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NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has proposed a Secretarial Amendment for
the small-mesh multispecies fishery, under the authority of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) section 304(c)(1)(A). When
preparing a Secretarial Amendment, the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires NMFS to “submit such
a plan or amendment to the appropriate Council for consideration and comment” (section
304(c)(4)(A)). As requested, a presentation on the Secretarial Amendment will also be made to
the New England Fishery Management Council at the January 2012 meeting.

This amendment proposes to establish a framework for setting annual catch limits (ACL) and
measures to ensure accountability (AM) for the small-mesh multispecies fishery, which consists
of silver, red, and offshore hake. This fishery is managed within the Northeast Multispecies
Fishery Management Plan (FMP), but these species are not covered by the ACL and AM
framework established in Amendment 16. There are five stocks of small-mesh multispecies:
Northern red hake; southern red hake; northern silver hake; southern silver hake; and offshore
hake. This amendment, although not time-limited like an emergency or interim rule, is only
intended to serve as a temporary bridge until the Council can complete Amendment 19 to the
Northeast Multispecies FMP,

The Secretarial Amendment proposes measures that are under consideration by the Council for
inclusion in Amendment 19, which is intended to establish the ACL and AM framework for
these stocks; however, completion of the Council’s amendment has been delayed by other
priorities. Tt is our intention to build on the work that the Council’s Whiting Oversight
Committee and Plan Development Team (PDT) have completed for Amendment 19 when
implementing the Secretarial Amendment in order to ensure a smooth transition between the two
amendments. In selecting the preferred alternatives, we tried to choose the broadest of the
alternatives under consideration for Amendment 19, so as to preserve your flexibility in choosing
a set of preferred management measures in Amendment 19 and minimize confusion during the
transition period.

On December 23, 2011, the proposed rule and notice of availability for the Secretarial
Amendment published in the Federal Register (76 FR 80318). As required by the Magnuson-




Stevens Act (sections 304(c)}(4)(B) and 304(c)(6)), the comment period is 60 days, and ends on
February 21, 2012. The Secretarial Amendment proposes the following:

1. Mechanism for Specifying OFLs, ABCs, ACLs, TALSs, and the Specification Process

Using the calculations that your PDT has provided, the recommendations of the Council’s
Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC), and the recommendations that the Whiting Oversight
Committee and Council have made for Amendment 19, the Secretarial Amendment proposes the
same framework for estimating the overfishing limits (OFL), acceptable biological catches
(ABC), ACLs, and total allowable landings (TAL) for the small-mesh multispecies stocks.

OFL values are currently calculated to be 24,840 mt for the northern stock of silver hake and
62,301 mt for the southern stock of silver hake, using the 50" percentile of the OFL distribution
calculated by the small-mesh multispecies PDT. OFL values are currently calculated to be 314
mt for the northern stock of red hake, and 3,448 mt for the southern stock of red hake, using the
50™ percentile of the OFL distribution. Based on guidance from the SSC, the ABCs would be
based on the OFLs and would be set equal to the 40™ percentile of the OFL distribution for both
red hake stocks, and the 25™ percentile for both silver hake stocks. In order to account for
offshore hake, which are caught incidentally in the southern silver hake fishery and are marketed
together as “whiting,” the southern silver hake ABC would be increased by 4 percent.

The Council has recommended that ACLs for the small-mesh multispecies fishery be set equal to
95 percent of the corresponding ABC to account for management uncertainty. The mechanism
to establish ACLs for the small-mesh multispecies fishery results in four ABCs (northern red
hake, northern silver hake, southern red hake, and southern whiting), set below their respective
OFLs to account for scientific uncertainty, and four corresponding ACLs, set below ABC to
account for management uncertainty, where ACL = 95% ABC.

The Secretarial Amendment proposes total allowable landings (TALs) on a stock area basis, with
southern silver and offshore hake combined. This would result in four TALs that relate directly
to the ACLs recommended by the SSC and the Council. Discards and a state landings estimate
would be deducted from the ACLs, and stock area TALs would be used as the management limit.
At its September 2011 meeting, the Council recommended a 3-percent allowance for state
landings. The Council also recommended using a discard estimate based on the average discards
from 20082010 for all stocks. The calculations below were provided by the PDT; however, an
error in the calculation of the discard estimate is being addressed by the PDT and the Committee
at their respective meetings this January. The following table describes the catch limits as
proposed in the Secretarial Amendment. If the Committee and Council alter the approach to
incorporating discards, the final rule to implement the Secretarial Amendment would address this
issue.



Small-Mesh Multispecies Secretarial Amendment Proposed Catch Limits

Northern Northern Southern Southern

Red Hake Silver Hake Red Hake Whiting
OFL ' : 314 mt . 24,840 mt 3,448 mt 62,301 mt
ABC 280 mt 13,177 mt 3,259 mt 33,940 mt*
ACL : 266 mt’ 12,518 mt 3,096 mt 32,243 mt
State Landings (3%) 3.35 mt 281.65 mt 33.44 mt 841.54 mt
-Eég‘ga:rz%fgmmage 58% 25% 64% 13%
Discards 154.28 mt 3,129.5 mt 1,981.44 mt 4,191.59 mt
Total Federal TAL (mt) 108 mt 9,106 mt 1,081 mt 27,084 mt
Total Federal TAL (1b) 238,099 b 20,075,290 b 2,383,197 1b 59,710,000 Ib

* Southern Whiting ABC = Sijlver Hake 25™ percentile of OFL (32,635 mt) + 4% (1,305 mt)

Specifications Process

Specifications would be set on a 3-year cycle, starting with the first year of implementation of
the Secretarial Amendment. This process would update the OFLs, ABCs, ACLs, and TALs
based on the most recent available information using the framework mechanisms described
above. The Council, the PDT, and the Whiting Oversight Committee would monitor the status
of the small-mesh multispecies fishery and resource. The PDT would make any necessary
recommendations to the Council’s SSC for review, which would in turn make recommendations
to the Council. The Council would then provide the specifications for review by NMFS. If the
specifications are implemented prior fo the start of the fishing year, the old specifications, as
adjusted by any required AM, would remain in effect until they are replaced.

2. Accountability Measures

- The Secretarial Amendment proposes both a proactive (in-season) and a reactive (post-season)
- AM framework for the small-mesh multispecies fishery. The two AMs are intended to
complement each other and work jointly to ensure that the catch limits are not exceeded, and if
they are, mitigate the potential harm to the small-mesh multispecies stocks.

In-season AM: Incidental Possession Limit Trigger

The Secretarial Amendment proposes an AM that would reduce the possession of a particular
stock to an incidental level when a trigger limit for that stock’s TAL is projected to be reached.
Under this approach, even if the TAL is exceeded, the possession limit would remain at the
incidental level until the end of the fishing year. Based on a review of recent data and
recommendations for the Whiting Oversight Committee, the Secretarial Amendment proposes a
400-1b incidental possession limit for red hake and a 1,000-1b incidental possession limit for
silver hake. For all four TALs, the trigger for reduction to the incidental level would be 90
percent, '



Post-Season AM: Pound-for-Pound Payback of an ACL Overage

This AM would authorize NMFS, through the Northeast Regional Administrator, to deduct from
a subsequent year’s ACL any overage of an ACL in a given year. The Secretarial Amendment
proposes that ACL overages that occur in one year would be deducted from the ACL in the
second year after the overage occurred. That is, an overage in fishing year 2012 would be
deducted from the ACL in fishing year 2014. This approach is proposed for the small-mesh
multispecies fishery because the small-mesh multispecies fishery in the northern area is restricted
by the groundfish regulations in area and season. An in-season adjustment to an ACL might
result in some exemption areas opening, while others would not. This also allows vessel owners
the opportunity to prepare for the reduction with ample time to adjust their business plans.

Thank you for the support that your staff and Committee have given to this effort. Please
provide any comments that you have to me by February 21, 2012, so that they may be considered
in the implementation of this rule. If you have any further questions, please contact Moira Kelly
in the Sustainable Fisheries Division, at 978-281-9218.

Sincerely,

aniel Morris
Acting Regional Administrator

Enclosures: Secretarial Amendment
Proposed Rule Notice
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F. Executive Order 13175: Consultation
and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments

This action does not have tribal
implications, as specified in Executive
Order 13175 (65 FR 67249, November 9,
2000), This direct final rule imposes no
requirements on tribal governments,’
Thus, Executive Order 13175 does not
apply to this action.

G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of
Children From Environmental Health
and Safety Risks

The EPA interprets EO 13045 (62 FR
19885, April 23, 1997) as applying to
those regulatory actions that concern
health or safety risks, such that the
analysis required under Section 5-501
of the Order has the potential to
influence the regulation. This action is
not subject to EQ 13045 because it is
based solely on technology
performance.

H. Executive Order 13211 Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use

This action is not subject to Executive
Order 13211 (66 FR 28355, May 22,
2001) because it is not a significant
regulatory action under Executive Order
12886,

I. National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act

Section 12(d) of the National
Techuology Transfer and Advancement
Act of 1995 ("NTTAA"}, Public Law
104-113, 12(d) (15 U.S.C. 272 note)
directs EPA to use voluntary consensus
standards in its regulatory activities,
unless to do so would be inconsistent
with applicable law or otherwise
impractical, Voluntary consensus

standards are technical standards (e.g., -

malerials specifications, test methods,
sampling procedures, and business
practices) that are developed or adopted
by voluntary consensus standards
bodies, NTTAA directs the EPA to
provide Congress, through OMB,
explanations when the agency decides
not to use available and applicable
voluntary consensus standards.

This action does not invelve technical
standards, Therefore, the EPA did not
‘consider the use of any voluntary
consensus standards,

J. Executive Order 12898: Federal
Actions To Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations

Executive Order 12898 (59 IR 7629,
February 186, 1994} establishes federal
executive policy on environmental
justice. Its main provision directs

federal agencies, to the greatest extent
practicable and permitted by law, to
make environmental justice part of their
mission by identifying and addressing,
as appropriate, disproportionately high
and adverse human health or
environmental effects of their programs,
policies, and activities on minority
populations and low-income
populations in the United States,

The EPA has determined that this
direct final rule will not have
disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects
on minority or low-income populations
because it does not affect the level of
protection provided to human health or
the environment, This direct final rule
makes revisions and clarifications to the
rule and should net result in increased
emissions beyond those described in the
final rule.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63
Environmental protection, Particulate
matter, Air pollution control, Hazardous
substances, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.
Dated: December 15, 2011,
Lisa P, Jackson,
Administrator.
(FR Doc. 201132830 Filed 12—22-11; 8:45 am]

" BILLING CODE 6560-50~P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 648
[Docket No. 110816505-1734-02]
RIN 0648-BB39

Fisheries of the Northeastern United
States; Northeast Multispecies Fishery
Management Plan; Secretarial
Amendment

AGENCY: Naticnal Marine Fisherias
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Proposed rule; notice of
availability of a Secretarial amendment;
request for comments,

© SUMMARY: NMFS ‘proposes a Secretarial

Amendment to the Northeast
Multispecies Fishery Management Plan
to establish a mechanism for specifying
annual catch limits and accountability
measures for the small-mesh
multispecies fishery. The Secretarial
Amendment, incorperating a draft
Environmental Assessment and an
Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis, is
available for public comment. NMFS is

proposing this amendment because the
New England Fishery Management
Council has been delayed in
implementing the mechanism to specify
annual catch limits and accountability
measures for the silver hake, red hake,
and offshore hake stocks, This
amendment is intended to comply with
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act
requirements for establishing a
mechanism for specifying annual catch
limits and accountability measures in
this fishery.

DATES: Written comments must be
received no later than 5 p.m. eastern
standard time, on February 21, 2012.

ADDRESSES: An environmental
assessment (EA) was prepared for the
Secretarial Amendment that describes
the proposed action and other
considered alternatives, and provides an
analysis of the impacts of the proposed
measures and alternatives. Copies of the
Secretarial Amendment, including the
EA and the Initial Reguiatory Flexibility
Analysis (IRFA), are available on
request from Daniel Morris, Acting
Regional Administrator, Northeast
Regional Office, 55 Great Republic
Drive, Gloucester, MA 01930, These
documents are also available online at
htip.//www.nero.noaa.gov,

You may submit comments, identified
by NOAA-NMFS-2011-0206, by any  ~
one of the following methods:

s Electronic Sybmissions; Submit all
electronic public comments via the
Federal e-Rulemaking Portal
www.regulations.gov. To submit
cominents via the e-Rulemaking Portal,
Tirst click the “‘submit a comment’ icon,
then enter “NOAA-NMFS5-2011-0206"
in the keyword search. Locate the
document you wish to comment on
from the resulting list and click on the
“Submit a Comment” icon on the right
of that line.

e Fax: (978) 281-9135, Attn: Moira
Kelly.

. Maﬂ: Daniel Morris, Acting
Regional Administrator, NMFS,
Northeast Regional Office, 55 Great
Republic Drive, Gloucester, MA 01930.
Mark the outside of the envelops,
“Comments on Whiting Secretarial
‘Amendment.”

Instructions: Comments must be
submitted by one of the above methods
to ensure that the comments are
received, documented, and considered
by NMFS. Comments sent by any other
method, to any other address or
individual, or received after the end of
the comment period, may not be
considered. All comments received are’
a part of the public record and will
generally be posted for public viewing
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on www.regulations.gov. All personal
identifying information (e.g., name,
address, efc.) submitted voluntarily by
the sender will be publicly accessible,
Do not submit confidential business .
information, or otherwise sensitive or
protected information. NMFS will
accept anonymous comments {(enter “N/
A’ in the required fields if you wish to
remain anonymous). Attachments to
electronic comments will be accepted in
Microsoft Word or Excel, WordPerfect,
or Adobe PDF file formats only.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Moira Kelly, Fishery Policy Analyst,
(978) 281-9218.

