
7. HABITAT(Apri/24-26, 2012) 

New England Fishery Management Council 
Habitat Oversight Committee Meeting Summary 

February 23, 2012 
Portsmouth, NH 

Committee members: David Preble (chair), Lou Chiarella, Peter deFur, Mark Gibson, 
Dave Goethel, Doug Grout, Terry Stockwell. Council chair Rip 
Cunningham also attended. 

Council staff: 
NMFS staff: 
Others: 

Michelle Bachman (PDT chair), Lou Goodreau 
David Stevenson (NERO/PDT), Moira Kelly (NERO/PDT) 
Approximately 10 additional audience members, including some 
habitat advisors 

The Habitat Committee met to: 

(1) Discuss management alternatives for deep-sea coral protection, 
(2) Discuss/modifY management options to minimize the adverse effects of fishing on 

Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), and forward those options to the Groundfish Committee 
and Plan Development Team (PDT), and 

(3) Receive a status update and discuss ideas for dedicated habitat research areas. 

On January 24, the Committee met jointly with the Habitat Advisory Panel to discuss the same 
agenda items. A summary of that meeting is provided here: 
http://www.nefmc.org/habitat/meetsum/habitat jan12.pdf. A Committee-only decision making 
meeting was scheduled for January 25, but cancelled due to a conflict with a Science and 
Statistical Committee meeting. This meeting represents a rescheduling of the January 25 
meeting. Background materials were updated slightly between the two meetings and the new 
materials can be found here: http://www.nefrnc.org/habitat/cte mtg docs/1202231120223.html. 

Before beginning the coral agenda item, the Committee briefly discussed coordination between 
the Mid-Atlantic and New England councils on coral issues, between the Habitat and Groundfish 
Committees/POTs on area management issues, and the SSC and NEFSC ecosystems program on 
developing research areas. 

The plan for coordination on coral issues has not been fully developed. Currently, we are on a 
path to develop a single set of coral protection zone areas, with NEFMC taking the lead and 
MAFMC participating via the NEFMC Committee and PDT process. Enhanced coordination 
will be needed in terms of developing management measures that would affect fisheries managed 
by each council. Agency guidance regarding coordination on action taken under the coral 
discretionary provisions is that actions to protect corals taken by one Council can affect fisheries 
managed by another Council, but that there must be consultation between the Councils. Another 
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option that was discussed was to have NEFMC develop measures for the areas north of some 
boundary, and MAFMC develop measures to the south. This could be challenging as there is 
spatial overlap between the fisheries managed by the two Councils. Discussions between 
MAFMC and NEFMC members and staff are ongoing, and coordination will continue at the 
PDT level. Staff will likely present coral alternatives to the MAFMC at their April meeting. 

In terms of coordination on area management issues, options forwarded by the Habitat 
Committee to the groundfish process will be communicated staff to staff at the PDT level, and 
via the Groundfish Committee chair, who is also a member of the Habitat Committee. Area 
management is on the agenda at upcoming Groundfish PDT and Committee meetings, although 
the timeline for work is not certain given other management priorities. Once the Groundfish 
Committee has had an opportunity to develop area management options to meet groundfish­
related objectives, there will be a joint committee process with Habitat. Alternatives would then 
go to the Council to be considered for analysis. 

The Habitat PDT is working on developing proposals for specific research areas. Areas will be 
designed to address the questions outlined in the research areas section of the adverse effects 
decision document. Locations will correspond with both newly proposed and existing habitat 
management areas. At the January 24 meeting, the PDT discussed that multiple research sites 
per region would be ideal, but the plan is to develop one or two sites per region as a starting 
point, and then seek Committee feedback. The Habitat Committee Chair noted that coordination 
with SSC members and others working on ecosystems issues would be useful, so that the 
research areas can be designed now to satisfY multiple objectives for designing and evaluating 
future management actions. 

Management alternatives for deep-sea coral protection 

Documents for this part of the meeting included: 

1. Deep-sea corals of the Northeast Region: Species, habitats, and proposed coral zones, and 
vulnerability to fishing impacts (Doc 1) 

2. Deep-sea coral management alternatives decision document (Doc 3) 
3. Staff also gave a presentation on broad vs. discrete zones, highlighting some boundary 

development considerations. 

