biological inpacts are expected fromthe
adjustnent to this nanagenent nmeasure. |In addition, the in-season adjustnent

nechanismwi || afford additional protection to the stock. For exanple, under
the current managenent system the annual specification for Loligo is

determ ned a year in advance of the fishing year for which the specifications
apply. Under the proposed alternative, the quota could be adjusted downward
during the fishing season if it is determned to be necessary due to sudden
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changes (declines) in Loligo stock abundance. This will reduce the chance
that overfishing can occur relative to the current system

Since overfishing will be prevented, this will have a poisitive inpact on the
Lol i go stock which, in turn, would be expected to positively affect the |arge
nunber of species and stocks of marine mammal s and predatory fish which prey
on Loligo squid. Juvenile and adult Loligo are preyed upon by many pel agic
and denersal fish species, as well as marine mammal s and di vi ng birds (Lange
and Sissenw ne 1980, Vovk and Khvichiya 1980, Surmmers 1983). Marine manma
predators include |ong-finned pilot whale, d obicephala nmelas, and comon

dol phi n, Del phinus del phis (Waring et al. 1990, Overholtz and Waring 1991
Gannon et al. 1997). Fish predators include bluefish, sea bass, nackerel

cod, haddock, pollock, silver hake, red hake, sea raven, spiny dogfish, ange
shark, goosefish, dogfish and flounder (Mwurer 1975, Langton and Bowran 1977
Gosner 1978, Lange 1980). Al of these species could be negatively inpacted
if the abundance of Loligo were to decline as a result of overfishing.

5.1.3.3 Annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to
90% Frgy Wi Il be specified if stock biomass is greater than the mini num bi omass
threshold (% Byy). |If stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall bel ow
t he m ni num bi omass threshol d (% Byy), neasures to control fishing nortality
shall be inplemented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By, in a tine period
of at least five years but not greater than ten years.

This neasure nodifies the overfishing definition for Loligo squid and all ows
for the in-season adjustnent of the Loligo quota. The prinmary conponents of
the overfishing definition that were required under the SFA and i npl enent ed
under Anendrent 8 (i.e,, the maximumfishing nortality rate threshold (Fuy)
and the m ni num bi onass threshold (% Bwy)), remain unchanged. Under this
neasure, an annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up
to 90% Fysy Will be specified if stock bionmass is greater than the m ni num

bi omass threshold (% Byy). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to
fall bel ow the m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), nmeasures to control fishing
nortality shall be inplenented to insure that stock is rebuilt to Byy in a
tine period of at least five years but not greater than ten years.

In addition to changes in the overfishing definition, the Council may specify
Max OY, ABC, OY and DAH for up to three years. The Atlantic Mackerel Squid
and Butterfish Monitoring Committee will neet in late spring to review
avai | abl e NEFSC survey data and devel op recommendati ons about i n-season
adjustnents to these specifications for consideration by the Atlantic Mackere
Squi d and Butterfish Commttee and the Council. Based on an eval uation of
the nost recent NEFSC spring and fall trawl survey data, the OY, DAH and ABC
may be adjusted to be consistent with the control rule. Based on the
recommendati ons of the Council, the Regional Adm nistrator nay nake i n-season
adj ustnents, as appropriate based on the recomendati ons of the Council
through publication of a notice in the Federal Register of in-season

adj ust nent acti on.

The Loligo fishery is nanaged pursuant to this FMP through an annual quota
speci fication process. Annual quotas are specified based on the overfishing
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definition established in Arendnent 8. Anendrment 8 to the Atlantic Mackerel,
Squi d, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent (FMP) was developed to bring the FMP
into conpliance with the Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA). The SFA, which
reaut hori zed and anmended t he Magnuson- Stevens Act, nade a nunber of changes to
the existing National Standards, as well as to definitions and other

provi sions in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, that caused the Quidelines to be
significantly revised. The nost significant changes were made to National
Standard 1, which i nposed new requirenments concerning definitions of
overfishing in fishery managenent plans. The overfishing definition for
Loligo was revised in Arendnent 8 to conply with the SFA as foll ows:
overfishing for Loligo will be defined to occur when the catch associated with
a threshold fishing nortality rate of F is exceeded (Fy i S a proxy for
Frsy) .  Wen an estimate of Fyy becones available, it will replace the current
overfishing proxy of Fnx. Annual quotas will be specified which correspond to
a target fishing nortality rate. Under Arendnent 8 , target F was defined as
75% of the Fusy when bionmass is greater than By, and decreases linearly to
zero 50% of Bygy. Maximum OY is specified as the catch associated with a
fishing nortality rate of Fa. In addition, the biomass target is specified
to equal Bygy.

The new requirenents of the SFA required the Council to take remedial action
for 2000 to rebuild the stock to a I evel which will produce MSY (Buy) given
the status determnation that Loligo was approaching an overfished state. The
control rule in Arendnent 8 specified that the target fishing nortality rate
nust be reduced to zero if biomass falls bel ow 50% of B.,. The target fishing
nortality rate increases linearly to 75% of F.y as biomass increases to Byy.
However, projections made in SAW29 indicate that the control rule adopted in
Anmendnent 8 appears to be overly conservative. Projections from SAW 29
indicated that the Loligo biomass could be rebuilt to |evels approximating By
in three years if fishing nortality was reduced to the target nortality rate
specified in Arendnent 8 of 75% of Fgy. In deternining the specification of
ABC for the year 2000, the Council considered advice offered by SAW29 which
indicated that the control rule adopted in Anendnent 8 was too conservati ve.
Model projections presented by the Mnitoring Conmttee denonstrated that the
stock could be rebuilt in a relatively short period of time. Based on these
proj ections, the Council chose to specify ABC as the yield associated with 90%
Frsy Or 13,000 nt in 2000.

The nost recent NEFSC survey data for Loligo squid indicate that abundance of
this species has increased significantly since the nost recent assessnent was
conducted (i.e, SAW29). Estimates of biomass based on NEFSC fall 1999 and
spring 2000 survey indices for Loligo indicate that the stock is currently at
or near Bgy. In fact, the 1999 fall survey index was the sixth highest val ue
observed in the time series since 1967 and the second hi ghest since 1987. The
2000 spring survey index for Loligo was the tenth highest in the tine series
since 1968 and the fifth hi ghest since 1987 (Lai, pers.comm). Based on the
assunption that the stock will be at or near By, in 2001, the Council
recommended that the 2001 quota be specified as the yield associated with 75%
of Fsy . The yield associated with 75% of Fyy at By is 17,000 nt based on
projections in SAW?29 (NVFS 1999).
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The Council is replacing the control rule because it was determned to be
unnecessarily restrictive by SAW29. For exanple, yield projections conducted
si nce devel opnent of the overfishing control rule indicated that the Loligo
stock could rebuild to By, in a relatively short period of time. |In
retrospect, the Loligo stock quickly rebounded to the By, | evel by 2000. If
the Council had followed the control rule inplemented in Anendnent 8 for the
2000 fishery, the Loligo fishery would have been cl osed for the entire year.

Like the preferred alternative, this alternative preserves the basic elenments
of the overfishing definition required by the SFA ( the overfishing threshold
(Frsy) and mini num bi omass threshold (Y% Byy) Wl be retained). If the stock
is not protected from overfishing, some negative biological inpacts could be
expected fromthe inplementation of this nmeasure. |f overfishing were not
prevented, negative inpacts on the Loligo stock could occur which, in turn
woul d be expected to negatively affect the |arge nunber of species and stocks
of marine mamal s and predatory fish which prey on Loligo squid. Juvenile and
adult Loligo are preyed upon by many pel agi c and denersal fish species, as
well as marine mammal s and diving birds (Lange and Si ssenwi ne 1980, Vovk and
Khvi chiya 1980, Summers 1983). Marine manmal predators include |ong-finned
pil ot whal e, 4 obi cephal a nel as, and conmmon dol phin, Del phinus del phis (Waring
et al. 1990, Overholtz and Waring 1991, Gannon et al. 1997). Fish predators

i nclude bl uefish, sea bass, mackerel, cod, haddock, pollock, silver hake, red
hake, sea raven, spiny dogfish, angel shark, goosefish, dogfish and flounder
(Maurer 1975, Langton and Bowran 1977, Cosner 1978, Lange 1980). Al of these
species could be negatively inpacted if the abundance of Loligo were to
decline as a result of overfishing.

5.1.3.4 Maintain current control rule for Loligo (no action/status quo).

Under this option, the overfishing definition and control rule adopted in
Amendnent 8 woul d renmai n unchanged. Overfishing for Loligo was defined in
Amendnent 8 to occur when the catch associated with a threshold fishing
nortality rate of Fy is exceeded. Annual quotas are specified which
correspond to a target fishing nortality rate of 75 %of Fn. Target Fis
defined as 75% of the F.,, when bionmass is greater than 80,000 nt, and
decreases linearly to zero at 40,000 nt (% of the By proxy). Relative to the
preferred alternative with respect to the overfishing definition and contro
rule, there would not be any negative biol ogi cal consequences expected from
the no action alternative

5.1.4 Alowfor an exenption fromthe Loligo trip limt during periods of
closure of the directed Loligo fishery for vessels engaged in the Il1lex
fishery

5.1.4.1 Vessel s possessing Illex squid noratoriumpernits would be permitted
to possess Loligo taken seaward of the 50 fathom curve in an anmobunt not to
exceed 10% of the total weight of Illex on board during a period of closure of
the Loligo fishery during the nonths of August or Septenber.

The 2,500 pound trip limt for Loligo during directed Loligo fishery closures
creates a conpliance problemfor Illex squid fishery vessels which
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occasional ly take higher levels of Loligo incidental to pursuit of Illex
squid. During the nmonths of June, July, August, and Septenber otter traw
vessel s participating in the directed fishery for Illex are be exenpt fromthe
Lol i go mini mum mesh requirenents if they possess Loligo. For the purposes of
this nmesh exenption, the directed Illex fishery for this tine period is
defined as otter traw fishing for Illex seaward of the 50 fathom depth
contour. This mesh exenption was included Arendnent 5 because of concerns
rai sed by fishernen that a small bycatch of Loligo can be expected in the
Il'lex fishery. Industry advisors testified that the Loligo bycatch is very
smal |l and that alnost all of the Illex fishing during this period occurs
outside of the 50 fathom depth contour

Menmbers of the directed Illex industry testified at Council neetings that
there has been a recent shift of Loligo to offshore waters in certain years at
or near the end of the period when the directed Illex fishery is prosecuted
(i.e., August or Septenber). They testified that the 2,500 Loligo trip limt
during periods of closure of the directed Loligo fishery has caused conpliance
probl ens for vessels operating in the directed Illex fishery since the recent
impl enentation of restrictive quotas in the Loligo fishery. No at sea
observations or vessel trip report data are currently available to estimate
the magnitude of this problem

The framewor k neasure proposed here woul d build on the current nesh exenption
but would be linited to the nmonths of August or Septenber. Under this
neasure, vessels which possess Illex squid noratoriumpernmts fishing east of
the 50 fathom contour would be permtted to possess Loligo in an anpbunt not to
exceed 10% of the total weight of Illex on board during a period of closure of
the Loligo fishery during the nonths of August or Septenber.

Overal |, since the annual quota is the chief nechanismused to control fishing
nortality in the Loligo fishery, the Illex fishery exenption fromthe 2500
pound trip linmt during periods of closure of the directed Loligo fishery
during August or Septenber is not expected to have any negative bi ol ogi ca
inmpacts on the Loligo stock. However, the bycatch allowance in the Illex
fishery could result in an overage in the third quarter of the Loligo fishery
and/ or reduce the amount of Loligo available for quarter 4 relative to the
status quo. To estimate the possible inpact of the 10% 111 ex exenpti on under
this option, l|andings data from 1999 was exam ned. This year was chosen
because it is the last year for which a conplete data set is available for

whi ch no closures of the Loligo fishery occurred. In August or Septenber 1999
there were 34 trips which | anded nore than 25,000 | bs of Illex in the NVFS
Deal er report data base. Trips |less than 25,000 | bs were not included in the
anal ysi s because the effect on these trips would be the same under either the
current 2,500 Ib trip linmt or the proposed 10% bycatch all owance (i.e.,
these trips would be limted to 2,500 I b of Loligo under either scenario).

O these 34 trips, there were 20 (or 59% which |anded greater than 2,500 | b
of Loligo. The amount of Loligo | anded on these trips ranged from2,700 Ib -
60,405 Ibs. If the directed Loligo fishery had been closed on August 1 (i.e.
directed Loligo fishery closed August or Septenber of 1999), these trips would
have | anded 62, 353 under the 2,500 Ib trip limt. Under the 10% exenption

134



option, these trips would have been expected to land 182,790 | bs of Loligo
(i.e., under the condition that the amount of Loligo | anded woul d not exceed
10% of the Illex landed on that trip). Therefore, under the 10% al | onance
these trips would have | anded an additional 120,500 Ib of Loligo relative to
operating under the 2,500 Ib trip limt. This amount represents the

addi tional |andings that would result fromthe 10% bycatch al |l ownance and cone
at the “expense” of the quarter 4 allocation

Current regul ations specify that the directed Loligo fishery is to be cl osed
during the last quarter when 95% of the total quota for the year is taken.

The fishery remains open for the remainder of the fishing year at the bycatch
| evel of 2,500 |bs. Assumi ng that no quota overages occur during the first
three quarters (i.e., assumng that 100% of the quota allocation for each
quarter is taken but not exceeded), the directed fishery quota for quarter 4
woul d be 10, 066,204 I b. Therefore, the additional Loligo taken during quarter
3 under the 10% 111 ex exenption would represent about 1.8%of the quarter 4
directed fishery quota if the directed Loligo fishery was cl osed on August 1
2001 in quarter 3 (Table 30).

The nost likely closure date of the directed Loligo fishery in quarter 3
(based on the 2001 specifications), was estimated based on the average weekly
I andi ngs of Loligo for the period 1997-1999. This tine frame was chosen
because it is the nmost recent three year period during which no closure of the
directed Loligo fishery occurred. Based on observed weekly | andi ngs during
quarter 3 for the period 1997-1999, it was projected that the directed Loligo
fishery would close at the end of week 37. Therefore, the projected closure
date woul d be 19 Septenber 2001 or the |last two weeks of quarter 3. Assuning
the directed Loligo fishery is closed on this date, the expected |evel of
Lol i go | andi ngs under the Illex exenption would be 40,620 pounds or about 0.4%
of the directed fishery allocation in quarter 4 (Table 30). Based on the
observed | evel of bycatch in 1999 and a projected cl osure during weeks weeks
38 and 39, this nmeasure is not expected to increase the chance that an
overage woul d occur relative to the annual quota. For exanple, based on the
allocation of Loligo in 2001, the directed fishery is expected to close
during quarter 4 at the end of week 49 (i.e., the fishery is expected to be
closed the last three weeks of the year). The additional Loligo |andings due
to the Illex exenpti on under the scenario just described is not expected to
change the week of closure. The additional |andings under the closed fishery
are expected to be about 181,000 | bs based on observed bycatch | andi ngs during
the closure of quarter 4 in 2000 ( the fishery averaged 60,353 | b per week
fromweeks 46-52. Since this level of Loligo bycatch is the nost likely |eve
expected under the 10% Il ex exenption, this neasure is not expected to result
in any negative biological inmpacts for the Loligo stock due to a quota

over age

However, the worst case scenario under the 10% 11 ex exenption that can be
constructed would be to assume that all trips that |anded greater than 25, 000
pounds of |1l ex during August or Septenmber would retain Loligo in the anmount
equal to 10% of the Illex |anded. Thi s anal ysis was based on unpublished
NMFS deal er reports for trips that |anded greater than 25,000 pounds of Il ex
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duri ng August or Septenber for the period 1997-1999. An estinmate of the
anount of Loligo expected to be | anded under these conditions was obtained as
the product of 0.1 and the average anmount of |llex |anded per week for the
three year period 1997-1999. Assuming that the directed Loligo fishery is

cl osed on August 1, 2001 and the worst case level of Loligo retention is
realized, 1,228,287 |bs of Loligo would be the maxi mum anmount expected under
the 10% exenption rule (Table 31). The expected |evel of Loligo retention
under these conditions is given by closure week in Table 31. As noted above,
the actual projected closure date based on 1997-1999 Loligo |andings by week
woul d be expected to occur on or about Septenber 19, 2001 (i.e, the directed
fishery would be closed for weeks 38 and 39). Assunming this closure period and
if the worst case level of Loligo retention is realized, 113,448 |bs of Loligo
woul d be the maxi mum anount expected under the 10% exenption rule (Table 31).
This woul d represent about 1.1%of the directed fishery allocation in quarter
4 (Table 31).

Wiile the 10% 111 ex exenption woul d reduce the directed fishery in Q4 for

Lol igo by the amounts indicated, the additional amounts taken are not expected
to cause an overage of the 4 quota. During 2000, the directed Loligo fishery
was closed at the end of the week 43. The observed | evel of |andings under
the 2500 pound trip linmt in 2000 during weeks 44-52 averaged only about
72,000 pounds per week. Wien the directed fishery is closed in @4, about 1.9
mllion pounds of bycatch quota will remain. This would allow for a season of
26 days at the bycatch | evel assuning a |landing rate of 72,000 pounds per
week. The observed |I|evel of average Loligo |andings during weeks 40-49 based
on 1997-1999 was about 1.0 mllion pounds of Loligo per week. The worst case
scenario (10% Loligo |anded on all Illex trips in August or Septenber) would
be expected to shorten the Q4 directed Loligo fishery by about 9 days
Therefore, even under the worst case scenario |evel of bycatch and a
projected closure during weeks 38 and 39, this nmeasure is not expected to
increase the chance that an overage woul d occur relative to the annual quota.
Therefore, this measure is not expected to result in any negative biol ogica
inpacts for the Loligo stock due to a quota overage, even under the worst case
scenario. It should be noted that the anal yses presented above relative to
predicted closure dates for the Loligo fishery were based on patterns of

hi storical |andings during the period 1997-1999. During this tine period, the
quota was allocated to the entire fishing year with no seasonal allocation of
the quota. Since then, the Loligo quota has been divided into quarterly
allocations, which is likely to change fishing behavior relative to the 1997-
1999 period. As a result, the predicted closure date could differ depending
on the nature of the alteration of fishing behavior.

5.1.4.2 Vessel s possessing Illex squid noratoriumpernits would be permitted
to possess Loligo in an amount not to exceed 20%f the total weight of Illex
on board during a period of closure of the Loligo fishery during the nonths of
June- Sept enber

The 2,500 pound trip limt for Loligo during directed Loligo fishery closures

creates a conpliance problemfor Illex squid fishery vessels which
occasional |y take higher levels of Loligo incidental to pursuit of Illex
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squid. During the nmonths of June, July, August, and Septenber, otter traw
vessel s participating in the directed fishery for Illex are be exenpt fromthe
Lol i go mini mum mesh requirenents if they possess Loligo. For the purposes of
this mesh exenption, the directed Illex fishery for this tine period is
defined as otter traw fishing for Illex seaward of the 50 fathom depth
contour. This nesh exenption was included Anendnment 5 because of concerns

rai sed by fishermen that a small bycatch of Loligo can be expected in the
Illex fishery. Industry advisors testified that the Loligo bycatch is very
smal |l and that alnost all of the Illex fishing during this period occurs
out si de of the 50 fathom depth contour. The framewor k neasure proposed here
woul d build on the current nmesh exenption. Under this nmeasure, vessels which
possess Illex squid noratoriumpernmts would be permitted to possess Loligo in
an anount not to exceed 20% of the total weight of Illex on board during a
period of closure of the Loligo fishery during the nonths of June- Septenber.

Overal |, since the annual quota is the chief nechanismused to control fishing
nortality in the Loligo fishery, the Illex fishery exenption fromthe 2500
pound trip limt during periods of closure of the directed Loligo fishery
during June- Septenber is not expected to have any negative biol ogi cal inpacts
on the Loligo stock. However, the bycatch allowance in the Illex fishery
could result in an overage in the third quarter of the Loligo fishery and/or
reduce the anmount of Loligo available for quarter 4 relative to the status
quo. Any additional |andings that would result fromthe 20% bycatch al | owance
come at the “expense” of the quarter 4 allocation

Current regul ations specify that the directed Loligo fishery is to be cl osed
during the last quarter when 95%of the total quota for the year is taken

The fishery remains open for the renminder of the fishing year at the bycatch
level of 2,500 I bs. Assuming that no quota overages occur during the first
three quarters (i.e., assum ng that 100% of the quota allocation for each
quarter is taken but not exceeded), the directed fishery quota for quarter 4
woul d be 10, 066,204 | b

The nost likely closure date of the directed Loligo fishery in quarter 3
(based on the 2001 specifications), was estimated based on the average weekly
I andi ngs of Loligo for the period 1997-1999. This tine frame was chosen
because it is the nmost recent three year period during which no closure of the
directed Loligo fishery occurred. Based on observed weekly | andi ngs during
quarter 3 for the period 1997-1999, it was projected that the directed Loligo
fishery would likely close at the end of week 37. Therefore, the projected
closure date would be 19 Septenber 2001 or the | ast two weeks of quarter 3.

The worst case scenario under the 20% 11 ex exenption that can be constructed
woul d be to assume that all trips that |anded greater than 12,550 pounds of
Il'l'ex during June through Septenber would retain Loligo in the amount equal to
20% of the Illex |anded. Thi s anal ysis was based on unpublished NWMFS deal er
reports for trips that |anded greater than 12,500 pounds of Illex during June
and Septenber for the period 1997-1999. An estimate of the anount of Loligo
expected to be | anded under these conditions was obtained as the product of
0.2 and the average anount of Illex |anded per week for the three year period
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1997-1999. Assunming that the directed Loligo fishery is closed on June 1,
2001 and the worst case |level of Loligo retention is realized, 3,845,307 |bs
of Loligo would be the maxi num amount expected under the 20% exenption rule
(Table 32). The expected | evel of Loligo retention under these conditions is
given by closure week in Table 32. As noted above, the actual projected

cl osure date based on 1997-1999 Loligo | andings by week woul d be expected to
occur on or about Septenber 19, 2001 (i.e, the directed fishery would be
closed for weeks 38 and 39). Assuning this closure period and if the worst
case level of Loligo retention is realized under the 20%rul e, 205,517 | bs of
Lol i go woul d be the maxi mum anount expected under the 20% exenption rul e
(Table 32). This would represent about 2.0%of the directed fishery
allocation in quarter 4 (Table 32). Based on the worst case scenario | evel of
bycatch (20% and a projected cl osure during weeks 22-39, this nmeasure would
be expected to increase the chance that an overage would occur relative to the
annual quota. Therefore, this measure could result in negative biol ogica
inmpacts for the Loligo stock due to a quota overage if the worst case
scenari o was realized

5.1.4.3 No exenption fromthe 2,500 Ib Loligo trip limt during a period of
closure of the Loligo fishery (no action/status quo).

Under the no action alternative vessels fishing in the Illex fishery would not
be exenpt fromthe Loligo trip limt during periods when the directed Loligo
fishery is closed and woul d be restricted to 2,500 | bs per trip. Overall,
since the annual quota is the chief mechanismused to control fishing
nortality in the Loligo fishery, the 2500 pound trip limt during periods of
closure of the directed Loligo fishery r is not expected to have any negative
bi ol ogi cal inmpacts on the Loligo stock.

5.2 Econom ¢ and Soci al |npacts

5.2.1 Moratoriumon entry to Illex fishery
5.2.1.1 Extend the noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery for an additiona
year (nmoratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery would expire in 2003 unl ess

extended in next Arendnent) (Preferred Alternative).

Prior to the 1980's, the fishery for Illex in the US EEZ was prosecut ed
primarily by the foreign distant water fleets. Wth the inplenentation of the
Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent Plan and it's
subsequent Anendments, the fishery has becone fully Anericanized. At the sane
tine that the domestic fishery was undergoi ng devel opnent, new bi ol ogi cal data
becane available which indicated that Illex is an annual species. This
resulted in downwardly revised estinates of the potential yield fromthis
fishery. The sinultaneous growh of the domestic fishery and reduction in
estimates of sustainable yields resulted in the fishery moving towards a fully
capitalized and exploited state. Hence, there was a noratoriumon entry of
addi tional commercial vessels into the Illex squid fisheries in the EEZ

i npl enented as part Arendnent 5
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Under the Amendnment 5, a vessel was eligible for a noratoriumpernmt in the
Illex fishery if it nmet any of the following criteria: 1) The vessel had five
I andi ngs (including at-sea joint venture transfers) of 5,000 pounds of IIlIex
(that is, landed 5 trips of at |east 5,000 pounds) between 13 August 1981 and
13 August 1993, or 2) The vessel is replacing a vessel of substantially
simlar harvesting capacity which involuntarily left the Illex squid fishery
during the noratorium and both the entering and repl aced vessel s are owned by
the same person. "Substantially simlar harvesting capacity" means the sane
or less GRT and vessel registered length for comrercial vessels, or 3) the
vessel was under construction for, or was being rerigged for, use in the
directed fishery for Illex on 13 August 1993 and provi ded the vessel has

I anded the required amount of Illex for sale specified above (5 trips of at

| east 5,000 | bs) prior to Decenber 31, 1994. For the purpose of this

par agr aph, "under construction" means that the keel had been laid or the
vessel was under witten agreenent for construction or the vessel was under

witten contract for purchase. "Being rerigged" neans physical alteration of
the vessel or its gear had begun to transformthe vessel into one capable of
fishing coomercially for Illex. 4) Vessels that are judged unseaworthy by the

Coast Cuard for reasons other than | ack of naintenance may be replaced by a
vessel with the sane GRT and vessel registered |ength for commercial vessels
5) The noratoriumtermnates at the end of the fifth year follow ng

i npl enentati on unl ess extended by FMP Arendnent.

As noted above, due to concerns that capacity night be insufficient to fully

expl oit the annual quota, a five year sunset provision was placed on the Il ex
noratori umwhen it was inplenented as part of Anendnment 5. The sunset
provision for the moratoriumentry into the Illex fishery, inplenented in

1997, is set to expire in July 1, 2002

One of the mmjor concerns raised during the devel opnment of the origina
noratoriumprogramin Arendnent 5 was that the fleet which would qualify under
the proposed Il ex nmoratorium programwoul d not be capabl e of taking the
entire annual quota. In response to this concern, the Council placed the five
year sunset provision on the Illex nmoratoriumprogram The intent of this
measure was to allowtine to deternmine if the harvest capacity of the fleet
was sufficient to take all of the avail abl e annual quot a. Since then, the
Illex fleet has denonstrated that fleet capacity was nmore than sufficient to
land the annual quota when the Illex fleet |anded in excess of the annua

quota in 1998. During 1998, a nunber of factors contributed to the record
harvest of the domestic squid Illex illecebrosus and early closure of the
fishery. These included relatively high abundance and availability of I11]ex
illecebrosus to the US fleet conbined with high world narket price and denand
resulting froma major decline in production of Illex argentenius in the
Fal kl and Islands in the South Atlantic. As a result of these conditions, US
production of Illex exceeded 23,000 nt inl1998, thus denonstrating that US
harvest capacity under the Illex noratorium program adopted i n Arendnent 5 was
nmore than sufficient to land the | ong term sustainable | evel of harvest.

Wil e nore recent |andings data are available to describe the Illex fishery, a
di scussion of the 1998 fishery is given here because it denmonstrates that the
harvest capacity of the Illex moratoriumfleet is sufficient to land the |ong
termlevel of sustainable yield for this resource. In addition, a discussion
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of the data available at the tinme that Arendnent 5 was bei ng devel oped is al so
given to describe the context within which the Council nade decisions relative
tolimting access to the Illex fishery.

The nost recent data available at the tine that Amendnent 5 was being

devel oped indicated that there were 3,061 vessels with Federal commerci al
permts issued pursuant to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish FWP
(based on 1993 NWMFS data). The hold capacity of those vessels was determ ned
to be approximately 50,000 nt. Based on unpublished 1993 NMFS wei ghout data
for Illex, 18 out of 53 vessels (33% which reported |anding any IIllex
accounted for 99% of the total. Total US Illex |landings were 18,012 nt in
1993. A total of 53 vessels nmade these landings in 438 trips during 1993

The average catch per trip was 90,662 I bs. The majority of vessels |anded in
excess of 50,000 Ibs per trip. In terms of |andings per year, the average
vessel in the Illex fishery | anded roughly 750,000 | bs in 1993. These data
were significant in deternmining the need for entry linitation into the Il1lex
fishery because they highlighted the nature of the vessels engaged in this
fully-utilized fishery. Unlike the Loligo fishery, the Illex fleet and
fishery are conprised of relatively |arge vessels which | and substantia
quantities of Illex per vessel. As a result, the Council concluded during the
devel opnent of Amendnment 5 that increnental entry of new effort into this
fishery would quickly result init’'s over-capitalization and jeopardize both
the stock and the fishery. This situation has not changed.

Di scussi on of the nunber of vessels that would qualify for the Illex squid
norat ori umwas based on the Northeast Fishery Science Center wei ghout files.
Under the preferred alternative qualifying criteria for an Illex noratorium

permt in Arendnent 5, 52 vessels were expected to qualify based on NWS

wei ghout data. However, the nunber of vessels which actually qualified for an
Il'lex moratoriumpermt under Amendrment 5 was nuch larger. |In 2000, there
were 77 vessel s which possessed Illex noratoriumpernits and 1, 704 vessels

whi ch possessed incidental catch permits. As noted above, analyses conducted
for Amendnent 5 estinated that approxinmately 52 vessels would qualify for
Illex moratoriumpermts. This estinmate was based on an anal ysis of NWS

wei ghout data which did not include |andings taken as a result of joint
venture activities during the 1980's. Vessels could qualify for an Il]ex
noratoriumpermt if they denonstrated | anding five trips of 5,000 pounds over
a qualifying period which extended back to 1981 (Il andings nmade as a result of
joint ventures were also eligible). As a result, a rmuch | arger nunber of
vessels qualified for an Illex noratoriumpermt than was antici pated based on
data and anal yses consi dered during the devel opment of Amendrment 5 (i.e., as
esti mated based on wei ghout data alone). Hence, the harvest capacity of the

vessel s which qualified under the Illex noratorium program established in
Anmendnent 5 substantially exceeds the | evel necessary to harvest the long term
sustainable yield for Illex. This becane apparent in 1998, when a total of
110 vessels landed 23,567 nt of Illex squid (i.e., the annual quota was

exceeded). These vessels included two categories: vessels with noratorium
permts and vessels with incidental catch permts. Wile there were 77
vessel s which could have landed Illex in the directed fishery because they
possessed noratorium pernits, however 18 vessels accounted for nore than 95%
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of the Illex landings in 1998. Fishery performance and production in 1998
clearly indicated that the current Illex nmoratoriumfleet possesses harvest
capacity far in excess of what is necessary to harvest the long termpotentia
yield fromthis fishery

Failure to extend the nmoratoriumwould result in further overcapitalization of
this sector of the fishing industry, which in turn woul d have negative
econoni ¢ consequences for the vessels and communities which depend upon the

Illex resource. The distribution of vessels which possessed |l ex noratorium
permts by hone port state is given in Table 12. COverall, New Jersey would
appear to be the state nost dependent on the Illex resource foll owed by New

Yor k, Massachusetts and Rhode |sland. The size distribution of those vessels
is given in Table 33. Additional entry into this fishery would be expected to
proportionately reduce the | andings and revenue of vessels currently operative
within the noratoriumfleet (see analyses contained in RIR Section). The only
port dependent upon Illex for nore than 10 % of total revenues in 1999 was
North Kingstown, R (12.7%. Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers or
processors and fishing comrunities associated with this port are expected to
be affected the nost by failure to extend the moratoriumprogramfor IIlex.
The extension of the noratoriumunder this franework option would maintain the
status quo in the fishery at least until 2003. This will allow the Counci
nore tine to consider longer termnmeasures for the Illex noratoriumin the
next anmendnent to the FMP. Vessel s which took small quantities in the past
will be able to continue to do so under the bycatch provisions of the FMP
However, further expansion of entry into the directed Illex fisheries will be
controlled for at |east one nore year, thus overfishing and over-
capitalization will be avoided.

5.2.1.2 Extend the nmoratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery for an additiona
five years (noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery would expire in 2007
unl ess extended in future Amendnent).

As noted above, Amendnent 5 established a noratoriumon new entry into the
commercial fishery for Illex squid. The Council placed a five year sunset
provision on the noratoriumwhich is set to expire in July 2002. This neasure
woul d extend the Illex moratoriumfor an additional five years. Under this
neasure, only vessels which possess Illex nmoratoriumpermts during cal endar
year 2002 would be eligible for Illex noratoriumpermnits under the noratorium
extension. Under this alternative, the noratoriumon entry to the Illex
fishery would expire in 2007 unl ess extended in a future Anendnent.

Prior to the 1980's, the fishery for Illex in the US EEZ was prosecut ed
primarily by the foreign distant water fleets. Wth the inplenentation of the
Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent Plan and it's
subsequent Anendments, the fishery has becone fully Anericanized. At the sane
tine that the domestic fishery was undergoi ng devel opnent, new bi ol ogi cal data
becane available which indicated that Illex is an annual species. This
resulted in downwardly revised estinates of the potential yield fromthis
fishery. The sinultaneous growh of the domestic fishery and reduction in
estimates of sustainable yields resulted in the fishery moving towards a fully
capitalized and exploited state. Hence, there was a noratoriumon entry of
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addi tional commercial vessels into the Illex squid fisheries in the EEZ
i npl enented as part Arendnent 5

Under the Amendnent 5, a vessel was eligible for a noratoriumpernmt in the
Illex fishery if it nmet any of the following criteria: 1) The vessel had five
I andi ngs (including at-sea joint venture transfers) of 5,000 pounds of Il ex
(that is, landed 5 trips of at |east 5,000 pounds) between 13 August 1981 and
13 August 1993, or 2) The vessel is replacing a vessel of substantially
simlar harvesting capacity which involuntarily left the Illex squid fishery
during the noratorium and both the entering and repl aced vessel s are owned by
the same person. "Substantially simlar harvesting capacity" means the sane
or less GRT and vessel registered length for commrercial vessels, or 3) the
vessel was under construction for, or was being rerigged for, use in the
directed fishery for Illex on 13 August 1993 and provi ded the vessel has
landed the required amount of Illex for sale specified above (5 trips of at

| east 5,000 | bs) prior to Decenber 31, 1994. For the purpose of this

par agraph, "under construction" neans that the keel had been laid or the
vessel was under witten agreenent for construction or the vessel was under

witten contract for purchase. "Being rerigged" neans physical alteration of
the vessel or its gear had begun to transformthe vessel into one capabl e of
fishing coomercially for Illex. 4) Vessels that are judged unseaworthy by the

Coast Quard for reasons other than | ack of nmintenance nay be replaced by a
vessel with the sane GRT and vessel registered |ength for commercial vessels
5) The noratoriumterm nates at the end of the fifth year follow ng

i mpl enent ati on unl ess extended by FMP Anendnent.