SUPPLEMENTARY {INFORMATION:
Background

The small-mesh multispecies complex
is composed of five stocks of three
species of hakes (northern silver hake,
southern silver hake, northern red hake,
southern red hake, and offshore hake),
and the fishery is managed through a
series of exemptions from the other
provisions of the Northeast Multispecies
Fishery Management Plan (FMP).
Amendment 19 to the FMP was initiated
by the New England Fishery
Management Council (Council) in 2009
to establish a mechanism for specifying
annual catch lmits fACLs) and
accountability measures (AMs] for the
small-mesh multispecies fishery as
required by the 2007 reauthorization of
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act
(Magnuson-Stevens Act), but the
Council postponed development of the
amendment in order to include the
results of an updated stock assessment
in November 2010. Developing the
amendment has been further delayed by
the Council due to other pressing
actions, and Amendment 19 is not
scheduled to be implemented until
October 2012, well past the Magnuson-
Stevens Acts’ deadline for
implementing ACLs and AMs, NMFS
has determined that it is necessary and
appropriate, under section 304(c)(1)(A)
of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, to
develop a Secretarial Amendment in
order to bring the small-mesh
multispecies fishery into compliance
with the Magnuson-Stevens Act

requirements concerning ACLs and
AMs, '

To date, the Council has made a
nurber of preliminary decisions
regarding what alternatives will be
included in Amendment 19. For the
Secretarial Amendment, NMFS is
proposing measures that are similar to
those that are expected to be in
Amendment 19 in order to minimize
confusion and disruption for the
industry when the Council’s
amendment, if approved, is
implemented. NMFS is proposing to
implement the overfishing limits
(OFLs), acceptable biological catch
limits (ABCs}, and the ACL framework
that the Council is considering for
Amendment 19,

Amendment Development

When a Secretarial Amendment is
being developed, according to section
304(c)(2)(A) of the Magnuson-Stevens
Act, the Secretary must “conduct public
hearings, at appropriate times and
locations in the geographical areas
concerned, so as to allow interested
parties an opportunity to be heard in the
preparation and amendment of the plan
and any regulations implementing. the
plan.” In order to satisfy this
requirement, NMES published an
Advanced Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (76 FR 57944) on
September 19, 2011. Public hearings
were held in East Setauket, NY; Toms
River, NJ; Gloucester, MA; and
Narragansett, RI, and public comments
were accepted until October 19, 2011. In
general, commenters expressed concern
on what effect a stock area total
allowable landings {TAL) level would
have on the inshore Gulf of Maine
exeription areas; how much influence
the years that the Council chose for
potentially sub-dividing the northern
area TALs would have on future actions;
and recommended that any new trips
limits not be too restrictive and set at
such a level as to protect historical
participants. NMFS took these
comments into consideration during the
development of the preferred
alternatives and addressed the issues
raised by the commenters in the EA.

Proposed Measures

The Council does not yet have a set
of preferred alternatives, so NMFS is
proposing the broadest, most general of
the Council’s current alternatives. In
choosing the preferred alternatives for
the Secretarial Amendment, NMFS
intends to meet the requirements of the
law, while preserving the Council's
flexibility for measures to be proposed
in Amendment 19. In doing so, NMFS
considered but rejected for this
amendment one of the Council’s
alternatives for a more complicated,
sub-divided quota system in the
northern area; however, this is not
intended to preclude the Council from
recommending this alternative in
Amendment 19.

1. Mechanism for Specifying OFLs,
ABCs, ACLs, TALs, and the
Specification Process

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires
that each FMP establish “‘a mechanism
for specifying annual catch limits * * *
at such a level that overfishing does not
occwr in the fishery, including measures
to ensure accountability.” In order to do
that for the smali-mesh multispecies
fishery, the first step is to estimate the
OFL for each stock. The OFL is the
amount of catch above which
overfishing is deemed to be occurring,
that 1s, it is a status determination
criterion for overfishing. It is an annual
limit derived as the product of current
exploitable biomass and the current rate
of fishing, after taking into account the
variance of each factor. To calculate
this, the Council’s Small-Mesh
Multispecies Plan Development Team
(PDT) derived a distribution of the OFL,
and the OFL is equal to the 50th
percentile of that distribution. The 3-
year moving average biomass estimate
for silver hake is estimated using the fall
trawl survey; and the 3-year moving
average biomass estimate for red hake is
estimated using the spring trawl survey,
based on guidance from the Council's
Scientific and Statistical Comumittes
(SSC} and the November 2010 stock
assessment. No reliable estimates for
offshore hake are available. For fishing
years 2012—2014, the OFLs would be as
follows:

TABLE 1—FISHING YEARS 2012-2014 OFLs

OFL (mt) © OFL {Ib)
NOMREIN REG HAKE o..eoeiiciiiiscees it st sesih e rrnss s asras s res sraesresrssnmsesae st rs e asseseeesesbrsnnsssensrnansssssosnssssssmasessesras 314 692,252
MNorthem Silver Hake ..... 24,840 54,762,830
Southemn Red Hake ....... 3,448 7,601,539
SOUTNEIM SIIVEE HAKE e tee st r s sets s s ceas st e asses bab e s es s s ba s s sres sEb e ottt aerassadeatanne tAbsressesaiannsssntanas 62,301 137,350,200
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The second step in establishing ACLs
is to account for uncertainty in the OFL
estimate by estimating the acceptable
biological catch, or ABC. ABC is the
level of catch that accounts for scientific
uncertainty in the estimate of the OFL
and any other scientific uncertainty.

Based on guidance from the SSC, the
ABCs would be based on the OFLs and
would be set equal to the 40th
percentile of the OFL distribution for
both red hake stocks, and the 25th
percentile for both silver hake stocks
(Table 2}, In order to account for

offshore hake, which are caught
incidentally in the southern silver hake
fishery and are marketed together as
“whiting,” the southern silver hake ABC
would be increased by 4 percent.

TABLE 2—FISHING YEARS 2012-2014 ABCs

OFL Percentile of OFL distribution |  Fofgent of ABC
Northern Red Hake ......ccccvvvens 1AMt A0t v 89.17 { 280 mt
| (692,252 1n) {617,294 Ib).
Northemn Silver Hake .............. 24,840 Mt v | 25 e, 53.05 | 13,177 mt
(54,762,830 Ib) (2,9050,310 Ib).
Southern Red HAKE vvcevrrovee | 3448 ML ovverveerseseseerres s 40th 94.52 | 3,259 mt
(7,601,539 Ib) (7,184,865 Ib).
Southern WHIting* ......o........ 62,301 M vvvrooeesrseemeresseenes | 258 oo s 54.48 | 33,940 mt
: (137,350,200 Ib) (74,824,890 ib).

* Southern Whiting ABC = Silver Hake 25th percentile of OFL (32,835 mt) + 4% (1,305 mt).

The final step in estimating the ACLs,
after estimating OFL and ABC, as
described ahove, is to take into account

-any uncertainty in the ability of

~managers to effectively implement the
recommendad catch levels, The Council
has recommended that ACLs for the

small-mesh multispecies fishery be set
equal to 95 percent of the corresponding
ABC to account for management
uncertainty. The mechanism to establish
ACLs for the small-mesh multispecies
fishery results in four ABCs (northern
red hake, northern silver hake, southern

red hake, and southern whiting), set
helow their respective OFLs to account
for scientific uncertainty, and four
corresponding ACLs, set below ABC to
account for management uncertainty,
where ACL = 95 percent ABC (Table 3.)

TABLE 3—FISHING YEARS 2012-2014 ABCS AND ACLS FoR SMALL-MESH MULTISPECIES

ABC ACL {95% of ABC}

Northern Red Hake ....ceevivecrmccre i, 2B0 M i e e 266 mt

(B17,204 18) ..uvvvvsvevereenensressssressasssssesssmssssrarans (586,430 Ib).
Northern Silver Hake ..o | 13,377 M v rernse e erersn e 12,518 mt

{2,9060,310 1D} ...vivvemeerrerrecmmren e enrr e rne e (27,597,470 Ib).
Southern Bed Hake .......ccoeecimmrrrenermrnnniennens 3259 M e ——————— 3,096 mt .

: {7,184,865 1B} .. 0vevvree e (6,825,512 |b).

Southemn WHIlING ..o | 33,840 MY e 32,243 mt

(74,824,890 10) oeooroeeeeeeseeee e eeeereeneeene | (71,083,650 1b).

* Southern Whiting ABC = Silver Hake 25th percentile of OFL (32,635 mt) + 4% (1,305 mt).

This action would also implement
TALs on a stock area basis, with
southern silver and offshore hake
combined. This would result in four
TALs (Table 4) that relate directly to the
ACLs recommended by the SSC and the

Council. Discards and a state landings
estimate would be deducted from the
ACLs, and stock area TALs would be
used as the management limit. At its
September 2011 meeting, the Council
recommended a 3-percent allowance for

state landings, The Council also
recommended using a discard estimate
based on the average discards from
2008-2010 for all stocks,

TABLE 4—FISHING YEAR 2012-2014 ACLs anD TALS

Northern Red Hake Northern Silver Hake Southern Red Hake Southern Whiting
Yo OO -1 X 1| SO I T-N 3 - o' SOOI [ X1 1: 1 SO 32,243 mt.
State Landings (3%) .......... | 3.35 mt ... 281.65 mt .... 33.44 mt B41.54 mt.
Discard Percentage 2008— | 58% .....ccceecvvvrnnerensnnsvrenns 25% reirinirnn et B4% e | 13%.
2010,

Discards .......ccvvvimecicennns | 18428 Mt e | 33295 Mt o 1,981.44 mt v 4;31—59-:13\

Total Federal TAL (mt} | 108 mt ......oecvvviccnriine [ 106 Mt o 1081 mt e /67,084 mi. j)

Total Federal TAL (Ib) [ 23B0991b ... 20,075,290 b . 2,383,197 I .civvirnneneen | 59,710,000 b,
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Specifications Process

Specifications would be set on a 3-
vear cycle, starting with the first year of
implementation of the Secretarial
Amendment. This process would
update the OFLs, ABCs, ACLs, and
TALs based on the mast recent available
information using the framework
mechanisms described above. Data that
should be available for the
specifications setting process should
include, but not limited to, new survey
biomass indices, reported landings,
estimated discards, and estimates of
state-waters landings.

The Council, the Small-Mesh
Multispecies Plan Development Team
(PDT), and the Smail-Mesh Multispecies
Oversight Committee would monitor the
status of the small-mesh multispecies
fishery and resource. The Small-Mesh
Multispecies PDT would meet to review
the status of the stocks and the fishery.
Based on this review, the PDT would
provide a report to the Council on any
changes or new information about the -
small-mesh multispecies stocks and/or
fishery, and it should recornmend
whether the specifications for the
upcoming year(s) need to be modified.
If necassary, the Small-Mesh
Multispecies PDT woitld provide advice
and recommendations to the Smali-
Mesh Multispecies Oversight Committee
and the Council regarding the need to
adjust measures for the small-mesh
multispecies fishery to better achieve

The PD'T’s recommendations would
include the following information: OFL
and ABC estimates for the next 3 fishing
years, based on the control rules; ACLs
that are set equal to 95 percent of the
corresponding ABC; TALs that are
calculated using an estimate of discards
based on the most recent 3-year moving
average for which data are available and
an appropriate estimate of state-waters
landings; an evaluation of catches
compared to the ABCs in recent years;
and any other measures that the PDT
determines are necessary to successfully
implement the ACL framework,
including, but not limited to,

-adjustments to the management .
uncertainty buffer hetween ABC and
ACL.

The PDT would provide these
recommendations to the SSC for review.
The 55C would either approve the
PDT’s recommendations or provide
alternative recommendations to the
Council. The Council would then
consider the SSC's and PDT's
recommendations and make a decision
on the specifications for the next 3
fishing years. The Council must
establish ACLs that are equal to or lower
than the 55C’s recommended ABGs,
Once the Council has approved ACLs,
they would be submitted to NMFS for
approval and implementation. After
receipt of the Council’s ACLs, NMFS
would review the recommendations and
implement the ACLs in a manner
consistent with the Administrative

the ACLs are consistent with applicable
law, If the ACLs are determined to be
inconsistent with applicable law, NMFS
may publish alternative specifications
that do not exceed the S5C’s
recommendations and are consistent
with applicable law. If new ACLs are
not implemented for the start of the new
specifications cycle, the old ACLs
would remain in effect until they are
replaced.

2, Accountability Measures

NMEFS is proposing both a proactive
(in-season) and a reactive (post-season)
AM framework for the small-mesh
multispecies fishery. NMFS intends for
the two AMs to complement each other
and to work jointly to ensure that the
catch limits are not exceeded, and if

~ they are, to mitigate the potential harm
to the small-mesh multispecies stocks.

In-Season AM: Incidental Possession
Limit Trigger

This action proposes an AM that
would reduce the possession of a
particular stock to an incidental level
when a trigger limit for that stock’s TAL
s projected to be reached. Under this
approach, even if the TAL is exceeded,

.the possession limit would remain at
the incidental level until the end of the
fishing year. Based on a review of recent .
data and recommendations for the
Council’s Whiting Oversight Committee,
NMFS is proposing the following

the FMP's objectives. Procedure Act, if it is determined that ~ incidental limits and triggers {Table 5),
- TABLE 5—POTENTIAL INCIDENTAL POSSESSION LIMITS AND TRIGGERS -
% of TAL Incidental limit
Red Hake ... 90 | 400D i s 181.44 kg.
Silver Hake 90 | 1,000 Ib v | 45369 Kg.