Staff reiterated the PDT's January 24 advice on designating broad and/or discrete coral zones. 
She also discussed potential boundary considerations. Regarding both types of zones, but for the 
broad zone in particular, she noted that the tradeoff to be made is between protecting the greatest 
number of coral habitats possible, while preserving fishing opportunities. In terms of developing 
boundaries for coral zones, enforceability issues will need to be considered. Enforcement advice 
thus far has been informal, and rather general, but from their perspective, straight line boundaries 
that follow lines oflatitude and longitude are the easiest. However, given the shape of the shelf­
slope boundary and the incision of canyons into that boundary at irregular intervals, designing a 
management area boundary that effectively balances coral protection and fisheries considerations 
while meeting ideal enforcement criteria would be extremely difficult. 
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Committee discussion 
In response to a Connnittee member's question, the Chair stated that the idea was not to select 
preferred options at this point, but to refine alternatives for further PDT analysis and initial 
council consideration at the April meeting. A Connnittee member concluded that while the PDT 
has done substantial work on this issue, there is much work remaining to determine the 
practicability of various options. The PDT chair agreed, and stated that analyses currently being 
developed to support the EBM process can be modified to address questions about the overlap 
between fisheries in coral zones. In particular, this includes a review of recent VMS data in the 
region. Another Connnittee member asked whether the intent was to protect all corals, or a 
representative sample. He noted that most of the species described in document I have 
minimum known depth distributions of around 300 meters or greater, extending into very deep 
waters. Thus, it seemed to him that a coral zone starting at 300m or deeper would provide 
substantial coral protection. 

Motion 1 (Goethe!, Stockwell) To analyze three options for broad areas: 300 m, 400 m, 500 
m; with the options based on contours rather than straight lines. (6/0/1) 

Committee discussion 
The Connnittee discussed that 300 m is deeper than the majority of current fishing effort, and 
that depth contours should be used rather than straight lines because they provide a better 
opportunity for protecting both corals and current fishing activities. This is because straight lines 
will inevitably include fished areas in the coral zone, or exclude coral areas from the coral zone, 
and the magnitude of the problem will be worse for simpler boundaries (i.e. those with less line 
segments) because of the shape of the shelf. Another Committee member noted that it might be 
difficult to analyze the difference between the three options in terms of fishing impacts. This is 
because the 300,400, and 500 m contours are so closely spaced. The maker of the motion 
responded that by providing a range of options for public connnent, it will allow an opportunity 
for industry to come forward and make a case for how the different depth options would affect 
their operations. A question that will be useful to answer to get a sense for the magnitude of 
potential impacts on any given fishery is what proportion of overall fishing effort by fishery 
would be affected by a particular option. The Mid-Atlantic Council representative noted that 
MAFMC discussed this issue a few weeks ago, and that the South Atlantic has coral zones based 
on the 400 m contour. He also noted that they are doing in-filling and out-filling of their coral 
areas (coral HAPCs) at the present time, and that it would be ideal if the New England and Mid­
Atlantic Councils could anticipate some of these future modifications now, to avoid the need to 
adjust depth-based boundaries shortly after the Amendment is completed. 

Audience discussion 
Gib Brogan (Oceana) connnented that adding 200 m to the range of options would allow the 
Council to gather information about fishing between 200-300 m. He asked about the 
Connnittee's intention regarding restrictions for the area- was it being proposed as an 
exploratory fishing zone? He also noted that it makes sense to send the Connnittee's ideal 
boundaries (i.e. contours) to enforcement at this stage, and see what kind of connnents they come 
back with. Brad Sewell (National Resources Defense Council) asked about hard corals 
shallower than 300 meters, and noted that a broad range of options might provide the most 
flexibility in terms of coordination with MAFMC. Ron Smolowitz (Fisheries Survival Fund) 
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stated that the analysis will still look at areas shallower than 300 m in terms of additional coral 
benefits. He suggested reviewing tbe EFH designations for these depths. Finally, he asked what 
happens to the HAPCs developed during Phase 1 of the Omnibus Amendment- these are similar 
to but different than the likely set of coral zone boundaries. 

Staff will include a request for information about fishing effort by depth when the Amendment 
goes out for public comments. 

Motion 2 (Goethe!, Stockwell) To analyze four options: (1) prohibit use of bottom tending 
gear, (2) prohibit use of mobile bottom tending gear; (3) presuming prohibition options, to 
allow exploratory fishing in discrete areas. Also, ( 4) to allow restrictions and prohibitions 
to be implemented via framework. (610/1) 

Committee discussion 
The intent of the motion would be to prohibit some types of fishing, but allow for exploratory 
fishing, provided that certain criteria are met. 

Audience discussion 
Mr. Smolowitz asked whether the intention was to allow for development of a status quo plus 
option that would not restrict fishing but would require enhanced monitoring. The Committee 
responded that such an option was not the intent ofthe motion. He also noted that it can be very 
difficult to get research and exploratory fishing permits. 

The PDT will define exploratory fishing requirements when developing these alternatives. 