As noted above, due to concerns that capacity might be insufficient to fully

expl oit the annual quota, a five year sunset provision was placed on the Il ex
noratori umwhen it was inplenented as part of Anendnent 5. The sunset
provision for the moratoriumentry into the Illex fishery, inplenented in

1997, is set to expire in July 1, 2002

One of the mmjor concerns raised during the devel opnment of the origina
noratorium programin Arendnent 5 was that the fleet which would qualify under
the proposed Il ex noratorium programwoul d not be capable of taking the
entire annual quota. In response to this concern, the Council placed the five
year sunset provision on the Illex nmoratoriumprogram The intent of this
neasure was to allowtinme to determne if the harvest capacity of the fleet
was sufficient to take all of the avail abl e annual quot a. Since then, the
Illex fleet has denonstrated that fleet capacity was nmore than sufficient to
land the annual quota when the Illex fleet |anded in excess of the annua
quota in 1998. During 1998, a nunber of factors contributed to the record
harvest of the donestic squid Illex illecebrosus and early closure of the
fishery. These included relatively high abundance and availability of I11]ex
illecebrosus to the US fleet conbined with high world narket price and denand
resulting froma major decline in production of Illex argentenius in the
Fal kl and Islands in the South Atlantic. As a result of these conditions, US
production of Illex exceeded 23,000 nt inl1998, thus denonstrating that US
harvest capacity under the Illex noratorium program adopted i n Arendnent 5 was
nore than sufficient to land the | ong term sustainable | evel of harvest.
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The nost recent data available at the tine that Anendnment 5 was being

devel oped indicated that there were 3,061 vessels with Federal commercia
permts issued pursuant to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish FWP
(based on 1993 NMFS data). The hold capacity of those vessels was deterni ned
to be approxinately 50,000 nt. Based on unpublished 1993 NMFS wei ghout data
for Illex, 18 out 53 vessels (33% which reported I anding any Il1lex accounted
for 99% of the total. Total US Illex |andings were 18,012 nt in 1993. A
total of 53 vessels made these |andings in 438 trips during 1993. The average
catch per trip was 90,662 Ibs. The majority of vessels |landed in excess of
50,000 I bs per trip. In terns of |andings per year, the average vessel in the
Il'lex fishery | anded roughly 750,000 | bs in 1993. These data were significant
in determning the need for entry limtation into the Illex fishery because
they highlighted the nature of the vessels engaged in this fully-utilized
fishery. Unlike the Loligo fishery, the Illex fleet and fishery are conprised
of relatively |arge vessels which [ and substantial quantities of Illex per
vessel. As a result, the Council concluded during the devel oprment of
Amendrent 5 that increnental entry of new effort into this fishery would
quickly result init’'s over-capitalization and jeopardize both the stock and
the fishery. This situation remains unchanged

Di scussion of the number of vessels that would qualify for the Illex squid
norat ori umwas based on the Northeast Fishery Science Center weighout files.
Under the preferred alternative qualifying criteria for an Illex noratorium

permit in Arendnent 5, 52 vessels were expected to qualify based on NS

wei ghout data. However, the nunber of vessels which actually qualified for an
Illex nmoratoriumpermt under Amendnent 5 was nuch larger. |In 2000, there
were 77 vessel s which possessed Illex noratoriumpernits and 1, 704 vessel s

whi ch possessed incidental catch permts. As noted above, anal yses conducted
for Anendnent 5 estinmated that approximately 52 vessels would qualify for
Illex moratoriumpermts. This estinmate was based on an anal ysis of NWS

wei ghout data which did not include |andings taken as a result of joint
venture activities during the 1980's. Vessels could qualify for an Il ex
noratoriumpermt if they denonstrated | anding five trips of 5,000 pounds over
a qualifying period which extended back to 1981 (Il andings nmade as a result of
joint ventures were also eligible). As a result, a rmuch | arger nunber of
vessels qualified for an Illex noratoriumpermt than was antici pated based on
data and anal yses consi dered during the devel opment of Amendrment 5 (i.e., as
estimated based on wei ghout data alone). Hence, the harvest capacity of the

vessel s which qualified under the Illex noratorium program established in
Amendrent 5 substantially exceeds the | evel necessary to harvest the long term
sustainable yield for Illex. This became apparent in 1998, when a total of
110 vessel s landed 23,567 nt of Illex squid (i.e., the annual quota was

exceeded). These vessels included two categories: vessels with noratorium
permits and vessels with incidental catch permts. Wile there were 77
vessel s which could have landed Illex in the directed fishery because they
possessed noratoriumpernits, however 18 vessels accounted for nore than 95%
of the Illex landings in 1998. Fishery performance and production in 1998
clearly indicated that the current Illex nmoratoriumfleet possesses harvest
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capacity far in excess of what is necessary to harvest the long termpotentia
yield of the fishery.

Failure to extend the noratoriumwould result in further overcapitalization of
this sector the fishing industry, which in turn would have negative economnic
consequences for the vessels and communiti es which depend upon the I11]ex
resource. The distribution of vessels which possessed |11 ex noratorium
permts by honme port state is given in Table 12. The size distribution of
those vessels is given in Table 33. Overall, New Jersey woul d appear to be
the state nost dependent on the Illex resource foll owed by New York
Massachusetts and Rhode |sland. Additional entry into this fishery would be
expected to proportionately reduce the |andings and revenue of vessels
currently operative within the noratoriumfleet (see analyses contained in the
RIR Section of the RRR ). Table 15 indicated that the only port dependent
upon Illex for nore than 10 % of total revenues in 1999 was North Ki ngstown,
R (12.7%. Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers or processors and
fishing coomunities associated with this port are expected to be affected the
nost by failure to extend the noratoriumprogramfor IIIex.

The extension of the noratoriumunder this franework opti on would maintain the
status quo in the fishery at least until 2007. This will allow the Council
nore tine to consider longer termneasures for the Illex noratoriumin future
amendnents to the FMP. Vessel s which took small quantities in the past will
be able to continue to do so under the bycatch provisions of the FMP.

However, further expansion of entry into the directed Illex fisheries will be
controlled for at |least five additional years, thus overfishing and over-
capitalization will be avoided

5.2.1.3 Allow the nmoratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery to expire in 2002
(no action)

Under this option, the Illex noratoriumwould expire in July of 2002 and the
fishery would revert to open access conditions. As noted above, the Illex
noratoriumfl eet denonstrated the capacity to harvest the long term

sustai nabl e | evel of harvest as defined under the SFA in 1998. The key
questions relative to extension of this noratoriumhinge on the likely effects
of allowing the Illex fishery to revert to open access

The devel opnent of excess fishing capacity in US marine fisheries, especially
since the passage of the Magnuson Act, has been identified as the single nost
inmportant problemcurrently facing the US fishing industry (NMFS 1996; NRC
1999). Mbst US fisheries can be characterized as overcapitalized, with too
many vessels, too much gear and too nmuch tine spent at sea harvesting fish at
too high a cost to both harvesters and society. Adding significantly to the
problemis the fact that the increase in fishing capacity in the US has been
acconpani ed by a dramatic increase in technol ogi cal advances (NWFS 1996). The
US commercial fishery has developed froma fleet of prinarily sailing vessels
in the 1800's to a nodern fleet of vessels which has resulted in an enornous
increase in fishing power throughout the 20'" century. This increase in
fishing vessel capacity and efficiency has resulted in over-exploitation and
econoni ¢ | osses throughout nost US narine fisheries.
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The net econonic benefits that could be gained by ending the open access
problemin US fisheries are significant. Mnagi ng singl e-species fisheries
with a conservative, risk averse approach should be the first step in

achi eving sustainable marine fisheries (NRC 1999). The NRC (1999) recomended
that a noderate |evel of exploitation mght be a better goal for fisheries
nmanagenent than full exploitation since the |latter has al nbst universally
resulted in over-exploitation of marine resources. The NRC (1999) concl uded
“At the core of today’'s overcapacity problemis the lack of, or ineffective,
definition of fishing rights in nost fisheries. Therefore, the conmttee
recommends for nany fisheries a managenent approach that includes the

devel opnent and use of nethods of allocation of exclusive shares of the fish
resource or privileges and responsibilities (as opposed to open conpetition)
and the elimnation of subsidies that encourage overcapacity. A flexible and
adapti ve approach is essential, and careful attention nust be given to equity
i ssues associated with such approaches.” In addition, the NRC (1999) strongly
recommended that managers and policy nmakers shoul d focus on devel opi ng or
encour agi ng soci oeconom ¢ and ot her nmanagenent neasures that discourage
overcapacity and that reward the conservative and efficient use of nmarine
fishery resources.

Anal yses presented above clearly indicate that Illex fishery is fully

expl oited and additional capacity in the fishery is both unnecessary and
undesirable. Excess fishing capacity in the Northeast region of the US, if
transferred into the Illex fishery, would easily result in overcapitalization
of the fishery and over-exploitation of the resource. Based on the
recommendati on of the NRC (1999), the Council determined that the Il1lex
norat ori um shoul d be extended to prevent the devel opment of overcapacity in
this fishery. Failure to extend the noratoriumwould result in further
overcapitalization of this sector the fishing industry, which in turn would
have negative econom c consequences for the vessels and communities which
depend upon the Illex resource. The distribution of vessels which possessed
Illex noratoriumpermts by hone port state is given in Table 12. The size
distribution of those vessels is given in Table 33. Overall, New Jersey woul d
appear to be the state nost dependent on the Illex resource followed by New
York, Massachusetts and Rhode |sland. Additional entry into this fishery would
be expected to proportionately reduce the | andi ngs and revenue of vessels
currently operative within the noratoriumfleet (see analyses contained in the
RIR Section of the RRR ). Table 15 indicated that the only port dependent
upon Illex for nmore than 10 % of total revenues in 1999 was North Ki ngstown,

R (12.7% . Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers or processors and
fishing comunities associated with this port are expected to be affected the
nost by failure to extend the noratoriumprogramfor I|11]ex.

5.2.2 Tineliness of Quota Specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and
Illex squid and Butterfish

5.2.2.1 |If annual specifications for Atlantic nmackerel, Loligo and IIlex
squid and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the
fishing year, the previous year’'s specifications shall apply until the final
rule for new specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF specifications)
(Preferred Alternative)
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Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and
Il'lex squid are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the previous year’'s specifications shall apply until the final rule

i mpl enenting the new quota specifications is inplemented. As noted above,
this nmeasure does not apply to TALFF specifications.

The Council proposes as part this framework action that in the case that
annual specifications for nackerel are not published by the NVFS prior to the
start of the fishing year, the previous year’s specifications shall apply
(excl udi ng TALFF specifications). The prinmary reason for this action is that
in recent years, publication of the final rule inplenenting the annua
specifications for Atlantic mackerel, squid and butterfish has not occurred
until after the start of the fishing year. For exanple, the final rule

i mpl enenting the quota specifications for Atlantic mackerel, squid and
butterfish for 2000 was not published until March of 2000. Sinilarly, the
final rule inplenmenting the quota specifications for Atlantic mackerel, squid
and butterfish for 2001 was not published until March 2, of 2001. Because the
specifications were not in place by the start of the fishing season, the
fishery for Loligo could not be regulated for the first several nmonths of the
fishery. The Council set the 2000 quota specifications for Loligo squid based
on the SAW 29 projections which resulted in an ABC equal to the yield

associ ated with 90% Fsy, or 13,000 nt. Managenent advice from SAW29 nade
special note of the fact that yield fromthis fishery should be distributed

t hroughout the fishing year. Gven that the pernitted Loligo fleet
historically had denonstrated the ability to land Loligo in excess of the
quot a specified for 2000, the Council recomended that the annual quota be
sub-divided into three quota period or trinesters. The 2000 quota was
allocated to each period based on the proportion of |andings occurring in
each trinester from 1994-1998. Based on the seasonal distribution of |andings
during this tinme period, the quota for January-April was 5,460 nmi (42% of the
total), the quota for May-August was 2,340 nt (18% of the total), and the
quota for Septenber-Decenber was 5200 nt (40% of the total). The directed
fishery during the first two trimester periods was to be cl osed when 90% of
the amount allocated to the period was |anded and then a trip limt of 2,500
pounds would remain in effect until the quota period ends. Any underages from
trinesters one and two were to be applied to the next trimester and overages
were to be deducted fromtrinester three. The directed fishery was closed in
the third trinester when 95% of the annual quota was taken. The fishery
operated at the 2,500 trip limt level for nmost of the third quota period

Since the 2000 specifications were not published until late in the first
trimester of 2000, the fishery could not be closed when 90% of the quota
allocated to trinester one was | anded and an overage resulted. Quota overages
in the Loligo fishery are deducted from subsequent quota period within the
sane fishing year. |In the worst case scenario, failure to publish the annua
specifications until very late in the fishing year (or not at all) would
result in unregul ated fishing. The inability to control landings in the
fishery can be expected to greatly increase the chance that a quota overage
m ght occur. This would have a negative econonic and social inmpacts on
participants in the Loligo fishery in subsequent quota periods. This
situation will continue under the no action alternative. Table 11 indicated
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that there were 10 ports dependent upon Loligo for nore than 10% of total
revenue in 1999. Those highly dependent upon Loligo squid (50% or nore of
total revenue due to Loligo) included O her Essex, NJ (81.9% and Fal nouth, MA
(50% . Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers or processors and fishing
communi ties associated with these ports are expected to be affected the nost

by the failure to publish the annual specifications until late in the fishing
year.
In the case of Atlantic mackerel, industry menbers testified that delays in

publ i shing the annual quota specifications has had a negative inpact on

possi bl e Joint Venture activities for Atlantic mackerel, due to timng of the
winter Atlantic mackerel fishery and the uncertainty about the upcom ng year’s
JV specifications. To help alleviate this situation, the Council proposes
under this alternative, that if the annual specifications for nackerel are not
published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous
year’'s specifications will apply (excluding TALFF specifications). The only
specification for Atlantic mackerel that would be significantly inpacted by
this nmeasure would be the JV specification. Under current rules, if annual
speci fications are not published prior to the beginning of the fishing year,
JV landings are not permtted. Under the proposed neasure, JV operations

coul d occur based on the previous years JV specification. For exanple, the
2001 Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish specifications were recently

publ i shed on March 2, 2001 (the fishing year began on January 1, 2001). As a
result, no JV activity could have occurred until Mrch 2, 2001. Under the
preferred alternative, the 2000 JV specification of 20,000 nt would have
applied and JV activities could have been conducted under this provision. As
result, JV landings of up to 20,000 nt in addition to recent |evels of US
domestic production could have conferred econom c and social benefits to the
donestic Atlantic mackerel fleet. This could not occur, however, if no action
is taken.

Table 7 indicated that there were no ports dependent upon Atlantic mackerel
for more than 10% of total revenue in 1999. Those ports nost dependent upon
Atlantic nmackerel included North Kingstown, R (9.7% and Cape May, NJ (9.3%.
Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers or processors and fishing

communi ties associated with these ports are expected to be affected the nost
by the failure to publish the annual specifications until late in the fishing
year.

Anot her possibility which could arise under the preferred alternative woul d be
the situati on where the Council and NMFS propose to significantly reduce or
elimnate the JVP specification in the upconing fishing year. The Council

di scussed this possibility and intends to di sapprove JVP applications when
this situation arises.

Quota nonitoring and subsequent regulation of fishing nortality in the Illex
and butterfish fisheries have not been negatively affected by the delays in
publishing the annual specifications. |In the case of Illex, this is because
the directed fishery does not occur until June. For exanple, only about 1.4%
of the 1999 Illex landings were taken in the first quarter (Table 29). |In the
case of butterfish, the fishery has |anded only about 30-35% of ABC in recent
years. As a result, the no action alternative is not expected to have any
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negati ve econom c or social inpacts relative to either of these fisheries
based on the dates on which the specifications have been published in recent
years.

5.2.2.2 If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and Illex squid
and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and Butterfish fisheries

operate wi thout specifications and Joint Ventures cannot be conducted unti
the final rule for new specifications is inplenented (no action/status quo)

Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and
Il'lex squid are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the fishery opens w thout quota specifications. Under these
conditions, no JVis specified for Atlantic mackerel for the new fishing year
and therefore no mackerel JV operations can be conducted until the final rule
i mpl enenting the new quota specifications is published

The Council proposes in the preferred alternative of this franmework action
that in the case that annual specifications for mackerel are not published by
the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous year’s

speci fications shall apply (excluding TALFF specifications). The primary
reason for this action is that in recent years, publication of the final rule
i mpl enenting the annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel, squid and
butterfish has not occurred until after the start of the fishing year. For
exanmple, the final rule inplementing the quota specifications for Atlantic
mackerel, squid and butterfish for 2000 was not published until March of 2000
Because the specifications were not in place by the start of the fishing
season, the fishery for Loligo could not be regulated for the first severa
nonths of the fishery. The Council set the 2000 quota specifications for
Lol i go squid based on the SAW29 projections which resulted in an ABC equal to
the yield associated with 90% F., or 13,000 nt. Managenent advice from SAW
29 made special note of the fact that yield fromthis fishery should be

di stributed throughout the fishing year. Gven that the permtted Loligo
fleet historically had denonstrated the ability to land Loligo in excess of
the quota specified for 2000, the Council recommended that the annual quota be
sub-divided into three quota period or trinesters. The 2000 quota was
allocated to each period based on the proportion of |andings occurring in
each trinester from 1994-1998. Based on the seasonal distribution of |andings
during this tinme period, the quota for January-April was 5,460 nmi (42% of the
total), the quota for My-August was 2,340 nt (18% of the total), and the
quota for Septenber-Decenber was 5200 nt (40% of the total). The directed
fishery during the first two trimester periods was to be cl osed when 90% of
the amount allocated to the period was |anded and then a trip limt of 2,500
pounds would remain in effect until the quota period ends. Any underages from
trinesters one and two were to be applied to the next trimester and overages
were to be deducted fromtrinester three. The directed fishery was closed in
the third trinester when 95% of the annual quota was taken. The fishery
operated at the 2,500 trip limt level for nmost of the third quota period

Since the 2000 specifications were not published until late in the first
trimester of 2000, the fishery could not be closed when 90% of the quota
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allocated to trinester one was | anded and an overage resulted. Quota overages
in the Loligo fishery are deducted from subsequent quota periods within the
sane fishing year. In the worst case scenario, failure to publish the annua
specifications until very late in the fishing year (or not at all) would
result in unregulated fishing. The inability to control landings in the
fishery can be expected to greatly increase the chance that a quota overage
m ght occur. This would have a negative econom ¢ and social inpacts on
participants in the Loligo fishery in subsequent quota peri ods. Table 11
indicated that there were 10 ports dependent upon Loligo for nore than 10% of
total revenue in 1999. Those highly dependent upon Loligo squid (50% or nore
of total revenue due to Loligo) included Cther Essex, NJ (81.9% and Fal mouth
MA (50% . Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers or processors and
fishing coomunities associated with these ports are expected to be affected

the nost by the failure to publish the annual specifications until late in the
fishing year.
In the case of Atlantic nmackerel, industry menbers testified that delays in

publishing the annual quota specifications has had a negative inpact on
possi bl e Joint Venture activities for Atlantic mackerel, due to tinmng of the
winter Atlantic mackerel fishery and the uncertainty about the upconming year’s
JV specifications. To help alleviate this situation, the Council proposes
under this alternative, that if the annual specifications for mackerel are not
publi shed by the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous
year's specifications will apply (excluding TALFF specifications). The only
specification for Atlantic mackerel that would be significantly inpacted by
this nmeasure would be the JV specification. Under current rules, if annua
specifications are not published prior to the beginning of the fishing year
JV landings are not permtted. Under the proposed neasure, JV operations
coul d occur based on the previous years JV specification. For exanple, the
2001 Atlantic mackerel, squid and butterfish specifications were recently
publ i shed on March 2, 2001(the fishing year began on January 1, 2001). As a
result, no JV activity could have occurred until March 2, 2001. Under the
proposed measure, the 2000 JV specification of 20,000 nt would have applied
and JV activities could have been conducted under this provision. As result,
JV landings of up to 20,000 nt in addition to recent |evels of US donestic
production could have conferred econom ¢ and social benefits to the donestic
Atlantic nmackerel fleet. Table 7 indicated that there were no ports dependent
upon Atlantic nackerel for more than 10% of total revenue in 1999. Those
ports nost dependent upon Atlantic mackerel included North Kingstown, R
(9.7% and Cape May, NJ (9.3%. Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers
or processors and fishing comunities associated with these ports are expected
to be affected the nost by the failure to publish the annual specifications
until late in the fishing year

Quota nonitoring and subsequent regulation of fishing nortality in the Illex
and butterfish fisheries have not been negatively affected by the delays in
publ i shing the annual specifications. As a result, this measure is not
expected to have any econonmic or social inpacts relative to either of these
fisheries based on the dates on which the specifications have been published
in recent years
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5.2.2.3 |If annual specifications for Atlantic nmackerel, Loligo and IIlex
squid and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the
fishing year, a set of default specifications shall apply for Atlantic
nmackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and butterfish fisheries until the final rule
for new specifications is inplenented

Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and
Il'lex squid are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the fishery opens under a set of default quota specifications. Under
this option quotas woul d be specified which correspond to the

three year average of quota specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and
Il'lex squid and butterfish for the period 1999-2001, except for TALFF whi ch be
set equal to zero under the default measures. Based on the specifications
for those three years, the default specifications would as those outlined in
Tabl e 34.

The primary reason for this action is that in recent years, publication of the
final rule inplenmenting the annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, squid
and butterfish has not occurred until after the start of the fishing year.

For exanple, the final rule inplementing the quota specifications for Atlantic
mackerel, squid and butterfish for 2000 was not published until March of 2000
Simlarly, the final rule inplementing the quota specifications for Atlantic
mackerel, squid and butterfish for 2001 was not published until March 2, of
2001. Because the specifications were not in place by the start of the fishing
season, the fishery for Loligo could not be regulated for the first severa
nont hs of the fishery. The Council set the 2000 quota specifications for
Lol i go squid based on the SAW29 projections which resulted in an ABC equal to
the yield associated with 90% F., or 13,000 nt. Managenent advice from SAW
29 made special note of the fact that yield fromthis fishery should be

di stributed throughout the fishing year. Gven that the permtted Loligo
fleet historically had denonstrated the ability to land Loligo in excess of
the quota specified for 2000, the Council recommended that the annual quota be
sub-divided into three quota period or trinesters. The 2000 quota was
allocated to each period based on the proportion of |andings occurring in
each trinester from 1994-1998. Based on the seasonal distribution of |andings
during this tine period, the quota for January-April was 5,460 nt (42% of the
total), the quota for My-August was 2,340 nt (18% of the total), and the
quota for Septenber-Decenber was 5200 nt (40%of the total). The directed
fishery during the first two trimester periods was to be cl osed when 90% of
the anmount allocated to the period was | anded and then a trip limt of 2,500
pounds would renmain in effect until the quota period ends. Any underages from
trinesters one and two were to be applied to the next trimester and overages
were to be deducted fromtrinester three. The directed fishery was closed in
the third trinmester when 95% of the annual quota was taken. The fishery
operated at the 2,500 trip limt level for nost of the third quota period

Since the 2000 specifications were not published until late in the first
trinmester of 2000, the fishery could not be closed when 90% of the quota
allocated to trinester one was | anded and an overage resulted. Quota overages
in the Loligo fishery are deducted from subsequent quota period within the
sane fishing year. In the worst case scenario, failure to publish the annua
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specifications until very late in the fishing year (or not at all) would
result in unregulated fishing. The inability to control landings in the
fishery can be expected to greatly increase the chance that a quota overage

m ght occur. This would have a negative econonic and social inmpacts on
participants in the Loligo fishery in subsequent quota periods. Table 11
indicated that there were 10 ports dependent upon Loligo for nore than 10% of
total revenue in 1999. Those highly dependent upon Loligo squid (50% or nore
of total revenue due to Loligo) included Other Essex, NJ (81.9% and Fal nout h,
MA (50% . Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers or processors and
fishing coomunities associated with these ports are expected to be affected

the nost by the failure to publish the annual specifications until late in the
fishing year.
In the case of Atlantic mackerel, industry menbers testified that delays in

publ i shing the annual quota specifications has had a negative inpact on

possi ble Joint Venture activities for Atlantic mackerel, due to timng of the
winter Atlantic mackerel fishery and the uncertainty about the upcom ng year’s
JV specifications. To help alleviate this situation, the Council proposes
under this alternative, that if the annual specifications for nackerel are not
published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous
year’'s specifications will apply (excluding TALFF specifications). The only
specification for Atlantic mackerel that would be significantly inpacted by
this nmeasure would be the JV specification. Under current rules, if annual
speci fications are not published prior to the beginning of the fishing year,
JV landings are not permtted. Under the proposed neasure, JV operations

coul d occur based on the previous years JV specification. For exanple, the
2001 Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish specifications were recently

publ i shed on March 2, 2001(the fishing year began on January 1, 2001). As a
result, no JV activity could have occurred until Mrch 2, 2001. Under the
proposed measure, the 2000 JV specification of 20,000 nt would have applied
and JV activities could have been conducted under this provision. As result,
JV landings of up to 13,300 nmt, in addition to recent |evels of US donestic
production, could have conferred economnmic and social benefits to the donestic
Atlantic nmackerel fleet. Table 7 indicated that there were no ports dependent
upon Atlantic nackerel for more than 10% of total revenue in 1999. Those
ports nost dependent upon Atlantic nackerel included North Kingstown, R
(9.7% and Cape May, NJ (9.3%. Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers
or processors and fishing communities associated with these ports are expected
to be affected the nmost by the failure to publish the annual specifications
until late in the fishing year.

Anot her possibility which could arise under this alternative would be the
situation where the Council and NVFS propose to significantly reduce or
elimnate the JVP specification in the upconing fishing year. The Council
di scussed this possibility and intends to di sapprove JVP applications when
this situation arises.

Quota nonitoring and subsequent regulation of fishing nmortality in the Illex
and butterfish fisheries have not been negatively affected by the delays in
publ i shing the annual specifications. As a result, this measure is not

expected to have any economic or social inmpacts relative to either of these
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fisheries based on the dates on which the specifications have been published
in recent years.

5.2.2.4 If annual specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Il1lex
squid and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the
fishing year, the fisheries for these species will be closed until the final
rule for new specifications is inplenented

Under this measure, if the annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo
and Illex squid and butterfish are not published by the NVS prior to the
start of the fishing year, the fisheries for these species will be closed
until the final rule for new specifications is published. |In other words, the
I anding of all four species in the nanagenent unit woul d be prohibited unti
the final for new specifications is published

Thi s nmeasure woul d have significant negative econonic and soci al consequences
for vessels operating in the Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and and butterfish
fisheries because | andi ngs of these species would be prohibited until the
final rule for new specifications is published and significant |andings occur
early in the fishing year. Based on the recent publication date of the annua
specifications for Atlantic mackerel, squid and butterfish, these fisheries
woul d nost likely be closed during the nonths of January and February under
this alternative. The likely negative effects of this measure woul d be the

| oss of revenue associated with the I andings of Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and
butterfish during the months of January and February. During 1999, the val ue
of the January and February | andi ngs of each species, respectively, was $1.7
mllion, $5.2 mllion, and $.0.9 mllion. The total value of the |andings of
these three species during the first two nonths of 1999 represent about 20% of
t he annual revenue generated for all three species based on 1999 | andi ngs
data. Table 35 indicated that there were 11 ports dependent upon Atlantic
mackerel, Loligo, Illex, and butterfish for nore than 10% of total revenue in
1999. Those highly dependent upon Atlantic mackerel, Loligo, Illex, and
butterfish (50% or nore of total revenue due to Loligo) included O her Essex,
NJ (87.9% North Kingstown, R (74.3% and Falmouth MA (50% . Therefore, the
vessel owners, crew, dealers or processors and fishing comunities associated
with these ports are expected to be affected the nost if the fisheries were
closed due to failure to publish the annual specifications until late in the
fishing year.

5.2.2.5 |If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not published by
the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous year's
specifications shall apply until the final rule for new specifications is

i mpl enent ed (excludi ng TALFF specifications)

Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not
publi shed by the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous
year's specifications shall apply until the final rule inplenenting the new
quota specifications are published. As noted above, this measure does not
apply to TALFF specifications
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In the case of Atlantic mackerel, industry nmenbers testified that delays in
publi shing the annual quota specifications has had a negative inpact on
possi bl e Joint Venture activities for Atlantic nmackerel, due to timng of the
winter Atlantic mackerel fishery and the uncertainty about the upconming year’s
JV specifications. To help alleviate this situation, the Council proposes
under this alternative, that if the annual specifications for nackerel are not
publ i shed by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous
year's specifications will apply (excluding TALFF specifications). The only
specification for Atlantic nackerel that would be significantly inpacted by
this neasure would be the JV specification. Under current rules, if annua
specifications are not published prior to the begi nning of the fishing year
JV landings are not permtted. Under the proposed neasure, JV operations
coul d occur based on the previous years JV specification. For exanple, the
2001 Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish specifications were recently
publ i shed on March 2, 2001 (the fishing year began on January 1, 2001). As a
result, no JV activity could have occurred until March 2, 2001. Under the
preferred alternative, the 2000 JV specification of 20,000 nt would have
applied and JV activities could have been conducted under this provision. As
result, JV landings of up to 20,000 nt in addition to recent |levels of US
donestic production could have conferred econom ¢ and social benefits to the
donestic Atlantic mackerel fleet. This could not occur, however, if no action
i s taken.

Table 7 indicated that there were no ports dependent upon Atlantic mackere

for nmore than 10% of total revenue in 1999. Those ports nost dependent upon
Atlantic nmackerel included North Kingstown, R (9.7% and Cape May, NJ (9.3%.
Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers or processors and fishing

communi ties associated with these ports are expected to be affected the nost
by the failure to publish the annual specifications until late in the fishing
year.

Anot her possibility which could arise under this alternative would be the
situation where the Council and NVFS propose to significantly reduce or
elimnate the JVP specification in the upcoming fishing year. The Counci
di scussed this possibility and intends to di sapprove JVP applications when
this situation arises

5.2.2.6 |If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not published by
the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, a set of default
specifications shall apply for Atlantic nackerel wuntil the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF specifications)

Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not
publ i shed by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the fishery
opens under a set of default quota specifications. Under this option quotas
woul d be specified which correspond to the three year average of quota
specifications for Atlantic mackerel for the period 1999-2001, except for
TALFF whi ch be set equal to zero under the default neasures

In the case of Atlantic mackerel, industry nmenbers testified that delays in
publi shing the annual quota specifications has had a negative inpact on
possi bl e Joint Venture activities for Atlantic mackerel, due to timng of the
winter Atlantic mackerel fishery and the uncertainty about the upconming year’s
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JV specifications. To help alleviate this situation, the Council proposes
under this alternative, that if the annual specifications for nackerel are not
publ i shed by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous
year's specifications will apply (excluding TALFF specifications). The only
specification for Atlantic nackerel that would be significantly inpacted by
this neasure would be the JV specification. Under current rules, if annua
specifications are not published prior to the begi nning of the fishing year
JV landings are not permtted. Under the proposed neasure, JV operations
coul d occur based on the previous years JV specification. For exanple, the
2001 Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish specifications were recently
publi shed on March 2, 2001(the fishing year began on January 1, 2001). As a
result, no JV activity could have occurred until March 2, 2001. Under the
proposed neasure, the 2000 JV specification of 20,000 nt would have applied
and JV activities could have been conducted under this provision. As result,
JV landings of up to 13,300 nt, in addition to recent |levels of US donestic
production, could have conferred econonic and social benefits to the donestic
Atlantic nackerel fleet. Table 7 indicated that there were no ports dependent
upon Atlantic nackerel for nore than 10% of total revenue in 1999. Those
ports nost dependent upon Atlantic nackerel included North Ki ngstown, R
(9.7% and Cape May, NJ (9.3%. Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers
or processors and fishing comunities associated with these ports are expected
to be affected the nost by the failure to publish the annual specifications
until late in the fishing year

Anot her possibility which could arise under this alternative would be the
situation where the Council and NVFS propose to significantly reduce or
elimnate the JVP specification in the upcoming fishing year. The Counci
di scussed this possibility and intends to di sapprove JVP applications when
this situation arises

5.2.3 Loligo overfishing definition and control rule

5.2.3.1 Annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to
90% Frsy Wi Il be specified if stock bionmass is greater than the mininum bi omass
threshold (% By, ). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall

bel ow t he mi ni num bi omass threshold (% Byy), neasures to control fishing
mortality shall be inplenented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By
consistent with requirenents of Section 304e of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. In
addi tion, Max OY, ABC, OY, and DAH nay be specified for a period of up to
three years. (Preferred Alternative)

This neasure nodifies the control rule for Loligo squid and allows for the in-
season adjustnent of the annual Loligo quota. The primary conponents of the
overfishing definition that were required under the SFA and inpl emented under
Arendnent 8 (i.e,, the maximumfishing nortality rate threshold (Fsy,) and the
mi ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy)), remain unchanged. Under this neasure, an
annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to 90% Fpgy
will be specified if stock biomass is greater than the m ni num bi onass
threshold (% Byy). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall bel ow
the m ni num bi omass threshold (% Byy,), nmeasures to control fishing nortality
shal| be inplenented to insure that stock is rebuilt to Bygy in a time period
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consistent with Section 304 e of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. This section of
the Act specifies that an overfished stock shall be rebuilt in a tinme period
as short as possible, but not to exceed ten years.

In addition to changes in the overfishing definition, the Council nay specify
Max OY, ABC, OY and DAH for up to three years. The Atlantic Mackerel Squid
and Butterfish Monitoring Commttee will nmeet in late spring to review

avai | abl e NEFSC survey data and devel op recommendati ons about i n-season
adjustnents to these specifications for consideration by the Atlantic Mackerel
Squi d and Butterfish Committee and the Council. Based on an eval uation of
the nost recent NEFSC spring and fall trawl survey data, the OY, DAH and ABC
nmay be adjusted to be consistent with the control rule. Based on the
recommendati ons of the Council, the Regional Adm nistrator nay nake i n-season
adj ustnents, as appropriate based on the recommendati ons of the Council,
through publication of a notice in the Federal Register of in-season

adj ust nent acti on.

The Loligo fishery is managed pursuant to this FMP through an annual quota
specification process. Annual quotas are specified based on the overfishing
definition established in Arendnent 8. Anendrment 8 to the Atlantic Mackerel,
Squi d, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent (FMP) was developed to bring the FMP
into conpliance with the Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA). The SFA, which
reaut hori zed and anmended t he Magnuson- Stevens Act, nade a nunber of changes to
the existing National Standards, as well as to definitions and other
provisions in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, that caused the Quidelines to be
significantly revised. The nost significant changes were made to National
Standard 1, which inposed new requirenments concerning definitions of
overfishing in fishery managenent plans. The overfishing definition for
Loligo was revised in Arendnent 8 to conply with the SFA as foll ows:
overfishing for Loligo will be defined to occur when the catch associated with
a threshold fishing nortality rate of Fnx is exceeded (Fnx iS a proxy for
Frsy). Wen an estimate of F., becones available, it will replace the current
overfishing proxy of Fnx. Annual quotas will be specified which correspond to
a target fishing nortality rate. Under Arendnent 8 , target F was defined as
75% of the F.y when bionmass is greater than By, and decreases linearly to
zero 50% of Bygy. Maximum OY is specified as the catch associated with a
fishing nortality rate of Fx. In addition, the biomass target is specified
to equal Bygy-

The new requirements of the SFA required the Council to take remedial action
for 2000 to rebuild the stock to a level which will produce M5Y (B.y,) given
the status determnation that Loligo was approaching an overfished state. The
control rule in Arendrnent 8 specified that the target fishing nortality rate
nmust be reduced to zero if biomass falls bel ow 50% of B,y,. The target fishing
nortality rate increases linearly to 75% of F., as biomass increases to Bg,.
However, projections made in SAW29 indicate that the control rule adopted in
Amendnent 8 appears to be overly conservative. Projections from SAW 29
indicated that the Loligo biomass could be rebuilt to |evels approximating By
in three years if fishing nortality was reduced to the target nortality rate
specified in Arendnent 8 of 75% of Fgy. In deternining the specification of
ABC for the year 2000, the Council considered advice offered by SAW29 which
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indicated that the control rule adopted in Anendnent 8 was too conservati ve.
Model projections presented in the nost recent assessment denonstrated that
the stock could be rebuilt in a relatively short period of tine (even at
fishing nortality rates as high as 75% Fygyy) . Based on projections conducted
by the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid and Butterfish Monitoring Cormittee, the
Counci| chose to specify ABC as the yield associated with 90% F, or 13,000
mt in 2000.