The Council’s Whiting Oversight
Committee recommended at its
November 3, 2011, mesting that the
Council’s draft Amendment 19 include
a range of incidental Hmits for comment
at public hearings. The Whiting
Oversight Comumittee has recommended
200, 300, or 400 1b (90.72, 136.08, or
181.44 kg) as the range of potential
incidental limits for red hake. The
Whiting Oversight Committee has also
recommended 506, 1,000, or 2,000 1b
(226.80, 453,59, or 907.18 kg) as the
range of potential incidental limits for
silver hake.

NMFS reviewed recent vessel trip
report data (2006—2010) for the
Secretarial Amendment, For red hake,
62.5 percent of trips that landed at least
1 1b {0.45 kg) of red hake with a small-
mesh otter trawl landed 400 1b (181.44

kg) or less. The landings level for 45-
percent of all trips landing at least 1 Ib
{0.45 kg) of red, silver, or offshore hake
with a small-mesh otter trawl was less
than 400 1b {181.44 kg}; 1,000 1b (453.59
kg) represents nearly two-thirds of all
trips. This suggests that 400-1,000 lb
(181.44-453.59 kg) is roughly the
current level of landings on a small-
mesh trip, and that 100-400 1b (45.36—
181.44 kg) is approximately the current
incidental landing level for all gear
types. That is, this is already the
incidental level that vessels are landing,
without a possession limit dictating that
level.

Post-Season AM: Pound-for-Pound
Payback of an ACL Overage

This AM would authorize NMFS,
through the Northeast Regional

Administrator, to deduct from a
subsequent year’s ACL any overage of a
stock’s ACL in a given year. In the
Northeast Region, there have been two
approaches to this type of management
measure. For some fisheries, an overage
in year 1 is deducted from the ACL in
year 2. In other fisheries, the overage
from year 1 is deducted from the ACL
in year 3. For the small-mesh
multispecies fishery, NMFS is
proposing the latter approach. ACL
overages that occur in one year would
be deducted from the ACL in the second
year after the overage occurred (i.e., year
3). This approach is recommended for
the small-mesh multispecies fishery
because the small-mesh multispecies
fishery in the northern area is restricted
by the groundfish regulations in area
and season. An in-season adjustment to
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an ACL might result in some exemption

areas opening, while others would not.
This also allows vessel owners the
opportunity to prepare for the reduction
with ample time to adjust their business
plans.

Other Alternatives Considered

NMFS also analyzed and considered
other alternatives for management
measures to complement the OFL, ABC,
and ACL framework described above.
As required, NMFS considered and
analyzed the status quo/no action
alternatives for implementing a stock
area TAL and a post-season AM.,
Alternatives considered for in-season
AMs included the status guo/no action
alternative, a zero possession when 100
percent of a TAL is projected to be
harvested alternative, and an alternative
that combined the 90-percent trigger
and incidental possession limit
alternative, described above, and the
zero possession at 100 percent of the
TAL alternative. Details of these
alternatives and analysis are included in
the Secretarial Amendment and EA,

Classification .

Pursuant to section 304{c}(1)(A) of the
Magnuson-Stevens Act, the NMFS
Assistant Administrator has determined
that this proposed rule is consistent
with the Northeast Multispecies FMP,
other provisions of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act, and other applicable law,
subject to further consideration after
public comient.

Public comments on the Secretarial
Amendment and its incorporated
documents may be submitted through
the end of the comment period stated in
this notice of availability. Public
comments on the proposed rule must be
received by the end of the comment
period provided in this notice of
availability and proposed rule to be
considered in the decision on the
amendment. To be considerad,
comments rmust be received by close of
business on the last day of the comment
. period. See ADDRESSES for more
information on public comments,

The Office of Management and Budget
has determined that this proposed rule
is not significant for the purposes of
Executive Order 12866.

NMFS prepared an IRFA, as required
by section 603 of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act {(RFA), which is included
in the Secretarial Amendment and
supplemented by information contained
in the preamble to this proposed rule,
The IRFA describes the economic
impact this proposed rule, if adopted,
would have on small entities, A.

description of the action, why it is being

considerad, and the legal basis for this

‘action are contained at the beginning of
this section of the preamble and in the
SUMMARY of this proposed rule. A
summary of the IRFA follows. A copy of
this analysis is available from the
Regional Administrator (see
ADDRESSES),

All of the entities (fishing vessels)
affected by this action are considered
smal] entities under the Small Business
Administration size standards for small
fishing businesses ($4.0 million in
annual gross sales), Therefore, there are
no disproportionate effects on small
versus large entities. Information on
costs in the fishery is not readily
available and individual vessel
profitability cannot be determined
directly; therefore, expected changes in
gross revenues were used as a proxy for
profitability.

This action does not introduce any
new reporting, recordkeeping, or other
compliance requirements. This
proposed rule does not duplicate;
overlap, or conflict with other Federal
rules,

Description and Estimate of Number of
Small Entities 'To Which the Rule
Would Apply

In order to fish for small-mesh
multispsecies, a vessel owner must be
issued either a limited access northeast
multispecies permit or an open access
category K Northeast multispecies
permit; however, there are many vessels
issued both of these types of permits
that may not actually fish for small-
mesh multispecies. Although some
firms own more than one vessel,
available data make it difficult to
reliably identify ownership control over
more than one vessel. For this analysis,
the number of permitted vessels landing
small-mesh multispecies is considered
to be a maximum estimate of the
number of small business entities that
may be impacted. The average number
of permitted vessels landing at least 1 1b
(0.45 kg) of silver hake or red hake from
2005-2010 was 562 vessels per year.

Economic Impacts of the Proposed
Action Compared to Significant Non-
Selected Alternatives

" In general, the economic impacts of
the proposed actions are neutral to
slightly negative, compared to the status
quo/no action alternatives and the other
alternatives considered, For northern
silver hake, southern red hake, and
southern whiting, the proposed catch
and landing limits are much higher than
recent catch and landings. The recent.
catch of northern red hake is above the
proposed ACL, but recent landings are
slightly below the proposed TAL. Given
the timing constraints in developing the

Secretarial Amendment and the
preliminary decisions made by the
Council for Amendment 19, the only
other alternative that was considered for
the ACL and catch limit framework was
the status quo/no action alternative. In
the short term, the status quo/no action,
which is not legelly consistent with the
Magnuson-Stevens Act, would likely
result in neutral impacts to the human
communities involved in the small-
mesh multispecies fishery. In the long-
term, however, the possibility of fishing
above the recommended levels may
result in negative impacts to the human
communities if a small-mesh
multispecies stock is fished at an
unsustainable level.

Also based on the Council’s
preliminary decisions for Amendment
19 and the timing constraints associated
with the Secretarial Amendment, only
the proposed reactive AM {pound-for-
pound payback) and the status quo/no
action alternative were considered. Not
implementing a reactive accountability
measure would have a neutral impact to
vessels targeting small-mesh
multispecies stocks because there is no
change from the current management, It
is possible, however, that by exceeding
the ACL on a regular basis, long-term
impacts on the stock could lead to long-
term economic losses due to changes in
the stock size. The proposed pound-for-
pound payback alternative may result in
short-term negative impact on the small-
mesh multispecies mdustry by
potentlally reducing ACLs in the future,
if an ACL is exceeded. However, the
long-term impacts of maintaining catch
within the recommended levels would
be positive.

The proposed alternative that is most
likely to have an impact in the
foreseeable future is the 90-percent
trigger AM for northern red hake. Using
vessel trip report data from 2006-2010,
a 400-1b (181.44-kg) incidental '
possession limit in the northern stock
area, implemented when 90 percent of
the northern red hake TAL is projected
to be harvested, would have impacted
approximately 23 trips per year, and an
average of 7 vessels per year, At a loss
of approximately $282 per trip, this AM
would have cost the fleet $6,486 per
year in lost northern red hake revenue.
This may not be a true revenue loss,
however. Red hake is rarely the primary
target species and vessel owners are
likely to shift effort onto another
routinely landed incidental species,
such as skates or dogfish, to finish their
trip. The other in-season AM
alternatives considered for this
amendment included zero possession at
100 percent of the TAL, a combination
of the 90-percent trigger and zero
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possession at 100 percent of the TAL
alternatives, and the status quo/no
action alternative. The zero possession
at 100 percent of the TAL alternative -
would likely have negative economic
impacts on the small-mesh muitispecies
flest. Because northern red hake is the
only stock where the TAL is likely to be
harvested in the near future, the
Secretarial Amendment focused on the
likely impacts of the alternatives to that
stock. Based on 2009 vessel trip report
data for northern red hake, the fishery
would have harvested the proposed
TAL by early September. This would
have resulted in approximately $29,544
in lost revenue for the fleet (estimated
at $0.37/lb for the 79,849 1b (36,219 kg)
of northern red hake landed in excess of
the proposed TAL {238,099 lb (108,000
kg)) for fishing year 2009). However,
these losses may not be realized, as
vessels may redirect the effort that
“would have been used to land red hake
onto another incidental species, such as
skates or dogfish. The impacts from the
combined 90-percent trigger and zero
possession at 100 percent of the TAL
alternative would likely be the same as
the 90-percent trigger alternative itself,
as the possession limit would reduce
landings such that the TAL would not
likely be harvested prior to the end of
the fishing year. Not implementing a
proactive AM (i.e,, the status quo/no

action alternative) would have a neutral |

impact to vessels targeting small-mesh
multispecies stocks because there is no
change from the current management. It
is possible, however, that by exceeding
the recommended landing level on a
regular basis, long-term impacts on the
stock could lead to long-term economic
losses due to changes in the stock size.

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 648

Fisheries, Fishing, Recordkeeping and
reporting requirements.

Dated: December 20, 2011.
Samuel D. Rauch 111,

 Deputy Assistant Administrator for
Regulatory Programs, National Marine
Fisheries Service.

For the reasons stated in the
preamble, 50 CFR part 648 is proposed
to be amended as follows:

PART 648—FISHERIES OF THE
NORTHEASTERN UNITED STATES

1. The authority citation for part 648
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 16 U.S.C, 1801 et seq.
2. In § 648.80, paragraphs {a}(8){iii)

and (a){16){iii) are revised to read as
follows:

§648.80 NE Multispecies regulated mesh
areas and restrictions on gear and methods
of fishing.

 k &

Eg)} * X %

(iii) For exemptions allowing no
incidental catch of regulated. species, as
defined under paragraph (a)(8}{i) of this
section, the NEFMC may recommend to
the Regional Administrator, through the
framework procedure specified in
§648.90(c), additions or deletions to

exemptions for fisheries, either existing.

or proposed, for which there may be
insufficignt data or information for the
Regional Administrator to determine,
without public comment, percentage
catch of regulated species. For
exemptions allowing incidental catch of
regulated specias, as defined under
paragraph (a)(8)(ii) of this section, the
NEFMC may recommend to the
Regional Administrator, through the
framework procedure specified in
§648.90(¢), additions or deletions to
exemptions for fisheries, either existing
or proposed, for which there may be
insufficient data or information for the .
Regional Administrator to determins,
without public comment, the risk that
this exemption would resultin a
targeted regulated species fishery, the
extent of the fishery in terms of time
and area, and the possibility of
expansion in the fishery. '
*® *® * * *

(16} * ok ok

(iii) Annual review. On an annual
basis, the Groundfish PDT will review
data from this fishery, including sea
sampling data, to determine whether
adjustments are necessary to ensure that
regulated species bycatch remains at a

‘ minimurn. i the Groundfish PDT

recommends adjustments to ensure that
regulated species bycatch remains at a
minimum, the Gouncil may take action
prior to the next fishing year through
the framework adjustment process
specified in § 648,90(c), and in
accordance with the Administrative
Procedure Act.
* * * * ®

3. In § 648.86, paragraph (d)(4) is
added to read as follows:

§648.86 NE Multispecies possession
restrictions.
* * * * *

(d} * kT k

(4) In-season adjustment of small-.
mesh multispecies possession limits, If
the Regional Administrator projects that
90 percent of a stock area TAL, as
defined in § 648.90({b)(3}, has been
landed, the Regional Administrator
shall reduce the possession limit of that

stock described in paragraphs (d)(4)(i)
and (ii) of this section, for the remainder

of the fishing year through notice
consistent with the Administrative
Procedure Act, unless such a reduction
in the possession limit would be
expected to prevent the TAL from being
reached.

(i) Red hake. If a possession limit
reduction is needed for a stock, the
incidental possession limit for red hake
in that stock area will be 400 1b {181.44

kg} for the remainder of the fishing year,

(ii} Silver hake. If a possession limit
reduction is needed for a stock, the
incidental possession limit for silver
hake in that stock area will be 1,000 lb
(453.59 kg) for the remainder of the
fishing year.

* * * * *®

4, In § 648.90, the introductory
paragraph is revised, and paragraphs (b)
and {c)(1)(ii) are revised to read as
follows:

§648.90 NE multispecies assessment,
framework procedures and specifications,
and flexibie area action system.

For the NE multispecies framework
specification process described in this
section, the regulated species and ocean
pout biennial review is considered a
separate process from the small-mesh
species annual review, as described in
paragraphs (a){2) and (b)(1},
respectively, of this section. In additien,
the process for specifying ABCs and
associated ACLs for regulated species
and ocean pout, as described in
paragraph (a)(4) of this section, is
considered a separate process from the
small-mesh species ABC and ACL
process described in paragraph (b)(2) of
this section.

* * * *® *

(b) Small-mesh multispecies—(1)
Three-year specifications process,
annual review, and Stock Assessment
and Fishery Evaluation. The Council

. will specify on at least a 3-year basis the

OFL, ABC, ACLs, and TALs for each
small-mesh multispecies stock in
accordance with the following process,
(i) At least every three years, based on
the annual review, described below in
paragraph (b)(3) of this section, and/or
the SAFE Report described in paragraph
(b)(4) of this section, recommendations
for acceptable biological catch (ABC)
from. the Scientific and Statistical
Committee (SSC}, and any other
relevant information, the Small-Mesh
Multispecies PDT will recommend to
the Small-Mesh Multispecies Oversight
Committee and Council specifications
including the OFL, ABC, ACL and TAL
for each small-mesh multispecies stock
the following specifications for a period
of at least 3-year. The Small-Mesh
Multispecies PDT and the Council will
follow the process in paragraph {b}(2) of
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this section for setting these
specifications.