Motion 3 (Grout, deFur) To analyze the following options for discrete deep-sea coral zones: 
(1) PDT recommended Cl!C2 canyons and slope areas (coral-data-based and suitable 
habitat inferred), (2) PDT recommended C2 canyons (suitable habitat inferred), (3) 
seamounts identified by PDT as discrete zones, (4) two GOM discrete areas recommended 
by PDT as discrete zones. Intent is that options could be selected individually or in 
combination. Boundaries of these areas will be developed based on criteria provided in a 
subsequent motion. (6/0/1) 

Committee discussion 
The Committee discussed that discrete options weren't really necessary if a broad zone is 
approved. 

Motion 4 (Grout, deFur) For the PDT to develop straight-line boundaries of the canyon 
and seamount discrete deep-sea coral zones, with canyon zones based on the three degree 
slope contour, and seamount zones based on the bathymetry that defines the seamount. 
(3/2/2) 

Committee discussion 
The maker of the motion noted the intention was to use the same criteria for defining boundaries 
as the PDT did when evaluating habitat suitability of the areas. 
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Audience discussion 
Gib Brogan noted that the seamounts are steeply sloping towards the center of the feature, but 
have wide shoulders that contain corals. Brad Sewell thought that more latitude might be needed 
regarding the landward boundary. Ron Smolowitz supported a broad area only. 

Motion 5 (Grout, deFur) Task the PDT to develop discrete boundaries for Committee 
consideration in Jordan Basin, based on known coral observations and suitable substrate 
for corals. ( 6/0/1) 

Committee discussion 
The intention of the Committee is that these would be small, focused areas. The Committee 
discussed that this area is heavily fished. 

Motion 6 (Grout, Gibson) Task the PDT to develop discrete boundaries for Committee 
consideration in the Mt Desert Rock area, based on known coral observations and suitable 
substrate for corals. (3/2/2) 

Committee discussion 
It was noted that this area is very close to state waters, and that there is substantial lobster fishing 
in the vicinity. The Council carmot regulate lobster gear. There is likely very little mobile gear 
or other non-lobster fishing in the area. 

Motion 7 (deFur, Stockwell) To analyze four options for discrete zones: (1) prohibit use of 
bottom tending gear, (2) prohibit use of mobile bottom tending gear; (3) presuming 
prohibition options, to allow exploratory fishing in discrete areas. Also, ( 4) to allow 
restrictions and prohibitions to be implemented via framework. (6/0/1) 

Committee discussion 
The maker of the motion noted a desire to be consistent with options being developed for the 
broad zone, and another committee member noted that this will allow for comparable analyses 
across the different areas. Another Committee member suggested that in general, boundaries 
should be drawn in such a way as to not impinge on current fishing activities. 

Management Options to Minimize the Adverse Effects of Fishing on EFH 

Next, the Committee reviewed the various management options intended to minimize the 
adverse effects on fishing on EFH. Most of these options have been discussed at previous 
meetings. Some changes were suggested, as indicated in the motions below. The intention is to 
forward the options, as amended, to the Groundfish PDT and Committee as soon as possible. 
Documents for this part of the meeting included: 

I. Adverse effects options decision document (Doc 2) 

Motion 8 (Stockwell, Gibson) Move forward the PDT's recommendations for Closed Area 
II- keep or eliminate current area ( 4/0/0) 
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There was no Committee or audience discussion of this motion. 

Motion 9 (Stockwell, Gibson) Adopt the PDT's recommendations for Georges Shoal 
(options A-E). (6/0/0) 

Options A-E are as follows: 

0 Georges Shoal Option A: Establish Western Georges Shoal habitat management area and restrict use of 
trawl gears to shortened ground cable lengths 

0 Georges Shoal Option B: Establish Western Georges Shoal habitat management area and close to all 
mobile bottom-tending gears 

0 Georges Shoal Option C: Establish Eastern Georges Shoal habitat management area and restrict use of 
trawl gears to shortened ground cable lengths 

0 Georges Shoal Option D: Establish Eastern Georges Shoal habitat management area and close to all mobile 
bottom-tending gears 

0 Georges Shoal Option E: Establish a large Georges Shoal habitat management area and restrict use of trawl 
gears to shortened ground cable lengths 

Audience discussion 
Drew Minkiewicz (Fisheries Survival Fund) stated concerns about closing the eastern portion of 
the Georges Shoal area to scallop gear under option D, above. Vito Giacalone (Northeast 
Seafood Coalition) stated that lots of Georges Bank winter flounder are harvested from these 
areas, and supported the ground cable restriction options (A, C, E) rather than the closure options 
(B, D). He thought that it would be useful if the analysis addressed the proportion of the overall 
winter flounder harvest that comes out of these areas. 