The nost recent NEFSC survey data for Loligo squid indicate that abundance of
this species has increased significantly since the nost recent assessnent was
conducted (i.e, SAW29). Estinmates of biomass based on NEFSC fall 1999 and
spring 2000 survey indices for Loligo indicate that the stock is currently at
or near Bpy. In fact, the 1999 fall survey index was the sixth highest val ue
observed in the time series since 1967 and the second hi ghest since 1987. The
2000 spring survey index for Loligo was the tenth highest in the time series
since 1968 and the fifth hi ghest since 1987 (Lai, pers.comm. Based on the
assunption that the stock will be at or near By, in 2001, the Counci
recommended that the 2001 quota be specified as the yield associated with 75%
of Fusy . The yield associated with 75% of Fu, at Byy is 17,000 nt based on
projections in SAW29 (NWVFS 1999).

The Council is replacing the control rule because it was deternm ned to be
unnecessarily restrictive by SAW29. For exanple, yield projections conducted
si nce devel opnent of the control rule indicated that the Loligo stock could
rebuild to By in a relatively short period of time. In retrospect, the
Loligo stock quickly rebounded to the By, level by 2000. If the Council had
followed the control rule inplenented in Arendment 8 for the 2000 fishery, the
Loligo fishery would have been closed for the entire year

Under this alternative, the basic el ements of the overfishing definition
required by the SFA, the overfishing threshold (Fyy) and ninimum bi omass

threshold (%2 Byy) W ll be retained. Since the stock will still be protected
fromoverfishing, no negative biological inpacts are expected fromthe
adjustnent to this nmanagenent nmeasure. |n addition, the in-season adjustnent

nmechanismwi ||l a afford additional protection to the stock. For exanple,
under the current managenment system the annual specification for Loligo is
determi ned a year in advance of the fishing year for which the specifications
apply. Under the proposed alternative, the quota could be adjusted downward
during the fishing season if it is deternined to be necessary due to sudden
changes (declines) in Loligo stock abundance. The converse is also true

That is, if the stock is found to be larger than antici pated the annual quota
can be adjusted upward to allow for increased yield fromthe fishery and yet
mai ntain a sustai nable | evel of harvest within the guidelines of the SFA
Thus, this neasure will confer positive econonm ¢ and social benefits in the
short termby allowing for in-season increases in yield during years of high
abundance. In the longer term the control rule will reduce the chance of
overfishing by allowing for decreases in yield and fishing nortality when
stock abundance is | ower than anticipated

The Council chose this alternative as the preferred in an attenpt to bal ance
the need to end overfishing and rebuild overfished stocks with the need to
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mni m ze the econom c burden placed on fishing communities during the

rebuil ding period. This alternative would allow the Council to adopt
rebui | ding horizons consistent with requirenents of the Sustainable Fisheries
Act (i.e, up to ten years). Wile the Council does not forsee utilizing
rebui | ding periods of up to the maxi num of ten years, the strategy was adopted
toretain the maximumflexibility allowable under the current statute for
rebuilding the Loligo in stock future years. Wile it is difficult to
quantify the risks associated with extended rebuilding periods, it can be
stated that, in general, l|onger rebuilding periods pose greater risks to stock
since they generally would allow for higher fishing nortality rates in the
near term However, yield would be expected to higher under these conditions
whi ch could hel p aneliorate sone of the negative econom c consequences for
fishing coomunities during rebuilding. These trade-offs, including the

associ ated risk analyses, will have to be evaluated on a case by case basis in
the future

Table 11 indicated that there were 10 ports dependent upon Loligo for nore
than 10% of total revenue in 1999. Those highly dependent upon Loligo squid
(50% or nmore of total revenue due to Loligo) included Gther Essex, NJ (81.9%
and Fal nouth, MA (50% . Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers or
processors and fishing communities associated with these ports are expected to
be affected the nost by the failure to inplenent this option

5.2.3.2 Annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to
90% Fsy Will be specified if stock biomass is greater than the m ni num bi onass
threshold (% B, ). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fal

bel ow t he mi ni num bi omass threshold (% B.,), measures to control fishing
nortality shall be inplenmented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By, in a
tinme period of at |least three years but not greater than five years.

This measure nodifies the overfishing definition for Loligo squid and al | ows
for the in-season adjustnment of the Loligo quota. The prinmary conponents of
the overfishing definition that were required under the SFA and i npl enent ed
under Anendrment 8 (i.e,, the maximumfishing nortality rate threshold (Fy)
and the m ni num bi onass threshold (% Byy)), remain unchanged. Under this
neasure, an annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up
to 90% Fysy Will be specified if stock bionmass is greater than the m ni num

bi omass threshold (% Byy). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to
fall bel ow the m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), neasures to control fishing
mortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By in a
tine period of at |least three years but not greater than five years.

The Atlantic Mackerel Squid and Butterfish Monitoring Commttee will neet in
late spring to review avail abl e NEFSC survey data and devel op reconmendati ons
about in-season adjustnments to these specifications for consideration by the
Atlantic Mackerel Squid and Butterfish Commttee and the Council. Based on
an evaluation of the nost recent NEFSC spring and fall trawl survey data, the
OY, DAH and ABC nay be adjusted to be consistent with the control rule. Based

on the recommendati ons of the Council, the Regional Administrator may nake in-
season adjustnents, as appropriate based on the recommendati ons of the
Council, through publication of a notice in the Federal Register of in-season

adj ust nent acti on.
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The Loligo fishery is managed pursuant to this FMP through an annual quota
specification process. Annual quotas are specified based on the overfishing
definition established in Arendnent 8. Anendrment 8 to the Atlantic Mackerel,
Squi d, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent (FMP) was developed to bring the FMP
into conpliance with the Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA). The SFA, which
reaut hori zed and anmended t he Magnuson- Stevens Act, nade a nunber of changes to
the existing National Standards, as well as to definitions and other
provisions in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, that caused the Quidelines to be
significantly revised. The nost significant changes were made to National
Standard 1, which inposed new requirenments concerning definitions of
overfishing in fishery managenent plans. The overfishing definition for

Lol igo was revised in Arendnent 8 to conply with the SFA as foll ows:
overfishing for Loligo will be defined to occur when the catch associated with
a threshold fishing nortality rate of Fnx i s exceeded (Fnx iS a proxy for
Frsy). Wen an estimate of F., becones available, it will replace the current
overfishing proxy of Fnx. Annual quotas will be specified which correspond to
a target fishing nortality rate. Under Arendnent 8 , target F was defined as
75% of the F.y when bionmass is greater than By, and decreases linearly to
zero 50% of Bygy. Maximum OY is specified as the catch associated with a
fishing nortality rate of Fx. In addition, the biomass target is specified
to equal Bygy-

The new requirements of the SFA required the Council to take remedial action
for 2000 to rebuild the stock to a level which will produce M5Y (B.y,) given
the status determnation that Loligo was approaching an overfished state. The
control rule in Arendrnent 8 specified that the target fishing nortality rate
nmust be reduced to zero if biomass falls bel ow 50% of B,y,. The target fishing
nortality rate increases linearly to 75% of F., as biomass increases to Bg,.
However, projections made in SAW29 indicate that the control rule adopted in
Amendnent 8 appears to be overly conservative. Projections from SAW 29
indicated that the Loligo biomass could be rebuilt to |evels approximating By
in three years if fishing nortality was reduced to the target nortality rate
specified in Arendnent 8 of 75% of Fgy. In deternining the specification of
ABC for the year 2000, the Council considered advice offered by SAW29 which
indicated that the control rule adopted in Anendnent 8 was too conservati ve.
Model projections presented by the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid and Butterfish
Moni toring Conmittee denonstrated that the stock could be rebuilt in a
relatively short period of tinme. Based on those projections, the Council
chose to specify ABC as the yield associated with 90% Fy, or 13,000 nt in
2000.

The nost recent NEFSC survey data for Loligo squid indicate that abundance of
this species has increased significantly since the nost recent assessnent was
conducted (i.e, SAW29). Estimates of bionass based on NEFSC fall 1999 and
spring 2000 survey indices for Loligo indicate that the stock is currently at
or near By. In fact, the 1999 fall survey index was the sixth highest val ue
observed in the time series since 1967 and the second hi ghest since 1987. The
2000 spring survey index for Loligo was the tenth highest in the tine series
since 1968 and the fifth hi ghest since 1987 (Lai, pers.comr). Based on the
assunption that the stock will be at or near By, in 2001, the Council
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recommended that the 2001 quota be specified as the yield associated with 75%
of Fsy . The yield associated with 75% of Fyy at Byy is 17,000 nt based on
projections in SAW29 (NWFS 1999).

The Council is replacing the control rule because it was determned to be
unnecessarily restrictive by SAW29. For exanple, yield projections conducted
since devel opnent of the control rule indicated that the Loligo stock could
rebuild to Byy in a relatively short period of time. |In retrospect, the
Loligo stock quickly rebounded to the By, | evel by 2000. If the Council had
followed the control rule inplenented in Arendment 8 for the 2000 fishery, the
Lol igo fishery would have been closed for the entire year.

Under this alternative, the basic elenents of the overfishing definition
required by the SFA, the overfishing threshold (Fyy) and m ni num bi onass

threshold (Y% Bwy,) W Il be retained. Since the stock will still be protected
fromoverfishing, no negative biological inmpacts are expected fromthe
adjustnent to this managenent nmeasure. |n addition, the in-season adjustnent

nmechanismwi ||l a afford additional protection to the stock. For exanple,
under the current managenent system the annual specification for Loligo is
deternmined a year in advance of the fishing year for which the specifications
apply. Under the proposed alternative, the quota could be adjusted downward
during the fishing season if it is determned to be necessary due to sudden
changes (declines) in Loligo stock abundance. The converse is also true

That is, if the stock is found to be larger than anticipated the annual quota
can be adjusted upward to allow for increased yield fromthe fishery and yet
mai ntain a sustainable | evel of harvest within the guidelines of the SFA
Thus, this neasure will confer positive econom ¢ and social benefits in the
short termby allowing for in-season increases in yield during years of high
abundance.

Table 11 indicated that there were 10 ports dependent upon Loligo for nore
than 10% of total revenue in 1999. Those highly dependent upon Loligo squid
(50% or nore of total revenue due to Loligo) included Gher Essex, NJ (81.9%
and Fal nouth, MA (50% . Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers or
processors and fishing comunities associated with these ports are expected to
be affected the nost by the failure to inplenent different control rule

5.2.3.3 Annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to
90% Frsy Wi Il be specified if stock bionmass is greater than the mininum bi omass
threshold (% Byy). |If stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall bel ow
t he m ni num bi omass threshol d (% Bysy), neasures to control fishing nortality
shall be inplemented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By, in a tine period
of at least five years but not greater than ten years

This neasure nodifies the overfishing definition for Loligo squid and all ows
for the in-season adjustment of the Loligo quota. The primary conponents of
the overfishing definition that were required under the SFA and i npl enent ed
under Anendnent 8 (i.e,, the maximumfishing nortality rate threshold (Fgsy)
and the m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy)), remain unchanged. Under this
measure, an annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up
to 90% Fusy Will be specified if stock bionmass is greater than the minimm
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bi omass threshold (% Byy). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to
fall bel ow the m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), nmeasures to control fishing
mortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By in a
tine period of at least five years but not greater than ten years.

The Atlantic Mackerel Squid and Butterfish Monitoring Committee will neet in
late spring to review avail abl e NEFSC survey data and devel op reconmendati ons
about in-season adjustnments to these specifications for consideration by the
Atlantic Mackerel Squid and Butterfish Commttee and the Council. Based on
an evaluation of the nost recent NEFSC spring and fall trawl survey data, the
Oy, DAH and ABC nay be adjusted to be consistent with the control rule. Based

on the reconmmendations of the Council, the Regional Adm nistrator may make in-
season adjustnents, as appropriate based on the recommendati ons of the
Council, through publication of a notice in the Federal Register of in-season

adj ust nent acti on.

The Loligo fishery is managed pursuant to this FMP through an annual quota
specification process. Annual quotas are specified based on the overfishing
definition established in Arendnent 8. Anendrment 8 to the Atlantic Mackerel,
Squi d, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent (FMP) was developed to bring the FMP
into conpliance with the Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA). The SFA, which
reaut hori zed and anmended t he Magnuson- Stevens Act, nade a nunber of changes to
the existing National Standards, as well as to definitions and other
provisions in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, that caused the Quidelines to be
significantly revised. The nost significant changes were made to National
Standard 1, which inposed new requirenments concerning definitions of
overfishing in fishery managenent plans. The overfishing definition for

Lol igo was revised in Arendnent 8 to conply with the SFA as foll ows:
overfishing for Loligo will be defined to occur when the catch associated with
a threshold fishing nortality rate of Fnx i s exceeded (Fnx iS a proxy for
Frsy). Wen an estimate of F, becones available, it will replace the current
overfishing proxy of Fnx. Annual quotas will be specified which correspond to
a target fishing nortality rate. Under Arendnent 8 , target F was defined as
75% of the F.y when biomass is greater than By, and decreases linearly to
zero 50% of Bygy. Maximum OY is specified as the catch associated with a
fishing nortality rate of Fx. In addition, the biomass target is specified
to equal Bygy-

The new requirements of the SFA required the Council to take remedial action
for 2000 to rebuild the stock to a level which will produce M5Y (B.y,) given
the status determnation that Loligo was approaching an overfished state. The
control rule in Arendrnent 8 specified that the target fishing nortality rate
nmust be reduced to zero if biomass falls bel ow 50% of B,y,. The target fishing
nortality rate increases linearly to 75% of F., as biomass increases to Bg,.
However, projections made in SAW29 indicate that the control rule adopted in
Amendnent 8 appears to be overly conservative. Projections from SAW 29
indicated that the Loligo biomass could be rebuilt to |evels approximating By
in three years if fishing nortality was reduced to the target nortality rate
specified in Arendnent 8 of 75% of Fgy. In deternining the specification of
ABC for the year 2000, the Council considered advice offered by SAW29 which
indicated that the control rule adopted in Anendnent 8 was too conservati ve.
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The Council chose to specify ABC as the yield associated with 90% F, or
13,000 nt in 2000.

The nost recent NEFSC survey data for Loligo squid indicate that abundance of
this species has increased significantly since the nost recent assessnent was
conducted (i.e, SAW29). Estinmates of biomass based on NEFSC fall 1999 and
spring 2000 survey indices for Loligo indicate that the stock is currently at
or near Bpgy. In fact, the 1999 fall survey index was the sixth highest val ue
observed in the time series since 1967 and the second hi ghest since 1987. The
2000 spring survey index for Loligo was the tenth highest in the time series
since 1968 and the fifth hi ghest since 1987 (Lai, pers.comr. Based on the
assunption that the stock will be at or near By, in 2001, the Counci
recommended that the 2001 quota be specified as the yield associated with 75%
of Fusy . The yield associated with 75% of Fuy, at Byy is 17,000 nt based on
projections in SAW29 (NWVFS 1999).

The Council is replacing the control rule because it was deternm ned to be
unnecessarily restrictive by SAW29. For exanple, yield projections conducted
si nce devel opnent of the control rule indicated that the Loligo stock could
rebuild to By in arelatively short period of time, even at fishing nortality
rates approaching Fyy. In retrospect, the Loligo stock quickly rebounded to
the By, | evel by 2000. |If the Council had followed the control rule

inmpl enented in Anendnent 8 for the 2000 fishery, the Loligo fishery would have
been closed for the entire year

Under this alternative, the basic el ements of the overfishing definition
required by the SFA, the overfishing threshold (Fyy) and ninimum bi omass

threshold (%2 Byy) W ll be retained. Since the stock will still be protected
fromoverfishing, no negative biological inpacts are expected fromthe
adjustnent to this nmanagenent nmeasure. |n addition, the in-season adjustnent

nechanismwi ||l a afford additional protection to the stock. For exanple,
under the current managenment system the annual specification for Loligo is
determi ned a year in advance of the fishing year for which the specifications
apply. Under the proposed alternative, the quota could be adjusted downward
during the fishing season if it is deternined to be necessary due to sudden
changes (declines) in Loligo stock abundance. The converse is also true

That is, if the stock is found to be larger than antici pated the annual quota
can be adjusted upward to allow for increased yield fromthe fishery and yet
mai ntain a sustai nable | evel of harvest within the guidelines of the SFA
Thus, this neasure will confer positive econonm ¢ and social benefits in the
short termby allowing for in-season increases in yield during years of high
abundance. In the longer term the control rule will reduce the chance of
overfishing by allowing for decreases in yield and fishing nortality when
stock abundance is | ower than anticipated

Like the preferred alternative, this alternative preserves the basic elenents
of the overfishing definition required by the SFA ( the overfishing threshold
(Fmsy) and m ni mum bi onass threshold (% Bwy) W ll be retained). |f the stock
is not protected from overfishing, sonme negative econonm c and social inpacts
coul d be expected. Table 11 indicated that there were 10 ports dependent upon
Loligo for nmore than 10% of total revenue in 1999. Those hi ghly dependent
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upon Loligo squid (50% or nore of total revenue due to Loligo) included O her
Essex, NJ (81.9% and Fal mouth, MA (50% . Therefore, the vessel owners, crew,
deal ers or processors and fishing comunities associated with these ports are
expected to be affected the nost by the risk of overfishing.

5.2.3.4 Maintain current control rule for Loligo (no action/status quo)

Under this option, the overfishing definition and control rule adopted in
Amendnent 8 woul d renmai n unchanged. Overfishing for Loligo was defined in
Amendnent 8 to occur when the catch associated with a threshold fishing
nortality rate of Fy is exceeded. Annual quotas are specified which
correspond to a target fishing nortality rate of 75 %of Fn. Target Fis
defined as 75% of the F., when bionmass is greater than 80,000 nt, and
decreases linearly to zero at 40,000 nt (% of the By proxy). Based on the
new requi rements of the SFA required the Council to take renedial action for
2000 to rebuild the stock to a level which will produce MSY (Byy) given the
status deternmination that Loligo was approachi ng an overfished state. The
control rule in Arendrnent 8 specified that the target fishing nortality rate
nmust be reduced to zero if biomass falls bel ow 50% of B,y,. The target fishing
nortality rate increases linearly to 75% of F., as biomass increases to Bpg,.
However, projections made in SAW29 indicate that the control rule adopted in
Amendnent 8 appears to be overly conservative. Projections from SAW 29
indicated that the Loligo biomass could be rebuilt to |evels approximating By
in three years if fishing nortality was reduced to the target nortality rate
specified in Arendnent 8 of 75% of Fgy. In deternining the specification of
ABC for the year 2000, the Council considered advice offered by SAW29 which
indicated that the control rule adopted in Anendnent 8 was too conservati ve.
Model projections presented in the nost recent assessment denonstrated that
the stock could be rebuilt in a relatively short period of tine. The Counci
chose to specify ABC as the yield associated with 90% Fy,s, or 13,000 nt in
2000.

The nost recent NEFSC survey data for Loligo squid indicate that abundance of
this species has increased significantly since the nost recent assessnent was
conducted (i.e, SAW29). Estimates of biomass based on NEFSC fall 1999 and
spring 2000 survey indices for Loligo indicate that the stock is currently at
or near Byy. In fact, the 1999 fall survey index was the sixth highest val ue
observed in the time series since 1967 and the second hi ghest since 1987. The
2000 spring survey index for Loligo was the tenth highest in the tine series
since 1968 and the fifth hi ghest since 1987 (Lai, pers.comr). Based on the
assunption that the stock will be at or near By, in 2001, the Counci
recommended that the 2001 quota be specified as the yield associated with 75%
of Fsy . The yield associated with 75% of Fyy at Byy is 17,000 nt based on
projections in SAW?29 (NVFS 1999).

The Council proposes to replace the control rule as described in the preferred
alternative, because it was determned to be unnecessarily restrictive by SAW
29. For exanple, yield projections conducted since devel opnent of the contro
rule indicated that the Loligo stock could rebuild to By, in a relatively
short period of tinme. In retrospect, the Loligo stock quickly rebounded to
the By | evel by 2000. |If the Council had followed the control rule
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inplenented in Anendnent 8 for the 2000 fishery, the Loligo fishery would have
been closed for the entire year. Thus failure to replace the control rule
coul d have unwarranted negative econom ¢ and soci al consequences. The best
exanmple is fishing year 2000. |If the Council had followed the control rule,
the fishery woul d have been cl osed and a significant source of revenue for the
fisheries fleet in northeastern US woul d have been lost. Table 11 indicated
that there were 10 ports dependent upon Loligo for nore than 10% of tota
revenue in 1999. Those highly dependent upon Loligo squid (50% or nore of
total revenue due to Loligo) included O her Essex, NJ (81.9% and Fal nouth, MA
(50% . Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers or processors and fishing
comruni ties associated with these ports are expected to be affected the nost
the no action alternative

5.2.4 Alowfor an exenption fromthe Loligo trip linmt during periods of
closure of the directed Loligo fishery for vessels engaged in the Illex
fishery

5.2.4.1 Vessel s possessing Illex squid noratoriumpernits would be permitted
to possess Loligo taken seaward of the 50 fathom curve in an anmount not to
exceed 10% of the total weight of Illex on board during a period of closure of
the Loligo fishery during the nonths of August or Septenber.

The 2,500 pound trip limt for Loligo during directed Loligo fishery closures

creates a conpliance problemfor Illex squid fishery vessels which
occasional ly take higher levels of Loligo incidental to pursuit of Illex
squid. During the nmonths of June, July, August, and Septenber otter traw
vessel s participating in the directed fishery for Illex are be exenpt fromthe
Lol i go m ni mum nmesh requirenents if they possess Loligo. For the purposes of
this mesh exenption, the directed Illex fishery for this tine period is
defined as otter traw fishing for Illex seaward of the 50 fathom depth

contour. This nesh exenption was included Anendrment 5 because of concerns
rai sed by fishernen that a small bycatch of Loligo can be expected in the

Illex fishery. |Industry advisors testified that the Loligo bycatch is very
smal |l and that alnmost all of the Illex fishing during this period occurs
outsi de of the 50 fathom depth contour. The framewor k neasure proposed here
woul d build on the current nesh exenption but would be linited to the nonths
of August or Septenber. Under this neasure, vessels which possess Illex squid
noratoriumpermts fishing east of the 50 fathom contour would be permtted to
possess Loligo in an armount not to exceed 10%of the total weight of Illex on

board during a period of closure of the Loligo fishery during the nonths of
August or Septenber.

Overall, since the annual quota is the chief nechanismused to control fishing
nmortality in the Loligo fishery, the Illex fishery exenption fromthe 2500
pound trip limt during periods of closure of the directed Loligo fishery
during August or Septenber is not expected to have any negative bi ol ogi ca
inmpacts on the Loligo stock. However, the bycatch allowance in the Illex
fishery could result in an overage in the third quarter of the Loligo fishery
and/ or reduce the amount of Loligo available for quarter 4 relative to the
status quo. To estimate the possible inpact of the 10% 111 ex exenpti on under
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this option, landings data from 1999 was exam ned. This year was chosen
because it is the last year for which a conplete data set is available for

whi ch no closures of the Loligo fishery occurred. In August or Septenber 1999
there were 34 trips which | anded nore than 25,000 | bs of Illex in the NVFS
Deal er report data base. Trips |less than 25,000 I bs were not included in the
anal ysi s because the effect on these trips would be the same under either the
current 2,500 Ib trip limt or the proposed 10% bycatch al |l owance (i.e.,
these trips would be limted to 2,500 | b of Loligo under either scenario).

O these 34 trips, there were 20 (or 59% which |anded greater than 2,500 Ib
of Loligo. The amount of Loligo | anded on these trips ranged from2,700 Ib -
60,405 Ibs. If the directed Loligo fishery had been closed on August 1 (i.e.
directed Loligo fishery closed August or Septenber of 1999), these trips would
have | anded 62, 353 under the 2,500 Ib trip limt. Under the 10% exenption
option, these trips would have been expected to |land 182,790 | bs of Loligo
(i.e., under the condition that the amount of Loligo | anded woul d not exceed
10% of the Illex landed on that trip). Therefore, under the 10% al | onance
these trips would have | anded an additional 120,500 Ib of Loligo relative to
operating under the 2,500 Ib trip limt. This amount represents the

addi tional landings that would result fromthe 10% bycatch al | ownance and cone
at the “expense” of the quarter 4 allocation

Current regul ations specify that the directed Loligo fishery is to be cl osed
during the last quarter when 95% of the total quota for the year is taken.

The fishery remains open for the remai nder of the fishing year at the bycatch
| evel of 2,500 Ibs. Assum ng that no quota overages occur during the first
three quarters (i.e., assumng that 100% of the quota allocation for each
quarter is taken but not exceeded), the directed fishery quota for quarter 4
woul d be 10,066, 204 I b. Therefore, the additional Loligo taken during quarter
3 due to the 10% 111 ex exenption would represent about 1.8%of the quarter 4
directed fishery quota if the directed Loligo fishery was cl osed on August 1
2001 in quarter 3 (Table 30).

The nost likely closure date of the directed Loligo fishery in quarter 3
(based on the 2001 specifications), was estinated based on the average weekly
I andi ngs of Loligo for the period 1997-1999. This tine frame was chosen
because it is the nmost recent three year period during which no closure of the
directed Loligo fishery occurred. Based on observed weekly | andi ngs during
quarter 3 for the period 1997-1999, it was projected that the directed Loligo
fishery would close at the end of week 37. Therefore, the projected closure
date woul d be 19 Septenber 2001 or the |last two weeks of quarter 3. Assuning
the directed Loligo fishery is closed on this date, the expected |evel of
Lol i go | andi ngs under the Illex exenption would be 40,620 pounds or about 0.4%
of the directed fishery allocation in quarter 4 (Table 30). Based on the
observed | evel of bycatch in 1999 and a projected cl osure during weeks weeks
38 and 39, this nmeasure is not expected to increase the chance that an
overage woul d occur relative to the annual quota. This level of Loligo
bycatch is the nost likely | evel expected under the 10% 111 ex exenption
Therefore, this measure is not expected to result in any negative econonic or
social inpacts due to a quota overage
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However, the worst case scenario under the 10% 11 ex exenption that can be
constructed would be to assunme that all trips that |anded greater than 25, 000

pounds of Illex during August or Septenber would retain Loligo in the anmount
equal to 10% of the Illex |anded. Thi s anal ysis was based on unpubl i shed
NMFS deal er reports for trips that |anded greater than 25,000 pounds of Il ex

during August or Septenber for the period 1997-1999. An estimate of the
amount of Loligo expected to be | anded under these conditions was obtained as
the product of 0.1 and the average anount of |llex |anded per week for the
three year period 1997-1999. Assuming that the directed Loligo fishery is

cl osed on August 1, 2001 and the worst case |level of Loligo retention is
realized, 1,228,287 Ibs of Loligo would be the maxi mum anount expected under
the 10% exenption rule (Table 31). The expected |evel of Loligo retention
under these conditions is given by closure week in Table 31. As noted above,
the actual projected closure date based on 1997-1999 Loligo | andi ngs by week
woul d be expected to occur on or about Septenber 19, 2001 (i.e, the directed
fishery would be closed for weeks 38 and 39). Assunming this closure period and
if the worst case level of Loligo retention is realized, 113,448 |bs of Loligo
woul d be the maxi mum amount expected under the 10% exenption rule (Table 31).
This woul d represent about 1.1%of the directed fishery allocation in quarter
4 (Table 31). Based on the worst case scenario | evel of bycatch and a
projected closure during weeks 38 and 39, this measure is not expected to
increase the chance that an overage woul d occur relative to the annual quota.
Therefore, this measure is not expected to result in any negative econonic or
social inpacts to vessel owners and crew, dealers or processors, and fishing
communities due to a quota overage, even under the worst case senari o assum ng
a closure during the last two weeks of quarter 3

5.2.4.2 Vessel s possessing Illex squid noratoriumpernits would be permtted
to possess Loligo in an amount not to exceed 20%f the total weight of Illex
on board during a period of closure of the Loligo fishery during the nonths of
June- Sept enber

The 2,500 pound trip limt for Loligo during directed Loligo fishery closures

creates a conpliance problemfor Illex squid fishery vessels which
occasional |y take higher levels of Loligo incidental to pursuit of Illex
squid. During the nmonths of June, July, August, and Septenber, otter traw
vessel s participating in the directed fishery for Illex are be exenpt fromthe
Lol i go m ni mum mesh requirenents if they possess Loligo. For the purposes of
this nmesh exenption, the directed Illex fishery for this tine periodis
defined as otter traw fishing for Illex seaward of the 50 fathom depth

contour. This nesh exenption was included Anendrment 5 because of concerns

rai sed by fishernen that a small bycatch of Loligo can be expected in the
Illex fishery. Industry advisors testified that the Loligo bycatch is very
smal |l and that alnmost all of the Illex fishing during this period occurs
outside of the 50 fathom depth contour. The framewor k neasure proposed here
woul d build on the current mesh exenption. Under this measure, vessels which
possess Illex squid noratoriumpernmits would be pernmitted to possess Loligo in
an anount not to exceed 20%of the total weight of Illex on board during a
period of closure of the Loligo fishery during the nonths of June- Septenber.
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Overall, since the annual quota is the chief nechanismused to control fishing
nortality in the Loligo fishery, the Illex fishery exenption fromthe 2500
pound trip limt during periods of closure of the directed Loligo fishery
during June-Septenber is not expected to have any negative biol ogi cal inpacts
on the Loligo stock. However, the bycatch allowance in the Illex fishery
could result in an overage in the third quarter of the Loligo fishery and/or
reduce the anount of Loligo available for quarter 4 relative to the status
quo. Any additional |andings that would result fromthe 20% bycatch al | owance
conme at the “expense” of the quarter 4 allocation

Current regul ations specify that the directed Loligo fishery is to be cl osed
during the last quarter when 95%of the total quota for the year is taken

The fishery remains open for the renai nder of the fishing year at the bycatch
| evel of 2,500 Ibs. Assum ng that no quota overages occur during the first
three quarters (i.e., assumng that 100% of the quota allocation for each
quarter is taken but not exceeded), the directed fishery quota for quarter 4
woul d be 10, 066,204 | b

The nost likely closure date of the directed Loligo fishery in quarter 3
(based on the 2001 specifications), was estinated based on the average weekly
I andi ngs of Loligo for the period 1997-1999. This tine frame was chosen
because it is the nmost recent three year period during which no closure of the
directed Loligo fishery occurred. Based on observed weekly | andi ngs during
quarter 3 for the period 1997-1999, it was projected that the directed Loligo
fishery would likely close at the end of week 37. Therefore, the projected
closure date would be 19 Septenber 2001 or the |ast two weeks of quarter 3.

The worst case scenario under the 20% 111 ex exenption that can be constructed
woul d be to assume that all trips that |anded greater than 12,550 pounds of

Il'l ex during June through Septenber would retain Loligo in the anount equal to
20% of the Illex | anded. Thi s anal ysis was based on unpublished NWMFS deal er
reports for trips that |anded greater than 12,500 pounds of Illex during June
and Septenber for the period 1997-1999. An estinmate of the anount of Loligo
expected to be | anded under these conditions was obtained as the product of
0.2 and the average anount of Illex |Ianded per week for the three year period
1997-1999. Assuming that the directed Loligo fishery is closed on June 1,
2001 and the worst case |level of Loligo retention is realized, 3,845,307 |bs
of Loligo would be the maxi mum amount expected under the 20% exenption rule
(Table 32). The expected | evel of Loligo retention under these conditions is
given by closure week in Table 32. As noted above, the actual projected

cl osure date based on 1997-1999 Loligo | andings by week woul d be expected to
occur on or about Septenber 19, 2001 (i.e, the directed fishery would be
closed for weeks 38 and 39). Assuning this closure period and if the worst
case level of Loligo retention is realized under the 20%rul e, 205,517 | bs of
Lol i go woul d be the maxi mum anobunt expected under the 20% exenption rul e
(Table 32). This would represent about 2.0%of the directed fishery
allocation in quarter 4 (Table 32). Based on the worst case scenario | evel of
bycatch (20% and a projected cl osure during weeks 22-39, this nmeasure would
be expected to increase the chance that an overage would occur relative to the
annual quota. Therefore, this nmeasure could result in negative econonic and
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social inpacts due to a quota overage if the worst case scenario was realized
Table 11 indicated that there were 10 ports dependent upon Loligo for nore
than 10% of total revenue in 1999. Those highly dependent upon Loligo squid
(50% or nore of total revenue due to Loligo) included Gher Essex, NJ (81.9%
and Fal nouth, MA (50% . Therefore, the vessel owners, crew, dealers or
processors and fishing communities associated with these ports are expected to
be affected the nost if a quota overage occurred under this option

5.2.4.3 No exenption fromthe 2,500 Ib Loligo trip limt during a period of
closure of the Loligo fishery (no action/status quo).

Under the no action alternative vessels fishing in the Illex fishery would not
be exenpt fromthe Loligo trip limt during periods when the directed Loligo
fishery is closed and woul d be restricted to 2,500 | bs per trip. Overall,
since the annual quota is the chief mechanismused to control fishing
nortality in the Loligo fishery, the 2500 pound trip limt during periods of
closure of the directed Loligo fishery is not expected to have any negative
econonmic or social inpacts on the vessel owners and crew, deal ers or
processors, and fishing comunities dependent upon Illex and Loligo squid due
to quota overages. The Illex fleet will be forced to discard the anmount of
Lol igo taken in excess of 2,500 Ib per trip. These unavoi dabl e discards
represent biol ogi cal and economi c waste since nost if not all of the discarded
Loligo will be dead.

5. 3 Endangered Species and Gt her Marine Mamal s

There are nunerous species which inhabit the managenent unit of this FMP that
are afforded protecti on under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (i.e.
for those designated as threatened or endangered) and/or the Marine Mamma
Protection Act of 1972 (MWA). El even are classified as endangered or

t hreat ened under the ESA, while the remainder are protected by the provisions
of the MWA. Marine mamal s i nclude the northern right whal e, hunpback whal e
fin whal e, mnke whal e, harbor porpoise, white-sided dol phin, bottlenose

dol phi n, common dol phin, harp seal, harbor seal and gray seal. The status of
these and other marine mammal popul ati ons inhabiting the Northwest Atlantic
has been di scussed in detail inthe US Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico Marine
Mammal St ock Assessnents. Initial assessments were presented in Blayl ock, et
al. (1995) and are updated in Waring et al. (1999).