(ii) The Small-Msesh Multispecies
PDT, after its review of the available
information on the status of the stock
and the fishery, may recommend to the
Council any measures necessary to
assure that the specifications will not be
exceeded, as well as chianges to the
appropriate specifications.

gii) Taking into account the annual
review and/or SAFE Report described in
paragraph (b)(2) of this section, the
advice of the SSC, and any other
relevant information, the Small-Mesh
Multispecies PD'T may also recommend
to the Small-Mesh Multispecies
Oversight Committee and Council
changes to stock status determination
criteria and associated thresholds based
on the best scientific information
available, including information from
peer-reviewed stock assessments of
small-mesh multispecies. These
adjustments may be included in the
Council’s specifications for the small-
mesh multispecies fishery.

(iv) Council recommendation, (A) The
Council will review the
recommendations of the Small-Mesh
Multispecies PDT, Small-Mesh
Multispecies Oversight Committes, and
SS8C, any public comment received
thereon, and any other relevant

- information, and make a
recommendation to the Regional
Administrator on appropriate
specifications and any measures
necessary to assure that the
specifications will not be exceeded.

(B} The Council’s recommendation
must include supporting
‘documentation, as appropriate,
concerning the environmental,
economic, and social impacts of the
recommendations, The Regional
Administrator will consider the

recommendations and publish a rule in

the Federal Register proposing
specifications and associated measures,
consistent with the Administrative
Procedure Act.

{C)} The Regional Administrator may
propose specifications different than
those recommended by the Council. If
the specifications published in the
Federal Register differ from those
recommended by the Council, the
reasons for any differences must be
clearly stated and the revised
specifications must satisfy the criteria
set forth in this section, the FMP, and -
other applicable laws.

(D) © t%e. final specifications are not
published in the Federal Register for
the start of the fishing year, the previous
year's specifications will remain in
effect until superseded by the final rule
implementing the current year’s

specifications, to ensure that there is no
lapse in regulations while new
specifications are completed.

{2) Process for specijE]]ring ABCs, ACLs
and TALs. The Small-Mesh
Multispecies PDT will calculate the OFL
and ABC values for each small-mesh
multispecies stock based on the control
rules established in the FMP. These
calculations will be reviewed by the
SSC, guided by terms of reference
developed by the Council. The ACLs
and TALs will be calculated based on
the S5C’s approved ABCs, as specified
in paragraphs (a)(2)(i)(A) through (C),
and {a)(2}{ii)(A) through (C) of this
section.

(i} Red hake—(A)} ABCs. The
Council’s S8C will recommend an ABC
to the Council for both the northern and
southern stocks of red hake. The red
hake ABCs are reduced from the OFLs
based on an adjustment for scientific
uncertainty as specified in the FMP; the
ABCs must be less than or equal to the
OFL.

(B} ACLs, The red hake ACLs are
equal to 95 percent of the corresponding
ABGs. o

(C) TALs. The red hake TALs are
equal to the ACLs minus a discard
estimate based on the most recent 3
years of data, The red hake TALs are
then reduced by 3 percent to account for
red hake landings that occur in state
waters,

(ii) Silver and Offshore Hake—-(A)
ABCs. The Council’s S5C will
recommend an ABC to the Council for
both the northern and southern stocks of
silver hake. The ABC for the southern
stock of silver hake will be increased by
4 percent to account for catch of
offshore hake. The silver hake and
offshore hake combined ABC will be the

* southern whiting ABC, The silver hake

and whiting ABCs are reduced from the
OFLs based on an adjustment for
scientific uncertainty as specified in the
FMP; the ABCs must be less than or
equal to the OFLs.

(B) ACLs. The northern silver hake

and southern whiting ACLs are equal to

95 percent of the ABCs.

(C} TALs. The northern silver hake
and southern whiting TALs are equal to
the northern silver hake and southern
whiting ACLs minus a discard estimate
based on the most recent 3 years data,
The northern silver hake and southern
whiting TAlLs are then reduced by 3
percent to account for silver hake and
offshore hake landings that occur in
state waters. ' :

(3) Annual Review. (i) The Small-
Mesh Multispecies PDT will meet at
least once annually to review the status
of the stock and the fishery and the
adequacy of the 3-year specifications.

Based on such review, the PDT will
provide a report to the Council on any
changes or new information about the
small-mesh multispecies stocks and/or
fishery, and it will recomxmend whether
the specifications for the upcoming
year(s), established pursuant to
paragraph (b}(1} of this section, need to
be modified. At a minimum, this review
should include a review of at least the

following data, if available: Commercial

catch data; current estimates of fishing
mortality and catch-per-unit-effort
(CPUR); discards; stock status; recent
estimates of recruitment; virtual
population analysis results and other
estimates of stock size; sea sampling,
port sampling, and survey data or, if sed
sampling data are unavailable, length
frequency information from port
sampling and/or surveys; impact of
other fisheries on the mortality of small-
mesh multispecies; and any other
relevant information. .

(ii} If new and/or additional
information becomes available, the
Small-Mesh Multispecies PDT will
consider it during this annual review.
Based on this review, the Small-Mesh
Multispecies PDT will provide guidance
to the Small-Mesh Multispecies
Oversight Committee and the Council
regarding the need to adjust measures
for the small-mesh multispecies fishery
to better achieve the FMP’s objectives.
After considering guidance, the Council
may submit to NMFS its
recommendations for changes to
management measures, as appropriate,
through the specifications process
described in this section, the process
specified in paragraph (c) of this
section, or through an amendment to the
FMP,

(4) SAFE Report, (1) The Small-Mesh
Multispecies PDT will prepare a SAFE
Report at least every 3 years, Based on
the SAFE Report, the Small-Mesh
Multispecies PDT will davelop and
present to the Council recommended
specifications as defined in paragraph
(a) of this section for up to 3 fishing
years. The SAFE Report will be the
primary vehicle for the presentation of
all updated biological and socio-
economic information regarding the
small-mesh multispecies fishery. The
SAFE Report will provide source data
for any adjustments to the management
measures that may be needed to
continue to meet the goals and
objectives of the FMP.

(ii) In any year in which a SAFE
Report is not completed by the Small-
Mesh Multispecies PDT, the annual
review process described in paragraph
{a) of this section will be used to
recommend any necessary adjustments
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to specifications and/or management
measures in the FMP,

(5) Accountability measures for the
small-mesh multispecies fishery.—(i) In-
season adjustment of possession Iimits.
When the Regional Administrator -
projects that 90 percent of a small-mesh
multispecies TAL has been landed, the
Regional Administrator may, through
notice consistent with the
Administrative Procedure Act, reduce
the possession limit of that stock to the
incidental level, as specified in

§648.86(d}{4), for the remainder of the
fishing year.

(i) Post-season adjustment for an
overage. Il NMFS determines that a
small-mesh multispecies ACL was
exceeded in a given fishing year, the
exact amount of the landings overage
will be deducted, as soon as is
practicable, from a subsequent single
fishing year’s ACL for that stock,
through notification consistent with the
Administrative Procedure Act,

(C} * k% &

(1) * * &

{ii} Adjustment process for whiting
DAS. The Council may develop:
recommendations for a whiting DAS
effort reduction program through the
framework process outlined in
paragraph (c) of this section only if
these options are accompanied by a full
set of public hearings that span the area
affected by the proposed measures in
order to provide adequate opportunity
for public comment,

* * ® * *
[FR Doc. 2011-32996 Filed 12-22-11; 8:46 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P



Secretarial Amendment to Establish Annual Catch:

Limits and Accountability Measures for the Small-
Mesh Multispecies Fishery

Environmental Assessment
Including a Regulatory Impact Review

Prepared by NOAA, National Marine Fisheries Service
55 Great Republic Drive
Gloucester, Massachusetts
DATE

Executive Summary

' NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMES) has prepared a Secretarial Amendment,

under the authority of Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
(Magnuson-Stevens Act) section 304(c)1 ¥A), for the small-mesh multispecies component of the
Northeast Multispecies Fishery Management Plan (FMP). The Secretarial Amendment is
intended to establish a mechanism for specifying annual catch [imits (ACLs) and accountability
measures (AMs) for silver hake, Ted hake, and offshore hake, collectively known as “smail-mesh
multispecies.” Thete are two stocks each of silver and red hake (northem and southern), and one
stock of offshore hake. Offshore hake are primarily caught mcldenta.lly in the southem silver
hake fishery and thay are marketed together as ‘Whltmg ? A@W

The New England Fishery Management Council (Cou:[ﬁibifis‘fﬁg&nsmle for managing the
small-mesh multispecies fishery through the Northeast Multispetigs,FMP and initiated the
development of an amendment in 2009 (Amendmigt-9) to that m%ment plan to implement
ACLs dnd AMs for the small-mesh muluspec@‘:However development.of Amendment 19 was
delayed in order to incorporate the results froniastock assessment of all‘ﬂ:mee species that
occurred in November 2010 (Stock Assessment Witkshop (38W) 51.) The:Magnuson-Stevens
Act requires the establishment of the ACL and AM Tréfnewiiieby 2011, NMF3ss developing
this action to meet that deadline md&!ﬁggﬁv}ig small-m3SEmltispecies fishery info complisnce
with the Magnuson-Stevens Act. Whﬂ?:tﬁe‘:S'ecretarlal ATnghdment does not have an expiration
date, and would be in effect until AmesidinentTSziEapprovedifeptaces it, NMFS intends for this
amendment to act as a bridge for the smallzmesh mtitispecies fisigry and does not address the
fulf suite of measures fEMT-Eouncil is dﬁopm_gﬁggﬁﬁiendm&?w In order to minimize
confusion and ease tbgmnsﬁw‘ﬁgl?gl;ween mammﬁndm@rgmws chose as the preferred
alternatives the most gengral and figxible fmm*ﬂ‘lﬁ:(}ouncxl’s preliminary list of alternatives for
Amendment 19. The Sé"é’ﬁianal ﬁéqdment al%oposes the same ACL framework

Saril Sdor Amentdthent 19, which is based on
recummeﬁ’dﬁi’ﬁﬁ?‘ﬁmﬂm Co'"&‘ﬁﬁ] 5 Smé‘i’ﬁﬁfﬁgﬂdmtmncal OOmnuttee (8CO).
m .,.5:...,

s =
Pranoséﬂmeasure _ wm mma-&

ms\

NMEFS is pmp’ﬁ?&g the followﬁggneasures for the ACL and AM framework and other
manzgement medsliies necessarm effectwely implement that framework.

i Overﬁshmg 11:1‘1%%(1 acceptable biological catch (ABC) controf rules (Section
3.1)

The OFL control rules are based on recommendations ﬁ'om the November 2010 stock
assegsment (SAW 51), The ABC control rules are based on the OFLs and take into account the
amount of scientific uncertainty in the QFL estimates. The ABCs are based on the probability
distribution of the OFL calculation, and the Council’s SSC has made recommendations on the
appropriate percentile from this distribution to use as the ABC. An OFL calculation for offshore
hake was not possible given the limited survey and fishery-dependent data, In order to account

_ for offshore hake catches, the Stock Assessment Review Committee (SARC) and the S8C both

recommended incorporating an estimate of offshore hake catch into the southern silver hake



catch limits. As such, the southern silver hake ' ABC is increased by 4 percent, which is the
average estimated amount of offshore hake in a typical “whiting” trip. This combined ABC is
referred to as the “Southern Whiting” ABC, as is the correspondmg ACL and total allowable
landing {TAL) limit. The $SC has recommended the 407 percentile of the OFL distribution for
red hake, and the 25% percennle for silver hake or silver and offshore hake combined.