Motion 10 (Stockwell, Grout) Adopt PDT's recommendation for CAl (Options A, B, and 
C). {6/0/0) 

Options A-C are as follows: 

0 CAl Option A: Maintain existing CAl habitat closed areas (status quo) 

0 CAl Option B: Maintain the existing CAl habitat closed areas as gear modification areas 
0 CAl Option C: Eliminate CAl habitat closed areas 

There was no Committee or audience discussion of this motion. 

Motion 11 (Stockwell, Goethe)) Adopt PDT's recommendation for NLCA (Options A and 
B). (6/0/0) 

Options A-B are as follows: 

0 NLCA Option A: Maintain existing Nantucket Lightship habitat closed area (status quo) 

0 NLCA Option B: Eliminate Nantucket Lightship habitat closed area 

There was no Committee or audience discussion of this motion. 
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Motion 12 (Stockwell, Grout) Adopt PDT's recommendation for GSC (Options A and B). 
(6/0/0) 

Options A-Bare as follows. For clarity, the areas are numbered as shown on the chart. 

D GSC Option A: Close to mobile bottom tending gear 

D GSC Option B: Establish trawl gear ground cable modification requirements 
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Audience discussion 
Mr. Minkiewicz noted the scallop industry' s concern with option A in Area 3. Mr. Smolowitz 
noted that this area is highly dynamic, and asked whether the habitat types that these 
management options are designed to protect are in fact self-protecting, because mobile gear 
fishermen avoid highly structured habitats due to concerns about damage to gear. He thought 
that an analysis of vessel monitoring system data would be helpful, particularly for scallops, to 
better understand where vessels fish within these areas. 

Committee discussion 
A Committee member agreed that an analysis of the VMS data would be useful, and wondered 
about shifts in effort and catch per unit effort over time in the area. 
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Motion 13 (Stockwell, Goethel) Adopt the PDT's recommendation that a habitat 
management area be established on Cox Ledge. Options to include closure to mobile 
bottom tending gear, and ground cable length trawl gear modification requirements. Two 
discrete areas based on SASI/substrate analysis will be developed before the next 
Committee meeting to replace the current recommended area. {6/0/0) 

Committee discussion 
The Committee discussed that the Cox Ledge are as currently identified actually contains two 
locations of interest- Cox Ledge and 19 Fathom Bank- and asked the PDT to develop 
boundaries for these areas. General locations of these features are shown on the figure below. 
The Committee discussed gear modification requirements generally, and asked the PDT to 
develop a list of modified gears that could be authorized for use in habitat areas by framework 
action. 
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Motion 14 (Stockwell, Goethel) Adopt the PDT's recommendations for Jeffreys Bank, 
Cashes Ledge, Platts Bank, and Fippennies Ledge as written in the adverse effects decision 
document, and that the PDT will develop discrete area boundaries for Fippennies Ledge 
and Platts Bank. {6/0/0) 

Committee discussion 

Page 8 of II 



Habitat Oversight Committee Meeting - February 23, 2012- FINAL 

The Committee discussed that the areas on Fippennies Ledge and Platts Bank as currently drawn 
incorporate both shallower gravel habitats and deeper sand/mud habitats. Mobile gear fishing 
activities would be prohibited if these options were adopted, and this type of fishing occurs along 
the edge of the bank/ledge features in the deeper waters. Thus, the Committee asked the PDT to 
draft new area boundaries for Fippennies and Platts that avoid the deeper water fishing areas and 
focus on areas with gravel substrates. 

Audience discussion 
Mr. Giacalone suggested that boundaries following lines of latitude and longitude were 
preferable. He suggested that the updated areas could be designed to cover a certain portion of 
the bank/ledge feature, such as 50% or 75%. 
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Motion 15 (Goethel, Stockwell) For the WGOM, consider status guo (Option A), 
eliminating the area (Option B), removing NW corner (Option D). Also consider the 
Jeffreys Ledge area (Option C) and SWGOM Sub-Option El as mobile gear restricted 
areas. (6/0/0) 

Committee discussion 
Staff presented a range of new options developed by the PDT for the southwestern Gulf of 
Maine. These included the following: 
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0 WGOM Option E: Modify the southern portion of the current WGOM area 
o Southern WGOM sub-option I: within current WGOM habitat closure and multi beam sampling 

area 

o Southern WGOM sub-option 2: within current WGOM habitat closure and multibeam sampling 
area, plus additional areas on Tillies Bank 

o Southern WGOM sub-option 3: within current WGOM habitat closure and multi beam sampling 
area, plus additional area to the east extending to eastern boundary of current WGOM habitat 
closure 

o Southern WGOM sub-option 4: within current WGOM habitat closure and multibearu sampling 
area, plus additional area to the east extending to eastern boundary of current WGOM habitat 
closure, plus Wildcat Knoll 