The protected species found in New England and Md-Atlantic waters are |isted
bel ow.

Endangered: R ght whal e (Eubal aena gl aci alis), Hunpback whal e (Megaptera
novaeangl i ae), Fin whale (Bal aenoptera physal us), Sperm whal e (Physeter

nmacr ocephal us), Bl ue whal e (Bal aenoptera nuscul us), Sei whal e (Bal aenopt era
borealis), Kenp's ridley (Lepidochelys kenpi), Leatherback turtle (Dernochelys
coriacea), Geen sea turtle (Chel onia nydas) Shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser
brevirostrum.

Threat ened: Loggerhead turtle (Caretta caretta)
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Speci es Proposed for ESA listing: Harbor porpoise: (Phocoena phocoena).

O her nmarine manmal s: Ot her species of marine mammal s likely to occur in the
managenment unit include the m nke whal e (Bal aenoptera acutorostrata),

whi t e- si ded dol phi n (Lagenor hynchus acutus), white-beaked dol phin

(Lagenor hynchus al birostris), bottlenose dol phin (Tursiops truncatus),
[coastal stock listed as depleted under the MWA], pilot whal e (d obicephal a
nel aena), Risso's dol phin (G anpus griseus), common dol phin (Dephinis

del phis), spotted dol phin (Stenella spp.), striped dolphin (Stenella

coerul eoal ba), killer whale (O cinus orca), beluga whal e (Del phi napterus

| eucas), Northern bottl enose whal e (Hyperoodon anpul | atus), goosebeaked whal e
(Zi phius cavirostris) and beaked whal e (Mesopl odon spp.). Pinnipeds species
i ncl ude harbor (Phoca vitulina) and gray seals (Halichoerus grypus) and | ess
commonl y, hooded (Cystophora cristata) harp (Pagophilus groenl andi cus) and
ringed seal s (Phoca hispida).

5.3.1 Protected Species of Particular Concern
5.3.1.1 North Atlantic R ght Wale

The northern right whale was |isted as endangered throughout it’'s range on
June 2, 1970 under the ESA. The current population is considered to be at a
low | evel and the species remains designated as endangered (Waring et al

1999). A Recovery plan has been published and is in effect (NWS 1991). This
is a strategi ¢ stock because the average annual fishery-related nortality and
serious injury fromall fisheries exceeds the Potential Biological Renova
(PBR) .

North Atlantic right whales range fromw ntering and cal ving grounds in
coastal waters of the southeastern US to summer feeding grounds, nursery and
presuned mati ng grounds in New England and northward to the Bay of Fundy and
Scotian shelf (Waring et al. 1999). Approxinately half of the species
geographic range is within the area in which the summer flounder fishery is
prosecuted. In the nanagenent area as a whole, right whal es are present

t hroughout nost nonths of the year, but are nbst abundant between February and
June. The species uses md-Atlantic waters as a nigratory pathway fromthe

wi nter calving grounds off the coast of Florida to spring and sumrer
nursery/feeding areas in the Gulf of Mine.

NMFS designated right whale critical habitat on June 3, 1994 (59 FR 28793).
Portions of the critical habitat within the action area include the waters of
Cape Cod Bay and the Great South Channel off the coast of Massachusetts, where
the species is concentrated at different tines of the year

The western North Atlantic popul ation of right whales was estinated to be 295
individuals in 1992 (Waring et al. 1999). The current population growh rate
of 2.5%as reported by Knowton et al. (1994) suggests the stock may be
showi ng signs of slow recovery. However, considerable uncertainty exists about
the true size of the current stock (Waring et al. 1999).
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5.3.1.2 Hunpback Wal e

The hunpback whal e was |isted as endangered throughout it’s range on June 2,
1970. This species is the fourth nmost nunerically depleted | arge cetacean
worl dwide. In the western North Atlantic hunpback whal es feed during the
spring through fall over a range which includes the eastern coast of the US
(including the aulf of Maine) northward to include waters adjacent to

Newf oundl and/ Labr ador and western Greenland (Waring et al. 1999). During the
winter, the principal range for the North Atlantic population is around the
G eater and Lesser Antilles in the Caribbean (Waring et al. 1999).

About hal f of the species' geographic range is within the nmanagenent area of
the summrer flounder FMP. As noted above, humpback whales feed in the
northwestern Atlantic during the sunmer nonths and migrate to cal ving and
mating areas in the Cari bbean. Five separate feeding areas are utilized in
northern waters after their return; the Gulf of Maine (which is within the
managenent unit of this FMP) is one of those feeding areas. As with right

whal es, hunpback whal es al so use the Md-Atlantic as a mgratory pathway.
Since 1989, observations of juvenile hunpbacks in that area have been
increasing during the winter nmonths, peaking January through March (Sw ngle et
al., 1993). It is believed that non-reproductive aninals may be establishing
a wnter feeding area in the Md-Atlantic since they are not participating in
reproductive behavior in the Caribbean. It is assumed that hunpbacks are nore
widely distributed in the managenment area than right whales. They feed on a
nunber of species of small schooling fishes, including sand | ance and Atlantic
herring.

The nost recent status and trends of the for the Wstern North Atlantic stock
of hunpback whal es are given by Waring et al. (1999). The current rate of
increase of the North Atlantic hunpback whal e popul ati on has been estimated at
9. 0% (Cv=0. 25) by Katona and Beard (1990) and at 6.5% by Barl ow and C apham
(1997). The ninimum popul ation estinate for the North Atlantic hunpback whal e
popul ation is 10,019 aninals, and the best estimate of abundance is 10, 600
animal s (Cv=0.07; Waring et al. 1999).

5.3.1.3 Fin Wil e

The fin whale was |isted as endangered throughout it’s range on June 2, 1970
under the ESA. The fin whale is ubiquitous in the North Atlantic and occurs
fromthe Qul f of Mexico and Mediterranean Sea northward to the edges of the
arctic ice pack (Waring et al.1999). The overall pattern of fin whale
novenent is conplex, consisting of a | ess obvious north-south pattern of
mgration than that of right and hunpback whal es. However, based on acoustic
recordi ngs from hydrophone arrays, dark (1995) reported a general southward
"flow pattern” of fin whales in the fall fromthe Labrador/ Newf oundl and

regi on, south past Bermuda, and into the Wst Indies. The overal
distribution may be based on prey availability, and fin whales are found

t hroughout the managenent area for this FMP in nost nonths of the year. This
speci es preys opportunistically on both invertebrates and fish (Watkins et al
1984). As with hunpback whales, they feed by filtering | arge vol unes of water

169



for the associated prey. Fin whales are larger and faster than hunpback and
right whales and are | ess concentrated in nearshore environnents.

Hain et al. (1992) estinmated that about 5,000 fin whales inhabit the
northeastern United States continental shelf waters. Shipboard surveys of the
northern Qulf of Maine and | ower Bay of Fundy targeting harbor porpoise for
abundance estinmation provided an inprecise estimate of 2,700 (Cv=0.59) fin
whal es (Waring et al. 1999).

5.3.1.4 Loggerhead Sea Turtle

The | oggerhead turtle was listed as "threatened" under the ESA on July 28,
1978, but is considered endangered by the Wrld Conservation Union (1UCN) and
under the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Flora and
Fauna (CI TES). Loggerhead sea turtles are found in a wide range of habitats

t hroughout the tenperate and tropical regions of the Atlantic. These include
open ocean, continental shelves, bays, |agoons, and estuaries (NWS& FW5
1995). In the managenent unit of this FMP they are nost common on the open
ocean in the northern Gulf of Miine, particularly where associated w th warmner
water fronts formed fromthe Qulf Stream The species is also found in
entrances to bays and sounds and within bays and estuaries, particularly in
the Md-Atlantic.

Since they are limted by water tenperatures, sea turtles do not usually
appear on the sunmer foraging grounds in the Gulf of Miine until June, but are
found in Virginia as early as April. They remain in these areas until as late
as Novenber and Decenber in sone cases, but the large majority |eave the Gl f
of Maine by m d-Septenber. Loggerheads are primarily benthic feeders,
opportuni stically foraging on crustaceans and nol | usks (NVFS & FW5 1995).

Under certain conditions they also feed on finfish, particularly if they are
easy to catch (e.g., caught in gillnets or inside pound nets where the fish
are accessible to turtles).

A Turtle Expert Wrking Goup (TEWG 1998) conducting an assessment of the
status of the | oggerhead sea turtle population in the Western North Atlantic
(WNA), concluded that there are at |east four |oggerhead subpopul ati ons
separated at the nesting beach in the WNA (TEWG 1998). However, the group
concl uded that additional research is necessary to fully address the stock
definition question. The four nesting subpopul ations include the follow ng
areas: northern North Carolina to northeast Florida, south Florida, the

Fl ori da Panhandl e, and the Yucatan Peni nsul a. Genetic evi dence indicates that
| ogger heads from Chesapeake Bay southward to Georgi a appear nearly equally
divided in origin between South Fl orida and northern subpopul ati ons.
Additional research is needed to deternine the origin of turtles found north
of the Chesapeake Bay.

The TEWG anal ysis al so indicated the northern subpopul ati on of |oggerheads may
be experiencing a significant decline (2.5%- 3.2%for various beaches). A
recovery goal of 12,800 nests has been assuned for the Northern Subpopul ati on,
but current nests nunber around 6,200 (TEW5 1998). Since the nunber of nests
have declined in the 1980's, the TEWs concluded that it is unlikely that this
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subpopul ation will reach this goal given this apparent decline and the | ack of
information on the subpopul ati on fromwhi ch | oggerheads in the WNA ori gi nate.
Continued efforts to reduce the adverse effects of fishing and ot her

human-i nduced nortality on this popul ation are necessary.

The nost recent 5-year ESA sea turtle status review (NVS & USFWS 1995)
highlights the difficulty of assessing sea turtle popul ation sizes and trends
Most | ong-term data conmes from nesti ng beaches, nmany of which occur
extensively in areas outside U S. waters. Because of this |ack of

information, the TEWG was unable to determ ne acceptable levels of nortality.
This status review supports the conclusion of the TEWG that the northern
subpopul ati on nay be experiencing a decline and that inadequate information is
avai |l abl e to assess whether its status has changed since the initial listing
as threatened in 1978. NWS & USFW5 (1995) concluded that | oggerhead turtles
shoul d remai n desi gnated threatened but noted that additional research will be
necessary before the next status review can be conducted

Sea sanpling data fromthe sink gillnet fisheries, Northeast otter traw
fishery, and Southeast shrinp and sumer flounder bottomtraw fisheries
indicate incidental takes of |oggerhead turtles. Loggerheads are al so known
tointeract with the |obster pot fishery. The degree of interaction between
| ogger heads and the summer flounder recreational fishery is unknown. However
by analogy with other fisheries (i.e., South Atlantic) interactions are
expected to be mninal.

5.3.1.5 Leatherback Sea Turtle

The | eat herback sea turtle was |isted as “endangered” under the ESA on June 2
1970. The leatherback is the largest living sea turtle and ranges farther
than any other sea turtle species, exhibiting broad thernal tolerances (NVFS&
USFWS 1995). Leatherback turtles feed primarily on cnidarians (nmedusae

si phonophores) and tunicates (sal ps, pyrosonas) and are often found in
association with jellyfish. These turtles are found throughout the nanagenent
unit of this FMP. Wile they are predom nantly pelagic, they occur annually
in Cape Cod Bay and Narragansett Bay primarily during the fall. Leatherback
turtles appear to be the nost susceptible to entanglenent in | obster gear and
I ongline gear conpared to the other sea turtles comonly found in the
nmanagenent unit. This may be the result of attraction to gel ati nous organi sns
and al gae that collect on buoys and buoy lines at or near the surface

Nest counts are the only reliable population information available for

| eat herback turtles. Recent declines have been seen in the nunber of

| eat her backs nesting worl dwi de (NVFS & USFW5 1995). The status revi ew notes

that it is unclear whether this observation is due to natural fluctuations or
whet her the population is at serious risk. It is unknown whether | eatherback
popul ations are stable, increasing, or declining, but it is certain that sone
nesting popul ations (e.g, St. John and St. Thomas, U S. Virgin Islands) have

been extirpated (NMFS 1998).

Sea sanpling data fromthe southeast shrinmp fishery indicate recorded takes of
| eat herback turtles. As noted above, |eatherbacks are al so known to interact
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with the | obster pot fishery. However, by analogy with other fisheries (i.e.,
South Atlantic) interactions are expected to be mninal.

5.3.1.6 Kenp’s Ridley Sea Turtle

The Kenp's ridley is probably the nost endangered of the world' s sea turtle
species. The only major nesting site for ridleys is a single stretch of beach
near Rancho Nuevo, Tarnaulipas, Mexico (Carr 1963). Estinmates of the adult
popul ation reached a | ow of 1,050 in 1985, but increased to 3,000 individuals
in 1997. First-tine nesting adults have increased from6%to 28%from 1981 to
1989, and from23%to 41%from 1990 to 1994, indicating that the ridley

popul ation may be in the early stages of growth (TEWS 1998).

Juvenil e Kenp's ridleys inhabit northeastern US coastal waters where they
forage and grow in shallow coastal during the summer nonths. Juvenile ridleys
mgrate southward with autumal cooling and are found predom nantly in shallow
coastal enbaynents along the Gulf Coast during the late fall and wi nter

nmont hs.

Ridleys found in md-Atlantic waters are primarily post-pelagic juveniles
averaging 40 cmin carapace | ength, and wei ghing | ess than 20 kg (NMFS 1998).
After | oggerheads, they are the second nost abundant sea turtle in Virginia
and Maryl and waters, arriving in there during May and June and then em grating
to nore southerly waters from Septenber to Novenber (NMFS 1998). 1In the
Chesapeake Bay, ridleys frequently forage in shallow enbaynents, particularly
in areas supporting subnerged aquatic vegetation (Lutcavage and Misi ck 1985;
NMFS 1998). The juvenile popul ation in Chesapeake Bay is estinmated to be 211
to 1,083 turtles (NVFS 1998).

The nodel presented by Grouse et al. (1987) illustrates the inportance of
subadults to the stability of |oggerhead popul ati ons and may have inportant
inplications for Kenp's ridleys. The vast majority of ridleys identified
along the Atlantic Coast have been juveniles and subadults. Sources of
nortality in this area include incidental takes in fishing gear, pollution and
nmari ne habi tat degradati on, and other man-i nduced and natural causes. Loss of
individuals in the Atlantic, therefore, may inpede recovery of the Kenp's
ridley sea turtle popul ation.

Sea sanpling data fromthe northeast otter traw fishery and southeast shrinp
and summer flounder bottomtraw fisheries has recorded takes of Kenp's ridley
turtles. However, by analogy with other fisheries (i.e., South Atlantic)
interactions are expected to be mninal.

5.3.1.7 Green Sea Turtle

Geen sea turtles are nore tropical in distribution than | oggerheads, and are
generally found in waters between the northern and sout hern 20°C i sot herns
(NVFS 1998). In the wester Atlantic region, the summer devel opnental habitat
enconpasses estuarine and coastal waters as far north as Long Island Sound,
Chesapeake Bay, and the North Carolina sounds, and south throughout the
tropics (NVFS 1998). Mst of the individuals reported in U S waters are
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immature (NMFS 1998). Geen sea turtles found north of Florida during the
summer nust return to southern waters in autum or risk the adverse effects of
col d tenperatures.

There is evidence that green turtle nesting has been on the increase during
the past decade. For exanple, increased nesting has been observed al ong the
Atlantic coast of Florida on beaches where only | oggerhead nesting was
observed in the past (NMFS 1998). Recent popul ation estinmates for the western
Atlantic area are not available. Geen turtles are threatened by incidental
captures in fisheries, pollution and nmarine habitat degradation

destruction/di sturbance of nesting beaches, and other sources of man-induced
and natural nortality.

Juvenil e green sea turtles occupy pelagic habitats after |eaving the nesting
beach. At approximately 20 to 25 cmcarapace length, juveniles |eave pel agic
habi tats, and enter benthic foraging areas, shifting to a chiefly herbivorous
diet (NVFS 1998). Post-pelagic green turtles feed prinarily on sea grasses
and benthic al gae, but al so consune jellyfish, salps, and sponges. Known
feeding habitats along U S. coasts of the western Atlantic include shallow

| agoons and enbaynents in Florida, and simlar shallow inshore areas el sewhere
(NMFS 1998).

Sea sanpling data fromthe scall op dredge fishery and sout heast shrinp and
summer flounder bottomtraw fisheries have recorded incidental takes of green
turtles. However, by analogy with other fisheries (i.e., South Atlantic)
interactions are expected to be mninal.

5.3.1.8 Shortnose Sturgeon

Shortnose sturgeon occur in large rivers along the western Atlantic coast from
the St. Johns River, Florida (possibly extirpated fromthis systen), to the
Saint John R ver in New Brunsw ck, Canada. The species is anadronmous in the
southern portion of its range (i.e., south of Chesapeake Bay), while northern
popul ations are anphi dronous (NVFS 1998). Popul ation sizes vary across the
species' range with the snallest popul ations occurring in the Cape Fear and
Merrimack Rivers and the |argest populations in the Saint John and Hudson
Rivers (Dadswell 1979; NWVFS 1998).

Shortnose sturgeon are benthic and nmainly inhabit the deep channel sections of
large rivers. They feed on a variety of benthic and epi benthic invertebrates
i ncluding nol | uscs, crustaceans (arnphi pods, chironomds, isopods), and

ol i gochaete worns (VI adykov and Greel ey 1963; Dadswel | 1979). Shortnose
sturgeon are long-lived (30 years) and mature at relatively old ages. In
northern areas, nales reach maturity at 5-10 years, while fermal es reach sexua
maturity between 7 and 13 years.

In the northern part of their range, shortnose sturgeon exhibit three distinct
novenent patterns that are associ ated with spawni ng, feeding, and
overwintering periods. In spring, as water tenperatures rise above 8° C
pre-spawni ng shortnose sturgeon nove fromoverw ntering grounds to spawni ng

173



areas. Spawning occurs frommd/late April to md/late May. Post-spawned
sturgeon mgrate downstreamto feed throughout the summer.

As water tenperatures decline below 8 C again in the fall, shortnose sturgeon
nove to overw ntering concentration areas and exhibit little novenent unti

wat er tenperatures rise again in spring (NVFS 1998). Young-of-the-year
shortnose sturgeon are believed to nove downstream after hatchi ng (NMFS 1998)
but remain within freshwater habitats. Qdder juveniles tend to nove
downstreamin fall and winter as water tenperatures decline and the salt wedge
recedes. Juveniles nove upstreamin spring and feed nostly in freshwater
reaches during sunmer.

Shortnose sturgeon spawn in freshwater sections of rivers, typically belowthe
first inpassable barrier on the river (e.g., dam. Spawning occurs over
channel habitats containing gravel, rubble, or rock-cobble substrates (NWS
1998). Additional environmental conditions associated with spawning activity

i ncl ude decreasing river discharge followi ng the peak spring freshet, water
tenperatures ranging from9 -12 C, and bottomwater velocities of 0.4 - 0.7

n sec (NVFS 1998).

5.3.1.9 Seabirds

Most of the following information about seabirds is taken fromthe M d-

Atl antic Regional Mrine Research Program (1994) and Peterson (1963). Fulnars
occur as far south as Virginia in late winter and early spring. Shearwaters,
stormpetrels (both Leach's and WIlson's), jaegers, skuas, and sone terns pass
through this region in their annual mgrations. Gannets and phal aropes occur
inthe Md-Atlantic during winter nonths. N ne species of gulls breed in
eastern North America and occur in shelf waters off the northeastern US

These gulls include: glaucous, Iceland, great black-backed, herring, |aughing
ring-billed, Bonaparte's and Sabine's gulls, and bl ack-| egged caduceus. Roya
and sandwi ch terns are coastal inhabitants from Chesapeake Bay south to the
@il f of Mexico. The Roseate tern is |listed as endangered under the ESA, while
the Least tern is considered threatened (Safina pers. comm). In addition

the bald eagle is listed as threatened under the ESA and is a bird of aquatic
ecosyst ens.

Li ke marine mammal s, seabirds are vulnerable to entanglenent in commercial and
recreational fishing gear. The interaction has not been quantified in the
recreational fishery, but inpacts are not considered significant. Human
activities such as coastal devel opnent, habitat degradati on and destruction
and the presence of organochl orine contam nants are consi dered the major
threats to sone seabird popul ati ons. Endangered, threatened or otherw se
protected bird species, including the roseate tern and pi ping plover, are
unlikely to be inpacted by the gear types enployed in these fisheries

The proposed action and alternatives are not expected to have any adverse
i npacts on endangered or threatened species or nmari ne mammal popul ati ons.

5.3.2 Fishery dassification under Section 114 of Marine Manmmal Protection
Act
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Under section 114 of the MVWPA , the NWMFS nust publish and annually update the
Li st of Fisheries (LOF), which places all US commercial fisheries in one of
three categories based on the | evel of incidental serious injury and nortality
of marine mammals in each fishery (arranging themaccording to a two tiered
classification system). The categorization of a fishery in the LOF determ nes
whet her participants in that fishery nay be required to conply with certain
provi sions of the MWA, such as registration, observer coverage, and take
reduction plan requirenents. The classification criteria consists of a two
tiered, stock-specific approach that first addresses the total inpact of al
fisheries on each nmarine mammal stock (Tier 1) and then addresses the inpact
of the individual fisheries on each stock (Tier 2). |If the total annua
nortality and serious injury of all fisheries that interact with a stock is

Il ess than 10% of the PBR for the stock then the stock is designated as Tier 1
and all fisheries interacting with this stock would be placed in Category I11.
O herwi se, these fisheries are subject to categorization under Tier 2. Under
Tier 2, individual fisheries are subject to the follow ng categorization:

I. Annual nortality and serious injury of a stock in a given fishery is
greater than or equal to 50% of the PBR | evel;

Il. Annual nortality and serious injury of a stock in a given fishery is
greater than one percent and | ess than 50% of the PBR | evel; or

I1'l. Annual nortality and serious injury of a stock in a given fishery is |ess
than one percent of the PBR | evel

In Category |, there is docunented information indicating a "frequent”
incidental nortality and injury of narine mammals in the fishery. |In Category
Il, there is docunented information indicating an "occasional" incidental
nortality and injury of marine manmals in the fishery. 1In Category III,
there is information indicating no nore than a "renote |ikelihood" of an
incidental taking of a marine marmal in the fishery or, in the absence of
information indicating the frequency of incidental taking of narine mamal s,
other factors such as fishing techniques, gear used, nethods used to deter
mari ne nammal s, target species, seasons and areas fished, and species and
distribution of narine mammals in the area suggest there is no nore than a
remote likelihood of an incidental take in the fishery. "Renote I|ikelihood"
nmeans that it is highly unlikely that any marine nmammal will be incidentally
taken by a randomy selected vessel in the fishery during a 20-day period

The Atlantic Squid, Mackerel, Butterfish Trawl Fishery is currently listed as
a Category |l fishery in of the final List of Fisheries for 2000 for the
taking of marine mammal s by commercial fishing operations under section 114 of
the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MWA) of 1972. However, the NMFS proposes
to elevate the classification of this fishery to Category | in the proposed
List of Fisheries for 2001. This proposed change resulted froma Tier 1

eval uation of NMFS Sea Sanpling data which denonstrated that the Atlantic
Squi d, Mackerel, Butterfish Traw Fishery incidentally injured and killed the
follow ng mari ne mammal speci es and stocks during 1996-1998: conmon dol phin
(WNA stock), white-sided dol phin (WNA stock) and d obi cephal a sp. (includes

I ong-finned and short-finned pilot whales) (WNA stock). Based on data
presented in the draft 2000 Stock Assessment Report (SAR), annual serious
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injury and nortality across all fisheries for pilot whale, comon dol phin and
white sided dol phin stocks exceed s 10% of the PBR (78, 184, and 107
respectively). Therefore, the Atlantic Squid, Mackerel, Butterfish Traw
Fishery is subject to Tier 2 analysis. The 2000 draft SAR anal yses esti nated
an annual average nortality of 43 pilot whal es and 367 common dol phi ns per
year in this fishery, which is greater than 50% of PBR for each speci es.
Therefore, the NMFS proposes to elevate this fishery Category | in the 2001
LOF. If this fishery becones a Category | fishery in the final rule, it wll
receive a high priority with respect to observer coverage and consi deration
for measures under future Take Reduction Plans for these species.

5.4 Finding of No Significant |npacts

Nati onal Cceanic and Atnospheric Admi nistration Order (NAO 216-6 (revised My
20, 1999) provides nine criteria for determning the significance of the
i npacts of a proposed action. These criteria are di scussed bel ow

1. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to jeopardi ze the
sustainability of any target species that nay be affected by the action?

None of the proposed neasures in Franmework 2 are expected to jeopardi ze the
sustainability of any target species affected by the action. Under the FMP
overfishing of Atlantic nackerel, Illex and Loligo squid, and butterfish is
prevented by the establishnent of annual fishing quotas consistent with
harvesting at optinmumlevels. None of the proposed neasures nodify the
under | yi ng quota nmanagenent program therefore sustainability is unaffected.

2. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to allow substantial damage
to the ocean and coastal habitats and/or EFH as defined under the Magnuson-
Stevens Act and identified in FMPS?

The area affected by the proposed action in the Atlantic nmackerel, squid, and
butterfish fisheries has been identified as EFH for the above nentioned
species as well as tilefish, summer flounder, scup, black sea bass, and
speci es associated with the Northeast multispecies FMP. The action in the
context of the fisheries as a whole has the potential to have an adverse

i npact on EFH. However, because the adverse inpact on EFH i s not substantial
NMFS conduct ed an abbrevi ated EFH consul tati on pursuant to 50 CFR 600. 920( h)
and an EFH Assessnent that incorporates all of the information required in 50
CFR 600.920(g)(2), that was prepared and included in the Framework docunent.
In a menorandum dated June 26, 2001, the Northeast Regional Ofice Habitat
Conservation D vision noted that nanagenent neasures already in place should
control any redirection of effort created by Framework 2 and no new EFH
Conservati on Recommendati ons were provided.

3. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to have a substantia
adverse inpact on public health or safety?

The proposed action is not expected to have a substantial adverse inpact on

public health or safety. MNone of the measures alters the nmanner in which the
industry conducts fishing activities for the target species, therefore, there
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is no change in fishing behavior that would affect safety. None of the
nmeasures has any inpact on public health.

4., Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to have an adverse i npact
on endangered or threatened species, marine nammals, or critical habitat of
t hese speci es?

The proposed neasures continue for a year an existing category of vesse
permt, nodify catch all owances, and revise the annual specifications process
None of the measures alters fishing nethods or activities. Therefore, this
action is not expected to affect endangered or threatened species or critica
habi tat in any manner not considered in previous consultations on the
fisheries. It has been determ ned that fishing activities conducted under
this rule will have no adverse inpacts on narine nmammals. The proposed
neasures nerely continue for a year an existing category of vessel pernmt,
nodi fy catch all onances, and revi se the annual specifications process. None
of the neasures alters fishing nmethods or activities.

5. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to result in cunulative
adverse effects that could have a substantial effect on the target species or
non-target species?

The proposed action is not expected to result in cunulative effects on target
or non-target species. The proposed neasures nerely continue for a year an
exi sting category of vessel permt, nodify catch all owances, and revise the
annual specifications process. None of the neasures alters fishing nethods or
activities.

6. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to jeopardi ze the
sustainability of any non-target species?

The proposed action is not expected to jeopardi ze the sustainability of any
non-target species. The proposed neasures nerely continue for a year an

exi sting category of vessel permt, nodify catch all owances, and revise the
annual specifications process. None of the neasures alters fishing nethods or
activities.

7. Can the proposed action be expected to have a substantial inpact on
bi odi versity and ecosystem function within the affected area (e.g., benthic
productivity, predator-prey relationships, etc.)?

The proposed action is not expected to have a substantial inpact on

bi odi versity and ecosystem function within the affected area because the
proposed action neasures nerely continue for a year an existing category of
vessel permt, nodifies catch allowances, and revises the annua

speci fications process

8. Are significant social or economc inpacts interrelated with significant
natural or physical environnental effects?

As discussed in Section 5.0 of this EA the proposed action is not expected to
result in significant social or economc inpacts, or significant natural or
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physi cal environnental effects not already anal yzed. Therefore, there are no
significant social or economc inpacts interrelated with significant natura

or physical environnmental inpacts. This action alleviates social and econom ¢
inmpacts resulting fromthe default neasures.

9. To what degree are the effects on the quality of the human environnent
expected to be highly controversial ?

The neasures contained in this action are not expected to be highly
controversial. The proposed neasures nerely continue for a year an existing
category of vessel permt, nodify catch allowances, and revi se the annua
speci fications process. Extending the Illex squid noratoriumfor an

addi tional year was initially expected to be sonmewhat controversial. Vesse
owners from New Engl and who did not qualify for a limted access Illex squid
permt under Anendnment 5, but who had hoped to gain additional access to the
Illex squid fishery if the noratoriumwas |ifted, may be concerned.
Conversely, failing to extend the Illex nmoratori umwould al so be
controversial. However, no public comments were received on the proposed rule
so it is not controversial

FONSI St at enent

Havi ng revi ewed the environnental assessnment and the avail able infornation
relating to the Squid, Mackerel, Butterfish Framework Adjustrment 2, | have
determined that there will be no significant adverse environnmental inpact
resulting fromthe action and that preparation of an environnmental inpact
statenent on the action is not required by Section 102(2)(c) of the Nationa
Envi ronnental Policy Act or its inplenenting regul ations.

Assi stant Adm nistrator for
Fi sheries, NOAA
Dat e
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6.0 Regulatory Inpact Review and Review of Inpacts Relative to the Regul atory
Flexibility Analysis

6.1 | NTRCDUCTI ON

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NWFS) requires the preparation of a
Regul atory Inpact Review (RIR) for all regulatory actions that either

i npl enent a new Fi shery Managenent Plan (FMP) or significantly anend an
existing plan or regulation. The RIRis part of the process of preparing and
reviewing FMPs and provi des a conprehensive revi ew of the changes in net
economi c benefits to society associated with proposed regulatory actions. The
anal ysis also provides a review of the problens and policy objectives
pronpting the regulatory proposals and an evaluation of the major alternatives
that could be used to solve the problens. The purpose of the analysis is to
ensure that the regul atory agency systenatically and conprehensively considers
all available alternatives so that the public welfare can be enhanced in the
nost efficient and cost-effective way.

The RIR addresses many itens in the regul atory philosophy and principl es of
Executive Order (E.O) 12866. The RIR al so serves as the basis for

det er mi ni ng whet her any proposed regulation is a "significant regulatory
action" under certain criteria provided in E O 12866

6.1.1 Managenent Objectives
The objectives of the FMP are

1. Enhance the probability of successful (i.e., the historical average)
recruitnent to the fisheries.

2. Pronote the growth of the US commercial fishery, including the fishery for
export.

3. Provide the greatest degree of freedomand flexibility to all harvesters
of these resources consistent with the attai nnent of the other objectives of
this FMP

4., Provide marine recreational fishing opportunities, recognizing the
contribution of recreational fishing to the national econony.

5. Increase understanding of the conditions of the stocks and fisheries.

6. Mnimze harvesting conflicts anong US commercial, US recreational, and
foreign fishernen

6.2 METHODOLOGY AND FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSI S

The basi ¢ approach adopted in this RIRis an assessnent of nanagenent neasures
fromthe standpoint of determining the resulting changes in costs and benefits
to society. The

effects of actions were anal yzed by enpl oying quantitative approaches to the
extent possible. Qherwi se, qualitative anal yses were conducted

For each alternative, potential inpacts on several areas of interest are

di scussed. The objective of this analysis is to describe clearly and
concisely the economc effects of the various alternatives. The types of
effects that should be considered include the foll owi ng changes in |andings,
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prices, consuner and producer benefits, harvesting costs, enforcement costs,
and distributional effects. Due to the lack of an enpirical nodel for these
fisheries and know edge of elasticities of supply and demand, a qualitative
approach to the econom c assessment was adopted. Neverthel ess, quantitative
neasures are provided whenever possible

A nore detail ed description of the econom c concepts involved can be found in
"Qui delines for Econom c Analysis of Fishery Managenent Actions" (USDC 2000),
as only a brief summary of key concepts will be presented here

Benefit-cost analysis is conducted to evaluate the net social benefit arising
from changes i n consuner and producer surpluses that are expected to occur
upon inplenentation of a regulatory action. Total Consumer Surplus (CS) is
the difference between the anmounts consuners are willing to pay for products
or services and the anmounts they actually pay. Thus CS represents net
benefits to consuners. Wien the informati on necessary to plot the supply and
demand curves for a particular comodity is available, consunmer surplus is
represented by the area that is below the denand curve and above the market
clearing price where the two curves intersect. Since an enpirical node
describing the elasticities of supply and denmand for these species is not
avail able, it was assuned that the price for these species was determ ne by
the narket clearance price nmarket or the interaction of the supply and demand
curves. These prices were the base prices used to determ ne potential changes
in prices due to changes in |andings.

Net benefit to producers is producer surplus (PS). Total PS is the difference
bet ween the anounts producers actually receive for providing goods and
services and the econonmic cost producers bear to do so. Gaphically, it is
the area above the supply curve and bel ow the narket clearing price where
supply and denand intersect. Econom c costs are neasured by the opportunity
cost of all resources including the raw materials, physical and human capita
used in the process of supplying these goods and services to consuners

One of the nore visible costs to society of fisheries regulation is that of
enforcenent. Froma budgetary perspective, the cost of enforcenent is

equi valent to the total public expenditure devoted to enforcenent. However,
the econom ¢ cost of enforcenment is neasured by the opportunity cost of
devoting resources to enforcenent vis a vis sonme other public or private use
and/ or by the opportunity cost of diverting enforcenent resources from one
fishery to another. The distributive effects detail ed bel ow descri be any
changes in the distribution or allocation of benefits and/or costs anong the
various conponents of the fishery and associated infrastructure as a result
of the proposed actions.

6.3 | MPACTS OF PRCPCSED ACTI ONS AND ALTERNATI VES

6.3.1 Moratoriumon entry to Illex fishery
6.3.1.1 Extend the noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery for an additiona
year (noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery would expire in 2003 unl ess

extended in next Amendrment) (Preferred Alternative).
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Prior to the 1980's, the fishery for Illex in the US EEZ was prosecut ed
primarily by the foreign distant water fleets. Wth the inplenentation of the
Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent Plan and it's
subsequent Amendnents, the fishery has becone fully Anericanized. At the sane
tine that the domestic fishery was undergoi ng devel opnent, new bi ol ogi cal data
becane avail abl e which indicated that Illex is an annual species. This
resulted in downwardly revised estimates of the potential yield fromthis
fishery. The sinultaneous growth of the domestic fishery and reduction in
estimates of sustainable yields resulted in the fishery nmoving towards a fully
capitalized and exploited state. Hence, there was a noratoriumon entry of
addi ti onal commercial vessels into the Illex squid fisheries in the EEZ

i mpl enented as part Amendnent 5.