Table 1 Proposed OFLs and ABCs for Small-Mesh Multispecies

Northern Northern Southern - Southern

Red Hake Silver Hake Red Hake ‘Whiting
QFL 34mt 24,840 mt 3,443 mt T 62301 mt
ABC . 280 mt - 13,177 mt 2259 mt 33,940 mt*

*Southern Whiting ABC = Sitver Hake 25" percentile of OFL (32,635 mﬁg’@% {1,305 mt) to account for Offshore Hake

2, Stock area annual catch limits and total a]lowang*’T’anmnggﬂALs) Limits (Sectlon 3.2)

" A stock area ACL framework (Flgure 1), mthmmpondmg TALs, :s:m;qposed for the small-
mesh multispecies fishery. This framework b‘fmﬁs on the OFL and ABGggntrol rules and is also
based on preliminary decisions that the Cotncil Haz Temade for Amendment $83:The Council has
recommended a 5-percent buifer between the ABC%m:tsa"ﬁiﬁﬁé%pondmg ACEfg account for
management uncenamty In order tg,,ggt;fxom the Amﬂﬁ TAL, the Council'fias
recommended using a three-year mow;;g-mge estxmat%,oﬁdlscards and a 3-percent allowance

for state landings. e
S ‘”“""wm

mfmmd Tomuowable Landings

£ =
e iy e

| Setentific Uncerrainb; = . % ABC Red Hake = 40® percentite of OFL

- e | ABC Silver Hake = zs‘“nemmleofon,
i

s e Acceptable Bmloglcal Catch |

o

i T

| Management Uncertainty l R ACL =95% ABC
”‘% Angual Catch Limit ‘

| Camp[ete Ca.tchAccounrng | TAL = ACL — Discards — State Landings

N s ¥

- Total Allowable Landings |

" Using the OFLs and ABCs déscribed in Table 1, the ACLs and TAi,s are prbposed as follows:

-

Table Z Proposed ACLs and TALs for Small-Mesh Multispecies

* Northern Northern Southern Southern

__Red Hake Silver Hake Red Hake Whiting

ACL 266 mt 12,518 mt 3,096 mt 32,243 mt
Federal TAL 108 mt 2,106 mt 1,081 mt

it

27,209 mt

3. A combination of reactive and proactive accountability measures (Séction 33
a2 A reactive pound-for-pound payback of any ACL overage

In order to ensure accountability for the above described catch limits, a reactive AM is proposed,
This measurs would deduct from a subsequent year the exact amount of pounds by which an
ACL was exceeded. A pound-for-pound payback of any ACL overage would work in
conjunction with the proposed in-season AM to provide incentive for vessel ovners not to
exceed the ACL as well as sufficiently protect the stocks from L the harm excessive fishing can

cause. P
Prieniag
b. A preactive reduction to an incidental tﬁmﬁﬁhm 90 percent of a TAL is
projected to be harvested ] ;.“. m

The in-season AM thzt is proposed for the Segmﬁ’ﬁ%l Amendment is a“:raductmn in the
possession limit to an incidental litnit when a%gger” point is pro_]ected“tct:be harvested. The
Council’s Small-Mesh Multispecies Oversight Comapittee hwgcommen&‘éd‘.’a}mnge of
incidental limits for inclusion in Amendment 19, andas al§pFecommendad Hathe trigger Tor
all four TALs be 90 percent, Nwszalmanalyzed the"GfifTEnt level of incidental{L.e., minimal
or below the trip limit) {andings of nonhénmed hake, as régpted in the vessel trip report
database. Northern red hake was used 45 agpit is 'ttliﬁ‘.bnlx TAL $éFawhich the trigeer is expected to
be reached in the near futyre, Using this*da “daita, NMES:selected 'ﬁﬁgﬂowg incidental

possession limits: Skt e STy
TR B T
Table 3 Proposed ﬂm} Pusscsqmp Lumts i =
e “Iicidental Possession Limit
Eoey 400 1b
P, = 1000

Summaﬂf the Imgacts"”"ﬂﬁthe ngosed Measures
W %

As detailed mwsmqguon 5.0, Envgg;lmentavf:@onsequences, ‘the impact of the proposed action is, in
nearly all cases, €xpected to hav@:g neutral or positive 1mpa.ct on the human environment. The
only exceptions aré'tfigse potengigfly negative econortnic impacts if the reactive. accountabiity
measure is wiggered. ngg ad?f'gfse impacts, however, are not likely to be substantial,

The adoption of ACLs, TAE%’ and AMs will contribuie to ensuring that overfishing of small-
mesh multispecies does not oceur, and if it does, firture overfishing will be prevented. These
controls will not only have a positive effect on the small-mesh multispecies resources, but may
also have a [ong-term positive effect on non-target species, protected species, habitat, and
communities a5 a result of the improved controls on fishing effort and the resulting long=term
sustainability of the fishery. If triggered, the pound-for-pound payback provision may have
short-term, but inimal, negative impacts on fishing communities; however, this provision is |
necessary to provide long-term assurance in a sustainable smatl-mesh multispecies fishery. .

ii



Table 4 Summary of the Impacts of the Preferred Alternatives

ABCs, ACLs, TAls -| Pound-for-Pound Incidental Possession
- Payback Limit at Trigger

Target Species Paosithve Positive Neufral =
This altemnative would set | This alternative would Allews trips fishing to
catch and landings limits | provide assurance that cotitinue, without causing
that are based on the best . | landings would stay large amounts of disgards.
available science. within the limits that are

based on the best
available science.

Non-Target/By-Catch
Species

- Neutral
Potential redirected effort
wonld be limited by the
ACL frameworks in place
for the other species that
may be targeted.

LLPpties ACL ﬁ-amewo?ﬁz«

Neutral

This would lzmkﬁf;fdead o
either no cl;mﬁe:in
fishing, peETellction in |
fishingrefiortochat would
be amuu.n{ed Toruuhder the
mal_xsxs of the um ’

Neutral

Trips for other species
would continue at the
same incidental level of
small-mesh multispecies -
that are currently landed,

EFE

leading to aﬁm impact.-

Neutral to Low Positty g T
it is likely that catch, andmctensmn fishing effort,
implementation of this acticrHowever, ifthe catch limit Tai.stock (likely Northern
Red Hake) is barvested and ANiZe implEffErited, fishing effortinay be reduced,

ey,
prisWoeenim sl

-not change due to the

s
=

Protected Resources

Neutral .

Human Communities

implementation o

Neutral to Po_smvam Negative
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Section 1.0 Introduction and Background

The small-mesh muttispecies fishery consists of three species: Silver hake (Merlucciu.}

bilinearis), red hake (Urophycis chuss), and offshore hake (Merfuccius afbidus). There are two
stocks of silver hake (northern and southern), two stocks of red hake (northern and southern),
and one stock of offshore hake, which primarily co-occurs with the southem stock of silver hake,

" There is little to no separation of silver and offshore species in the market, and both are generally

s0ld under the name “whiting,” Throughout the document, “whiting™ is used to refer to silver
hake and offshore and silver hake combined catches. A summpagy,of the biological information
from the most recent stock assessment (SAW 51) can be fciguggij‘*i'section 4.1.

The small-mesh rmultispecies fishery is managed as a s€fEsoFexemptions from the Northeast
Multispecies Fishery Management Plan (FMP), which i&nanag8&iby the New England Fxshery
Management Council (Council). In 2007, the rea%zed Magnu$@aStevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson:’S‘CEVcns Act) required-gliananaged species to
have annual catch [imits (ACLs) and measureS’mnsurc accountability (FGguntability measures,
or “AMs”™). The Magnuson-Stevens Act reqmred"m’iLs and.AMs by 2010 Tistocks that wers
experiencing overfishing, and by 2011 for all other St m‘@m@’ Council has d&&leped, and
NOAA’s National Marine Flsherles‘SEWS) hmplemented ACLs and AMs for every
species for which it is responsible, exegptsilyes, red, and of oifshore hake. The Council is
developing an amendment for the smalt"‘mesh‘fﬁﬁlns%p\ecles to establish ACLs and AMs,
but it (Amendment 19 to the Northeast M‘mmspecx wﬂl'iﬁtbe effective in time to meet
the statutory deadline, ﬁmwe!opmm}s ] aL-Amen'ﬂﬁIent to bring the small-mesh
multispecies ﬁshewﬁﬁﬁomphm with thét:Magﬁﬁﬁ’on—Si‘éYmSAct.

Section 1.1 [{ﬁtory of ﬂ“ﬁhsherﬁm %

The comﬂ’féﬁﬁ‘ﬁ“ﬁmake f‘?ﬁgﬁ in thé'@ﬁfgd,@tﬁ% may have begun as early as the mid-
18005:@@@?1&50:: et al,m Phigrto the earli~E520s, landings of silver hake totaled less than
seven nﬁ‘lli’bn n pounds m%and‘ﬁg&ﬁshmnen considered whiting a nuisance fish because
its soft ﬂﬁ?ﬁt‘éﬂded to spoil guiekly withgut refrigeration. Technological advances in handling,
freezing, proc% and transpm‘tauon ajded in expanding this market as well as creating new
opportunmes to Zapitalize on wﬁiﬁpg Until this time, the fishery operated primarily inshore
using pound nets, A¥the demaridfor whiting increased, operations began to extend offshore,
and vessels started usnﬂmttemls 10 catch more whiting, By 1950, U'S. commercial sitver
hake landings had mcreaﬂ?ﬁl‘rm”nore than 45,000 metric tons. Floating traps, gillnets, purse
seings, and longline trawls Were also employed (almost al] of the 11.8, commercial silver hake
catch is currently taken with otter trawls),

"Priorto 1960, the commercial exploitation of silver hake in the Northwest Atlantic was

exclusively by U.S. fleets. Distant water fleets had already reached the banks of the
Scotian Shelf by the late 1950s, and by 1961, scouting/research vessels from the USSR were
fishing on Georges Bank. By 1962, factory freezer fleets (ranging from 500 to 1,000 GRT)

" Excerpted from Amendment 12 to NE Multispecies FMP
S



intensively exploited the whiting and red hake stocks on the Scotian Shelf and on Georges Bank.
Led by the USSR, the distant water fleet landed an increasingly larger share of the silver hake
catch from the Gulf of Maine, Georges Bank, and northern Mid-Atlantic waters. In 1962, the . -
distant water fleet landed 41,900 metric tons of silver hake (43% of the total silver hake
iandings), but that number had increased to 299,200 metric tons (85% of the total silver hake
fandings) in 1965. That year marked the year of the highest total commercial silver hake

- landings, 351,000 metric tons. Recreational landings of silver hake in the southern New England
and Mid-Atlantic areas were also at record levels between 1955 and 1965, averaging about 1,360
metric tons. Unable to sustain such high rates of fishing, the abundance of silver hake off the
U.8. Atlantic coast began to decline. As a result, total commergial catches decreased
significantly after 1965 and reached a 20-year low of 55,00Q&tc tons in 1970. U.S.
recreational landings also dropped after 1965 to about ham‘évels of previous vears.

After 1970, catches of silver hake by the distant Watar‘ﬂ’%z in U%aters increased again,
especially in southern New England and the Mids ﬂtlsnuc Betwegnzi971 and 977, distant
water fleet landings from the southern stock m%m'ged 75,000 tons anftigty and accounted for
90% of the total harvest from the southemn stock;:a:l‘he size and efficiencigdistant water fleet
factory ships also increased, many ranging betwe&@%’goc and:8,000 GRT. 1973, the
Intemational Commission for the Northwest AtlantiesEisherieiestablished terfipggal and spatial
restrictions that reduced the distant WatSifleet to smalt”“»mmﬁéws” of opportunify'to fish for U.S.
silver hake. These windows restricted RS izt water ﬂ%&f&u the continental slope of Georges
Bank and the Mid-Atiantic. As effort ce&goﬁreﬁﬁggons mcﬁéased foreign fleets pradually left

" most areas of Georges Ban.k W TR
A m ‘ ek ’. = m

Although foreign ﬁwnﬂ cé’a“ﬁbd on Gcorgeg ,ﬁﬁﬁ”ﬁywso end in the Mid-Atlantic by

about 1986, the U.S. goundfish ﬂe;fatfs technolgeizs and fishing practices began to advancé, and

between 1976 and I986‘“&§hmg effort gnumber "ﬁays) increased by nearly 100% in the Gulf of

v arid:82%6dn.southéniiew England (Anthony, 1950). Such

increasegamsttortaltioug! h dﬁéﬂﬁd prmi’ﬁﬁ@towalﬁ'é principal groundfish species (cod, |

haddogk=sreliowtail fiotnder), We’z&acmmpa:ﬁémﬁy a 72% decline in silver hake biomass. In

" turn, UTS%Rast Coast lanmof sﬂiiéhhake began to decline, dropping to 16,100 metric tons in

, 1981, Sm%t time, land/ng§have rémamed relatively stable, but at much lower levels in
comparison tGEarlier years. T8k East Coast silver hake catches are taken almost exclusively by
otter trawls, eitfietas, bycatch frg;n other fisheries or through directed fisheries targeting a variety
of sizes of silver hﬁ{?ﬁ

Section 1.2 Current Mz%ﬁnt Measures

Collectively, the small-mesh multispecies fishery is managed under a series of exemptions from
the Northeast Multispecies FMFP. The Northeast Multispecies FMP requires that a fishery can
routinely catch less than 5% of regulated multispecies to be exempted from the minimum mesh
size. In the Guif of Maine and Georges Bank Regulated Mesh Areas (Figure 2), there are six
exemption areas, which are open seasonally (Table 5).

Table 5 Northern Arca Exemption Program Seasons

[May [Jumn JJuly |Ase [Sep [ Oct | Nov |Dec [Jan | Feb | Mar [ Apr |

2

Cultivator

GOM Grate

Small §

" GOM = Gulf of Maine
¥ RFT = Raised Footrope Trawl

The Gulf of Maine Grate Raised Footrope arez is open from Juty 1 through November 30 of each
vear and requires the use of an excluder grate on a raised footrgpe trawl with a minimum mesh
size of 2.5 inches. Small Mesh Areas I and IT are open &0@%‘15 through November 15, and
January 1 through June 30, respectively. A raised footro) 1 is required in Small Mesh
Areas T and 1L, and the trip limits are mesh size dependefts: lﬁwator Shoa? Exemption Arez is
open from June 15 — Qctober 31, and requires a minimtid mesﬁ*@ﬁe of 3 inches. The Raised
Footrope Trawl Exemptlon Areas are open from Sepfimber 1 throﬁ‘g}gljovember 20, with the
eastern portion remaining open until DecemberSE"A raised footrop&™gawl, with a minimum
mesh size of 2.5-inch square or diamond mesh;gggggqulred The Southem:-‘New England and
Mid-Atiantic Regulated Meésh Areas are open vearggund anddave mesh smy‘pendem )
possession limits for the small-mesh multispecies. “Themeshsize dependcnt pﬁﬁ‘é‘esslon limits
(Table 6) for all the areas with that %ement are: e

Table 6 Mesh Size Dependent Possessmn:]:::mlm S
M =5 W”“”‘*”Sllver'iﬁg‘;“gffsimre hake,
COd hSize i mo’mbmed,‘i-wssessmn limnit

w;‘“"’ ‘Sma,uerthan T i e, 3.500 b

Larger thar @5, but sm“?ﬂler than 3.0 7,500 1b
Equakfo.or greaﬁer than 3. O”Ei 30,000 Ib
. s, W\mu . ‘;‘::;’;‘;\

The exe_gﬂloware%e nnplmusnted as‘paztiof s sﬁﬁm different amendments and framework
adjustHEREs to the Northgist Muln§pec1es FMPE1991, Aniendment 4 incorporated silver and
ted hake%Hd established a.tt;gg,gpenrﬂem‘al fishery on Cultivator Shoal. Framework Ad_]ustment &
(1994) wesiftended to reducéifhe catch:‘:cfiuvemle whiting by changing the minimum mesh size
from 2.5 mche":fe 3 inches. SHY Mesh Ateas L and II, off the coast of New Hampshire, were
established in Fm@:mvork Adjusiifient 9 (1995). The New England Fishery Management
Council (Council) &blished e%&ntial fish habitat (EFH) designations and added offshore hake
to the plan in Amendment;]} 2.8680). Also in Amendment 12, the Council proposed to establish
limited entry into the smai{3&sh fishery. However, that measure was dlsapzprove.d by the
Secretary of Commerce becalise it did not comply with National Standard 4° as a result of
measitres that benefited participants in the Cultivator Shoal experimental fishery and becanse of
the “sunset” provision that would have ended the limited entry program at some date. The

* Raised Footrope Trawl Area off of Cape Cod was established in Framework Adjustment 35
(2000). A modification to Framework Adjustment 35 in 2002 adjusted the boundary along the
eastern side of Cape Cod and extended the season to December 31 in the new area. Framework

2 National Standard 4 states that measyres “shal not discriminate between residents of different States,” and that
fishing privileges must be “fair and eqmtabla to all such fishermen.”