0 WGOM option F: New Scantum option- extension of Jeffreys Ledge area to cover New Scantum 

0 WGOM option G: Gloucester Bank-Lower Stellwagen Bank option- additional area beginning at 
Gloucester Bank and extending to the southeast 

The Committee discussed that the vulnerable habitat types on New Scantum, Gloucester Bank 
and surrounds, and Tillies Bank are not really fishable by mobile gears and questioned the need 
for habitat management areas in these locations. In the Gloucester Bank area in particular, there 
are some well-known tows (e.g. Olympia Tow) that run through the area, between the boulder 
ridge areas, but it seems that people avoid the boulder ridges when using mobile gears. 

This prompted a discussion of whether these avoidance behaviors can be demonstrated using 
various types of fishery data - examination of study fleet data, trawl survey hangs data, and 
VMS data were suggested. 

Audience discussion 
Mr. Giacalone noted that fishermen regularly use chart plotters to map their trawl tracks, and 
have an incentive to keep these data because successful trawls tend to be repeated over and over 
again, while unsuccessful trawls or hangs are avoided during future trips. He suggested that the 
PDT review these data to understand the patterns of fishing over different habitat types. He 
noted his support for Option 1. 

Mr. Brogan stated that he felt it was useful to set aside areas from mobile gear fishing as a 
precaution, even if most vessels cannot or would not fish in them without restrictions. 

Craig MacDonald, Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary, agreed that Option 1 seemed 
suitable. He also noted that there has been substantial research efforts in the Sanctuary since the 
WGOM closure was implemented, and stated that the overlap area between the Sanctuary 
boundary and the WGOM closure (the 'sliver') has served as a reference area for those studies. 

Dedicated Habitat Research Areas 

The Committee chair stated that designation of research areas is an important part ofthe 
Amendment because it will allow for monitoring of the impacts and benefits of management 
changes. He referred to the list of research questions developed by the PDT (these can be found 
in the last section of the adverse effects decision document). 
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Mr. Smolowitz commented that in his opinion, the most important research questions related to 
fishery productivity and selective fishing, while questions about gear effects and natural 
disturbance were less important. 

A Committee member stated that research areas should be: (I) very discrete, (2) have clear goals 
and objectives associated with each one, (3) be well mapped to provide a solid foundation for 
any work, (4) coordinated with the states, if possible. He gave the NH fish pen area as an 
example ofthis last point. 

Mr. Giacalone noted that it will be important to consider what benefits may have accrued as a 
result of the existing closed areas. In many cases, long term area closures don't seem to have 
reversed negative trends in stock abundance, so in order to reverse the trends, it will be important 
to try and understand what factors are inhibiting recovery. 

Mr. Minkiewicz felt that the research area process was being used as a backdoor mechanism for 
keeping currently closed areas offlimits to fishing. His opinion is that there has been little work 
done in these areas. He was concerned that funding for new research will be very limited, and 
that area designation will not guarantee that new studies will be conducted. The Committee 
chair noted that research areas only need to be big enough to be enforceable, and to be useful for 
research purposes, but that his intention was that the areas be as discrete as possible. 

The idea of sunset dates associated with DHRA designations was also raised. 

Dr. MacDonald noted that SBNMS has developed a sanctuary ecological research area (SERA) 
proposal that addresses all of the PDT' s habitat research questions. He acknowledged that the 
proposal had not been transmitted formally to the council, but noted that NOAA was looking 
forward to a full evaluation ofthe SERA proposal alongside other habitat areas in the Omnibus 
Amendment. He stated that NOAA's belief is that the best way to implement this type of 
proposal is via the Council process. He described past work that has occurred within the 
Sanctuary and surrounding areas, and noted that long term studies have been ongoing since 1998. 
These studies include periodic reassessment of 8 sites representing four distinct habitat types. 
The Committee discussed adding a review of the SERA proposal to the next Committee meeting, 
noting that it was appropriate for the Committee to discuss the issue and then decide if PDT 
work should be requested. 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 4:30p.m. 
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Habitat Plan Development Team Meeting Summary 

March 7, 2012 
Boston, MA 

PDT members: Michelle Bachman (chair), Tom Hoff, Jessica Coakley, Katie 

Richardson, Moira Kelly, David Stevenson, Chad Demarest, Geret 
DePiper, David Packer, Mark Lazzari, Peter Auster, Page 
Valentine 

Committee members: David Preble (chair) 

Others: Alexander Dorsk (NEFSC), additional audience members in 

person and via webinar 

The Habitat PDT met on March 7, 2012 to discuss management options for the Omnibus EFH 
Amendment related to minimizing the adverse effects of fishing on EFH. 