As noted above, due to concerns that capacity might be insufficient to fully

expl oit the annual quota, a five year sunset provision was placed on the Il ex
noratori umwhen it was inplenented as part of Anendment 5. The sunset
provision for the moratoriumentry into the Illex fishery, inplenented in

1997, is set to expire in July 1, 2002

Failure to extend the nmoratoriumwoul d result in further overcapitalization of
this sector of the fishing industry, which in turn woul d have negative
econoni ¢ consequences for the vessels and communities which depend upon the

Il'lex resource. The distribution of vessels which possessed |l ex noratorium
permts by hone port state is given in Table 12. Overall, New Jersey woul d
appear to be the state nost dependent on the Illex resource followed by New

York, Massachusetts and Rhode |sland. Additional entry into this fishery would
be expected to proportionately reduce the | andi ngs and revenue of vessels
currently operative within the noratoriumfleet (see analyses contained in RIR
Section).

The extension of the noratoriumunder this franework option would maintain the
status quo in the fishery at least until 2003. This will allow the Counci
nore tine to consider longer termmeasures for the Illex noratoriumin the
next anmendnent to the FMP. Vessel s which took small quantities in the past
will be able to continue to do so under the bycatch provisions of the FMP
However, further expansion of entry into the directed Illex fisheries will be
controlled for at |east one nore year , thus overfishing and over-
capitalization will be avoided.

Due to a lack of an enpirical nodel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and denand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provided
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs
The landings in the Illex fishery are controlled by an annual quota. The
extension of the noratoriumhas no effect on the annual quota specification

and therefore, is expected to have no effect on the | evel of annual |andings
of Illex.

181



Prices

G ven that the proposed extension of the Illex nmoratoriumis not expected to
change the level of future Illex landings and that Illex prices are a function
of nunerous factors including world supply and demand, it is assunmed that
there will not be a change in the price for this species as result of the
proposed framework action.

Consuner Surpl us

Assuming Illex prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed
above, there will be no correspondi ng change in consuner surplus associated
with this fishery.

Harvest Costs

No changes to harvest costs are expected as a result of the proposed
nor at ori um ext ensi on

Producer surplus

Assuming Illex prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed
above, there will be no correspondi ng change in producer surplus associated
with this fishery.

Enf or cenent Costs

The proposed extension of the noratoriumis not expected to change enforcenent
costs.

Distributive Effects
There are no changes to the quota allocation process for Illex. As such, no
distributional effects are identified for this fishery under the noratorium

ext ensi on.

Summary of | npacts

The harvest capacity of the vessels which qualified under the Illex nmoratorium
program est abl i shed in Arendnment 8 substantially exceeds the | evel necessary
to harvest the long termsustainable yield for I11]ex. The extension of the

noratori umunder this framework option would naintain the status quo in the
fishery at least until 2003. This will allow the Council nore time to

consi der longer termneasures for the Illex noratoriumin future anendnents to
the FMP. Vessel s which took snall quantities in the past will be able to
continue to do so under the bycatch provisions of the FMP. However, further
expansion of entry into the directed Illex fisheries will be controlled for at

| east an additional year, thus overfishing and over-capitalization will be
avoi ded
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6.3.1.2 Extend the nmoratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery for an additiona
five years (noratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery would expire in 2007
unl ess extended in future Amendnent).

As noted above, Amendnent 5 established a noratoriumon new entry into the
commercial fishery for Illex squid. The Council placed a five year sunset
provision on the noratoriumwhich is set to expire in July 2002. This neasure
woul d extend the Illex nmoratoriumfor an additional five years. Under this
neasure, only vessels which possess Illex nmoratoriumpermts during cal endar
year 2002 would be eligible for Illex noratoriumpermnits under the noratorium
extension. Under this alternative, the noratoriumon entry to the Illex
fishery would expire in 2007 unl ess extended in a future Anendnent.

Due to a |l ack of an enpirical nodel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and demand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provi ded
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs

The landings in the Illex fishery are controlled by an annual quota. The
extension of the noratoriumhas no effect on the annual quota specification
and therefore, is expected to have no effect on the level of annual |andings
of Illex.

Prices
G ven that the proposed extension of the Illex nmoratoriumis not expected to
change the level of future Illex landings and that Illex prices are a function

of nunerous factors including world supply and dermand, it is assuned that
there will not be a change in the price for this species as result of the
proposed framework action.

Consuner Surpl us

Assuming Illex prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed
above, there will be no correspondi ng change in consuner surplus associated
with this fishery.

Harvest Costs

No changes to harvest costs are expected as a result of the proposed
nor at ori um ext ensi on

Producer surplus

Assuming Illex prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed
above, there will be no corresponding change in producer surplus associated
with this fishery.

Enf or cenent Costs
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The proposed extension of the noratoriumis not expected to change enforcenent
costs.

Distributive Effects
There are no changes to the quota allocation process for Illex. As such, no
distributional effects are identified for this fishery under the noratorium

ext ensi on.

Summary of | npacts

The harvest capacity of the vessels which qualified under the Illex nmoratorium
program establ i shed in Arendnment 8 substantially exceeds the | evel necessary
to harvest the long termsustainable yield for Illex. The extension of the

noratori umunder this framework option would naintain the status quo in the
fishery at least until 2007. This will allow the Council nore time to

consi der longer termneasures for the Illex noratoriumin future anendnents to
the FMP. Vessel s which took snall quantities in the past will be able to
continue to do so under the incidental catch provisions of the FMP. However,
further expansion of entry into the directed Illex fisheries will be
controlled for at least five additional years, thus overfishing and over-
capitalization will be avoided.

6.3.1.3 Allow the nmoratoriumon entry to the Illex fishery to expire in 2002
(no action)

Under this option, the Illex noratoriumwould expire in July of 2002 and the
fishery would revert to open access conditions. As noted above, the Il1lex
nmoratoriumfl eet denmonstrated the capacity to harvest the long term

sustai nabl e | evel of harvest as defined under the SFA. The key questions
relative to extension of this noratoriumhinge on the likely effects of
allowing the Illex fishery to revert to open access.

Due to a lack of an empirical nmodel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and demand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provi ded
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs
The landings in the Illex fishery are controlled by an annual quota. However
failure to extend the Illex noratoriumcould lead to a dramatic increase in

fishing effort. This could |lead to the annual quota specification being
exceeded. Therefore, failure to extend the noratoriumcoul d be expected to

result in an increase in the level of landings of Illex.

Prices

Since failure to extend the Illex nmoratoriumcould increase the |evel of
future I'llex |andings, there could be a mnor |ocal effect on price for the
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species. However, given that Illex prices are a function of nunerous factors
including world supply and denand, it is can be assuned that, overall, there
will not be a change in the price for this species as result of the failure to
extend the noratorium

Consuner Surpl us

Assuming Illex prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed
above, there will be no correspondi ng change in consuner surplus associated
with this fishery.

Har vest Costs

Failure to extend the Illex noratoriumcould |lead to derby style fishing which
clearly could increase harvest costs.

Producer surplus

Assuming Illex prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed
above, there will be no correspondi ng change in producer surplus associated
with this fishery.

Enf or cenent Costs

Failure to extend the Illex nmoratoriumcould |l ead to i ncreased enforcenent
costs.

Distributive Effects

Failure to extend the Illex noratoriumcould | ead to severe distributive
effects in the fishery. These changes in the allocation of Illex are
di scussed i n subsequent sections of the RR

Summary of | npacts

The devel opnent of excess fishing capacity in US narine fisheries, especially
since the passage of the Magnuson Act, has been identified as the single nost
important problemcurrently facing the US fishing industry (NVFS 1996; NRC
1999). Mbst US fisheries can be characterized as overcapitalized, with too
many vessels, too much gear and too nuch time spent at sea harvesting fish at
too high a cost to both harvesters and society. Adding significantly to the
problemis the fact that the increase in fishing capacity in the US has been
acconpani ed by a dramatic increase in technol ogi cal advances (NWVFS 1996). The
US commerci al fishery has developed froma fleet of primarily sailing vessels
in the 1800's to a nodern fleet of vessels which has resulted in an enornous
increase in fishing power throughout the 20'" century. This increase in
fishing vessel capacity and efficiency has resulted in over-exploitation and
econoni c | osses throughout nost US nmarine fisheries.

The net econonic benefits that could be gained by ending the open access
problemin US fisheries are significant. Mnagi ng singl e-species fisheries
with a conservative, risk averse approach should be the first step in
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achi eving sustainable marine fisheries (NRC 1999). The NRC (1999) recomended
that a noderate |evel of exploitation mght be a better goal for fisheries
nmanagenent than full exploitation since the |latter has al nbst universally
resulted in over-exploitation of marine resources. The NRC (1999) concl uded
“At the core of today’'s overcapacity problemis the lack of, or ineffective,
definition of fishing rights in nost fisheries. Therefore, the conmttee
recommends for nany fisheries a managenent approach that includes the

devel opnent and use of nethods of allocation of exclusive shares of the fish
resource or privileges and responsibilities (as opposed to open conpetition)
and the elimnation of subsidies that encourage overcapacity. A flexible and
adapti ve approach is essential, and careful attention nust be given to equity
i ssues associated with such approaches.” In addition, the NRC (1999) strongly
recommended that managers and policy makers shoul d focus on devel opi ng or
encour agi ng soci oeconom ¢ and ot her managenent neasures that discourage
overcapacity and that reward the conservative and efficient use of nmarine
fishery resources.

Anal yses presented above clearly indicate that Illex fishery is fully

expl oited and additional capacity in the fishery is both unnecessary and
undesirable. Excess fishing capacity in the Northeast region of the US, if
transferred into the Illex fishery, would easily result in overcapitalization
of the fishery and over-exploitation of the resource. Based on the
recommendati on of the NRC (1999), the Council determined that the Il1lex
norat ori um shoul d be extended to prevent the devel opment of overcapacity in
this fishery.

6.3.2 Tineliness of Quota Specifications for Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and
Il'lex squid and Butterfish

6.3.2.1 |If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and IIlex
squid and butterfish are not published by the NVWFS prior to the start of the
fishing year, the previous year’s specifications shall apply until the final
rule for new specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF specifications)
(Preferred Alternative)

Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and
Illex squid are not published by the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the previous year’'s specifications shall apply until the final rule

i mpl enenting the new quota specifications is published. As noted above, this
neasure does not apply to TALFF specifications

Due to a lack of an enpirical nodel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and demand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provi ded
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs
The landings in these fisheries are controlled by an annual quota. For Loligo

Illex and butterfish this neasure is not expected to have any effect on
I andi ngs. However, there could be an increase in the |landings of Atlantic
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nackerel due to an increase in JV activity under this alternative
Prices

Since this neasure could increase the level of Atlantic mackerel |andings,
there could be a mnor local effects on price for the species. However, given
that Atlantic nackerel prices are a function of nunerous factors including
worl d supply and demand, it is can be assumed that, overall, there will not be
a change in the price for this species as result of increased JV activity.

Consuner Surpl us

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in consuner surplus associated with
these fisheries.

Harvest Costs
No change in harvest costs are expected under this alternative.
Producer surplus

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in producer surplus associated with
t hese fisheries.

Enf orcenent Costs

No change in enforcenent costs are expected under this alternative.
Distributive Effects

There are no distributive effects anticipated fromthis neasure.
Summary of | npacts

The Council proposes as part this framework action that in the case that
annual specifications for nackerel are not published by the NWS prior to the
start of the fishing year, the previous year’'s specifications shall apply
(excl udi ng TALFF specifications). The prinmary reason for this action is that
in recent years, publication of the final rule inplenmenting the annua
specifications for Atlantic nmackerel, squid and butterfish has not occurred
until after the start of the fishing year. For exanple, the final rule

i mpl enenting the quota specifications for Atlantic mackerel, squid and
butterfish for 2000 was not published until March of 2000. Simlarly, the
final rule inplementing the quota specifications for Atlantic mackerel, squid
and butterfish for 2001 was not published until March 2, of 2001. Because the
specifications were not in place by the start of the fishing season, the
fishery for Loligo could not be regulated for the first several nmonths of the
fishery. Since the 2000 specifications were not published until late in the
first trinester of 2000, the Loligo fishery could not be closed when 90% of
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the quota allocated to trinmester one was | anded and an overage resul ted

Quota overages in the Loligo fishery are deducted from subsequent quota period
within the same fishing year. 1In the worst case scenario, failure to publish
the annual specifications until very late in the fishing year (or not at all)
woul d result in unregulated fishing. The inability to control landings in the
fishery can be expected to greatly increase the chance that a quota overage

m ght occur. This would have a negative econom ¢ and social inpacts on
participants in the Loligo fishery in subsequent quota periods. This
situation will continue unless this action is taken

In the case of Atlantic mackerel, industry nmenbers testified that delays in
publ i shing the annual quota specifications has had a negative inpact on
possi bl e Joint Venture activities for Atlantic mackerel, due to timng of the
winter Atlantic mackerel fishery and the uncertainty about the upcom ng year’s
JV specifications. To help alleviate this situation, the Council proposes
under this alternative, that if the annual specifications for nackerel are not
publ i shed by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous
year’'s specifications will apply (excluding TALFF specifications). The only
specification for Atlantic mackerel that would be significantly inpacted by
this measure would be the JV specification. Under current rules, if annua
speci fications are not published prior to the beginning of the fishing year,
JV landings are not permtted. Under the proposed neasure, JV operations
coul d occur based on the previous years JV specification. For exanple, the
2001 Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish specifications were recently
publ i shed on March 2, 2001 (the fishing year began on January 1, 2001). As a
result, no JV activity could have occurred until Mrch 2, 2001. Under the
preferred alternative, the 2000 JV specification of 20,000 nt would have
applied and JV activities could have been conducted under this provision. As
result, JV landings of up to 20,000 nt in addition to recent |evels of US
donesti c production could have conferred econom c and social benefits to the
donestic Atlantic mackerel fleet. This could not occur, however, if no action
i s taken.

6.3.2.2 If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and Illex squid
and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the Atlantic nackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and Butterfish fisheries

operate wi thout specifications and Joint Ventures cannot be conducted unti
the final rule for new specifications is inplenmented (no action)

Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and
Il'lex squid are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the fishery opens w thout quota specifications. Under these
conditions, no JV is specified for Atlantic nmackerel for the new fishing year
and therefore no mackerel JV operations can be conducted until the final rule
i mpl enenti ng the new quota specifications is published

Due to a lack of an empirical model for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and demand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provided
whenever possi bl e.
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Landi ngs

The landings in these fisheries are controlled by an annual quota. Since this
option represents the status quo, no changes in |andings are expected

Prices

Gven that no change in the | evel of future |andings are expected, there will
be no change in the price for these species.

Consuner Surpl us

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in consuner surplus associated with
these fisheries.

Harvest Costs
No changes to harvest costs are expected
Producer surplus

Assumi ng prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above
there will be no correspondi ng change in producer surplus associated with
these fisheries

Enf orcenent Costs

No change in enforcement costs is expected.

Distributive Effects

There are no changes to the quota allocation process for these speci es under
the no action alternative. Therefore, no distributional effects are
identified.

Surmmary of | npacts

Since the 2000 specifications were not published until late in the first
trinmester of 2000, the Loligo fishery could not be closed when 90% of the
quota allocated to trinmester one was | anded and an overage resulted. Quota
overages in the Loligo fishery are deducted from subsequent quota peri ods
within the same fishing year. 1In the worst case scenario, failure to publish
the annual specifications until very late in the fishing year (or not at all)
woul d result in unregulated fishing. The inability to control landings in the
fishery can be expected to greatly increase the chance that a quota overage
m ght occur. This would have a negative econom ¢ and social inpacts on
participants in the Loligo fishery in subsequent quota periods

In the case of Atlantic mackerel, industry menbers testified that delays in
publ i shing the annual quota specifications has had a negative inpact on
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possi bl e Joint Venture activities for Atlantic mackerel, due to timng of the
winter Atlantic mackerel fishery and the uncertainty about the upconmng year’s
JV specifications. To help alleviate this situation, the Council proposes
under this alternative, that if the annual specifications for nackerel are not
publ i shed by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous
year's specifications will apply (excluding TALFF specifications). The only
specification for Atlantic nackerel that would be significantly inpacted by
this neasure woul d be the JV specification. Under current rules, if annua
specifications are not published prior to the begi nning of the fishing year
JV landings are not permtted. Under the proposed neasure, JV operations
coul d occur based on the previous years JV specification. For exanple, the
2001 Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish specifications were recently
publi shed on March 2, 2001(the fishing year began on January 1, 2001). As a
result, no JV activity could have occurred until March 2, 2001. Under the
proposed neasure, the 2000 JV specification of 20,000 nt would have applied
and JV activities could have been conducted under this provision. As result,
JV landings of up to 20,000 nt in addition to recent levels of US donestic
production could have conferred positive econom c and social benefits to the
donestic Atlantic mackerel fleet.

Quota nonitoring and subsequent regulation of fishing nortality in the Illex
and butterfish fisheries have not been negatively affected by the delays in
publi shing the annual specifications. As a result, this measure is not
expected to have any econonmic or social inpacts relative to either of these
fisheries based on the dates on which the specifications have been published
in recent years.

6.3.2.3 |If annual specifications for Atlantic nmackerel, Loligo and Illex
squid and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the
fishing year, a set of default specifications shall apply for Atlantic
nmackerel, Loligo and Illex squid and butterfish fisheries until the final rule
for new specifications is inplenented

Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and
Il'lex squid are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing
year, the fishery opens under a set of default quota specifications. Under
this option quotas woul d be specified which correspond to the

three year average of quota specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and
Illex squid and butterfish for the period 1999-2001, except for TALFF which be
set equal to zero under the default measures. Based on the specifications
for those three years, the default specifications would as those outlined in
Tabl e 34.

Due to a lack of an enpirical nodel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and demand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provi ded
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs

The landings in these fisheries are controlled by an annual quota. Since this
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option represents the average of the nost recent three years annual
speci fications, no changes in |andings are expected due to the use of a
default set of quota specifications.

Prices

Gven that no change in the | evel of future |andings are expected, there will
be no change in the price for these species.

Consuner Surpl us

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in consuner surplus associated with
these fisheries.

Harvest Costs
No changes to harvest costs are expected.
Producer surplus

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in producer surplus associated with
these fisheries.

Enf or cenent Costs

No change in enforcement costs is expected.
Distributive Effects

There are no changes to the quota allocation process for these speci es under
the no action alternative. Therefore, no distributive effects are identified.

Summary of | npacts

The primary reason for this action is that in recent years, publication of the
final rule inplenmenting the annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, squid
and butterfish has not occurred until after the start of the fishing year.

For exanple, the final rule inplenmenting the quota specifications for Atlantic
mackerel, squid and butterfish for 2000 was not published until March of 2000.
Simlarly, the final rule inplenmenting the quota specifications for Atlantic
mackerel, squid and butterfish for 2001 was not published until March 2, of
2001. Because the specifications were not in place by the start of the fishing
season, the fishery for Loligo could not be regulated for the first several
nonths of the fishery. The Council set the 2000 quota specifications for

Lol i go squid based on the SAW 29 projections which resulted in an ABC equal to
the yield associated with 90% F, or 13,000 mt. Managenent advice from SAW
29 made special note of the fact that yield fromthis fishery should be

di stributed throughout the fishing year. Gven that the permtted Loligo
fleet historically had denonstrated the ability to land Loligo in excess of
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the quota specified for 2000, the Council recommended that the annual quota be
sub-divided into three quota period or trinesters. The 2000 quota was
allocated to each period based on the proportion of |andings occurring in
each trimester from 1994-1998. Based on the seasonal distribution of |andings
during this tine period, the quota for January-April was 5,460 nt (42% of the
total), the quota for My-August was 2,340 nt (18% of the total), and the
quota for Septenber-Decenber was 5200 nt (40%of the total). The directed
fishery during the first two trimester periods was to be closed when 90% of
the anount allocated to the period was | anded and then a trip limt of 2,500
pounds would remain in effect until the quota period ends. Any underages from
trinesters one and two were to be applied to the next trinmester and overages
were to be deducted fromtrinester three. The directed fishery was closed in
the third trinester when 95% of the annual quota was taken. The fishery
operated at the 2,500 trip limt level for nost of the third quota period

Since the 2000 specifications were not published until late in the first
trinmester of 2000, the fishery could not be closed when 90% of the quota
allocated to trinester one was | anded and an overage resulted. Quota overages
in the Loligo fishery are deducted from subsequent quota period within the
sane fishing year. In the worst case scenario, failure to publish the annua
specifications until very late in the fishing year (or not at all) would
result in unregulated fishing. The inability to control landings in the
fishery can be expected to greatly increase the chance that a quota overage

m ght occur. This would have a negative econom ¢ and social inpacts on
participants in the Loligo fishery in subsequent quota periods

In the case of Atlantic mackerel, industry nmenbers testified that delays in
publ i shing the annual quota specifications has had a negative inpact on
possi bl e Joint Venture activities for Atlantic mackerel, due to timng of the
winter Atlantic mackerel fishery and the uncertainty about the upcom ng year’s
JV specifications. To help alleviate this situation, the Council proposes
under this alternative, that if the annual specifications for nackerel are not
publ i shed by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous
year’'s specifications will apply (excluding TALFF specifications). The only
specification for Atlantic mackerel that would be significantly inpacted by
this measure woul d be the JV specification. Under current rules, if annua
speci fications are not published prior to the beginning of the fishing year,
JV landings are not permtted. Under the proposed neasure, JV operations
coul d occur based on the previous years JV specification. For exanple, the
2001 Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish specifications were recently
publ i shed on March 2, 2001(the fishing year began on January 1, 2001). As a
result, no JV activity could have occurred until Mrch 2, 2001. Under the
proposed measure, the 2000 JV specification of 20,000 nt would have applied
and JV activities could have been conducted under this provision. As result,
JV landings of up to 13,300 nt, in addition to recent |evels of US donestic
production, could have conferred economnmic and social benefits to the donestic
Atlantic mackerel fleet.

6.3.2.4 |If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and II|ex

squid and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the start of the
fishing year, the fisheries for these species will be closed until the final
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rule for new specifications is inplenented

Under this measure, if the annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo
and Illex squid and butterfish are not published by the NVFS prior to the
start of the fishing year, the fisheries for these species will be closed
until the final rule for new specifications is published. |In other words, the
I anding of all four species in the nanagenent unit woul d be prohibited unti
the final for new specifications is published

Due to a lack of an empirical nodel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and denmand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
assessnent was adopted. Neverthel ess, quantitative neasures are provi ded
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs

The annual |andings in these fisheries would be expected to decline under this
alternative. The amount of the decline would depend upon when the final rule
i mpl enenti ng new quota specifications was published. Based on the nmost recent

year (2001), the fisheries could be expected to be closed for the first two
nont hs of the fishing year.

Prices

G ven that |andings are expected to decline under this alternative, an
increase in the price for these species would be antici pated.

Consuner Surpl us

Assumi ng prices will increase under the scenario constructed above, the
consuner surplus associated with these fisheries is expected to decrease under
this alternative.

Har vest Costs

Since fishernen would be forced to concentrate their fishing effort during the
open period of the fishing year (last 10 nmonths), harvest costs are expected
to increase under this alternative.

Producer surplus

Assumi ng prices will increase under the scenario constructed above, producer
surplus associated with these fisheries woul d be expected to increase

Enf or cement Costs
Because a closure of the fishery would need to be enforced during the first
two nonths of the year, enforcenent costs are expected to increase under this

al ternative.

Distributive Effects
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There are could be substantial distributive effects due to this alternative
because the quota would be re-allocated to the later parts of the fishing
year.

Summary of | npacts

Thi s nmeasure woul d have significant negative econonic consequences for vessels
operating in the Atlantic nmackerel, Loligo and butterfish fisheries because

| andi ngs of these four species would be prohibited until the final rule for
new specifications is published and significant |andings occur early in the
fishing year. Based on the recent publication date of the annua
specifications for Atlantic mackerel, squid and butterfish, these fisheries
woul d nost likely be closed during the nonths of January and February under
this alternative. The likely negative effects of this measure woul d be the

| oss of revenue associated with the [ andings of Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and
butterfish during the months of January and February. During 1999, the val ue
of the January and February | andi ngs of each species, respectively, was $1.7
mllion, $5.2 mllion, and $.0.9 mllion. The total value of the |andings of
these three species during the first two nonths of 1999 represent about 20% of
t he annual revenue generated for all three species based on 1999 | andi ngs

dat a. This nmeasure woul d be expected to have little or no econom c inpact on
the Illex fishery.

6.3.2.5 If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not published by
the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous year’'s

speci fications shall apply, until the final rule for new specifications is
i mpl enent ed (excl udi ng TALFF specifications)

Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not
publi shed by the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous
year’s specifications shall apply until the final rule inplenenting the new
quot a specifications are published. As noted above, this measure does not
apply to TALFF specifications

Due to a lack of an enpirical nodel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and demand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provi ded
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs

There could be an increase in the | andings of Atlantic nackerel due to an
increase in JV activity under this alternative

Prices

Since this neasure could increase the level of Atlantic mackerel |andings,
there could be a nminor |ocal effect on price for the species. However, given
that Atlantic nackerel prices are a function of nunerous factors including
worl d supply and denmand, it is can be assumed that, overall, there will not be
a change in the price for this species as result of increased JV activity.
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Consuner Surpl us

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in consuner surplus associated with the
Atl antic mackerel fishery.

Harvest Costs
No change in harvest costs are expected under this alternative.
Producer surplus

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in producer surplus associated with the
Atl antic nackerel fishery.

Enf orcenent Costs

No change in enforcenent costs are expected under this alternative.

Distributive Effects
There are no distributive effects anticipated fromthis measure.
Summary of | npacts

In the case of Atlantic mackerel, industry menbers testified that delays in
publ i shing the annual quota specifications has had a negative inpact on
possi bl e Joint Venture activities for Atlantic mackerel, due to timng of the
winter Atlantic mackerel fishery and the uncertainty about the upconming year’s
JV specifications. To help alleviate this situation, the Council proposes
under this alternative, that if the annual specifications for nackerel are not
publi shed by the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous
year's specifications will apply (excluding TALFF specifications). The only
specification for Atlantic mackerel that would be significantly inpacted by
this neasure would be the JV specification. Under current rules, if annua
specifications are not published prior to the beginning of the fishing year
JV landings are not permtted. Under the proposed neasure, JV operations
coul d occur based on the previous years JV specification. For exanple, the
2001 Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish specifications were recently
publ i shed on March 2, 2001 (the fishing year began on January 1, 2001). As a
result, no JV activity could have occurred until March 2, 2001. Under the
preferred alternative, the 2000 JV specification of 20,000 nt would have
applied and JV activities could have been conducted under this provision. As
result, JV landings of up to 20,000 nt in addition to recent |evels of US
domestic production could have conferred econom ¢ and social benefits to the
donmestic Atlantic mackerel fleet. This could not occur, however, if no action
is taken.

6.3.2.6 |If annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not published by
the NMFS prior to the start of the fishing year, a set of default
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specifications shall apply for Atlantic nackerel until the final rule for new
specifications is inplenented (excluding TALFF specifications)

Under this measure, if annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel are not
publi shed by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the fishery
opens under a set of default quota specifications. Under this option, quotas
woul d be specified which correspond to the three year average of quota
specifications for Atlantic mackerel for the period 1999-2001, except for
TALFF whi ch be set equal to zero under the default neasures

Due to a lack of an enpirical nodel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and denand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provi ded
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs

There could be an increase in the Ilandings of Atlantic nackerel due to an
increase in JV activity under this alternative

Prices

Since this neasure could increase the |level of Atlantic mackerel |andings,
there could be a minor local effect on price for the species. However, given
that Atlantic mackerel prices are a function of nunerous factors including
worl d supply and denand, it is can be assumed that, overall, there will not be
a change in the price for this species as result of increased JV activity.
Consuner Surpl us

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in consumer surplus associated with the
Atl antic nackerel fishery.

Harvest Costs

No change in harvest costs are expected under this alternative

Producer surplus

Assum ng prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above
there will be no correspondi ng change in producer surplus associated with the
Atlantic mackerel fishery.

Enf or cement Costs

No change in enforcement costs are expected under this alternative.

Distributive Effects

There are no distributive effects anticipated fromthis neasure
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Summary of | npacts

In the case of Atlantic mackerel, industry nmenbers testified that delays in
publi shing the annual quota specifications has had a negative inpact on
possi bl e Joint Venture activities for Atlantic mackerel, due to timng of the
winter Atlantic mackerel fishery and the uncertainty about the upconming year’s
JV specifications. To help alleviate this situation, the Council proposes
under this alternative, that if the annual specifications for nackerel are not
published by the NVFS prior to the start of the fishing year, the previous
year's specifications will apply (excluding TALFF specifications). The only
specification for Atlantic nackerel that would be significantly inpacted by
this neasure would be the JV specification. Under current rules, if annua
specifications are not published prior to the begi nning of the fishing year
JV landings are not permtted. Under the proposed neasure, JV operations
coul d occur based on the previous years JV specification. For exanple, the
2001 Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish specifications were recently
publi shed on March 2, 2001(the fishing year began on January 1, 2001). As a
result, no JV activity could have occurred until March 2, 2001. Under the
proposed neasure, the 2000 JV specification of 20,000 nt would have applied
and JV activities could have been conducted under this provision. As result,
JV landings of up to 13,300 nt, in addition to recent levels of US donestic
production, could have conferred positive economic | benefits to the donestic
Atlantic mackerel fleet.

6.3.3Loligo control rule

6.3.3.1 Annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to
90% Frsy Wi Il be specified if stock bionmass is greater than the nininum bi onass
threshold (% By, ). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall

bel ow t he mi ni num bi omass threshold (% Byy), neasures to control fishing
nortality shall be inplenmented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By
consistent with requirenents of Section 304e of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. In
addi tion, Max OY, ABC, OY, and DAH nmay be specified for a period of up to
three years. (Preferred Alternative)

This nmeasure nodifies the control rule for Loligo squid and allows for the in-
season adjustnent of the annual Loligo quota. The primary conponents of the
overfishing definition that were required under the SFA and inpl emented under
Arendnent 8 (i.e,, the maximumfishing nortality rate threshold (Fs,) and the
m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy)), remain unchanged. Under this nmeasure, an
annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to 90% Fpgy
will be specified if stock bionmass is greater than the m ni num bi onmass
threshold (% By). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall bel ow
the mi ni num bi omass threshold (% By,), nmeasures to control fishing nortality
shal| be inplenented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By, in a time period
consistent with Section 304 e of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. This section of
the Act specifies that an overfished stock shall be rebuilt in a time period
as short as possible, but not to exceed ten years.

In addition to changes in the overfishing definition, the Council may specify
Max OY, ABC, OY and DAH for up to three years. The Atlantic Mackerel Squid
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and Butterfish Monitoring Commttee will nmeet in late spring to review

avai | abl e NEFSC survey data and devel op recommendati ons about i n-season
adjustnents to these specifications for consideration by the Atlantic Mackerel
Squi d and Butterfish Committee and the Council. Based on an eval uation of
the nost recent NEFSC spring and fall trawl survey data, the OY, DAH and ABC
nmay be adjusted to be consistent with the control rule. Based on the
recomendati ons of the Council, the Regional Adm nistrator nay nake i n-season
adj ustnents, as appropriate based on the recommendati ons of the Council,
through publication of a notice in the Federal Register of in-season

adj ust nent acti on.

Due to a lack of an enpirical nodel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and denand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provided
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs

Overall, there could be an increase in the |andings of Loligo under this
alternative since the target fishing nortality is slightly higher than under
the current control rule. However, the in-season adjustnment nechani sm coul d
al so reduce | andi ngs through an in-season reduction in the annual quota if
stock conditions decline based on updated stock assessnent information.
Therefore, it is concluded that no net change in Loligo landings will result
fromthis neasure.

Prices

Since this neasure could increase or decrease the |evel of Loligo |andings, it
can be assuned that, overall, there will not be a change in the price for this
speci es.

Consuner Surpl us

Assumi ng prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in consuner surplus associated with the
Loligo fishery.

Harvest Costs

No change in harvest costs are expected under this alternative.

Producer surplus

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in producer surplus associated with the
Lol igo fishery.

Enf orcenent Costs

No change in enforcenent costs are expected under this alternative.
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Distributive Effects
There are no distributive effects anticipated fromthis measure.
Summary of | npacts

The Loligo fishery is nanaged pursuant to this FMP through an annual quota
speci fication process. Annual quotas are specified based on the overfishing
definition established in Anvendnent 8. Anendnent 8 to the Atl antic Macker el
Squi d, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent (FMP) was developed to bring the FMP
into conpliance with the Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA). The SFA, which
reaut hori zed and amended t he Magnuson- St evens Act, nmade a nunber of changes to
the existing National Standards, as well as to definitions and other
provisions in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, that caused the Quidelines to be
significantly revised. The nost significant changes were made to Nationa
Standard 1, which inmposed new requirements concerning definitions of
overfishing in fishery management plans. The overfishing definition for

Lol igo was revised in Arendnent 8 to conply with the SFA as foll ows:
overfishing for Loligo will be defined to occur when the catch associated with
a threshold fishing nortality rate of F i s exceeded (Fx iS a proxy for
Frsy) . Wen an estimate of Fyy becones available, it will replace the current
overfishing proxy of Fnax. Annual quotas will be specified which correspond to
a target fishing nortality rate. Under Anendrment 8 , target F was defined as
75% of the Fuy when biomass is greater than By, and decreases linearly to
zero 50% of Bygy. Maxinmum OY is specified as the catch associated with a
fishing nortality rate of F. In addition, the biomass target is specified
to equal Bygy.

The new requirenents of the SFA required the Council to take remedial action
for 2000 to rebuild the stock to a level which will produce M5Y (Byy) given
the status determnation that Loligo was approaching an overfished state. The
control rule in Arendrment 8 specified that the target fishing nortality rate
must be reduced to zero if biomass falls bel ow 50% of By,y. The target fishing
mortality rate increases linearly to 75%of Fuy, as biomass increases to Byy.
However, projections made in SAW?29 indicate that the control rule adopted in
Anendnent 8 appears to be overly conservative. Projections from SAW 29
indicated that the Loligo bionmass could be rebuilt to |evels approximating By
in three years if fishing nortality was reduced to the target nortality rate
specified in Arendnent 8 of 75% of Fygy. In determ ning the specification of
ABC for the year 2000, the Council considered advice offered by SAW 29 which
indicated that the control rule adopted in Anendnent 8 was too conservati ve.
The Council chose to specify ABC as the yield associated with 90% F., or
13,000 nt in 2000.

The nost recent NEFSC survey data for Loligo squid indicate that abundance of
this species has increased significantly since the nost recent assessnent was
conducted (i.e, SAW?29). Estinmates of biomass based on NEFSC fall 1999 and
spring 2000 survey indices for Loligo indicate that the stock is currently at
or near By. In fact, the 1999 fall survey index was the sixth highest val ue
observed in the time series since 1967 and the second hi ghest since 1987. The
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2000 spring survey index for Loligo was the tenth highest in the time series
since 1968 and the fifth highest since 1987 (Lai, pers.comr). Based on the
assunption that the stock will be at or near By, in 2001, the Counci
recommended that the 2001 quota be specified as the yield associated with 75%
of Fsy . The yield associated with 75% of Fyy at Byy is 17,000 nt based on
projections in SAW29 (NVFS 1999).