Adjustment 37 modified and streamlined some of the varying management measures to increase
consistency across the exemption areas. Tn 2003, Framework Adjustment 38 established the
Grate Raised Footrops Exemption Area in the inshiore Gulf of Maine area.

Figure 2 Small-Mesh Exemption Arcasin the GulIf of Maine and Georpes Bank
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R it ki il
Vessels .}g@mmany o??ﬁ?;’exempﬁuhqas Titlst have a Northeast Multispecies limited
secess-OEppen access ditEgory Krpeamit and oiesEhave a letter of authorization from the
" Regionali&dministrator t0°€ish in Cﬁlﬁi‘y,ator Shoal-and the Cape Cod Raised Footrope areas.
None of m&%mptmn areas %ié\fe a posession limit for red hake. Most of the areas (Small
Mesh Areas I‘ﬁﬂﬂeﬂ, the Cape € Cé“d Raised=Footrope areas, Southern New England Exemption
Area, and the Mfﬂmﬂa.utlc Exe@@mn Area) have mesh size dependent possession limits for
silver and uﬁ'shore Hake, combified (Table's). The Gulf of Maine Grate Raised Footrope Area
has a possession limit BEZ50GB with a 2.5-inch minimum tmesh size, and Cultivator Shoal has
a possession Limit of 30,0088 with a 3-inch minimum mesh size.

Section 2.0 Purpese and Need for the Action

The purpose of this action is to establish the mechanism for implemcntiﬁg ACLs and AMs for
the small-mesh multispecies fishery within the Northeast Multispecies FMP. In addition, this

action will establish the specifications for the small-mesh multispecies fishery for the next three

years. This action is needed to establish the mechanism for implementing ACLs and AMs which
is intended to reduce the risk of overfishing, by taking into account scientific imcertainty m
estimating the overﬁshmg hrmt and managetment uncertainty.

4 - ' ' ®

NMEFS is implementing this action as a Secretarial Amendment, as provided for under Section”
304(c)(1)(A) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, because the Council has “failed to develop and
submit to the Secretary, after a reasonable peried of time” an amendment to implement the
mechanism for specifying ACLs and AMs for the five small-mesh stocks.. The Couneil is
preparing an amendment to the Northeast Multispecies FMP to implement ACLs and AMs for
the stnall-mesh multispecies fishery; however, Amendment 19 will not be completed in tl.me to
ineet the statutory deadline in the Magnuson-Stevens Act,

In choosing the preferred alternatives for the Secretarial Amendment, NMFS intended to mest
the requirements of the law, while preserving the Cotmeil’s fEMbility for implementing
measures in Amendment 19. In doing so, NMFS considerédhfiit rejected for this amendment one
of the Council’s alternatives for a.more complicated, sufisaRvitled quota system in the northem
area (See Section 3.5.1). This is not mtended to preclﬁ'ﬁ’éthe C’éﬁ;‘ig;l from choosing this

alternative in Amendment 19. o o
Lt vl

Section 3.0 Specifying ACLs and AMs aﬁﬁ_ﬁ.ﬂssomand Rcferen%lnts

The Couneil has recommended the following frameWtk me'm‘iﬁusm for specvffi'ijg ACLs and
total allowable landings (TALs) andiaSSficiated referen‘&mfﬁts which incorporates scientific
and management determinations. NICEﬁ“ﬁ:”pmsmg theEifne framework mechanism in the

Secretarizl Amendment to maintain consmtency*\mh the Cuuﬁ‘&l s expected approach (Figure

. 3). The Council has recommended a 5-pertent b b%emmn ﬂ’@&BCs and the ACLs to

account for managemggmty k= sEe

g mm
s

W W
Figure 3 ACL, Frame%i‘,k Mecharmm for Specdivine ACLs and Total Allowable Landings
m Overﬁshmg Limit
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¥

| Total Allowable Londines ]

The following section describes the altematives under consideration for the Secretarial
Amendment in three parts, The first part describes the alternatives associated with the
establishment of overfishing limits and an acceptable biological catch (ABC}) control rule for the
five stocks as the basis for specifying ACLs and TALs as outlined sbove. The second part
{Management Measure Alternatives) describes the management alternatives that would specify
catch Limits or targets for the small-mesh multispecies fishery. The Council has made some

5



preliminary decisions on the structure of the ACL mechanism, as described above. In order to
minimize confusion between the two amendments, the Secretarial Amendment uses those
decisions as the basis for the preferred altemnatives and does not include a discussion on the other
potential alternatives, except for the status que/no action alternative. The OFL and ABC control
rules described in Section 3.1, are based on the scientific advice of both the Stock Assessment
Review Committee and the Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC). There are no
other viable alternatives to the structure discussed, as that would viclate the requirement in the
Magnuson-Stevens Act that the Council use the S8C’s recommendation of ABC as the basis for
" ACLs. Only the preferred and status quo/no action alternatives are included for the ACL
framework measure as well, This is because, in preparing this a.mendment NMFS determined-
that implementing a complex, sub-divided quota systern, withigitt:a fited final decision by the Council
to do the same, would cause unnecessary confusion amo industry during the transition
period between the two sets of rules. - The more complicaiel altémative (a sub-divided quota)
was considered but rejected for this amendment; as distiwsed inSgztion 3.4. The Councit is
‘expected to impiement a three-year spectﬁcahog,g’jﬁéj’é‘ for the smaﬂ;r“mesh multispecies ﬂshery,
so the Secretarial Amendment would 1mplemmt§itﬁ‘é’ same (see Sect:ol‘i‘:f;‘:“gg)

The third part describes the accountability measuxﬁgsﬁa@somatggmnth those éamh limits. Thers
are two types of accountability measures discussed-=Hioaefiveror in-season, smdixeactzve or
post-season. Because the Council hmyet fully develaped a set of alternatives for post-
season AMs for analysis in Amendméiml‘%ggs detemiified it would be appropriats to use
only the most common reactive AM, a pound=faizpound paﬁﬁgélgof an ACL overage (Section

"3.3.1), and the status quo/ng action alternative. Tﬂe:ﬁouncnl did-Baye a range of altematives for
in-season AMs, 50 the §;gxg@ngAmendnmm dlscussés?&&'eral é’lf’“‘ atives in addition to the
status quo/mo actxon‘g;&'&'ﬁnve Wk o g oo,

i
e g
‘ﬁ-m

Section 3.1 Manaveméﬁﬁ;lerenm Point Alté‘iﬁatwes
sy

it

‘aecmm nmm g Lum,g@nd Accep;ggmlg Blﬁloglcql Catch Control Rules (Preferred

Alterngiiie) m e -0

e, o m"..,"“‘._“. =
Overﬁshm%rmt Cnntrom'ﬁles N
vw'

The overﬁsh.mg“f'lﬁ'm,(OFL) is ff;ﬁ;@mount of catch above which overfishing is deemed to be
eccurring, that is, iti§astatus déférmination criterion for overfishing. It is an annal [imit.
derived as the product o tuentexploitable biomass and the current rate of fishing, after taking
inito account the vanancé’&%’éﬁ factor. To calculate this, the Council’s Small-Mesh
Multispecies Plan Development Team (PDT) derived a distribution of the OFL, and the OFL is
equel to the 50™ perceniile of that distribution, (See Appendix B.) The three-year moving
average biomass estimate for silver hake-is estimated using the fall trawl survey; and the three-
year moving average biomass estimate for red hake is estimated using the spring irawi survey,
based on guidance from the SARC No reliable estimates for offshore hake are'available.

" OFL values are currenﬂy calculatcd to be 24,840 mt for the northem stock of silver hake and
* 62,301 mt for the southern stock of silver hake, using the 50™ percentx]e of the OFL distribution

(Figure 5.)

QFL values are currently calculated to be 314 mt forAthe northexﬁ stock of red hake and 3,448 mt

for the southern stock of red halke, using the 50 percentile of the OFL distribution CFlgure 4.

ABC Control Rules

ABC is the level of catch that accounts for scientific uncertainty in the estimate of the OFL and
any other scientific uncertainty. The National Standard 1 guidelines prescribe that “the
determination of ABC should be based, when possible, on the probability that an actual catch
equal to the stock’s ABC would result in overfishmg it

W

" Based on guidance from the Council’s Scientific and Sta;@ﬁ’gf Committee (SSC), ABCs for

small-mesh multispecies would be set for the individualr3fgek§af northern red hake, northem
silver hake, and southern red hake, and 2 combined AB&for sotifigm silver hake and offshore
hake would be implemented. The S8C recurmnentj:‘tt"a combined %gythern whiting” ABC
because offshore hake are caught most often wtxh:’ﬁbuthem silver hakahd the two species are
not separated for the market To account for oﬂk‘hore hake, the SSC recomt;gended that the ABC
for southem silver hake be augmented by 4 percén‘t:f. z-the estimiated averagéafiount of offshore
hake in a southern silver hake trip. Baged on ana}ysi‘sgpmdﬁﬁé’d"by the PDT ('SEQ;QPPENDD(
A), the SSC endorsed the approach GEsgiting ABC baséibiran apprupnate perceniile from the
distribution of the OFLs for each stodks TheXOFL represents;the 50™ percentile and is, therefore,
the maximum leve] that ABC could be'3gk. Thé:S8C recommﬁﬁde«d a range of ABC contro] rdle
altematives to the Council, based on the digtributiomgEQFLs. ‘EhE,Councﬂ chose the 40™
percentile of OFL, as thm@"dbmml rule' Ty both Lﬁaﬁﬂgﬁ.ﬁock?ﬁand the 25% percentile of

OFL as the ABC conﬁt’dﬁ‘ule fo“}:‘ébmh of the“%’}y@ﬁe sﬁ?’mable .

The ABC control rule foﬁmr&lem’mver hake GE’ELQ be expressed as:
ABgmmlerm%rﬁéﬁmﬂ OFL%M Sitver Hake d[stnbutlon

The Aﬁﬁomrol mlé'" quﬁgguthei‘ﬂﬁhﬁmg cotj‘lrl:;be expressed as:
Sauﬂ:em Whiting 0, %Wﬁ@ﬁﬁi@ OFL southem Sitver Hake distribution + 4%

The ABC coﬁ%"zﬁl,;ule for red fﬁk@ (both Tidtthern and southern) could be expressed as:
ABC Red mﬁ; 40“’perceugﬂe OFLR,d Hake distribution

To calculate ABC, the?ﬁal[ mmulhspec1$ PDT produced a proba bility dlstrlbutwn for each
caleulation of OFL. The Ui¢Eitdinty in the red halie OFL estimates were estimated as the joint
probability distribution of Fify and the 3-year spring survey moving average of biomass. The
probability distribution of the proxy Fruey was obtained from the AIM {An Index Method

assessment mwodel or ana]ysis} bootstrap distribution of relative F {



Figure 43, The probability distribution of the Spring survey three-year (2009-2011) moving average
of biemass was estimated from a normal distribution of the mean and variance. For silver hake,

the probability distribution of the proxy Fusy was obtained from the lognormal distribution of the
mean and variance of the exploitation ratios from 1973-1982 (
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Figure 5). Similarly, the probability distribution of the fall survey three-vear (2008-2010)
moving average of biomass was estimated from a normal distribution of the mean and variance.
(See APPENDIX B).