Two new members will be transitioning onto the PDT in the coming months. Jessica Coakley 
will be replacing Tom Hoff as the MAFMC representative, as Dr. Hoff is retiring this spring. 

Geret DePiper will be replacing Chad Demarest as the NEFSC economist later this year. 

Coral alternatives 

The Habitat Committee reviewed the PDT' s recommendations about deep-sea coral areas at their 

meeting on 2/23/12, and developed a range of alternatives as follows: 

• Broad coral zones from the US-CAN EEZ boundary to the VA-NC border, extending 
from the 300, 400, or 500 m contour to the EEZ. 

• Discrete coral zones including the following options: 
o Canyon and slope areas based on presence of corals and suitable habitats, with 

landward boundaries based on the 3 degree slope contour 
o Canyon areas based on inferred presence of suitable coral habitats, with landward 

boundaries based on the 3 degree slope contour 
o Seamount areas based on presence of corals and suitable habitat, or based on 

inferred presence of suitable coral habitats, with boundaries based on the 
bathymetry of the seamount feature 

o Gulf of Maine coral zones based on presence of corals and suitable habitats, with 
boundaries based on coral presence data and presence of suitable habitat 
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• Management options for all zones include: 
o Closure to mobile bottom-tending gear 
o Closure to bottom-tending gear 
o Provisions to exempt certain fishing activities from restrictions within the zones 
o Changes to management measures can be implemented via framework 

PDT members recommended that coral documents emphasize the following: (I) deep-sea corals 
occur deeper than 50 m, (2) areas and associated management measures are not designed to 

protect sea pens, (3) canyon/slope maps and table should be arranged north-south throughout the 
document, ( 4) a summary table should be included that lists the number of areas evaluated vs. the 
number of areas recommended, by area type. The table listing the coral species of particular 
conservation interest will be updated. Also, the decision document will be updated to make it 
clear that the management options apply to all the different types of coral zones, and that the 
broad and discrete zones can be used separately, or combined. 

The PDT discussed the seaward boundary for the discrete canyon and slope zones, and 
concluded that the boundary should be drawn separately for each area, and designed to 
encompass the areas with the largest slope values. To accomplish this task, the slope raster file 
in degrees was plotted in ArcMap using five discrete classes, with the breaks between classes 

determined using the natural breaks (Jenks) method. Discrete areas were drawn with the 
landward boundary based on the 3 degree slope contour, and the seaward boundary drawn to 
encompass the areas covered by the highest slope category. Some examples are shown on the 
following page for Hydrographer, Alvin, Hudson, and Norfolk/Washington Canyon areas. The 
maximum slope category groups areas with slopes ranging from 12-35 degrees. Throughout the 
region, these steep slope values are only found along the continental slope and in the canyons. 
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Figure 1 - Using slope values to define boundaries of canyon deep-sea coral protection zones 
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The PDT also discussed boundaries for seamount zones, which the Committee requested be 

identified based on the bathymetry of the seamount features. The best bathymetry data set to use 
for this purpose is the one housed at USGS, which was used to draw the boundaries shown 
below. These data were collected with a multi beam echosounder. On the figure, a hillshade 
layer is overlaid on the figure to show the shapes of the seamounts, and the surrounding coarse 
resolution bathymetry is ETOPO 1 data. 
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It was straightforward to differentiate the seamount feature from the surrounding, flat abyssal 
plain for the purpose of drawing a boundary for each area. Also, a PDT member mentioned 
studies that characterize discrete ecological communities on the seamounts. This will be 
investigated further. 

Figure 2- Seamount deep-sea coral protection zones 
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The Committee requested that discrete (i.e. small) areas be identified for the Gulf of Maine coral 
zones around Mt Desert Rock and in western Jordan Basin. The PDT discussed that it would be 
useful to identify two areas around Mt Desert Rock - one that encompasses the entire area likely 
to contain suitable coral habitat (top right panel), and another that is outside state waters and 
would be recommended for management actions (top left panel). In western Jordan Basin, the 
PDT identified three areas where corals and hard substrates have been observed during ROV 
dives, and a fourth area that appears to be bathymetrically similar (bottom left panel). Another 
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option would be to connect the pairs of areas into two larger areas, as shown below (bottom right 
panel). 
Figure 3 - Gulf of Maine deep-sea coral protection zones 
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Finally, the PDT discussed analysis ofthese zones, both in terms of fishing impacts and coral 
conservation benefits. 