The Council proposes to replace the control rule because it was determined to
be unnecessarily restrictive by SAW29. For exanple, yield projections
conduct ed since devel opnent of the control rule indicated that the Loligo
stock could rebuild to By in a relatively short period of tine. 1In
retrospect, the Loligo stock quickly rebounded to the By, | evel by 2000. If
the Council had followed the control rule inplemented in Anendnment 8 for the
2000 fishery, the Loligo fishery woul d have been cl osed for the entire year.

Under this alternative, the basic elenents of the overfishing definition
required by the SFA, the overfishing threshold (Fyy) and m ni num bi onass

threshold (Y% By,) Wl be retained. Since the stock will still be protected
fromoverfishing, no negative biological inmpacts are expected fromthe
adjustnent to this managenent nmeasure. |n addition, the in-season adjustnent

nmechanismwi || a afford additional protection to the stock. For exanple,
under the current managenment system the annual specification for Loligo is
determined a year in advance of the fishing year for which the specifications
apply. Under the proposed alternative, the quota could be adjusted downward
during the fishing season if it is deternined to be necessary to sudden
changes (declines) in Loligo stock abundance. The converse is also true

That is, if the stock is found to be larger than anticipated the annual quota
can be adjusted upward to allow for increased yield fromthe fishery and yet
mai ntain a sustainable | evel of harvest within the guidelines of the SFA
Thus, this neasure will confer positive econom ¢ and social benefits in the
short termby allowing for in-season increases in yield during years of high
abundance. In the longer term the control rule will reduce the chance of
overfishing by allow ng for decreases in yield and fishing nortality when
stock abundance is | ower than anticipated

6.3.3.2 Annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to
90% Frsy Wi Il be specified if stock biomass is greater than the nininum bi omass
threshold (% By, ). |f stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall
bel ow t he mi ni num bi omass threshold (% Byy), neasures to control fishing
mortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock is rebuilt to Byy in a
tine period of at |least three years but not greater than five years.

This neasure nodifies the overfishing definition for Loligo squid and all ows
for the in-season adjustnent of the Loligo quota. The prinary conponents of
the overfishing definition that were required under the SFA and i npl enent ed
under Anendrment 8 (i.e,, the maxinmumfishing nortality rate threshold (Fy)
and the m ni mum bi onass threshold (% Bwy)), remain unchanged. Under this
neasure, an annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up
to 90% Fysy Will be specified if stock biomass is greater than the m ni mum

bi omass threshold (% Byy). |f stock biomass falls below or is expected to
fall bel ow the m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), nmeasures to control fishing
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mortality shall be inplemented to insure that stock is rebuilt to Byy in a
tine period of at |least three years but not greater than five years.

The Atlantic Mackerel Squid and Butterfish Monitoring Committee will neet in
late spring to review avail abl e NEFSC survey data and devel op reconmendati ons
about in-season adjustnments to these specifications for consideration by the
Atlantic Mackerel Squid and Butterfish Commttee and the Council. Based on
an evaluation of the nost recent NEFSC spring and fall trawl survey data, the
Oy, DAH and ABC nay be adjusted to be consistent with the control rule. Based

on the reconmmendations of the Council, the Regional Adm nistrator may make in-
season adjustnents, as appropriate based on the recommendati ons of the
Council, through publication of a notice in the Federal Register of in-season

adj ust nent acti on.

Due to a lack of an enpirical nodel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and denand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provided
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs

Overall, there could be an increase in the |andings of Loligo under this
alternative since the target fishing nortality is slightly higher than under
the current control rule. However, the in-season adjustnment nechani sm coul d
al so reduce | andings through an in-season reduction in the annual quota if
stock conditions decline based on updated stock assessnent information.
Therefore, it is concluded that no net change in Loligo landings will result
fromthis nmeasure.

Prices

Since this neasure could increase or decrease the |evel of Loligo |andings, it
can be assuned that, overall, there will not be a change in the price for this
speci es.

Consuner Surpl us

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in consuner surplus associated with the
Lol igo fishery.

Harvest Costs

No change in harvest costs are expected under this alternative.

Producer surplus

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,

there will be no correspondi ng change in producer surplus associated with the
Lol igo fishery.
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Enf or cenent Costs

No change in enforcenent costs are expected under this alternative.
Distributive Effects

There are no distributive effects anticipated fromthis measure.
Summary of | npacts

The Loligo fishery is nanaged pursuant to this FMP through an annual quota
speci fication process. Annual quotas are specified based on the overfishing
definition established in Anendnent 8. Anmendnent 8 to the Atl antic Mackerel,
Squi d, and Butterfish Fishery Managenent (FMP) was developed to bring the FMP
into conpliance with the Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA). The SFA, which
reaut hori zed and amended t he Magnuson- St evens Act, nmade a nunber of changes to
the existing National Standards, as well as to definitions and other
provisions in the Magnuson- Stevens Act, that caused the Quidelines to be
significantly revised. The nost significant changes were made to National
Standard 1, which inmposed new requirements concerning definitions of
overfishing in fishery management plans. The overfishing definition for

Lol igo was revised in Arendnent 8 to conply with the SFA as foll ows:
overfishing for Loligo will be defined to occur when the catch associated with
a threshold fishing nortality rate of F i s exceeded (Fx iS a proxy for
Frsy) . Wen an estimate of Fyy becones available, it will replace the current
overfishing proxy of Fnax. Annual quotas will be specified which correspond to
a target fishing nortality rate. Under Anendrment 8 , target F was defined as
75% of the Fuy when biomass is greater than By, and decreases linearly to
zero 50% of Bygy. Maxinmum OY is specified as the catch associated with a
fishing nortality rate of F. In addition, the biomass target is specified
to equal Bygy.

The new requirenents of the SFA required the Council to take remedial action
for 2000 to rebuild the stock to a level which will produce MBY (Byy) given
the status determnation that Loligo was approaching an overfished state. The
control rule in Arendrment 8 specified that the target fishing nortality rate
must be reduced to zero if biomass falls bel ow 50% of By,sy. The target fishing
mortality rate increases linearly to 75%of Fyy, as biomass increases to Byy.
However, projections made in SAW29 indicate that the control rule adopted in
Anendnent 8 appears to be overly conservative. Projections from SAW 29
indicated that the Loligo bionmass could be rebuilt to |evels approximating By
in three years if fishing nortality was reduced to the target nortality rate
specified in Arendrent 8 of 75%of F.,. The Council chose to specify ABC as
the yield associated with 90% F., or 13,000 nt in 2000.

The nost recent NEFSC survey data for Loligo squid indicate that abundance of
this species has increased significantly since the nost recent assessnent was
conducted (i.e, SAW?29). Estinmates of biomass based on NEFSC fall 1999 and
spring 2000 survey indices for Loligo indicate that the stock is currently at
or near By. In fact, the 1999 fall survey index was the sixth highest val ue
observed in the time series since 1967 and the second hi ghest since 1987. The
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2000 spring survey index for Loligo was the tenth highest in the time series
since 1968 and the fifth highest since 1987 (Lai, pers.comr). Based on the
assunption that the stock will be at or near By, in 2001, the Counci
recommended that the 2001 quota be specified as the yield associated with 75%
of Fsy . The yield associated with 75% of Fyy at Byy is 17,000 nt based on
projections in SAW29 (NVFS 1999).

The Council proposes to replace the control rule because it was determined to
be unnecessarily restrictive by SAW29. For exanple, yield projections
conduct ed since devel opnent of the control rule indicated that the Loligo
stock could rebuild to By, in a relatively short period of tine, even at
fishing nortality rates approaching Fyy. In retrospect, the Loligo stock

qui ckly rebounded to the By, | evel by 2000. [If the Council had followed the
control rule inplemented in Arendnent 8 for the 2000 fishery, the Loligo
fishery would have been closed for the entire year.

Under this alternative, the basic elenents of the overfishing definition
required by the SFA, the overfishing threshold (Fyy) and m ni num bi onass

threshold (%2 By,) Wl be retained. Since the stock will still be protected
fromoverfishing, no negative biological inmpacts are expected fromthe
adjustnent to this managenent nmeasure. |n addition, the in-season adjustnent

nmechanismwi || a afford additional protection to the stock. For exanple,
under the current managenment system the annual specification for Loligo is
determined a year in advance of the fishing year for which the specifications
apply. Under the proposed alternative, the quota could be adjusted downward
during the fishing season if it is deternined to be necessary to sudden
changes (declines) in Loligo stock abundance. The converse is also true

That is, if the stock is found to be larger than anticipated the annual quota
can be adjusted upward to allow for increased yield fromthe fishery and yet
mai ntain a sustainable | evel of harvest within the guidelines of the SFA
Thus, this neasure will confer positive econom ¢ and social benefits in the
short termby allowing for in-season increases in yield during years of high
abundance. In the longer term the control rule will reduce the chance of
overfishing by allow ng for decreases in yield and fishing nortality when
stock abundance is | ower than anticipated

6.3.3.3 Annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up to
90% Frsy Wi Il be specified if stock biomass is greater than the nininum bi omass
threshold (%2 Byy). |If stock biomass falls below, or is expected to fall bel ow
t he m ni num bi omass threshol d (% Bysy), neasures to control fishing nortality
shall be inplemented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By, in a tine period
of at least five years but not greater than ten years.

This neasure nodifies the overfishing definition for Loligo squid and all ows
for the in-season adjustnent of the Loligo quota. The prinary conponents of
the overfishing definition that were required under the SFA and i npl enent ed
under Anendrment 8 (i.e,, the maxinmumfishing nortality rate threshold (Fy)
and the m ni mum bi onass threshold (% Bwy)), remain unchanged. Under this
neasure, an annual quota associated with a target fishing nortality rate of up
to 90% Fysy Will be specified if stock bionmass is greater than the m ni mum

bi omass threshold (% Byy). |f stock biomass falls below or is expected to
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fall bel ow the m ni mum bi omass threshold (% Byy), nmeasures to control fishing
nortality shall be inplenented to insure that stock is rebuilt to By in a
tine period of at least five years but not greater than ten years.

The Atlantic Mackerel Squid and Butterfish Monitoring Committee will neet in
late spring to review avail abl e NEFSC survey data and devel op reconmendati ons
about in-season adjustnments to these specifications for consideration by the
Atlantic Mackerel Squid and Butterfish Commttee and the Council. Based on
an evaluation of the nost recent NEFSC spring and fall trawl survey data, the
Oy, DAH and ABC nay be adjusted to be consistent with the control rule. Based

on the reconmmendations of the Council, the Regional Adm nistrator may make in-
season adjustnents, as appropriate based on the recommendati ons of the
Council, through publication of a notice in the Federal Register of in-season

adj ust nent acti on.

Due to a lack of an enpirical nodel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and denand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provided
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs

Overall, there could be an increase in the |andings of Loligo under this
alternative since the target fishing nortality is slightly higher than under
the current control rule. However, the in-season adjustnment nechani sm coul d
al so reduce | andi ngs through an in-season reduction in the annual quota if
stock conditions decline based on updated stock assessnent information.
Therefore, it is concluded that no net change in Loligo landings will result
fromthis nmeasure.

Prices

Since this neasure could increase or decrease the |evel of Loligo |andings, it
can be assuned that, overall, there will not be a change in the price for this
speci es.

Consuner Surpl us

Assumi ng prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in consuner surplus associated with the
Loligo fishery.

Har vest Costs

No change in harvest costs are expected under this alternative.

Producer surplus

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,

there will be no correspondi ng change in producer surplus associated with the
Lol igo fishery.
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Enf orcenent Costs

No change in enforcenent costs are expected under this alternative.
Distributive Effects

There are no distributive effects anticipated fromthis neasure

Summary of | npacts

The Council is proposing to replace the control rule because it was determ ned
to be unnecessarily restrictive by SAW?29. For exanple, yield projections
conduct ed since devel opnent of the control rule indicated that the Loligo
stock could rebuild to By, . In retrospect, the Loligo stock quickly
rebounded to the By, | evel by 2000. |f the Council had followed the control
rule inplenented in Arendnment 8 for the 2000 fishery, the Loligo fishery woul d
have been cl osed for the entire year

Under this alternative, the basic el ements of the overfishing definition
required by the SFA, the overfishing threshold (Fyy) and ninimum bi omass

threshold (%2 Byy) Wl be retained. Since the stock will still be protected
fromoverfishing, no negative biological inpacts are expected fromthe
adjustnent to this nanagenent nmeasure. |n addition, the in-season adjustnent

nechanismwi |l a afford additional protection to the stock. For exanple,
under the current managenent system the annual specification for Loligo is
determ ned a year in advance of the fishing year for which the specifications
apply. Under the proposed alternative, the quota could be adjusted downward
during the fishing season if it is determned to be necessary to sudden
changes (declines) in Loligo stock abundance. The converse is also true

That is, if the stock is found to larger than anticipated the annual quota can
be adjusted upward to allow for increased yield fromthe fishery and yet

mai ntain a sustainable | evel of harvest within the guidelines of the SFA
Thus, this neasure will confer positive econonm c and social benefits in the
short termby allowing for in-season increases in yield during years of high
abundance. In the longer term the control rule will reduce the chance of
overfishing by allowing for decreases in yield and fishing nortality when

st ock abundance is | ower than anticipated

Like the preferred alternative, this alternative preserves the basic elenents
of the overfishing definition required by the SFA ( the overfishing threshold
(Fmsy) and m ni mum bi onass threshold (%2 Bwy) W ll be retained). |f the stock
is not protected fromoverfishing, sone negative econonmic inpacts could be
expected fromthe inplenentati on of this neasure

6.3.3.4 Maintain current control rule for Loligo (no action).

Under this option, the overfishing definition and control rule adopted in
Amendnent 8 woul d renmai n unchanged. Overfishing for Loligo was defined in
Amendnent 8 to occur when the catch associated with a threshold fishing
nortality rate of Fy is exceeded. Annual quotas are specified which
correspond to a target fishing nortality rate of 75 %of Fn. Target Fis
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defined as 75% of the F., when biomass is greater than 80,000 nt, and
decreases linearly to zero at 40,000 nt (% of the Bygy proxy).

Due to a lack of an enpirical nodel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and denand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provided
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs

Overall, there could be a decrease in the |andings of Loligo under this
alternative since the fishing norality target fishing is |ower than under the
preferred alternative, especially if biomass falls below the threshold and the
fishery had to be closed the entire fishing year.

Prices

Since this measure woul d decrease the level of Loligo |andings, it can be
assuned that the price for this species would increase

Consuner Surpl us

Assumi ng prices woul d i ncrease under the scenario constructed above, there
wi Il be a correspondi ng decrease in consumer surplus associated with the
Loligo fishery

Harvest Costs

No change in harvest costs are expected under this alternative

Producer surplus

Assumi ng prices would i ncrease under the scenario constructed above, there
woul d be a corresponding increase in producer surplus associated with the

Lol igo fishery

Enf or cenent Costs

No change in enforcenent costs are expected under this alternative.
Distributive Effects

There are no distributive effects anticipated fromthis nmeasure

Summary of Inpacts

The Council proposes to replace the control rule as described in the preferred
alternative, because it was deternined to be unnecessarily restrictive by SAW
29. For exanple, yield projections conducted since devel opnment of the contro

rule indicated that the Loligo stock could rebuild to By in a relatively
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short period of tinme, even at fishing nortality rates approaching Fpy. In
retrospect, the Loligo stock quickly rebounded to the By | evel by 2000. If
the Council had followed the control rule inplenmented in Anendnent 8 for the
2000 fishery, the Loligo fishery would have been closed for the entire year.
Thus failure to replace the control rule could have unwarranted negative
econoni ¢ and soci al consequences. The best exanple is fishing year 2000. |If
the Council had followed the control rule, the fishery would have been cl osed
and a significant source of revenue for the fisheries fleet in northeastern US
woul d have been | ost.

6.3.4 Alowfor an exenption fromthe Loligo trip limt during periods of
closure of the directed Loligo fishery for vessels engaged in the Illex
fishery

6.3.4.1 Vessels possessing Illex squid noratoriumpernits would be permitted
to possess Loligo taken seaward of the 50 fathom curve in an anmobunt not to
exceed 10% of the total weight of Illex on board during a period of closure of
the Loligo fishery during the nonths of August or Septenber.

The 2,500 pound trip limt for Loligo during directed Loligo fishery closures

creates a conpliance problemfor Illex squid fishery vessels which
occasional |y take higher levels of Loligo incidental to pursuit of Illex
squid. During the nmonths of June, July, August, and Septenber otter traw
vessel s participating in the directed fishery for Illex are be exenpt fromthe
Lol i go mi ni mum mesh requirenents if they possess Loligo. For the purposes of
this nmesh exenption, the directed Illex fishery for this tine periodis
defined as otter traw fishing for Illex seaward of the 50 fathom depth

contour. This nesh exenption was included Anmendnent 5 because of concerns
rai sed by fishernen that a small bycatch of Loligo can be expected in the

Illex fishery. |Industry advisors testified that the Loligo bycatch is very
smal | and that alnmost all of the Illex fishing during this period occurs
outside of the 50 fathom depth contour. The framework neasure proposed here
woul d build on the current mesh exenption but would be linited to the nonths
of August or Septenmber. Under this neasure, vessels which possess Illex squid
noratoriumpernits fishing east of the 50 fathom contour would be pernmitted to
possess Loligo in an amount not to exceed 10% of the total weight of Illex on

board during a period of closure of the Loligo fishery during the nonths of
August or Septenber.

Due to a lack of an enpirical nodel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and denand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provi ded
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs

Overall, there would be no change in the |l andings of Loligo under this
alternative.

Prices
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Since there would be no change in the I andings of Loligo under this
alternative, there will not be a change in the price for this species

Consuner Surpl us

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in consuner surplus associated with the
Lol igo fishery

Harvest Costs
No change in harvest costs are expected under this alternative
Producer surplus

Assumi ng prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above
there will be no correspondi ng change in producer surplus associated with the
Loligo fishery

Enf or cenent Costs

No change in enforcenent costs are expected under this alternative.

Distributive Effects

There are some distributive effects related to this nmeasure. The vessels
operating in the Illex fishery during August or Septenber wll experience an
increase in revenue because they will be pernmitted to retain a greater anount
of Loligo during those nonths conpared to the status quo. The increase in
revenues experienced by these vessels will cone at the expense of vessels
operating in the directed fishery for Loligo during the |ast quarter of the
fishing year. The level of this distributive effect depends upon when the
directed fishery closes in the third quarter. |In addition, there will be a
negative effect on deal ers which handle Loligo in the |ast quarter of the
fishing year. The effect on dealers is expected to be sinilar to the effect
on vessels during the |last quarter.

Summary of |npacts

To estimate the possible inmpact of the 10% 111 ex exenption under this option
I andi ngs data from 1999 was exam ned. This year was chosen because it is the
| ast year for which a conplete data set is available for which no closures of
the Loligo fishery occurred. In August or Septenber 1999 there were 34 trips
whi ch | anded nore than 25,000 Ibs of Illex in the NVFS Deal er report data
base. Trips less than 25,000 | bs were not included in the anal ysis because
the effect on these trips would be the sane under either the current 2,500 Ib
triplimt or the proposed 10% bycatch allowance (i.e., these trips would be
limted to 2,500 Ib of Loligo under either scenario). O these 34 trips,
there were 20 (or 59% which | anded greater than 2,500 I b of Loligo. The
armount of Loligo | anded on these trips ranged from2,700 Ib - 60,405 | bs. |If
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the directed Loligo fishery had been closed on August 1 (i.e., directed Loligo
fishery closed August or Septenber of 1999), these trips would have | anded

62, 353 under the 2,500 Ib trip limt. Under the 10% exenpti on option, these
trips woul d have been expected to | and 182,790 | bs of Loligo (i.e., under the
condition that the amount of Loligo | anded woul d not exceed 10% of the Il ex
landed on that trip). Therefore, under the 10% al | owance these trips would
have | anded an additional 120,500 Ib of Loligo relative to operating under the
2,500 Ib triplimt. This amount represents the additional |andings that
woul d result fromthe 10% bycatch all owance and cone at the “expense” of the
quarter 4 allocation

Current regul ations specify that the directed Loligo fishery is to be cl osed
during the last quarter when 95% of the total quota for the year is taken.

The fishery remains open for the remai nder of the fishing year at the bycatch
| evel of 2,500 |bs. Assumi ng that no quota overages occur during the first
three quarters (i.e., assumng that 100% of the quota allocation for each
quarter is taken but not exceeded), the directed fishery quota for quarter 4
woul d be 10, 066,204 I b. Therefore, the additional Loligo taken during quarter
3 due to the 10% 111 ex exenption would represent about 1.8% of the quarter 4
directed fishery quota if the directed Loligo fishery was cl osed on August 1
2001 in quarter 3 (Table 30).

The nost likely closure date of the directed Loligo fishery in quarter 3
(based on the 2001 specifications), was estinmated based on the average weekly
I andi ngs of Loligo for the period 1997-1999. This tine frame was chosen
because it is the nmost recent three year period during which no closure of the
directed Loligo fishery occurred. Based on observed weekly | andi ngs during
quarter 3 for the period 1997-1999, it was projected that the directed Loligo
fishery would close at the end of week 37. Therefore, the projected closure
date woul d be 19 Septenber 2001 or the last two weeks of quarter 3. Assuning
the directed Loligo fishery is closed on this date, the expected |evel of
Lol i go | andi ngs under the Illex exenption would be 40,620 pounds or about 0.4%
of the directed fishery allocation in quarter 4 (Table 30). Based on the
observed | evel of bycatch in 1999 and a projected cl osure during weeks weeks
38 and 39, this neasure is not expected to increase the chance that an
overage woul d occur relative to the annual quota. This level of Loligo
bycatch is the nost likely | evel expected under the 10% 111 ex exenption
Therefore, this measure is not expected to result in any negative econonic or
bi ol ogi cal inmpacts due to a quota overage

However, the worst case scenario under the 10% 11 ex exenption that can be
constructed would be to assunme that all trips that |anded greater than 25, 000

pounds of Illex during August or Septenber would retain Loligo in the anount
equal to 10% of the Illex |anded. Thi s anal ysis was based on unpubl i shed
NVFS deal er reports for trips that |anded greater than 25,6000 pounds of Il ex

during August or Septenber for the period 1997-1999. An estimate of the
armount of Loligo expected to be | anded under these conditions was obtained as
the product of 0.1 and the average anmount of |llex |anded per week for the
three year period 1997-1999. Assuming that the directed Loligo fishery is

cl osed on August 1, 2001 and the worst case |level of Loligo retention is
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realized, 1,228,287 Ibs of Loligo would be the maxi mum anount expected under
the 10% exenption rule (31). The expected level of Loligo retention under
these conditions is given by closure week in Table 31. As noted above, the
actual projected closure date based on 1997-1999 Loligo | andi ngs by week woul d
be expected to occur on or about Septenber 19, 2001 (i.e, the directed fishery
woul d be closed for weeks 38 and 39). Assuming this closure period and if the
worst case level of Loligo retention is realized, 113,448 |bs of Loligo woul d
be the maxi mum anount expected under the 10% exenption rule (Table 31). This
woul d represent about 1.1% of the directed fishery allocation in quarter 4
(Table 31). Based on the worst case scenario | evel of bycatch and a projected
closure during weeks 38 and 39, this nmeasure is not expected to increase the
chance that an overage would occur relative to the annual quota. Therefore,
this nmeasure is not expected to result in any negative econonic or social
impacts due to a quota overage, even under the worst case senario assumng a
closure during the last two weeks of quarter 3

6.3.4.2 Vessel s possessing Illex squid noratoriumpernits would be permitted
to possess Loligo in an amount not to exceed 20%f the total weight of Illex
on board during a period of closure of the Loligo fishery during the nonths of
June- Sept enber

The 2,500 pound trip limt for Loligo during directed Loligo fishery closures

creates a conpliance problemfor Illex squid fishery vessels which
occasional ly take higher levels of Loligo incidental to pursuit of Illex
squid. During the nmonths of June, July, August, and Septenber, otter traw
vessel s participating in the directed fishery for Illex are be exenpt fromthe
Lol i go m ni mum nmesh requirenents if they possess Loligo. For the purposes of
this mesh exenption, the directed Illex fishery for this tine period is
defined as otter traw fishing for Illex seaward of the 50 fathom depth

contour. This nesh exenption was included Anendrment 5 because of concerns

rai sed by fishernen that a small bycatch of Loligo can be expected in the
Illex fishery. |Industry advisors testified that the Loligo bycatch is very
smal |l and that alnmost all of the Illex fishing during this period occurs
out si de of the 50 fathom depth contour. The framewor k neasure proposed here
woul d build on the current nmesh exenption. Under this measure, vessels which
possess Illex squid noratoriumpernmts would be permitted to possess Loligo in
an anount not to exceed 20% of the total weight of Illex on board during a
period of closure of the Loligo fishery during the nonths of June- Septenber

Due to a lack of an enpirical nodel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and denand, a qualitative approach to the economic
assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provided
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs

Overall, there would be no change in the | andings of Loligo under this
al ternative.

Prices
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Since there would be no change in the I andings of Loligo under this
alternative, there will not be a change in the price for this species

Consuner Surpl us

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in consuner surplus associated with the
Lol igo fishery

Harvest Costs
No change in harvest costs are expected under this alternative
Producer surplus

Assumi ng prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above
there will be no correspondi ng change in producer surplus associated with the
Loligo fishery

Enf or cenent Costs

No change in enforcenent costs are expected under this alternative.

Distributive Effects

There coul d be severe distributive effects related to this nmeasure. The
vessel s operating in the Illex fishery during June-Septenber will experience
an increase in revenue because they will be permtted to retain a greater
armount of Loligo during those nonths conpared to the status quo. The increase
in revenues experienced by these vessels will come at the expense of vessels
operating in the directed fishery for Loligo during the |ast quarter of the
fishing year. The level of this distributive effect depends upon when the
directed fishery closes in the third quarter. |In addition, there will be a
negative effect on deal ers which handle Loligo in the |ast quarter of the
fishing year. The effect on dealers is expected to be sinilar to the effect
on vessels during the |last quarter.

Summary of | npacts

Overall, since the annual quota is the chief mechanismused to control fishing
nortality in the Loligo fishery, the Illex fishery exenption fromthe 2500
pound trip limt during periods of closure of the directed Loligo fishery
during June-Septenber is not expected to have any negative biol ogi cal inpacts
on the Loligo stock. However, the bycatch allowance in the Illex fishery
could result in an overage in the third quarter of the Loligo fishery and/or
reduce the anmount of Loligo available for quarter 4 relative to the status
quo. Any additional |andings that would result fromthe 20% bycatch al | owance
come at the “expense” of the quarter 4 allocation.

Current regul ations specify that the directed Loligo fishery is to be cl osed
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during the last quarter when 95%of the total quota for the year is taken

The fishery remains open for the renminder of the fishing year at the bycatch
| evel of 2,500 Ibs. Assum ng that no quota overages occur during the first
three quarters (i.e., assum ng that 100% of the quota allocation for each
quarter is taken but not exceeded), the directed fishery quota for quarter 4
woul d be 10, 066,204 | b

The nost likely closure date of the directed Loligo fishery in quarter 3
(based on the 2001 specifications), was estimated based on the average weekly
I andi ngs of Loligo for the period 1997-1999. This tine frame was chosen
because it is the nmost recent three year period during which no closure of the
directed Loligo fishery occurred. Based on observed weekly | andi ngs during
quarter 3 for the period 1997-1999, it was projected that the directed Loligo
fishery would likely close at the end of week 37. Therefore, the projected
closure date would be 19 Septenber 2001 or the | ast two weeks of quarter 3.

The worst case scenario under the 20% 11 ex exenption that can be constructed
woul d be to assume that all trips that |anded greater than 12,500 pounds of
I'l'l'ex during June through Septenber would retain Loligo in the amount equal to
20% of the Illex |anded. Thi s anal ysis was based on unpublished NWMFS deal er
reports for trips that |anded greater than 12,500 pounds of Illex during June
and Septenber for the period 1997-1999. An estinmate of the anount of Loligo
expected to be | anded under these conditions was obtained as the product of
0.2 and the average anount of Illex |anded per week for the three year period
1997-1999. Assuning that the directed Loligo fishery is closed on June 1,
2001 and the worst case level of Loligo retention is realized, 3,845,307 |bs
of Loligo would be the maxi mum amount expected under the 20% exenption rule
(Table 32). The expected | evel of Loligo retention under these conditions is
given by closure week in Table 32. As noted above, the actual projected

cl osure date based on 1997-1999 Loligo |andings by week woul d be expected to
occur on or about Septenber 19, 2001 (i.e, the directed fishery would be
closed for weeks 38 and 39). Assunming this closure period and if the worst
case level of Loligo retention is realized under the 20%rul e, 205,517 | bs of
Lol i go woul d be the maxi mum anount expected under the 20% exenption rul e
(Table 32). This would represent about 2.0%of the directed fishery
allocation in quarter 4 (Table 32). Based on the worst case scenario |evel of
bycatch (20% and a projected cl osure during weeks 22-39, this nmeasure would
be expected to increase the chance that an overage would occur relative to the
annual quota. Therefore, this nmeasure could result in negative econom c and
social inpacts due to a quota overage if the worst case scenario was realized

6.3.4.3 No exenption fromthe 2,500 Ib Loligo trip limt during a period of
closure of the Loligo fishery (no action).

Under the no action alternative vessels fishing in the Illex fishery would not
be exenpt fromthe Loligo trip linmt during periods when the directed Loligo

fishery is closed and would be restricted to 2,500 | bs per trip.

Due to a lack of an enpirical mobdel for these fisheries and know edge of
elasticities of supply and demand, a qualitative approach to the econonic
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assessnent was adopted. Nevertheless, quantitative neasures are provi ded
whenever possi bl e.

Landi ngs

Overall, there would be no change in the | andings of Loligo under this
al ternative.

Prices

Since there woul d be no change in the | andings of Loligo under this
alternative, there will not be a change in the price for this species

Consuner Surpl us

Assumi ng prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above
there will be no correspondi ng change in consuner surplus associated with the
Loligo fishery

Harvest Costs

No change in harvest costs are expected under this alternative

Producer surplus

Assuming prices will not be affected under the scenario constructed above,
there will be no correspondi ng change in producer surplus associated with the
Lol igo fishery

Enf or cenent Cost s

No change in enforcenent costs are expected under this alternative.
Distributive Effects

There are no distributive effects related to this nmeasure

Summary of |npacts

Overall, since the annual quota is the chief mechanismused to control fishing
nortality in the Loligo fishery, the 2500 pound trip limt during periods of
closure of the directed Loligo fishery is not expected to have any negative
economi ¢ or social inpacts due to quota overages. The Illex fleet will be
forced to discard the amobunt of Loligo taken in excess of 2,500 |b per trip.
These unavoi dabl e di scards represent biol ogi cal and econom ¢ waste since nost
if not all of the discarded Loligo will be dead

6.4 DETERM NATI ONS OF A SI GNI FI CANT REGULATCORY ACTI ON

This framework action does not constitute a significant regulatory action
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under Executive Order 12866 for the following reasons. (1) It will not have an
annual effect on the econony of nore than $100 mllion. Based on unpublished
NVFS prelimnary data (Maine-North Carolina) the total comrercial value for
the Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish fisheries was estimated at $42.3
mllion in 1999. The nmeasures considered in this regulatory action will not
affect total revenues generated by the comercial industry to the extent that
a $100 nillion annual economc inpact will occur. The action is necessary to
mai ntain the harvest of Atlantic nackerel and squid at sustainable |evels.

The action benefits in a material way the econony, productivity, conpetition
and jobs. The action will not adversely affect, in the long-term

conpetition, jobs, the environnent, public health or safety, or state, |ocal

or tribal governnent comunities. (2) The action will not create a serious
inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned by

anot her agency. No other agency has indicated that it plans an action that
will affect the Atlantic nmackerel, squid and butterfish fisheries in the EEZ
(3) The action will not naterially alter the budgetary inpact of entitlenents
grants, user fees, or loan prograns or the rights and obligations of their
participants. (4) The final action does not raise novel |egal or policy issues
arising out of legal nmandates, the President's priorities, or the principles
set forth in this Executive O der.

6.5 REVI EW OF | MPACTS RELATI VE TO THE REGULATORY FLEXI BI LI TY ACT
6.5.1. Introduction

The purpose of the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) is to mnimze the adverse
i npacts from burdensone regul ati ons and record keepi ng requi renents on snal
busi nesses, small organizations, and small governnent entities. The category
of small entities likely to be affected by the final plan is that of

commercial Atlantic nackerel, squid and butterfish fishernen. The inpacts of
the final action on the fishing industry and the econony as a whole were

di scussed above. The follow ng discussion of inpacts centers specifically on
the effects of the final actions on the nentioned small businesses entities.

6.5.2. Determnation of Significant Econom c Inpact on a Substantial Nunber of
Smal | Entities

Based on 1999 NWFS deal er reports, a total of 559 vessels landed 26.5 mllion
pounds of Atlantic mackerel valued at $3.6 nmillion (Table 4). Mst of the
vessel s which | anded nackerel al so possessed Loligo/Butterfish noratorium
permts and Illex permts (Table 5). There were 260 vessel s which | anded 0.8
mllion pounds of Atlantic mackerel which possessed incidental catch pernits.
A total of 523 vessels landed 41.4 mllion pounds of Loligo valued at 32.2
mllion in 1999. Mst of these |andings were taken by vessels which possessed
Loligo/Butterfish noratoriumpermts (Table 5). A total of 86 vessels |anded

16.3 nmillion pounds of Illex valued at $3.6 mllion in 1999. Virtually al
of these | andings were taken by vessel s which possessed |11l ex noratorium
permits (Table 5). A total of 522 vessels landed 4.7 mllion pounds of Il ex

valued at $2.7 mllion in 1999

The Smal | Business Adnministration (SBA) defines a snall business in the
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commercial fishing and recreational fishing activity, as a firmwth receipts
(gross revenues) of up to $2.0 and $3.0 nillion, respectively. According to
NVFS pernmit file data (19 January 2001) 2007 commercial vessels were hol ding
Atlantic mackerel permts, 400 vessels were holding Loligo/butterfish
nmoratoriumpernits, 77 vessels possessed Illex permts, 1598 vessels held
incidental catch permts and 522 vessels held party/charter pernits. There
was a total of 2700 distinct vessels holding one or nore of the permts
descri bed above. Al of these vessels readily fall within the definition of
smal | business. In addition, there were 352 deal ers whi ch possessed Squi d,
Mackerel, Butterfish dealer permts which could be affected by the proposed
acti ons.

6.5.3. Analysis of Econonic Inpacts of Proposed and Alternative Framework
Managenent Measures

6.5.3.1 Illex noratorium extension

The inplenmentation of the preferred framework managenent neasure to extend the
nmoratoriumfor an additional year or the first option to extend the noratorium
for an additional five years nmaintain the status quo in this fishery, at |east
in the short term As a result, neither of these neasures are expected to
change gross revenues as a consequence of the proposed actions. Therefore it
is correct to assume that the these alternatives represent no constraint on
vessels in these fisheries in aggregate or individually. In the absence of
such constraints, there is no inpact on revenues under the Regul atory
Flexibility Act.