Table 7 Council Recommended OFLs and ABCs

Northern ) Northern Southern Southern
Red Hake Silver Hake Red Hake Whiting
QFL 314 mt ' 24,840 mt 3448 mt 62,301 mt
ABC 280 mt 13,177 mt 3,259 mt 33,940 mt*
* Southern Whiting ABC = Silver Hake 25™ percentile of OFL (32,635 mf) + 4%,(1,305 mit) to account for Offshore Hake
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Figure 4 ]'requeﬁcy Distribution and Cumulative Probability of 2011 OFL and the Proposed 2012 ) Figure § Frequescy Distribution and Cumulative Probability of 2011 OF L and the Proposed 2412

ABC (40® percentile of OF L) for Northern Red hake (top panel) and Southerr Red Hnlm {bottom ' ABC (25" percentile of OFL) for Northern Silver Eake (fop panel) and Sonthern Silver Hake
panel).” . O N (bottom P-md)
‘ ' ! : Silvar Hake North
0.025 i 1.0 ! .03 . 1.00 |
i : 1 1
‘ N 080 \
1 RedHake North 08 : |
- N =
0.020 - 2011 OFL : w—Frequency - 03 _ b 0.80 5 |
Z 2012 ABC ' —wmonpakmy| 8 - R 'u - 070 3 |
| = | N - O 5 = ;
: = ) | - = M2 ABE 40%ile OFL 5 = 1 e Fraquency 0.50 e
L8 0.015 h 0280 kme} a.6 £ = — 2010 GFL{24.8 kmt) - 050 g
- ] : 3 0.'5 I g ‘ = = M2-ABCE 25th petln of DEL[1Z.2 Kt} [, 0_40 '_é
E‘ ] . g g 001 - 1 e tutlathvs Dlstriauzion 030 g
£ 0010 o4 g & £
¥ ] = { F 0203
g ] ! .03 E ! :
& i i - Bry ) e 0410
0.005 ) .02 Y 000 A - Itttk 000
: : [ 3 50 . 7 200 125
' . 0.1 Catch [000's mt)
0.000 Fopeprergmpmsmmsmppbp e g 00 | ) Silver Hake SOUTH ] =
0.0 0.2 0.z 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 a7 ; 082 v ‘ - 100
o i ' b os
Catch (000's mt] : ?
l E I - 0.80 &
i .02 =
i F t o §
10 = : s Frequency o0 =
6,015 1 Red Haks Sauth L og T 1 2012 OFL[62.50 k) oso B
1 2013 .08L ==Frequenty ) % | = = Mz48C @ 25t petluct ORL (L6 kmt] | m;
] wmzeec - oe g i e v Dtrbision £
F —— 2012 OFL (3448t & E F o §
= Fo? g ey B O g
2 0010 om = MZ-ACQAOMIOR | g B R X A [ ez
s N | (pasekmy co& Prcvitaiicnd 1 t [ o0
& - FOS ¥ oo 000 1 . . L]
T 1 - 04 [2] Wiy L 50 1m0 150 w0 50 200
5 oos ] 2 U, ) Catch {000's mt)
5 A 1 vk “ prory oy T
o B - Wﬂ\ M
3] L = '
k3 1 02 g Section 3.1.2 Sta’t!y,;. Quo."No A@:f;on Aliernative
Loa. g
OGO =t e oo g e 0.0 : ‘ The status quo/no actiQ&;_,ﬂtemgWe would mean that no OFLs or ABCs would be implemented
00, ‘ 40 50 6.0 70 for any of the small-meShhiiifispecies stocks. This alternative would be inconsistent with the
Catch (kmt) . : - Magnuson-Stevens Act becatise it would not be based on the best available science, as required

by National Standard 2. .
Section 3.2 Alternatives for Specifying ACLs ) |

Section 3.2, Stock Area ACL Framework and Specifications Process Alternative
(Preferred Alternative)

ACE/TAL Framework

10 o ' o . ‘ ‘ Y



This alterative would implement a framework of ACLs, AMs, and TALs on a stogk area basis,
with southemn silver and offshore hake combined, as described in Table 7 and Table 8. This
altemative would result in four ACLs that relate directly to the ABCs recommended by the SSC
and the Council: Northem Silver Hake, Northerm Red Hake, Southem Whiting, and Southern
Red Hake. Complimentary AMs would be implemented under this alternative for each ACL.
The Council has recommended setting all four ACLs equal to 95-percent of the comresponding
ABC, Under this alternative, discards and a state landings estimate would be deducted from the
ACLs, and stock area TALs would be used as the management limit. To fully account for all
catch, the ACL framework must make allowances for state landings and discards, At its
September 2011 meeting, the Council recommended = 3-perceptallowance for state landings.
The Coutteil also recommended using 2 discard estimate baseﬂ’fﬁﬁ”‘the average discards from

150,000.00 -
/ . Ame 15 - Cultivator
100,000.00 . | Sheal

2008 -~ 2010, for all species. ) s
Table 8 ACL/TAL Framework, including State Landing=ind Discands
Northern Northéin Soithern Southern
Red Halke Sitver:Hake Red-ifike Whiting
ABC 280 mt RS mt 3,259 i, 33,940 mt*
ACL(95% of ABC) | - Z66me THSTE mt o 3006 mtmm, | 32,243 mt
Discard Percentage s e R,
2008-2010 8% g 2%, SE 6% e 13%
Discards 154.28 mbesee 31295 mimnl 198144 mt 4,191.59 mt
State Landings ‘ v [ T :
(3% of Landings) L 335mt R %mt Tee 33.44 mt 841.54 mt
Total Federal TAL 08 mt —— 2, IOGm wg-si 81 mt 27,209 mt

* Southern Whiting ABC wﬁt“mzs pmm”ﬂe;gfom{ﬁg-ém) +4%%1,305 mt)

During the devclupmmf the Secmtanal Am"@‘ﬁ'eﬂg NMFS‘” eceived comments (Section
7.1.3) concerned that byﬁ%swtkarea TAL%G of the seasonal exemnption areas (Table 5)
in the northermistogk area wold-itbetgiven the ogggrtumty to open because the TAL could be
fully hapyestedrediticiin the season. topd§ihg the stock area TAL because it is the
least offiyplex of the Coifgil’s aﬁmmed list of“aitemauves In addition, the landings in the
northeriFatea peak with tﬁ’éﬁﬁshore ‘#Xemption area openings (Figure 4). This suggests that the
red hake fi8§gxy is of less impogtance totte Cultivator Shoal Exemption Area Program, and
fandings do noEatart to peak uniﬁgaﬂer bitir the inshore Guif of Maine and Small Mesh Area I

Exemption Ared"Ffparams opertss
SR =2
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Specifications (ACLs ms) woul@oe seton d‘:thtee—yea.r cycle, starting with the first year of
implementation of the SeétEtarial Affiendment. This. it process would update the OFLs, ABCs,
ACLs, anmmased on Efrggﬁ%%@ﬂabmommon using the framework
mechanWﬁescrfUé&ﬁrSecthl 1 an“&%ﬂ;,pma that should be available for the
spmﬂé?ﬁfgns setting prUﬁé’s’s will Tglude, but 5ot limited to, new survey biomass indices,
reparted Taf Eafiddings, estzmate‘ﬁ:ﬂlscard?%ﬁ;j estimates of state-waters landings. The specifications
process woulﬂzv;'ork ag folIoW:‘*‘ “”7-«_,:‘-;

. Tﬁ“ggouncﬂ ﬂle%aﬂ -Mesh Multispecies Plan Development Team (PDT), and

the Biia]l-Meshi¥tnitispecies Oversight Committee will monitor the status of the
* smail-Tgsh muilHspecies fishery and resource.

»  The Smatlefesh Multispecies PDT will mest to 1eview the status of the stocks
and the fishery. Based on this review, the PDT will provide a report to the
Council on any changes or new information about the smalt-mesh multispecies
stocks and/or fishery, and it should recommend whether the specifications for the
upcoming year(s) need to be modified.

s Ifnscessary, the Smatl-Mesh Multispecies PDT will provids advice and
recommendations to the Small-Mesh Multispecies Oversight Committee and the
Council regarding the need to adjust measures for the small-mesh multispecies
fishery to better achieve the FMP's objectives. .

= The PDT’s recommendations will include the following information;
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o OFL estimates for the next three fishing years, based on the contrel rules

- described in Section 3.1.1;

o ' ABC estimates for the next three ﬁshmg years, based on the com'ml rules
described in Section 3.1.1;

o ACLs that are set 'equal to 95 percent of the corresponding ABC;

o TALs that are calculated using an estimate of discards based on the most
recent three-year moving average for which data are aveilable and an
appropriate estimate of state-waters landings;

o An evaluation of catches compared to the ABCs in recent years, and

o Any other measures that the PDT determines are necessary to
successfully implement the ACL framg"ﬁ@?k including, but not limited
to, adjustments to the ma.nagemem;,ggggrtamty buffer betwzen ABC and
ACL. S

+ The PDT will provide these recommen‘ﬁ“ttons m:,SSC for review, The SSC
will gither approve the PDT’s recé‘inni‘endatlons orpmmde alternative
recommendations to the Coumﬁl”’"”’ N

¢ - The Council will then cons1deF~‘ﬂif»§SC’s and PDT’s recbmmendatmns and ma.ke
a decision on the specifications fol-lig next thie fishing yezx;s:;.,The Council
tmust establish ACLs,fhat equal to m‘-‘{mﬁﬁ,@“‘n‘" the 88C’s recaiﬁmended ABCs,

¢ Once the Council ha?»a’pmf:d ACLs “ﬁ{mvﬂ] be submitted to NMFS for
approval and impleménfatios T

»  Afier receipt of the Coufigil’s A”G@WS mewew the recommendations
and will implement the AGEs in a ii8Hier, conmsﬂ:nmwth the Administrative
ProcedyfesABER L is determmed thagﬁb AELs Ls are"consistent with applicable
lawsEiEthe ACDS R demm@ggjgﬁbe incotisistent with applicable law, NMFS
may piBlish altemative specifidatigns that are consistent with the SSC’s
reconuneﬁ@:glon Mlc&ble L

BreEngt p]ﬁg;ggted'ﬁﬁ;;he start of the new specifications cycle,
s th ﬁuACLS mgmam meﬁég;uﬁiﬁ they are replaced.

Section 322 Status Ouﬁm‘b -S.momﬂtcmatm.

The no acuanfmatus quo altemmiza woula"fnamtam the current management measures for the
small-mesh multigggﬁl“es ﬁshery‘*‘That i5, the series of exempted areas and their associated
requirements would t&iiain w1th"ﬁm catch limits or targets. This would mean that there would be
no ACLs or AMs unpleﬁﬂ%nrs&ifdi' the small-mesh fishery. The status quo.’no action alternative
would be out of compllan“ﬁwﬁth the Magnuson-Stevens Act, which requires ACLs for all
managed stocks by 2011,

Section 3.3 Alternatives for Accenntability Measures

In generaf, AMs are management controls implemented for stocks so that exceeding an ACL is
‘prevented, and, if an ACL is exceeded, correction or mitigation occurs. There are two types of
accountability measures proposed for the Secretarial Amendment—reactive, or post-seasory, and
proactive, or in-season. Reactive AMs are designed to be applied after the fishing vear ends to
address the operational issue that caused the overage and/or address any biological harm to the ‘
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stock. NMFS determined that a pound-for-pound payback of any. ACL overage was the most
reasonable aliernative to implement for the smali-mesh multispecies fishery in the Secretarial

Amendment, and only analyzed that alternative and the status quo/no action alternative. Thisis

not intended to preclude the Council from selecting different reactive AMs in Amendment 19,
but is intended to meet the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act with minimal confusion
to industry during the transition between the two sets of rules.

Proactive AMs are designed to be implemented in-season to prevent the ACL from being
excesded in the first place, The Council has several options that may be inciuded in Amendment
19, and NMFS chose the Council’s most likely preferred alternative, which is also the most
flexible and gencral of the current alteratives. Several of thezGotncil’s other alternatives are
discussed below, in addition to the status quo/no action alti'%%ﬁ ve.

S

Section 3.3.1 Reactive (Post-season) Ac«,oumdbjli.tymasurmmcmtn s

i
o

Section 3.3.1.1 Found-for-Found Paybaclc (},ﬁ:ﬁﬁ?’KCL Qverage (Prefe:rrad Alternative)

wmnv,,

-This alternative would authorize NMFS, ﬂuougli'«‘iﬁiyorﬂﬂ.egéﬁ{egmnal Aﬂmkmsu-ator to

deduct from a subsequent year's ACL.any overage otstodkS-ACL ina gwemggwar In the

Northeast Region, there have been rwro‘;aggroaches to thiglfemative. Tn some fiSheries, suck as

groundfish, an overage in year 1 is deductedfrom the ACE#year 2. n other fisheries, such as
skates, an overage in year 1 is daductedﬁi’om’ﬂfmCL in ye"a“ﬁ:,

For the small-mesh mul,ﬁ‘,sgggo;qsi ishery, NMES is p_ggﬁmg;.tpe I""&‘ér option. ACL overages
that occur in one yeaSyenld bededucted fromhemcL inthgigecond year after the overage
occurred (i.e., year 3)~3Fhe advanf:agg to this app%m:h for the Stall-mesh multispecies fishery is
that this would ensure thafan in-segsan adjusuné:‘mto an ACL would not prevent some -

Al

. exemption greasifiom opemagig;ggnfm@r buf’:ﬁ]:low others to open. This also allows vessel

owners m&ﬁpponﬁ% pre'p"’a'}'éﬁ‘or the Eﬁmn With ample time to adjust their business
plans. &2 N s

ey .M
A e

Seetion 3.3 ﬁmﬂtatuﬁ Qu;f??&s\ctiom»

The Status Quo/quActlon alter‘ﬁﬁ%we would leave in place the existing management measures
for the small-meshmi‘timpecms:ﬁiéhery and would not me{ement a reactive, or post-season, .
accountability measume st‘:ﬁi?s quo/mo action alternative is out of compliance with the
Magnuson-Stevens Act, ‘Wﬁmﬁ’;f”equires_ AMs for all managed stocks by 2011,

Section 3.3.2 Proactive (In-season) Accountability Measure Alternatives

Section 3.3.2.1 Zere Possession ot 100% of TAL
This alternative would prohibit the possession and landing of a particular small-mesh

multispecies stock if 100% of that stock’s TAL is projected to be reached prior to the end of the
fishing year. NMFS would monitor the in-season landings of small-mesh multispecies against
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that year’s TAL using dealer-reported datz, as is done with most quota-managed FMPs. NMFS
would notify the public in a manner consistent with the Administrative Procedure Act.