In terms of looking at fishing effort, there are a few avenues to pursue: 
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• Corrected VTR data for the deep-sea red crab trap fishery (Council and NERO staff are 
currently working on this issue) 

• Squid data - in SASI this data layer was based on a trip landing more than 50% squid, 
gear code fish trawl. It wasn't based on a mesh size as there are issues with this. Ideally, 
we would be able to link the same list of squid trips used in the SASI analysis with VMS 
data. 

Note that mobile bottom tending gears include hydraulic clam dredges, scallop dredges, and all 
bottom trawls. All bottom tending gears would also include all traps, bottom longlines, and sink 
gillnets. It wasn't clear whether or not hagfish pot data were included in the SASI compilation 
of trap fishing effort data- VTRs are not required in the fishery, although they are submitted 

when the vessel has a VTR requirement as the result of another fishing permit (this is also true 
for lobster trap effort). For thoroughness, one PDT member suggested including the hagfish pot 
data. 

At this stage, the objectives associated with fishing effort/corals are to identify the fisheries 
which overlap the proposed coral zones, and to determine which datasets are available that will 
provide the highest spatial resolution for fishing locations in each of those fisheries. Where it is 
available, vessel monitoring system data will be used to evaluate the footprint of ftshing as it has 

higher spatial resolution. This will be particularly important for distinguishing between the 300 
m, 400 m, and 500 m broad zones, because the three contours are so closely spaced. Eventually, 
links will be made with revenue data to estimate impacts of the various coral zones relative to 
potential conservation benefits. 

Also, a thorough understanding of special fishery access provisions including letters of 
authorization and exempted fishery permits will help the PDT and Committee design an 
exemption program for vessels wishing to fish in coral zones. 

In terms of evaluating coral conservation benefits of the various broad zone options, the PDT 
recommended looking at differences in the number of coral observations in the 300m vs. 400 m. 
vs. 500 m. zones, and in the types of species found at each depth. The results of this analysis 

will come with a number of caveats, as the coral presence data are incomplete in terms of 
comprehensive spatial coverage of coral-related survey effort, and all depths do not have equal 
survey effort. PDT members also felt it was important to determine how many corals have been 
observed shallower than 300 m, and to describe what types of corals occur in these shallower 
depths. Staff will work on this and report back to the PDT. 

The PDT discussed that for relatively shallow waters, there will be greater conservation benefits 
from discrete zones based on a 3 degree slope contour as compared to any ofthe three broad 
zones options. This is because the discrete zones extend into shallower depths, generally 
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speaking. In many areas, the 3 degree slope contour corresponds to a depth of approximately 

200 m. The figures below show the difference between the 3 degree slope contour and discrete 
zones as compared to the areas covered by the broad zone options. Of course, the broad zones 
would cover an array of smaller canyons and slope areas not encompassed by the discrete zones. 

Figure 4 - Comparison between boundaries of selected discrete coral zones and adjacent broad zone boundaries 
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PDT members asked whether the Committee's intent was to implement broad and discrete zones 
together, or iftheir intent was to choose one management approach. Another question was 
whether the Committee indicated whether their intention was to implement all Option A (or 

Option B, or Option C) areas together, or if the intention was that individual sub-areas (i.e. 
individual canyons and seamounts) could be implemented separately in an a Ia carte fashion. 
Staff will follow up on these issues at the next Committee meeting on April6. Analysis will be 
easier if options were implemented in groups, partly because it would be less cumbersome to 

conduct analysis and present the results, and partly because restrictions in one area could likely 
result in changes in the distribution of fishing in remaining unrestricted areas. 

Presentation on SASI web-based coding (NEFSC staff) 

NEFSC contractor Alexander Dorsk described a project he is working on to make the SASI 
model data layers and outputs available via a web portal. One aspect of the tool will be to allow 
users to manipulate model parameters to see how the results change. Currently, the model has 
been re-coded in an appropriate progranuning language and design ideas for the portal have been 
explored. Initial launch of the tool is anticipated by the end of the year. The PDT made some 
suggestions such as soliciting user feedback, scaling the structured grid resolution down to I 

km2
, and generating appropriate metadata for any files that can be downloaded by users. Alex 

encouraged people to contact him with any additional ideas. 

Adverse Effects Options 

As a refresher for the PDT and as a warm up for a presentation to an ICES working group, Chad 
Demarest gave a brief presentation on SASI practicability analyses of adverse effects options. 