In the case of the no action alternative, the noratoriumon entry into the
Illex fishery would expire in July of 2002. Under this option, the fishery
will revert to open access and which will result in an increase in fishing
effort inthe Illex fishery. There are currently 77 vessels which possess
Illex noratoriumpermts. The distribution of these vessels by size and home
port state is described in Tables 12 and 36. Cverall, it appears that the
state of NJ appears to be the nost heavily inpacted state under the no action
alternative. In order to assess the potential inpact associated with an
increase in effort in the Illex fishery, three scenarios were examned in a
threshold analysis. In the first scenario an increase in effort of 75% was
assuned. In Scenarios Il and Il an increase in effort of 50% and 25% were
assuned, respectively. The anal ysis was conducted under the assunption that an
increase in effort would yield a proportional decrease in Illex revenue
(i.e.,an increase in effort of 50%would yield a decrease in Illex revenues of
50% . Lastly, it was al so assunmed that changes in Illex revenues associ ated
with changes in effort would be the sane across all vessels participating in
the fishery. The analysis was based on 1998 because this was the year that
the Il1ex quota was conpletely taken and therefore, represents the greatest

i mpact under the current quota specifications

Anal ysis of Inpacts for Participating Vessels - Scenario

Scenario | is the nost restrictive scenario. Under this scenario, it was
assuned that revenues derived fromlanding Illex are reduced by 75%due to a
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hypot hetical increase in effort of 75% The results of the threshold analysis
are reported in Table 37. Wile overall fleet revenue renmained the sanme, a
total of 109 vessels were projected to be inpacted by revenue | osses that
ranged fromless than 5 percent for 84 vessels, to a nmaxi num of 30-39 percent
for one vessel. Wile overall fleet revenue remained the sane, a total of 109
vessel s were projected to be inpacted by revenue | osses that ranged fromless
than 5 percent for 79 vessels to a maxi mum of 40-49 percent for 2 vessels.

Impacts of the hypothetical increase in effort were exanined relative to a
vessel's hone state as reported on the vessel’s permt application (Table 38).
“Honme state” indicates the state where a vessel is based and primarily ported
and is presuned to reflect to where the costs and benefits of nanagenent
actions return. However, honme state is self-reported at the tine an
individual applies for a Federal permt and nay not necessarily indicate where
the vessel subsequently conducts nost of its activity. There were no inpacted
vessel s hone-ported in Maryl and, New Hanpshire, or Virginia;, a high of 15
vessel s had hone ports in New Jersey. Qhers were in Massachusetts, Maine
New York, Rhode |sland, and North Carolina.

The nunber of inpacted vessels (revenue reduction >5% by hone state ranged
fromnone in Maryl and, New Hanpshire, and Virginia to a high of 15 in New
Jersey. The larger nunber of inpacted vessels in New Jersey nay be due to a
relatively larger Illex fleet in that state and hi gher dependence on |11 ex.

Anal ysis of Inpacts for Participating Vessels - Scenario |

Under this scenario, it was assumed that revenues derived fromlanding Illex
woul d be reduced by 50% due to a hypothetical increase in effort of 50% The
results of the threshold analysis are reported in Table 39. While overal

fleet revenue renained the sane, a total of 109 vessels were projected to be

i mpacted by revenue | osses that ranged fromless than 5 percent for 84
vessel s, to a maxi numof 30-39 percent for one vessel. Wile overall fleet
revenue remai ned the sane, a total of 109 vessels were projected to be

i mpacted by revenue | osses that ranged fromless than 5 percent for 84
vessel s, to a maxi num of 30-39 percent for one vessel

Impacts of the hypothetical increase in effort were exanined relative to a
vessel’s hone state as reported on the vessel’s permt application (Table 40).
“Honme state” indicates the state where a vessel is based and primarily ported
and is presunmed to reflect to where the costs and benefits of nanagenent
actions return. However, home state is self-reported at the tine an

i ndi vidual applies for a Federal permt and may not necessarily indicate where
the vessel subsequently conducts nost of its activity. There were no inpacted
vessel s hone-ported in Maryl and, New Hanpshire, or Virginia; a high of 11
vessel s had home ports in New Jersey. Qhers were in Massachusetts, Maine,
Rhode Island, and North Carolina. The |arger nunber of inpacted vessels in
New Jersey may be due to a relatively larger Illex fleet in that state and

hi gher dependence on 111 ex.

Anal ysis of Inpacts for Participating Vessels - Scenario |1
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Scenario Il is the least restrictive scenario. Under this scenario, it was
assuned that revenues derived fromlanding Illex would be reduced by 25% due
to a hypothetical increase in effort of 25% The results of the threshold
anal ysis are reported in Table 41. Wile overall fleet revenue remained the
sane, a total of 109 vessels were projected to be inpacted by revenue | osses
that ranged fromless than 5 percent, for 88 vessels, to a maxi num of 10-19
percent for 8 vessels

Impacts of the hypothetical increase in effort were exanmined relative to a
vessel's hone state as reported on the vessel’s permt application (Table 42).
“Home state” indicates the state where a vessel is based and primarily ported
and is presuned to reflect to where the costs and benefits of nanagenent
actions return. However, honme state is self-reported at the tine an
individual applies for a Federal permt and nay not necessarily indicate where
the vessel subsequently conducts nost of its activity. The nunber of inpacted
vessel s by home state ranged fromnone in Maryl and, New Hanpshire, New York,
and Virginia, to a high of 11 in New Jersey. Qher inpacted vessels were hone
ported in Massachusetts, Maine, Rhode Island, and North Carolina. The |arger
nunber of inpacted vessels in New Jersey may be due to a relatively |arger
Illex fleet in that state and hi gher dependence on |11 ex.

6.5.3.2 Tineliness of Quota Specifications for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and
Il'lex squid and Butterfish

The only nmeasure considered relative to quota specifications which would be
expected to change gross revenues as a consequence of the proposed action
woul d be the option which would close the fisheries in the event that the
final rule for quota specifications is not published prior to the start of the
fishing year. This neasure would have significant negative econom c
consequences for vessels operating in the Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and
butterfish fisheries because |andings of these three species would be
prohibited until the final rule for new specifications is published and
significant |andings occur early in the fishing year. Based on the recent
publication date of the annual specifications for Atlantic mackerel, squid and
butterfish, these fisheries would nost |ikely be closed during the nmonths of
January and February under this alternative. The likely negative effects of
this measure would be the | oss of revenue associated with the |andi ngs of
Atlantic nmackerel, Loligo and butterfish during the nmonths of January and
February. During 1999, the value of the January and February | andi ngs of each
speci es, respectively , was $1.7 million, $5.2 million, and $.0.9 nillion
(Table 43). The total value of the | andings of these three species during the
first two nonths of 1999 represent about 20% of the annual revenue generated
for all three species based on 1999 | andings data. For Atlantic mackerel
there were 291 vessels which landed 12.1 nillion pounds of nackerel valued at
$1.7 mllion. A closure in January and February would result in a |loss of
mackerel revenue of $5842 per vessel under this alternative. For Loligo

there were 281 vessels which landed 6.5 nillion pounds of Loligo valued at
$5.1 mllion. A closure in January and February would result in a |oss of
Lol i go revenue of $18,361 per vessel under this alternative. For

butterfish, there were 228 vessels which landed 1.4 nmillion pounds of
butterfish valued at $0.9 mllion. A closure in January and February woul d
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result in a loss of butterfish revenue of $4067 per vessel under this
alternative. This nmeasure would be expected to have little or no econonmic
inpact on the Illex fishery since the directed fishery occurs during in the
summer nont hs

6.5.3.3 Loligo control rule

The i npl emrentation either option (preferred and non-preferred framework
managenent neasures described in section 5.3.3.3.1) relative to the Loligo
control rule and in-season adjustnment are not expected to change gross
revenues as a consequence of the proposed actions. Therefore it is correct to
assune that neither of the these alternatives represent a constraint on
vessels in these fisheries in aggregate or individually. In the absence of
such constraints, there is no inpact on revenues under the Regul atory
Flexibility Act.

However, the no action alternative could have severe econom ¢ consequences if
the stock bionmass falls below % Bnsy. |f the Council had foll owed the contro
rule inplemented in Arendnent 8 for the 2000 fishery, the Loligo fishery would
have been closed for the entire year. Thus failure to replace the contro
rul e coul d have unwarranted negative econonic and soci al consequences. The
best exanple is for fishing year 2000. |If the Council had followed the
control rule, the fishery woul d have been cl osed and a significant source of
revenue for the fisheries fleet in northeastern US would have been | ost.
Prelimnary NMFS deal er data indicate that 525 vessels | anded 34.9 nillion
pounds of Loligo in 2000 valued at $27.3 mllion. A conplete closure of the
fishery in 2000 woul d have resulted in an economc | oss of $52,000 per vesse
due to loss of Loligo revenue

6.5.3.4 Allowfor an exenption fromthe Loligo trip limt during periods of
closure of the directed Loligo fishery for vessels engaged in the Il1lex
fishery

The preferred alternative woul d al |l ow vessel s possessing Illex squid
noratoriumpermts to possess Loligo taken seaward of the 50 fathomcurve in
an anount not to exceed 10% of the total weight of Illex on board during a
period of closure of the Loligo fishery during the nmonths of August or

Sept enber .

Overall, since the annual quota is the chief nechanismused to control fishing
nortality in the Loligo fishery, the Illex fishery exenption fromthe 2500
pound trip limt during periods of closure of the directed Loligo fishery
during August or Septenber is not expected to change the gross revenues from
the Loligo fishery. However, the bycatch allowance in the Illex fishery could
result in an overage in the third quarter of the Loligo fishery and/or reduce
the amount of Loligo available for quarter 4 relative to the status quo. To
estimate the possible inpact of the 10% 11 ex exenption under this option

I andi ngs data from 1999 were exam ned. This year was chosen because it is the
| ast year for which a conplete data set is available for which no closures of
the Loligo fishery occurred. In August or Septenber 1999 there were 34 trips
whi ch | anded nore than 25,000 Ibs of Illex in the NVFS Deal er report data
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base. Trips less than 25,000 | bs were not included in the anal ysis because
the effect on these trips would be the sane under either the current 2,500 Ib
triplimt or the proposed 10% bycatch allowance (i.e., these trips would be
limted to 2,500 Ib of Loligo under either scenario). O these 34 trips,
there were 20 (or 59% which |anded greater than 2,500 I b of Loligo. The
amount of Loligo | anded on these trips ranged from2,700 Ib - 60,405 | bs. |If
the directed Loligo fishery had been closed on August 1 (i.e., directed Loligo
fishery closed August or Septenber of 1999), these trips woul d have | anded

62, 353 under the 2,500 Ib trip limt. Under the 10% exenption option, these
trips woul d have been expected to land 182,790 | bs of Loligo (i.e., under the
condition that the amount of Loligo | anded woul d not exceed 10% of the Il ex
landed on that trip). Therefore, under the 10% al | owance these trips woul d
have | anded an additional 120,500 |b of Loligo relative to operating under the
2,500 Ib triplimt. This amount represents the additional |andings that
woul d result fromthe 10% bycatch al | onance and cone at the “expense” of the
quarter 4 allocation

Current regul ations specify that the directed Loligo fishery is to be cl osed
during the last quarter when 95%of the total quota for the year is taken

The fishery remains open for the renminder of the fishing year at the bycatch
| evel of 2,500 Ibs. Assum ng that no quota overages occur during the first
three quarters (i.e., assum ng that 100% of the quota allocation for each
quarter is taken but not exceeded), the directed fishery quota for quarter 4
woul d be 10,066,204 I b. Therefore, the additional Loligo taken during quarter
3 due to the 10% 111 ex exenption would represent about 1.8% of the quarter 4
directed fishery quota if the directed Loligo fishery was cl osed on August 1
2001 in quarter 3 (Table 30). There would not be any vessels which woul d
experience greater than a 5% reduction in total annual revenues as a result of
this option based on observed | evels of Loligo bycatch in the Illex fishery in
1999. If the fishery were closed in the first week of August, then the
expected |l evel of Loligo bycatch in quarter 3 would represent 0.44% of the
annual revenue derived fromLoligo in 1999. |If the directed Loligo fishery
was cl osed on August 19, 2001 the anmount taken as bycatch under the 10% 111 ex
exenption woul d represent 0.05 % of the annual revenue derived from Loligo
fishing in 1999

The nost likely closure date of the directed Loligo fishery in quarter 3
(based on the 2001 specifications), was estimated based on the average weekly
I andi ngs of Loligo for the period 1997-1999. This tine frame was chosen
because it is the nmost recent three year period during which no closure of the
directed Loligo fishery occurred. Based on observed weekly | andi ngs during
quarter 3 for the period 1997-1999, it was projected that the directed Loligo
fishery would close at the end of week 37. Therefore, the projected closure
date woul d be 19 Septenber 2001 or the |last two weeks of quarter 3. Assuning
the directed Loligo fishery is closed on this date, the expected |evel of
Lol i go | andi ngs under the Illex exenption would be 40,620 pounds or about 0.4%
of the directed fishery allocation in quarter 4 (Table 30). Based on the
observed | evel of bycatch in 1999 and a projected cl osure during weeks weeks
38 and 39, this neasure is not expected to increase the chance that an
overage woul d occur relative to the annual quota. This level of Loligo
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bycatch is the nost likely | evel expected under the 10%111ex exenption. |If
the directed Loligo fishery was closed on August 19, 2001, the ampunt taken as
bycat ch under the 10% 11 ex exenption woul d represent 0.12 % of the annua
revenue derived fromLoligo fishing in 1999. No vessels woul d experience a

| oss of revenue greater than 5% under this scenario.

However, the worst case scenario under the 10% 111 ex exenption that can be
constructed would be to assume that all trips that |anded greater than 25, 000
pounds of Illex during August or Septenber would retain Loligo in the anmount
equal to 10% of the Illex | anded. Thi s anal ysis was based on unpubl i shed
NVFS deal er reports for trips that |anded greater than 25,000 pounds of IIllex
duri ng August or Septenber for the period 1997-1999. An estinmate of the
anount of Loligo expected to be | anded under these conditions was obtained as
the product of 0.1 and the average anmount of |llex |anded per week for the
three year period 1997-1999. Assuming that the directed Loligo fishery is

cl osed on August 1, 2001 and the worst case |level of Loligo retention is
realized, 1,228,287 Ibs of Loligo would be the maxi mum amount expected under
the 10% exenption rule (Table 31). This would represent about12.2 % of the
directed fishery allocation in quarter 4 and about 3.0% of annual Loligo
revenues in 1999 (Table 31). The expected | evel of Loligo retention under the
wor st case scenario is given by closure week in Table 31. As noted above, the
actual projected closure date based on 1997-1999 Loligo | andi ngs by week woul d
be expected to occur on or about Septenber 19, 2001 (i.e, the directed fishery
woul d be closed for weeks 38 and 39). Assuming this closure period and if the
worst case level of Loligo retention is realized, 113,448 |bs of Loligo would
be the nmaxi mum anount expected under the 10% exenption rule (Table 31). This
woul d represent about 1.1% of the directed fishery allocation in quarter 4 and
about 0.3% of annual Loligo revenues in 1999 (Table 31). Based on the worst
case scenario | evel of bycatch and a projected closure during weeks 38 and
39, this nmeasure is not expected to increase the chance that an overage woul d
occur relative to the annual quota. Therefore, this neasure is not expected
to result in any negative econonmic or social inpacts due to a quota overage,
even under the worst case scenario assumng a closure during the last two
weeks of quarter 3. No vessels woul d experience a | oss of revenue greater than
5% under any of the worst case scenari os.

The next alternative would all ow vessel s possessing Il1ex squid noratorium
permits to possess Loligo in an anount not to exceed 20%f the total weight
of Illex on board during a period of closure of the Loligo fishery during the

nont hs of June-Septenber. Current regul ations specify that the directed
Loligo fishery is to be closed during the |ast quarter when 95% of the tota
quota for the year is taken. The fishery renains open for the renai nder of
the fishing year at the bycatch |evel of 2,500 Ibs. Assumi ng that no quota
overages occur during the first three quarters (i.e., assumng that 100% of
the quota allocation for each quarter is taken but not exceeded), the
directed fishery quota for quarter 4 woul d be 10, 066, 204 | b.

The nost likely closure date of the directed Loligo fishery in quarter 3
(based on the 2001 specifications), was estinated based on the average weekly
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I andi ngs of Loligo for the period 1997-1999. This tine frame was chosen
because it is the nmost recent three year period during which no closure of the
directed Loligo fishery occurred. Based on observed weekly | andi ngs during
quarter 3 for the period 1997-1999, it was projected that the directed Loligo
fishery would likely close at the end of week 37. Therefore, the projected
closure date would be 19 Septenber 2001 or the | ast two weeks of quarter 3.

The worst case scenario under the 20% 111 ex exenption that can be constructed
woul d be to assume that all trips that |anded greater than 25,000 pounds of
Il'l'ex during June through Septenber would retain Loligo in the amount equal to
20% of the Illex | anded. Thi s anal ysis was based on unpublished NWFS deal er
reports for trips that |anded greater than 25,000 pounds of Illex during June
and Septenber for the period 1997-1999. An estinmate of the anount of Loligo
expected to be | anded under these conditions was obtained as the product of
0.2 and the average anount of Illex |anded per week for the three year period
1997-1999. Assunming that the directed Loligo fishery is closed on June 1,
2001 and the worst case |level of Loligo retention is realized, 3,831,177 |bs
of Loligo would be the maxi mnum amount expected under the 20% exenption rule
(Table 32). This would represent 38.1 % of the quarter 4 Loligo allocation and
9.3 %of the annual revenues for loligo in 1999. The expected | evel of Loligo
retention under worst case conditions is given by closure week in Table 32

As noted above, the actual projected closure date based on 1997-1999 Loligo

I andi ngs by week woul d be expected to occur on or about Septenber 19, 2001
(i.e, the directed fishery would be closed for weeks 38 and 39). Assuming this
closure period and if the worst case level of Loligo retention is realized
under the 20% rule, 204,647 |bs of Loligo would be the nmaxi mum anobunt expected
under the 10% exenption rule (Table 32). This would represent about 2.0% of
the directed fishery allocation in quarter 4 and about 0.5 % of the annua
revenues derived fromLoligo in 1999 (Table 32). Based on the worst case
scenario |l evel of bycatch (20% and a projected closure during weeks 22-39 a
total of 33 vessels would be expected to experience total revenue reductions
greater than 5%due to the 20% |11 ex exenption

The no action alternative would naintain the status quo in this fishery. As a
result, this option will not change gross revenues. Therefore it is correct
to assune that the this alternative represents no constraint on vessels in
these fisheries in aggregate or individually. |In the absence of such
constraints, there is no inpact on revenues under the Regulatory Flexibility
Act .

6.5.4 Expl anation of Wiy The Action is Being Considered

Regul ations i nplenenting the Fishery Managenent Plan for the Atlantic
Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Fisheries (FMP) prepared by the Council appear
at 50 CFR Part 648. These regulations stipulate that the Secretary wll
publish a notice specifying the initial annual anmpbunts of the initial optinum
yield (10Oy) as well as the anounts for allowabl e biol ogical catch (ABC
donestic annual harvest (DAH), donestic annual processing (DAP), joint venture
processing (JVP), and total allowable levels of foreign fishing (TALFF) for

t he speci es managed under the FMP. In addition, the regulations allow for the
nodi fications through a franework adjustnment procedure adopted in Anendnent 8
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This framework action is being considered to remedy the problens outlined in
section 2.2.

6.5.5. Objectives and Legal Basis for the Rule

Refer to the section on Managenent (bjectives of the Arendnent docunent
(section 4.3). The Magnuson- Stevens Fi shery Conservation and Managenent Act
(Public Law 94-265) as anended through Cctober 11, 1996 provi des the |ega
basis for the rule.

6.5. 6. Denographic Analysis

Refer to the sections on description of fishing activities (section 7),
economi ¢ characteristics of the fishery (section 8), and the fishery inpact
statenent (section 9.2.6) of Amendnent 5 to the Atlantic nackerel squid and
butterfish FMP

6.5.7. Cost Analysis

Refer to the section on Regul atory Inpact Analysis.

6.5.8. Conpetitive Effects Analysis

There are no | arge businesses involved in the industry, therefore, there are
no di sproportional snall versus |arge business effects. There are no

di sproportional costs of conpliance anong the affected small entities

6.5.9. ldentification of Overlapping Regul ations

The final action does not create regulations that conflict with any state
regul ations or other federal |aws.

6.5.10. Concl usi ons

The preceding anal ysis of inpacts relative to the Regulatory Flexibility Act
indicates that the final regulatory actions do not result in significant
economi c inpacts on small entities.

7. 1 MPACTS CF THE PLAN RELATI VE TO FEDERALI SM

This Framework Action does not contain policies with federalisminplications
sufficient to warrant preparation of a federalismassessnment under Executive

8.0 OTHER APPLI CABLE LAWS

8.1 RELATI ON OF RECOMVENDED MEASURES TO EXI STI NG APPLI CABLE LAWS AND PCLI Gl ES
8.1.1 FVPs

This FMP is related to other plans to the extent that all fisheries of the
northwest Atlantic are part of the same general geophysical, biological

social, and economc setting. U S. fishernen usually are active in nore than a
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single fishery. Thus regul ati ons inplenmented to govern harvesting of one
species or a group of related species may inpact on other fisheries by causing
transfers of fishing effort.

8.1.2 Treaties or International Agreenents

No treaties or international agreements, other than G FAs entered into
pursuant to the MBFCMA, relate to this fishery.

8.1.3 Federal Law and Policies

8.1.3.1 Inpacts on Protected Species Under the Endangered Species Act and
Mari ne Mamral Protection Act

The numerous speci es which inhabit the managenent unit of this FMP that are
afforded protection under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (i.e., for
those designated as threatened or endangered) and/or the Marine Mammal
Protection Act of 1972 (MWA) are described in Section 5. 4.

8.2 National Marine Sanctuaries

In addition to the issue of general habitat degradation, several habitats
within the FMP' s managenent unit are protected under the National Marine
Sanctuaries Act of 1973. National narine sanctuaries are allowed to be
establ i shed under the National Marine Sanctuaries Act of 1973. Currently,
there are 11 designated narine sanctuaries that create a systemthat protects
over 14,000 square mles (National Mine Sanctuary Program 1993).

There are two designated national nmarine sanctuaries in the area covered by
the FMP: the Mnitor National Marine Sanctuary off North Carolina, and the
Stel | wagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary of f Massachusetts. There are
currently five additional proposed sanctuaries, but only one, the Norfolk
Canyon, is on the east coast. The Mnitor National Mrine Sanctuary was

desi gnated on January 30, 1975, under Title Ill of the Marine Protection,
Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (MPRSA). Inplenenting regulations (15
CFR 924) prohibit depl oying any equipnment in the Sanctuary, fishing activities
whi ch involve “anchoring in any manner, stopping, renaining, or drifting

wi thout power at any time” (924.3(a)), and trawing (924.3(h)). The Sanctuary
is clearly designated on all National Ccean Service (NOS) charts by the
caption “protected area.” This mnimzes the potential for danage to the
Sanctuary by fishing operations. Correspondence for this sanctuary should be
addressed to: Monitor, NVB, NOAA Building 1519, Fort Eustis, VA 23604.

NOAA/ NCS i ssued a proposed rule on February 8, 1991 (56 FR 5282) proposing
desi gnati on under MPRSA of the Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary, in
Federal waters between Cape Cod and Cape Ann, Massachusetts. On Novenber 4,
1992, the Sanctuary was Congressionally designated. |[|nplenenting regulations
(15 CFR 940) becane effective March 1994. Commercial fishing is not
specifically regulated by the Stellwagen Bank regul ations. The regul ations do
however call for consultation between Federal agencies and the Secretary of
Commer ce on proposed agency actions in the vicinity of the Sanctuary that “may
affect” sanctuary resources. Correspondence for this sanctuary shoul d be
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addressed to: Stellwagen Bank NVS, 14 Union Street, Plynouth, MA 02360

Details on sanctuary regul ations nmay be obtai ned fromthe Chief, Sanctuaries
and Resources Division (SSM4) Ofice of Ccean and Coastal Resource
Managenent, NOAA, 1305 East-Wst H ghway, Silver Spring, M 20910

8.3 Indian Treaty Fishing R ghts
No Indian treaty fishing rights are known to exist in the fishery.
8.4 Ol, Gas, Mneral, and Deep Water Port Devel opnent

Wil e Quter Continental Shelf (OCS) devel opnent plans may invol ve areas
over | appi ng those contenplated for offshore fishery managenent, no major
conflicts have been identified to date. The Councils, through involverent in
the Intergovernnental Planning Program of the MVB, nonitor OCS activities and
have opportunity to comment and to advise MVB of the Councils' activities.
Certainly, the potential for conflict exists if communicati on between
interests is not naintained or appreciation of each other's efforts is

I acking. Potential conflicts include, froma fishery nanagenent position: (1)
excl usion areas, (2) adverse inpacts to sensitive biologically inportant
areas, (3) oil contam nation, (4) substrate hazards to conventional fishing
gear, and (5) conpetition for crews and harbor space. The Councils are unaware
of pending deep water port plans which would directly inpact offshore fishery
nmanagenent goals in the areas under consideration, and are unaware of
potential effects of offshore FMPs upon future devel opnent of deep water port
facilities.

8.5 Paper Work Reduction Act of 1995

The Paperwor k Reduction Act concerns the collection of information. The
intent of the Act is to minimze the Federal paperwork burden for individuals
smal | busi nesses, state and | ocal governnents, and other persons as well as to
maxi m ze the useful ness of information collected by the Federal government.

The Council is not proposing nmeasures under this regulatory action that
require review under PRA. There are no changes to existing reporting
requi renents previously approved under OVB Control Nos. 0648-0202 (Vesse
permts), 0648-0229 (Deal er reporting) and 0648-0212 (\Vessel | ogbooks).

As stated above, this action does not inplenent new reporting or record
keepi ng neasures. There are no changes to existing reporting requirenents.
Currently, all sumrer flounder, scup and/or black sea bass Federal ly-pernmtted
deal ers must subnmit weekly reports of fish purchases. The owner or operator
of any vessel issued a vessel permt for summer flounder, scup, or black sea
bass, nust nmintain on board the vessel, and submt, an accurate daily fishing
log report for all fishing trips, regardl ess of species fished for or taken

9.0 COUNCI L REVI EWAND MONI TORI NG OF THE FWP

No reason to change this section at this tine.
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10.0 LI ST COF PREPARERS

This Framework Action docunment was prepared by the foll ow ng nenbers of the
MAFMC staff - Dr. Christopher M Mdore, Richard J. Seagraves, Jose Mntanez,
Dr. Thonmas B. Hoff and Valerie M Walon. |In addition Dr. Jeffrey Oross of
NMFS Sandy Hook and Ti not hy Goodger of NMFS Oxford contributed greatly to the
EFH i nf or mati on.

11. 0 AGENCI ES AND ORGANI ZATI ONS

In preparing the Framework Action, the Council consulted with the NVS, the
New Engl and Fi shery Managenent Council, the South Atlantic Fishery Managenent
Council, the Fish and Wldlife Service, the Departnment of State, and the
States of New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia,
and North Carolina through their nenbership on the Council and the foll ow ng
comm ttees - MAFMC Atlantic Mackerel, Squid and Butterfish Committee, MAFMC
Statistical and Science Commttee, Md-Atlantic EFH Technical Committee,

Nort heast Region Steering Commttee, MAFMC Habitat Committee, and MAFMC

Habi tat Advisory Panel. In addition to the states that are nmenbers of this
Counci |, Maine, New Hanpshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, South
Carolina, Georgia and Florida were al so consulted through the Coastal Zone
Managenent Program consi st ency process.
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Tabl e 1.

Frequency distribution of hone port state (HPST) of vessels with Atlantic nackerel
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Table 2. Frequency distribution of deal ers which possessed Atlantic nmackerel, squid and butterfish dealer permts by
state in 1999.

CQunul ative CQunul ative
STATE  Frequency Per cent Frequency Per cent

CA 1 0.3 1 0.3
cr 6 1.8 7 2.1
DE 2 0.6 9 2.6
FL 5 1.5 14 4.1
HI 1 0.3 15 4.4
LA 3 0.9 18 5.3
MA 106 31.2 124 36.5
MD 4 1.2 128 37.6
MVE 20 5.9 148 43.5
NC 26 7.6 174 51.2
NH 5 1.5 179 52.6
NJ 27 7.9 206 60. 6
NY 69 20.3 275 80.9
PA 1 0.3 276 81.2
PR 1 0.3 277 81.5
RI 40 11.8 317 93.2
VA 21 6.2 338 99. 4
Vi 2 0.6 340 100.0

Table 3 . Frequency distribution of deal ers which bought Atlantic mackerel in 1999 by state.

Cunul ative Cunul ative
STATE  Frequency Per cent Frequency Per cent

Ccr 1 0.9 1 0.9
MA 36 31.3 37 32.2
MD 2 1.7 39 33.9
ME 2 1.7 41 35.7
NC 10 8.7 51 44.3
NH 3 2.6 54 47.0
NJ 9 7.8 63 54.8
NY 25 21.7 88 76.5
Ri 21 18.3 109 94.8
VA 6 5.2 115 100.0
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Tabl e 4.

Tot al

andr ngs
(pounds)

| andi ngs and val ue of Atlantic mackerel,

Lol igo, Illex,

al ue

(%

and butterfish during 1999.

26, 555, 136

3, 569, 684

41, 367, 001

32,190, 312

16, 288, 661

3, 850, 094

Sour ce:

Unpubl i shed NMFS Deal er reports.

Table 5. Total |andings of Atlantic mackerel, Loligo, Illex, and butterfish during 1999 by pernit category.

Lol i go/Butterfish

Squi d/ Butterfish

Mor at ori um

| nci dent al

Catch

Atl antic Mackerel

Il'lex Squid
Mor at ori um

Landi ngs
(pounds)

Vessel s
(nunber

)

Landi ngs
(pounds)

Vessel s
(nurber)

Landi ngs
( pounds)

Vessel s
(nurber)

Landi ngs
( pounds)

25,099, 63
8

219 774, 495

260

25,101, 827

395

24,002, 396

39, 073, 57

316] 6,565, 291

224

35, 282, 886

341

20, 836, 628

16, 276, 44
6

43 28,916

38

16, 085, 032

64

16, 241, 696

Butterfis

4, 096, 409

| 4
I

533, 816

3,787,781

2,636, 116

Source: Unpubl i shed NMFS Deal er reports.

Table 6. Atlantic nackerel |andings (pounds and value) by port in 1999.

Por t Pounds Percent (9 Val ue ($) Percent (%
Cape May, NJ 19, 660, 186 74. 04 2,082, 906 58. 35
North Ki ngstown, RI 3,329,331 12.54 675, 545 18. 92
Point Judith, R 646, 144 2.43 96, 880 2.71
Chat ham MA 618, 012 2.33 134,738 3.77
New Bedford, MA 362, 702 1.37 89, 745 2.51
d oucester, MA 307, 631 1.16 97, 050 2.72
Sour ce: Unpubl i shed NWMFS Dealer Reports (for ports landing >1% of total Atlantic
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macker el | andi ngs)

Table 7. Value of landings all species landed and Atlantic mackerel by port in 1999 (for ports where nackerel
conprised >1%of total value of all species)

Nunmber of Val ue All Macker el val ue Percent (%
vessel s species (%) (%)
North Kingstown, R 5 6, 992, 943 675, 545 9.7
Cape May, NJ 22 22,398, 888 2,082, 906 9.3
Little Conpton, R 11 1, 853, 977 47, 806 2.6
Chat ham MA 36 9,371, 639 134, 738 1.4

Table 8. Hone port state of vessels with Loligo/butterfish noratoriumpermts in 1999.

Curul ative Cumnul ative

HPST  Frequency  Percent Fr equency Per cent
CT 6 1.5 6 1.5
DE 3 0.8 9 2.3
FL 1 0.3 10 2.5
MA 110 27.6 120 30.2
MD 3 0.8 123 30.9
MVE 7 1.8 130 32.7
NC 21 5.3 151 37.9
NH 1 0.3 152 38.2
NJ 56 14. 1 208 52.3
NY 97 24. 4 305 76. 6
PA 8 2.0 313 78. 6
Rl 66 16. 6 379 95.2
VA 19 4.8 398 100.0

Frequency Mssing = 2
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Tabl e 9. Frequency distribution of deal ers which bought Loligo in 1999 by state.

Cunul ative Cunul ative
STATE  Frequency Per cent Fr equency Per cent

Cr 1 0.7 1 0.7
MA 34 24.8 35 25.5
MD 1 0.7 36 26.3
NVE 1 0.7 37 27.0
NC 17 12. 4 54 39.4
NJ 11 8.0 65 47. 4
NY 40 29.2 105 76.6
Ri 25 18.2 130 94.9
VA 7 51 137 100.0
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Tabl e 10. Loligo squid landings (pounds and value) by port in

1999.

Port Pounds Percent (% Val ue (%) Percent (%
Point Judith, R 15, 157, 795 36.6 11, 938, 056 37.1
Cape May, NJ 5, 360, 296 12.9 3, 844,517 11.9
Mont auk, NY 4,078, 258 .9 3, 296, 185 10. 2
Hanpton Bay, NY 3,477,635 .4 2,778,874 .6
Nort h Ki ngst own, 3, 255, 368 .9 2,995, 041 .2
Rl

New Bedf ord, MA 1, 929, 067 .7 1, 408, 062 .4
Newport, R 1, 745, 424 4.2 1,189, 611 3.7
Poi nt Pl easant, 1,051, 695 2.5 667, 219 2.1
NJ

G eenport, NY 960, 018 2.3 746, 461 2.3
O her Essex, NJ 885, 420 2.1 742,101 2.3
St oni ngton, CT 821, 176 1.9 550, 983 1.7
Freeport, NY 724, 829 1.8 576, 219 1.8

Source: Unpublished NVFS Deal er Reports (for ports |anding >1%of total Loligo |andings in 1999).
Tabl e 11. Value of landings all species landed and Loligo by port in 1999 (for ports where Loligo conprised >10%
of total value of all species)

Nunber Val ue All Lol i go Percent (%

of

Por t Vessel s Speci es ($) Val ue ($) of Total
Newport, Rl 41 8, 740, 253 1,189, 611 13.61
Cape May, NJ 50 22, 398, 888 3, 844, 517 17. 16
G eenport, NY 23 3,388, 111 746, 461 22.03
Point Judith, R 107 51, 190, 033 11, 938, 056 23.32
Mont auk, NY 52 11, 499, 567 3, 296, 185 28. 66
Hanpt on Bay, 49 8, 471, 407 2,778,874 32.81
Freeport, NY 18 1,492, 839 576, 219 38.59
Nort h Ki ngst own, 8 6, 992, 943 2,955,041 42. 26
RI
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Fal nout h, MA 11 118, 464 58, 707 49. 56
O her Essex, NJ 5 906, 139 742,101 81. 89
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Table 12. Distribution of vessels by hone port state which possessed Illex nmoratoriumpermts in 2000.
Home Port State # vessel s % vessel s

CcT 1 1.3
MA 10 13.0
DE 1 1.3
FL 1 1.3
VE 1 1.3
NC 6 7.8
NH 1 1.3
NJ 24 31.2
NY 11 14. 3
PA 4 5.2
Rl 9 11.7
VA 8 10. 4

Tot al 77 100.0

Source: unpublished NVFS pernmt file data

Tabl e 13.

Frequency distribution of deal ers which bought Illex in 1999 by state.

STATE  Frequency

Lzez6ms

VA

WhwornNn Ol Ol

Curul ative Cumnul ative

Per cent Fr equency Per cent
17.9 5 17.9
3.6 6 21. 4
17.9 11 39.3
7.1 13 46. 4
17.9 18 64. 3
10.7 21 75.0
14.3 25 89.3
10.7 28 100.0
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Val ue ($) Percent (%
1,112, 757 29.16

1, 369, 009 35.56

890, 165 23.12

305, 307 7.93

70, 932 1.84

44,744 1.16

26, 021 0.68

ports which Ilanded >1% of

and Il ex by port

Il ex

Val ue
890, 165

1,122, 757

Tabl e 14. Illex squid |andings (pounds and val ue)
by port in 1999.
Por t Pounds Percent (%
Cape May, NJ 5,572,091 34.21
Point Judith, R 5, 443, 149 33. 36
Nor t h Ki ngst own, 3, 381, 599 20. 76
Ri
New Bedford, MA 1, 002, 139 6. 15
Hanpt on, VA 472, 868 2.9
O her Essex, NJ 208, 153 1.28
Wanchese, NC 173, 381 1.06
Sour ce: Unpubl i shed NWS Dealer Reports (for
Illex landed in 1999).
Tabl e 15. Value of landings all species |anded
total value of all species)

Nunber Val ue All

of

Por t Vessel s Species ($)
North Ki ngst own, 3 28, 113, 287
RI
Cape May, NJ 18 22,398, 888
Point Judith, R 6 51, 190, 033

1, 369, 009
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Tot al
12.73

in 1999 (for ports where

Il'lex conprised >1% of



Tabl e 16. Frequency distribution of deal ers which bought butterfish in 1999 by state.
Cunul ative Cunul ative
STATE  Frequency  Percent Fr equency Per cent

Cr 1 0.8 1 0.8
MA 30 23.4 31 24.2
MD 1 0.8 32 25.0
ME 1 0.8 33 25.8
NC 21 16.4 54 42.2
NH 1 0.8 55 43.0
NJ 11 8.6 66 51.6
NY 29 22.7 95 74.2
Ri 24 18.8 119 93.0
VA 9 7.0 128 100.0
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Table 17. Landings of butterfish (pounds and
in 1999.

Port Pounds Percent (%
Point Judith, R 1, 628, 843 34. 29
North Ki ngst own, 1,013, 277 21.72
Rl

Cape May, NJ 449, 604 9. 64
Mont auk, NY 324,748 6. 96
Hanpt on Bay, NY 245, 240 5.26
G eenport, NY 143, 665 3.08
New Bedford, MA 137, 327 2.94
Newport, R 95, 312 2.04
Ccean CGty, M 81, 137 1.74
New London, CT 72,599 1.56
St oni ngton, CT 60, 917 1.31
Virginia Beach, 48, 296 1.04
VA

Sour ce: Unpubl i shed NWFS Dealer Reports (for

butterfish | andings)

Tabl e 18. Value of landings all species |anded
>1% of total value of all species)

Nunber of Val ue All
Port Vessel s Speci es ($)
North Kingstown, R 8 6, 992, 943
Mattituck, NY 7 233, 472
Br ookl yn, NY 4 72,185
G eenport, NY 22 3,388, 111
Hanpt on Bay, NY 51 8, 471, 407
Freeport, NY 17 1, 492, 839
Mont auk, NY 41 1, 149, 567
Point Judith, R 100 51, 190, 033

value) by port

Val ue ($) Percent (%

860, 566
675, 981

172, 635
200, 579
168, 374
93, 147
68, 722
40, 147
38, 871
39, 691
32,945
32,180

ports landing >1% of

and butterfish by port

Butterfish
Val ue ($)
675, 981
15, 067
2,270

93, 147
168, 374
26, 269
200, 579
860, 566
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Table 19. Hone port state of vessels with squid/butterfish incidental catch permts in 1999.

Cunul ative Cunul ative

HPST  Frequency  Percent Fr equency Per cent
AK 1 0.1 1 0.1
AL 1 0.1 2 0.1
CcO 1 0.1 3 0.2
CT 26 1.6 29 1.8
DE 12 0.8 41 2.6
FL 7 0.4 48 3.0
GA 1 0.1 49 3.1
MA 719 45. 6 768 48. 7
MD 12 0.8 780 49. 4
ME 142 9.0 922 58. 4
NC 78 4.9 1000 63. 4
NH 44 2.8 1044 66. 2
NJ 140 8.9 1184 75.0
NY 176 11.2 1360 86. 2
PA 11 0.7 1371 86.9
RI 95 6.0 1466 92.9
SC 1 0.1 1467 93.0
TX 1 0.1 1468 93.0
VA 106 6.7 1574 99.7
W 4 0.3 1578 100.0

Frequency M ssing = 20
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Table 20. Hone port state of vessels with Atlantic mackerel, squid and butterfish part/charter permts in 1999.

Cunul ative Cunul ative

HPST  Frequency  Percent Fr equency Per cent
CT 10 2.0 10 2.0
DE 13 2.5 23 4.5
FL 6 1.2 29 5.7
MA 119 23.3 148 29.0
MD 3 0.6 151 29.5
MVE 22 4.3 173 33.9
NC 6 1.2 179 35.0
NH 24 4.7 203 39.7
NJ 110 21.5 313 61.3
NY 119 23.3 432 84.5
PA 20 3.9 452 88.5
Rl 30 5.9 482 94. 3
RO 1 0.2 483 94.5
VA 28 5.5 511 100.0

Frequency Mssing = 11
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Table 21. Catch disposition of trips that caught and kept 1000 | bs or more of Atlantic mackerel (n=37) based on 1996
NVFS sea sanpling data (all gears conbi ned).
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Tabl e 22. Catch
SP

ANGLER
BLUEFI SH
BONI TO
BUTTERFI SH
CcaD

di sposi ti

CROAKER, ATLANTIC

EEL, CONGER

FLOUNDER, SUMVER

HAKE, RED
HAKE, VWH TE

HERRI NG ATLANTI C

JOHN DORY
VWH TI NG KI NG

MACKEREL, ATLANTIC

MENHADEN
POLLCCK

SCUP

SEA BASS, BLACK

WEAKFI SH, SQUETEAGUE

DOGFI SH CHAI N
SHAD, AVERI CAN
DOGFI SH ( NK)
DOGFI SH SPI NY
SHARK, THRESHER
BASS, STRI PED
TI LEFI SH

TUNA, BLUEFI N
WH TING BLACK
HAKE, SILVER
WOLFFI SHES
CRAB, HORSESHOE
LOBSTER

SQUI D (LOLI GO)
SQUI D (1 LLEX)
SQUI DS (NS)
TOTAL

on for trips that kept 2,500 |bs.
PKEPT

KEPT

3194
16932
4
226211
30
58725
210
4575
21119
28681
2738941
10

11
2331527
2
15440
2405
26623
6818
34126
144
477
5600
4409
960
325
743
4980
13150
200232
5

200
282
409705
82547
7200
2723028
6

100
100
100
98. 39
100
100
100
100
99. 18
97.78
98. 92
100
100
99. 77

83.73
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

47. 36

99.9

24. 53
100

87.52
100
100
100
100
100

99. 83
100
100

%T
KEPT

0.01
0. 06

0
0. 83

0
0.22
0
02
08
11
10. 06

0

coo

0.03

O nore of Mackerel

D SC

3000

OO OO0 oo o

4900

1000

710

o O O oo

700

98336

PDI SC

o O o

o O O

N

.22

16. 27

O O OO0 oo o

52. 64
0.1
75. 47

12. 48

o O O oo

0.17

o
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%T
DI SC

O O OO0 O o o

O O O oo

o

based on 1999 VIR data

TOTAL

3194
16932
4
229911
30
58725
210
4575
21294
29331
2768741
10

11
2336897
2
18440
2405
26623
6818
34126
144
477
5600
9309
961
1325
743
5690
13150
200232
5

200
282
410405
82547
7200
2732862
2



Table 23. Catch disposition of trips that caught and kept 500 | bs or nore of Loligo squid (n=77) based on 1996 NWFS sea
sanpling data (all gears conbi ned).
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Tabl e 24. Catch dispositi

SP

ANGLER
BLUEFI SH
BONI TO

BUTTERFI SH

CaBI A
oD

CROAKER, ATLANTIC
HERRI NG BLUE BACK
EEL, CONGER

EEL, NK

FLOUNDER,
FLOUNDER,
FLOUNDER,
FLOUNDER,
FLOUNDER,

W NTER
SUMVER

W TCH
YELLOATAI L
SAND- DAB

FLOUNDERS ( NK)
FLOUNDER, FOURSPOT
MACKEREL, FRI GATE
GROUPER

HADDOCK

HAKE, RED

HAKE, WH TE

HAKE M X RED & WH TE
HERRI NG ATLANTI C
JOHN DORY
MACKEREL, KI NG
VWH TING KNG
MACKEREL, ATLANTI C
MACKEREL, CHUB
VENHADEN

REDFI SH

POUT, OCEAN
POLLOCK

SEA RAVEN

scuP

SEA BASS, BLACK
SEA ROBI NS

WEAKFI SH, SQUETEAGUE
WEAKFI SH, SPOTTED
DOGFI SH CHAI N

on for trips that kept 2,500 |bs

KEPT

224771
179985
308
2068428
59

9
51647
180
1760
2478
2133
554697
177
217
175
1052
2112
15

802

0
673069
274830
15845
538275
15788
100
221804
2973666
241
9020
20

295

60

260
159336
115482
7719
9683
3475
4513

PKEPT

99.
99.
100.
97.
100.
81.
100.
100.
100.
100.
88.
95.
89.
64.
100.
100.
91.
100.
100.
.00
97.
98.
96.
98.
99.
100.
99.
99.
100.
100.
100.
100.
100.
100.
98.
99.
94.
99.
98.
99.

64
62
00
44
00
82
00
00
00
00
58
49
85
39
00
00
35
00
00

24
58
35
09
65
00
78
78
00
00
00
00
00
00
91
43
96
98
58
78

%T
KEPT

45
36
00
13
00
00
10
00
00
00
00
11
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
34
55
03
08
03
00
44
94
00
02
00
00
00
00
32
23
02
02
01
.01

COOLLOCOPEPLOOLOLOUOOOROORO00O0000O0ORPRO0O0OOO0OD0ORAD OO0
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O nmore of Loligo based
DI SC PDI SC %T
Dl sC

823 0.37 0.40
689 0.38 0. 34
0 0. 00 0.00
54254 2.56 26. 63
0 0. 00 0.00

2 18. 18 0.00

0 0. 00 0.00

0 0. 00 0.00

0 0. 00 0.00

0 0. 00 0.00
275 11. 42 0.13
26225 4.51 12.87
20 10. 15 0.01
120 35.61 0. 06
0 0. 00 0.00

0 0. 00 0.00
200 8. 65 0.10
0 0. 00 0.00

0 0. 00 0.00

10 100. 00 0.00
19135 2.76 9.39
3950 1.42 1.94
600 3.65 0.29
10500 1.91 5.15
55 0.35 0. 03

0 0. 00 0.00
500 0.23 0.25
6675 0.22 3.28
0 0. 00 0.00

0 0. 00 0.00

0 0. 00 0.00

0 0. 00 0.00

0 0. 00 0.00

0 0. 00 0.00
1750 1.09 0. 86
663 0.57 0.33
410 5.04 0.20
2 0.02 0.00

50 1.42 0.02
10 0. 22 0.00

on 1999 VIR data

TOTAL

225594
180674
308
2122682
59

11
51647
180
1760
2478
2408
580922
197
337
175
1052
2312
15

802

10
692204
278780
16445
548775
15843
100
222304
2980341
241
9020
20

295

60

260
161086
116145
8129
9685
3525
4523



SHAD, ANERI CAN
DOGFI SH ( NK)
DOGFI SH SMOOTH
DOGFI SH SPI NY
SHARK, NK
SKATES
MACKEREL, SPAN
BASS, STRI PED
SUNFI SHES
SWORDFI SH
TAUTOG

TI LEFI SH

TRl GGERFI SH
TUNA NK

TUNA, BLUEFI N
TUNA, LI TTLE
TUNA, BI G EYE
TUNA, ALBACCRE
TUNA, YELLOWFI N
SHARK, DUSKY
SHARK, HAMVERHEAD
VW TING BLACK
HAKE, SILVER
WOLFFI SHES
OTHER FI SH
CRAB, JONAH
CRAB, NK

CRAB, HORSESHCE
LOBSTER

CONCHS

SCALLCP, SEA
SQUI D (LOLI GO)

SQUI D (I LLEX)
SQUI DS (NS)

TOTAL

1215
59416
16463

117166
53
9886
79

856

0

4062
841
20427
61

20
324515
10

544
312
11006
25

0
238010
5427515
10
2833
235

40
1650
8689
72
1497
3075230
7
4879601
52110

5004601
2

100.
100.
99.
96.
100.
59.
100.
94.
.00
96.
100.
99.
100.
100.
98.
100.
100.
100.
100.
100.
.00
99.
99.
100.
100.
100.
100.
100.
97.
100.
100.
99.

99.
100.

00
00
79
24
00
50
00
48

78
00
88
00
00
33
00
00
00
00
00

40
37
00
00
00
00
00
65
00
00
93

97
00

(<]
=

o ©

100

OO0 000000000000 0000000000000 000

00
12
03
23
00
02
00
00
00
01
00
04
00
00
65
00
00
00
02
00
00
48
85
00
01
00
00
00
02
00

. 00
.45

.75
.10

00

35
4581

6730

50

600
135

203713

OO O0OO0OO0OFr OO0 OWw owo oo

OCOONOOO OO0 O

00

.00
.21
.76
.00
40.
.00
.52
100.

50

00
22

.00
.12
. 00

00

. 67
. 00

00

.00
.00

00

.00
.60

63

.00
.00

00

.00
.00

35

.00
.00
.07

.03
.00
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Iy
o

[eNe]

100.

©COO0O00000P000000ONOO0OO0O0O0O0O0OO0OWONOO O

00
00
02
25
00
30
00
02
29
07
00
01
00
00
70
00
00
00
00
00
05
70
88
00
00
00
00
00
10
00

.00
. 69

.61
.00

00

1215
59416
16498

121747
53
16616
79

906
600
4197
841
20451
61

20
330015
10

544
312
11006
25

100
239436
5461895
10
2833
235

40
1650
8898
72
1497
3077408
2
4880851
52110

5024972
5



Table 25. Catch disposition of trips that caught and kept 1000 | bs or nore of Illex squid (n=116) based on 1996 NWS sea
sanpling data (all gears conbi ned).
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Tabl e 26. Catch disposition for trips that kept 2,500 Ibs. O nore of Illex based on 1999 VTR data

SP KEPT PKEPT %T DI SC PDI SC % T TOTAL
Kept DI SC

ANGLER 5615 99. 65 0. 03 20 0. 36 0.04 5635
BLUEFI SH 17185 100. 00 0.09 0 0.00 0.00 17185
BUTTERFI SH 549237 92. 60 2.93 43900 7.40 90. 65 593137
CROAKER, ATLANTIC 7500 100. 00 0.04 0 0. 00 0.00 7500
FLOUNDER, SUMVER 3195 83. 10 0.02 650 16.91 1.34 3845
FLOUNDER, W TCH 34 100. 00 0. 00 0 0.00 0.00 34
FLOUNDER, YELLOATAI L 825 100. 00 0. 00 0 0.00 0.00 825
FLOUNDERS ( NK) 800 100. 00 0. 00 0 0. 00 0.00 800
HAKE, RED 4179 98. 82 0.02 50 1.18 0.10 4229
HAKE M X RED & WH TE 1250 100. 00 0.01 0 0.00 0.00 1250
HERRI NG ATLANTI C 324055 100. 00 1.73 0 0. 00 0.00 324055
JOHN DORY 454 100. 00 0. 00 0 0.00 0.00 454
MACKEREL, ATLANTIC 736758 100. 00 3.93 0 0.00 0.00 736758
SCUP 1700 100. 00 0.01 0 0. 00 0.00 1700
SEA BASS, BLACK 120 100. 00 0. 00 0 0. 00 0.00 120
DOGFI SH CHAI N 25 100. 00 0. 00 0 0.00 0.00 25
SKATES 8000 100. 00 0.04 0 0.00 0.00 8000
SUNFI SHES 0 0.00 0.00 600 100. 00 1.24 600
SWORDFI SH 5312 93. 32 0. 03 380 6. 68 0.78 5692
TI LEFI SH 424 100. 00 0.00 0 0.00 0. 00 424
TUNA, BI G EYE 919 100. 00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 919
TUNA, YELLOAWFI N 10767 100. 00 0. 06 0 0.00 0.00 10767
SHARK, PORBEAGLE 200 100. 00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 200
SHARK, DUSKY 25 100. 00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 25
SHARK, HAMVERHEAD 0 0.00 0.00 100 100. 00 0.21 100
WH TI NG BLACK 40575 100. 00 0. 22 0 0.00 0.00 40575
HAKE, SILVER 40196 99. 75 0.21 100 0. 25 0.21 40296
LOBSTER 393 100. 00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 393
SHRI MP ( PANDALI D) 40 100. 00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 40
SQUI D (LOLI O 2364491 100. 00 12.61 50 0.00 0.10 2364541
SQUI D (I LLEX) 1462221 99. 98 78. 00 2580 0.02 5.33 1462479

5 5
TOTAL 1874648 48430 1879491

9 9
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Tabl e 27. Catch disposition of trips that caught and kept 500 | bs or nore of butterfish squid (n=26) based on 1996
NVFS sea sanpling data (all gears conbi ned).
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Tabl e 28. Catch disposition for trips that kept 2,500 | bs. O nore of butterfish based on 1999 VIR data

SPECI ES LBS % KEPT % TOTAL LBS % TOT LBS TOTAL
KEPT LANDED DI SCARD DI SCARD DI SC
ANGLER 209252 99. 69 0.77 650 0.31 0.46 209902
BLUEFI SH 172308 99. 83 0.63 298 0.17 0.21 172606
BONI TO 246 100 0 0 0 0 246
BUTTERFI SH 3032904 99. 12 11.1 26855 0.88 19.18 3059759
CaBI A 40 100 0 0 0 0 40
oD 80721 98. 77 0.3 1007 1.23 0.72 81728
CROAKER, ATLANTIC 993720 99. 66 3.64 3375 0.34 2.41 997095
RI BBONFI SH 702 100 0 0 0 0 702
DRUM BLACK 1000 100 0 0 0 0 1000
HERRI NG BLUE BACK 5975 96. 76 0. 02 200 3.24 0.14 6175
EEL, CONGER 1460 100 0.01 0 0 0 1460
EEL, NK 2842 100 0.01 0 0 0 2842
FLOUNDER, W NTER 5879 98. 03 0. 02 118 1.97 0.08 5997
FLOUNDER, SUMVER 597415 94. 43 2.19 35226 5.57 25.16 632641
FLOUNDER, W TCH 4060 99. 75 0.01 10 0.25 0.01 4070
FLOUNDER, YELLOAA 0 0 0 101 100 0.07 101
FLOUNDER, AM PLAI 135 81.82 0 30 18.18 0.02 165
FLOUNDER, SAND- DAB 792 100 0 0 0 0 792
FLOUNDERS (NK) 549 100 0 0 0 0 549
FLOUNDER, FQOURSPOT 2545 100 0.01 0 0 0 2545
GROUPER 295 100 0 0 0 0 295
HADDOCK 0 0 0 10 100 0.01 10
HAKE, RED 808142 98. 76 2.96 10125 1.24 7.23 818267
HAKE, WH TE 483711 98. 54 1.77 7175 1.46 5.12 490886
HAKE M X RED & VH 50525 99. 8 0.18 100 0.2 0.07 50625
HERRI NG ATLANTI C 248600 99. 52 0.91 1200 0.48 0.86 249800
JOHN DCRY 21573 100 0. 08 0 0 0 21573
VH TI NG KI NG 101768 100 0. 37 0 0 0 101768
MACKEREL, ATLANTIC 1184765 99. 43 4.33 6775 0.57 4.84 1191540
MENHADEN 17626 100 0. 06 0 0 0 17626
MJULLETS 566 100 0 0 0 0 566
REDFI SH 20 100 0 0 0 0 20
PQUT, OCEAN 615 100 0 0 0 0 615
Pl G-I SH 90 100 0 0 0 0 90
POVPANO, COVMON 4 100 0 0 0 0 4
SEA RAVEN 410 100 0 0 0 0 410
SCUP 326610 98. 99 1.2 3325 1.01 2.37 329935
SEA BASS, BLACK 133569 99. 85 0.49 204 0.15 0.15 133773
SEA ROBI NS 5149 100 0. 02 0 0 0 5149
VEAKFI SH, SQUETEAG 254532 98. 63 0.93 3533 1.37 2.52 258065
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VEAKFI SH, SPOTTED
DOGFI SH CHAI N
SHAD, ANERI CAN
DOGFI SH ( NK)
DOGFI SH SMOOTH
DOGFI SH SPI NY
SHARK, THRESHER
SHEEPSHEAD
SKATES

MACKEREL, SPAN
SPOT

BASS, STRI PED
SUNFI SHES
PUFFER  NORTHERN
SWORDFI SH
TAUTOG

TI LEFI SH

TRl GGERFI SH
TUNA NK

TUNA, BLUEFI N
TUNA, BI G EYE
TUNA, YELLOAFI N
SHARK, HAMVERHEAD
VW TING BLACK
HAKE, SILVER
WOLFFI SHES
OTHER FI SH

CRAB, JONAH
CRAB, HORSESHCE
LOBSTER

SHRI VP ( PANDALI D)
WHELK, CHANNELED
WHELK, KNOBBED
SCALLOP, SEA
SQUI D (LOLI GO)
SQUI D (I LLEX)
SQUI DS (NS)
TOTAL

57158
13393
9806
28815
1279
14465
386
34
6613
1527
1769
3604

164
1276
1163

18616
48
15

889

636
2976

0
141897
5406033
8

7620

120

269
9118

19144

109

177

20
9749936
2057280
1023053
2733053
1

99.4
99. 58
96. 94

100
98. 01
94. 57

100

100
47. 05

100

100
97. 64

100
92.73
100
99. 92
100
100
100
100
100
0. 00
99. 38
99. 57
100
100
100
100
94. 33
100
100
100
100
99. 95
100
99. 98

o

cooo

ocooo

21
05
04
11

.05

02
01
01
01

o O o

.07

o o

.01

.52
19.

78

.03

.03
.07

o o

.53
.74

345
56

310

4945

0

200
140011

0.05

0. 02
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.25
.04

.22
.02
.59

.32

o

. 06
.43

.07

.01

O OO oo

57503
13449
10116
28815
1305
15295
386

34
14055
1527
1769
3691
600

164
1376
1163
18631
48

15

889

636
2976
100
142787
5429233
8

7620
120

269
9666
19144
109

177

20
9754881
2057280
1023253
27470542



Table 29. Illex landings by month during 1999

Mont h
January
February
Mar ch
Apri |
May
June
July
August
Sept enber
Cct ober
Novenber
Decenber

Sour ce: Unpubl i shed NMFS Deal er Reports

LBS
129, 857

15, 406

78,982

70, 040

41, 372
3,507, 783
5, 016, 326
5,741, 221
1, 335, 146
334, 815

12,122

5,591

0.0

Tabl e 30. Expected |evel of Loligo bycatch under the 10% exenpti on al |l ownance based on the observed | evel of Loligo
landed in the Illex fishery in 1999
Cl osure Week Closure Date Lol i go Landed in % of Q4 Directed No. of Affected % of 1999 Loligo
@ Under 10% Loligo Quota Vessel s Revenues
Exenpti on
31 1 - Aug 182, 790 1.8 0 0.44
32 8 - Aug 162, 480 1.6 0 0.39
33 15 - Aug 142, 170 1.4 0 0.34
34 22 - Aug 121, 860 1.2 0 0.29
35 29 - Aug 101, 550 1.0 0 0.25
36 5 - Sep 81, 240 0.8 0 0. 20
37 12 - Sep 60, 930 0.6 0 0.15
38 19 - Sep 40, 620 0.4 0 0. 09
39 26 - Sep 20, 310 0.2 0 0. 05

1Af f ect ed Vessel s

directed Loligo fishery in (B.

Sour ce: Unpublished NWFS Deal er Reports

vessel s expected to experience >5%reduction in total revenue as a result
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of early closure of the




Tabl e 31.

Estimated |evel of Loligo |andings
trips in August or Septenber would land Loligo in the anbunt equal
Esti mates conputed as 10% of the average anount of

under the 10% exenption al |l onance based on the assunption that all 111ex
to 10% of the Illex |anded
Illex Ianded by week based on 1997-1999 | andi ngs.

(wor st -case scenari o).

Cl osure Week Cl osure Date Lol i go Landed % of 4 % of 1999 No. of No. of No. of
in @ Under Directed Lol i go Af f ect ed Vessels w 5 Vessels w 10
10% Exenpt i on Loligo Quota Revenue Vessel st - 10% - 20%

reductions Reducti ons

31 1 - Aug 1, 228, 287 12. 2 3.0 523 42

32 8 - Aug 949, 284 9.4 2.3 523 20

33 15 - Aug 752, 981 7.5 1.8 523 10

34 22 - Aug 525, 981 5.2 1.3 523 0

35 29 - Aug 341, 877 3.4 0.8 523 0

36 5 - Sep 216, 216 2.1 0.5 523 0

37 12 - Sep 188, 927 1.9 0.5 523 0

38 19 - Sep 113, 448 1.1 0.3 523 0

39 26 - Sep 57, 049 0.6 0.1 523 0

1Af f ect ed Vessel s

= vessel s expected to experience >5%reduction in total

directed Loligo fishery in @B.
Source: Unpublished NWFS Deal er Reports
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Tabl e 32 Estimated |evel of Loligo |andings under a 20% exenption all owance based on the assunption that all IIllex
trips in June - Septenber would I and Loligo in the amount equal to 20%of the Illex |anded (worst-case scenario).
Esti mates conputed as 20% of the average anobunt of I|llex |anded by week based on 1997-1999 |landings. RRR - 3
Cl osure Closure Date Weight in % Reducti on % Annual No. of No. of No. of Vessels
Week | bs. in 4 Loligo Revenue Af fect ed Vessel s w no w Revenue
Quot a Reduction Vessel st Reduct i ons Reducti ons <5%%
22 28 - My 3, 845, 307 38.2 9.3 33 18 472
23 4 - June 3,774,935 37.5 9.1 32 18 473
24 11 - June 3,683,334 36.6 8.9 32 18 473
25 18 - June 3,499, 910 34.8 8.4 30 18 475
26 25 - June 3, 305, 897 32.7 7.9 24 18 481
27 2 - July 3,111, 884 30.9 7.5 18 18 487
28 9 - July 2,753, 698 27.4 6.6 9 18 496
29 16 - July 2,391, 347 23.8 5.7 5 18 500
30 23 - July 2,062, 525 20.5 4.9 0 18 505
31 30 - July 1,708, 441 17.0 4.1 0 18 505
32 6 - Aug 1, 318, 664 13.1 3.2 0 18 505
33 13 - Aug 1, 067, 012 10.6 2.6 0 18 505
34 20 - Aug 783, 797 7.8 1.9 0 18 505
35 27 - Aug 568, 090 5.6 1.4 0 18 505
36 3 - Sep 377,382 3.7 0.9 0 18 505
37 10 - Sep 343, 637 3.4 0.8 0 18 505
38 17 - Sep 205, 517 2.0 0.5 0 18 505
39 24 - Sep 109, 513 1.1 0.3 0 18 505

Affected Vessels

= vessel s expec

directed Loligo fishery in (@B.
Sour ce: Unpubl i shed NVMFS Deal er Reports

ed to experience >5% reduction in tota
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Table 33. Size distribution of all vessels which possessed Illex nmoratoriumpernits in 2000.

length (ft) # vessel s % vessel s
25 - 49 0 0.0
50 - 74 19 24.6
75 - 99 47 61.0
>100 11 14. 3
t ot al 77 100
ton class # vessel s % vessel s
1 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
3 39 50. 6
4 38 49. 4
t ot al 77 100
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Table 34. Default specification for Atlantic mackerel, Loligo, Illex and butterfish based on 1999 - 2001 specifications.
Lol i go Il ex Butterfish Atl antic Mackerel
Max OY 26, 000 24,000 16, 000 N. A
ABC 17, 600 22, 300 7,200 359, 000
| OY 17, 600 22, 300 5, 900 78, 300
oy 17, 600 22,300 5, 900 78, 300
DAH 17, 600 22, 300 5, 900 50, 000
DAP 17, 600 22, 300 5, 900 13, 000
JVP 0 0 0 0
TALFF 0 0 0 0
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Table 35. Value of landings all species landed and Atlantic mackerel, Loligo and Illex and butterfish by port in
1999 (for ports where SMB conpl ex conprised >1%of total value of all species)

Percent (%

Al Nunber Val ue ($) Val ue (9) SMB Conpl ex
Speci es o) f Al Species SMB Conpl ex of Total $
Vessel s
O her Essex, NJ 6 906, 139 789, 140 87.1
Nort h Ki ngst own, 9 6, 992, 943 5, 196, 732 74.3
Elal nmout h, MA 11 118, 464 58, 854 49.7
Freeport, NY 26 1, 492, 839 611, 350 40.9
Hanpt on Bay, NY 56 8,471, 407 2,970, 279 35.0
Cape May, NJ 54 22,398, 888 7,222,815 32.2
Mont auk, NY 58 11, 499, 567 3, 525, 024 30.7
Point Judith, R 114 51, 190, 033 14, 264, 511 27.9
G eenport, NY 24 3,388, 111 844, 362 24.9
Newport, R 41 8, 740, 253 1, 256, 923 14. 4
Amagansett, NY 4 181, 625 20, 620 11.3
Mattituck, NY 7 233,472 20, 560 8.8
Br ookl yn, NY 6 72,135 3,728 5.2
Bel ford, NJ 18 2,993, 513 154, 398 5.2
Pl ynout h, MA 10 1, 026, 261 49, 955 4.9
Little Conpton, 11 1, 853, 977 89, 445 4.8
(Rllher Suffolk, NY 3 272, 104 12,740 4.7
O her Dukes, MA 18 2,196, 255 99, 253 4.5
Poi nt Pl easant, 43 17, 186, 410 702, 160 4.1
Vl\\gr ren, Rl 37 9, 371, 639 286, 289 3.0
Bar nst abl e, MA 28 12, 682, 453 319, 588 2.5
Hanpt on, VA 26 8, 670, 343 2,161, 174 2.5
Chi ncot eague, VA 29 2,138, 891 46, 858 2.2
Ccean Gty, M 24 6,192,175 102, 897 1.7
New Bedford, MNA 71 129, 892, 463 1,871, 886 1.5
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Tabl e 36. Analysis of Inpacts of revenue inpacts for participating vessels, assumng a 75% decr ease

in lllex revenues associated with a 75%increase in effort.
Scenario | Nunber of |npacted Vessels
by Reduction Percentile (%
Tot al Nurber of <5 ] 5-9] 10-| 20- | 30-| 40- | =50
Vessel s Vessel s 19 29 39 49
| npact ed
by > 5
Reducti on
109 30 79 6 6 10 6 2 0
Tabl e 37. Analysis of Inpacts - Review of revenue inpacts under Scenario |, by hone state.
Nunber Nunber of |npacted Vessels
State Participatin of by Reduction Percentile
g Vessels Vessel s (percent)
Impacted [ <5 | 5-9| 10- | 20- | 30- | 40-
=5 19| 29| 39| 49
per cent

MA 16 3 13 1 1 0 1 0 0
MD 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
NVE 5 1 4 0 0 1 0 0 0
NC 21 4 17 0 1 3 0 0 0
NH 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0
NJ 20 15 5 4 1 4 4 2 0
NY 11 1 10 1 0 0 0 0 0
RI 7 3 4 0 2 1 0 0 0
VA 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER? 5 3 2 0 1 1 1 0 0
Tot al 109 30 79 6 6 10 6 2 0

aStates with fewer than 4 vessels were aggregated.
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Tabl e 38. Analysis of Inpacts of revenue inpacts for participating vessels, assunmng a 50% decrease in |llex revenues
associated with a 50%increase effort.

Scenario |1 Nunber of |npacted Vessels
by Reduction Percentile (%
Tot al Nunmber of <5 | 5-9] 10- | 20- | 30-] 40- | =50
Vessel s Vessel s 19 29 39 49
| npact ed
by > 5
Reduct i on
109 25 84 4 13 7 1 0 0
Tabl e 39. Analysis of Inpacts - Review of revenue inpacts under Scenario Il, by hone state.
Nunber Nunber of |npacted Vessels
State Participatin of by Reduction Percentile
g Vessels Vessel s (percent)
Impacted | <5 | 5-9| 10- | 20- | 30- | 40- | =50
>5 19 29 39 49
per cent
MA 16 3 13 1 1 1 0 0 0
MD 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
ME 5 1 4 0 1 0 0 0 0
NC 21 4 17 1 3 0 0 0 0
NH 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0
NJ 20 11 9 0 5 5 1 0 0
NY 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0
RI 7 3 4 1 2 0 0 0 0
VA 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER® 5 3 2 1 1 1 0 0 0
Tot al 109 25 84 4 13 7 1 0 0

aStates with fewer than 4 vessels were aggregated.
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Tabl e 40. Analysis of Inpacts of revenue inpacts for participating vessels, assunmng a 25%decrease in |l ex revenues
associated with a 25%increase effort.

Scenario |11 Nunber of |npacted Vessels
by Reduction Percentile (%
Tot al Nurber of <5 ] 5-9] 10- | 20- | 30- | 40- | =50
Vessel s Vessel s 19 29 39 | 49
| npact ed
by > 5
Reduct i on
109 21 88 13 8 0 0 0 0
Tabl e 41. Analysis of Inpacts - Review of revenue inpacts under Scenario Ill, by home state.
Nunber Nunber of |npacted Vessels
State Partici patin of by Reduction Percentile
g Vessels Vessel s (percent)
I npact ed <5 ] 5-9] 10-] 20- | 30- | 40-] =50
>5 19 29 39 49
per cent

VA 16 2 14 1 1 0 0 0 0
MD 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
ME 5 1 4 1 0 0 0 0 0
NC 21 3 18 3 0 0 0 0 0
NH 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0
NJ 20 11 9 5 6 0 0 0 0
NY 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0
RI 2 2 0 0 0 0 0
VA 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER® 5 2 3 1 1 0 0 0 0
Tot al 109 21 88 13 8 0 0 0 0

aStates with fewer than 4 vessel s were aggregat ed.
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Table 42. Total |andings and value of Atlantic mackerel, Loligo, Illex, and butterfish during January and
February 1999

andl ngs
(pounds) (nunber)
12,144, 881 1, 690, 528 291

6, 500, 761 5, 146, 885 281
145, 263 42,193 23
1.386. 672 927,330 228

Sour ce: Unpubl i shed NVFS Deal er reports
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