Related to Chad's presentation, the PDT discussed how to organize and present SASI and extra­
SASI information by area. This conversation will be ongoing over the coming months. The 
PDT discussed that although these analyses won't reallly need to be completed until after 
alternatives are developed and the full EIS is drafted, at least some ofthis information will be 

helpful when the Habitat and Groundfish Committees work together to package habitat and 
groundfish options into alternatives. This timing ofthis step isn't entirely clear yet, but it will 
happen after options to meet groundfish objectives have been developed by the Groundfish 
Committee and PDT. With regards to habitat at least, there are likely to be a handful of 

alternatives that range from most precautionary to least precautionary, and in order to know 
which area-based options should be prioritized for inclusion in the less restrictive/less 
precautionary alternative, the committees will need additional information about the individual 
areas. Other analyses may not be meaningful until the options are packaged. The following 
metrics/issues were discussed: 
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• Measure of uncertainty - currently three model runs -base case, lower bound, higher 
bound- used to produce quasi-confidence intervals 

• Spatial data support metric, which has an unstructured cell size element and a grain sizes 
detectable element, and will important to include alongside any quantitative results. An 
audience member suggested comparing local data support values to the global average to 
make them easier to interpret. 

• The Committee has discussed the idea of developing regional alternatives- i.e. packages 
for the Gulf of Maine vs. Georges Bank. The PDT didn't spend much time on this issue, 
but discussed that while the analysis is doable, there will be pros and cons, especially if 
management changes in one region influence fishing behavior in the other region. 

• Need to consider non-SASI information on an area-by-area basis. One element of this 
will be to consider how the ten habitat types coded into the SASI model, and the features 
associated with those habitat types, compare to what we know about the habitats found in 
specific locations. 

• Also, we will need to make sure that we can turn any quantitative estimates into 
something that can be used for decision making- i.e., what differences in model outputs 
are meaningful in terms of discriminating between alternatives. Given local variation in 
habitats as compared to the generic modeled habitat types, and variation in data support 
values across the domain, it may be more useful to interpret and categorize the raw 
outputs. 

The PDT also discussed a GIS analysis to explore the overlap between the area designated as 
EFH, proposed management areas, and vulnerable habitats. Staff prepared an example analysis 
for two species, Atlantic cod and yellowtail flounder. EFH for adults and juveniles was 

considered separately, and 'vulnerable' was defined as the grid cells with trawl gear Zoo values 
greater than 0.5 standard deviations from the mean value. The results showed: (1) the total area 
of the species/lifestage EFH (km2

), (2) the area that overlaps with the high Zoo cells (km2 and 
percent of EFH area), and (3) the area that overlaps with the high Zoo cells and the proposed 

management areas (km2 and percent ofEFH area). Staff asked ifthis type of analysis was 
useful, and if so, whether it should be done for all species, or just for species that have some 
association with vulnerable habitat types (i.e. cobble and boulder habitat types). The following 
points were raised: 

• One PDT member suggested focusing on the high end of the distribution for each species 
(perhaps the top 25%) to make the results more meaningful. The PDT discussed this in 
January (maps with different percentiles of the distribution were prepared) and felt at that 
time that it was better to use the entire EFH designation footprint. 

• How does protecting large amount of habitat compare to protecting a small amount of the 
most essential habitats? Do we know which habitats are most essential? 

• Are EFH designations best used for non-fishing impacts determinations? What is the 
overlap between EFH and proposed management areas? Just because there is spatial 
overlap, there is not necessarily adverse effect occurring. 

• What are the stocks of fish that have the highest habitat affinity? Do they occur in 
proposed management areas? 
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• If you implement an area intended to encompass particular habitat types, and then 
implement measures to minimize adverse effects, what species will be best protected? 

While there was no clear way forward by the conclusion of the discussion, the group seemed to 
be leaning towards a more qualitative analysis that does the following things: 

I. Identify the species that have known associations with vulnerable habitat types 
2. Identify the overlap between vulnerable habitat types and proposed management areas 
3. Determine which species (of those listed in step I) occur in each proposed management 

area. The end goal is to figure out which species will potentially benefit from a reduction 
in adverse effects in each management area (or group of management areas). 

At their meeting on 2/23 the Committee requested that the boundaries of some of the adverse 
effects management areas be refined as follows: 

• Cox Ledge- make two areas focused on Cox Ledge and 19 Fathom Bank 

• Fippennies Ledge- make the area smaller to focus on the top of the ledge 

• Platts Bank- make two areas focused on the shallowest portions of the bank 

The PDT reviewed preliminary modifications and developed the following areas consistent with 
the Committee's request: 
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Figure 5 - Updated boundaries for Cox Ledge, Fippennles Ledge, and Platts Bank habitat areas 
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The meeting adjourned at approximately 5 pm. 
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