Section 3.3.2.2 Incidental Possession Limit Trigger {Preferred Alernative)

This alternative would reduce the possession of & particular stock to an incidental level when the
trigger limit for that stock’s TAL is projected to be reached. Under this approach, even if the .
TAL is exceeded, the possession Hmit would remain at the incidental level until the end of the
fishing year, NMFS is proposing this alternative as the preferréd as it is both the most likely
preferred altemative of the Council’s and is the most flexible offalternatives discussed ir this
section. NMFS determined that when choosing a preferred alfesitive that it would be the least
confusing to choose the most general and most flexible ofsfig®ouncil’s alternatives,

Based on what vessels are currently landing as an mclii'e"ﬁfal luﬁ'ﬁiﬂl\ﬂs is proposing the
following incidental limits (Table 9). Thess mcldm litnits are di¥gincluded in recent .
decisions by the Council’s Small-Mesh Multis _@E’s Oversight Cummiﬁgg for discussion in

Amendment 19 D,
""& . R

Table 9 I’otentl'\! Im:idelltal Possessiog, Limits and Tib® it

R
i HF.........M—-—.—WMM—-—
EEE0s of TAL  “Tr=rPincidental Eimit ™
Red Hake e, o 400 1b
Silver Hake e Obfen, . 1,006 1
. S M e

To determine the appr%‘%mdental possession %sael trifFeports from 2006 - 2010
were queried. For re@iaKe, 6275p0rcent of T ot andetsaeast one pound of red hake with

bty

a stall-tesh otter triwg}anded 408t or less (Eigare 7). The Tandings level for 45-percent of all

trips landing at least onm\md o%lver or'difshore hake with a smail-mesh otter trawl was -

less than 40Q:1b:2E.000 1b r%eﬁ@%ﬂtw@-&ﬁof all trips. For all gears from 2006 -2010,
100 Ib ofesiSvasanted by STibercent of¥5iels 1mding at least one pound of red hake; 78
percentiafided 500 15'6Ffess, and88 Jaercent BF%Zssels landing at least one pound of red hake
landedi"""ss;mm 1,000 165,
This suggestﬁat,éoo 1 000"'*}’]5“::5 roughiy the ourrent leve! of smell-mesh multispecies that
vessels land on a'small-mesh trrp“:and that 100 — 400 Ib is approximately the current incidental
Fimit for all gear typem:l'hat 1&%’:’5 is already the incidental level that vessels are landing,

. without 2 possession [ iv'""xt.dzm:atmg that level.

e
i

wm——
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Frequency Distribution of‘rhps Landing Red Hake, 2005-2010

{VTR data for trips reporting small-mesh otter trawls} .
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Section 3.3. 2.3 Incident%ﬁssmu Lnﬁ?&'[‘nmﬂe?ﬁm.‘hm I’ﬁ}}:essmn at 100% of IAL

iy N
LA

This altemative woﬁ”ﬁmbme afl'ﬁmanves S‘B‘mﬁnd 33225 This alternative would reduce

the possession of a parieitar stockd the mctde“%’ﬁ! limiit at a trigger level and would prohibit

possession of that stock MOMQTAL :’@Q};@Jected to be reached prior to the end of the
WL

fishing yeaf""“"“"”’:!m R S,
Sectiom.z 4 Simus Qﬁ'ﬁmo Acmm =

The Status Q%’ﬁN o Action alfﬂﬁmnve de leave in place the existing management measures '
for the small-mé’?tﬁmulﬂspemes‘aﬁshezy and would not 1mplement a proactive, or in-season,
accountabnhty mem =

i-avwnl

Sectmn 34 Conﬂderemm*ected Alternative

i

Section 3.4.1 Exemption Area ACL Framework Alternative (Northern Area Only)

This altemative, based on recommendations from the Council’s Whiting Oversight Committee
and Advisory Panel, would have implemented ACLs and AMs in the southern area by stock area
{(as in Section 3.2.1), but in the northern area would have subdivided those TALs. This
alternative would heve resulted in four ACLs, comresponding to two southern area TALs and six
northern area TALs. The northern area TALs would have been divided based on the historic
proportionat landings recommended by the Council (2004-2010) of the Cultivator Shoal
Exemption Area, the Other Smalt-Mesh Exemption Areas, and Incidental Landings,
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This aiternative was considered, but rejected, in order to maintain the Council’s flexibility in
determining which alternatives in Amendment 19 would be preferable. NMFS prefers the
broadest of the Council’s alternatives (stock area TALs; Section 3.2.1). This allows the Council
1o determine if it is appropriate fo refine the TALs further and to implement more precise
managemant alternatives, such as a sub-divided TAL in the northern area.

NMEFS received comments during the public comment period of the Advanced Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking (Section 7.1.3) that preferred this aliernative because of the concern that a
stock area TAL would be harvested pnor {0 one or more of thesmall-mesh exemption areas
being opened for the season. NMFES is proposing the stock arga: apdiTAL because the landings in the
rorthern area peak with exemption area openings (F 1@%1\&8 suggests that the data show
1o indication that the Cultivator Shoal Exemption Azea&,.‘?mﬁﬁm.would fand red hake in such a
way to prevent the inshore Gulf of Maine e.xemptm;;@rﬁ:fpruglmsnﬁ'om operating as they have
recently. Further, Figure 20 (see section 5.5.3.2 gf i document)‘ﬂﬂnonstrates the potential
impact of the 400 [b incidental possession limjiFforthern red hake aid relatwe]y few trips
would be affected, if the trigger is unplemente"@m

Section 4.0 Affected Environment S e “oan
O e, By =

- Section 4.1 Target Species (Silver, R&I Giifshore Hakekzs,

i

* Section 4.1.1 Life History.... =R Ee
] ife His oam 2 : T
P S =
Section 4.1.1.1 S:!vmﬁ’ﬁce =Y B LB S

Silver hake, Merluccms"ﬂﬂmeam “Tso kmown as;ﬂntmg, range from the Grand Banks of
Southern Newfoundland toSpx rodZil, 2001, Lock and Packer 2004). InU.S.

waters, tWisubpopulations of Sikuer hake Andiassymisdto exist within the EEZ based on
numerdY$Fhethods, prritily motphometric diffetnces and otolith micro-constitwent differences

. (ConovEiggal. 1967, Alni&ida 1987 Bolles and Begg 2000). The northern silver hake stock
inhabits the"Gylf of Maine 6" t“‘ﬁg\rthen?ﬁeorges Bank waters, while the southem silver hake
stock mhablts“’Sb‘uthem GeorgBgBank to tie Mid Atlantic Bight waters (Figure 11). However,
Bolles and Begﬁ'{ig,:@gO) reporte@£ome mixing of sitver hake due to their wide migratory
patterns, but the deff&s-0f mixigEHmong the management areas is unknown. A re-evaluation of
stock structure in the [a§E;silvef-Rike assessment, based on trends in adult biomass,
icthyolplankton survey, giowii-and maturity analyses, also suggests that reproductive isolation
between the two stocks is ubllikely (NEFSC, 2010). Based on the mixed evidence on silver hake
stock structure (meorphometrics, tagging, discontinuous larva distribution, homogeneous growth
and maturity), it was concluded that there was no strong biological evidence to support either a
separate or a single stock structure for silver hake. Thus, the two-stock structure definition
remained as the basis for science and management (NEFSC, 2010).

' Survey distribution suggests that most of the silver hake are in the Gulf of Maine and on Georges

Bank in the fall and along the shelf edge in the spring (Figure 8). Silver hake migrate in
response to'seasonal changes in water temperatures, moving toward shallow, warmer waters in
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the spring, spawning during late spring and early summer and then return to deeper waters in the
autumn (Brodziak et al. 2001). The older, larger silver hake especially prefer deeper waters.
During the summer, portions of both stocks can be found on Georges Bank. In winter, fish in the
northem stock move to deep basins in the Gulf of Maine, while fish in the southem stock move
to outer continental shelf and slope waters, Silver hake are widely distributed, and have beeri
observed at temperature ranges of 2-17° C (36-63° F) and depth ranges of'11-500 m (36-1,640
ft). However, they are most commonly found between 7-10° C (45-30° F) (Lock and Packer
2004).

Female silver hake are serial spawners, producing and releasingiup to three batcbes of eggsina
single spawnmg seasol (Collette and Klein-MacPhee eds. 20825 Major spawning areas include
the coastal region of the Guif of Maine from-Cape Cod to arafid Manan Island, southern and
southeastern Georges Bank, and the southem New Englfig-teagouth of Martha's Vineyard.
Pealk spawning occurs earlier in the souta (May to Jun€¥han intignorth (July to August). Over
50 percent of age-2 fish (20 to 30 cm, 8 to 12 in).af¥irtually all EEG3 fish (25 1035 em, 10t
14 in) are sexually mature (O Brien et al, 199}%’{1\@1’ hake grow to-asmaximum length of over
70 cm (28 in) and ages up to 14 years have beémobserved in U.S. watersyZithough few fish older
than age & have been observed in recent vears (Brﬁ'dmak et alz2001, NEFSEE2Q1C). Silver hake
are nocturnal, semi-pelagic predatosa,movmg up m'tl:fe;watéﬁ:i‘?ﬁlumn to feed gEnjght, primarily
between dusk and ridnight and retdgfiifieto rest on thelpttom during the day, preferring sandy,
muddy or pebble substrate (Coliette S FelSin-MacPhes &5 €dsz2002). Silver hake population
constitutes an important link in the foodmieb Fmmics due to:4 toxflieir high prey consumption
capacity and as food source for other majoppredztorsin the norﬂﬁmmt Atlantic ecosystem.
Consumptive estimates:0E sivethake indicits, that p2Ed3lGky constIption represents a thajor
source of silver hakeZemovals 1ios the systmﬁﬁma?ﬁmmes goosefish, bluefish,
windowpane, four spbﬁﬂoundcr, sﬁd.hake cods3ifeér hake, thomy skate, winter skate, little
skate, Pollock and spmy*?:lgg_f:sh (@a‘mson and ]:u"ﬁlg 2000, NEFSC, 2010). Silver hake are
genera.lly cannibalistic butTheir. ﬂfm,b;( Tegionssize, sex, season, migration, spawning and
age (Ga Wooo ek and 1 Paeken004Ehink et al. 2011).
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Figure 8 Fall (lcft) and Syring {rtght) Slm-‘e} Distribution of Sitver Halu: from the NEFSC Bottum
Trawl Surveys, 1963-2009 .

Sitver Hake Dlstribution NEFSC Spring BTS 1968-2009

e e = sere ]

Sitver Hake Ustribution NEFSC Fall B1$ 1963-2009

o o e -
 Section 4.1.1.2 Red Hamﬁf HiStory m

Red halgmﬁhws xs“ﬁtfaémersﬁm Fitt GLSpec:es distributed from the Gulf of St.
Lawrefige:to North Cm and""'é’r&most aburfAnt from the westem Gulf of Maine through
Scutheritisew England wam Redt!‘rﬁke are separated into northern and southern stocks for
managemertpurposes. The Hog tigithern smms defined as the Gulf of Maine to Northern Georges
Bank regmn,‘ﬁ'rﬁﬁthe southerfestock is ‘Hetined as the Southemn Georges Bank to Mid-Atlantic
Bight region (Fighre] 1) Survam'alsmbutlons indicate that there are higher concentrations of
red hake by catch Wezght (kg) dxmng the NEFSC spring surveys than the NEFSC fall surveys.
Less red hake are caugfifin themiddle of Georges Bank in the spring than the fall. They tended
to-be more in the Gulf ofﬁiﬁﬁ? and along the shelf, than in the middle of the bank (Figure 9).

Red haks migrate seasonally, preferring temperatures between 5 and 12° C (41-54° F) (Grosslein

and Azarovitz 1982). During the spring and summer months, red hake move into shallower

waters to spawn, then move offshore to deep waters in the Gulf of Maine and the edge of the

continental shelf along Souther New England and Georges Bank in the winter. Spawning

_ occurs from May through November, with primary spawning grounds on the southwest part of
Georges Bank and in the Southern New England area off Mentauk Point, Long Island (Colton

and Tempie 1961). ‘
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Red hake do not grow as large as white hake, 2nd normally reach a maximum size of 50 ¢m (20
in) and 2 kg (4.4 1b) (Musick 1967). Females are generally Jarger than males of the same age,
and reach a maximum length of 63 cm (25 in) and a weight of 3.6 kg (7.9 1b) (Collette and Klein-
MacPhee eds. 2002). Although they geperally do not live longer than 8§ years, red hake have
been recorded up to 14 years old. In the northern stock, the age at 50 percent maturity is 1.4
vears for males and 1.8 years for females, and the size at 50 percent maturity is 22 cm (8.7 in) for
males and 27 cm (10.6 in) for females (0" Brien ¢t al. 1993). In the southern red hake stock, the
age at 50 percent maturity is 1.8 years for males and 1.7 years for females, and the size at 50
percent maturity is 24 cm (9.5 in) for males and 25 cm (9.8 in) for females (O’Brien et al. 1993).

Red hake prefer soft sand or muddy bottom, and feed pnm $<54 crustaceans such as

. euphausiids, decapods, and rock crabs as well as fish suchzashaddock, silver hake, sea robins,

sand fance, mackerel and small red hake (Bowman et ah:‘&ﬁﬁ&j‘:.?rimary predators of red hake
include spiny dogfish, cod, goosefish, and sitver ha}gg(‘Rﬁuntee”]}E%) As juveniles, red hake
seek shelter from predators in scallop beds, and argiepmmonly fomn the mantle cavities of (or
undemeath) sea scallops In the fall, red hakem‘i‘r" leave the safety otthe scallop beds due to
their i mcreasmg size and to seek warmer temp’éﬁfures in oﬁ‘shore waters’*tStelner etal 1982)."

Figure 9 Fal! (left) and Spring (right) Sm"vey Dmmbmqggﬁlgﬁake from thz”'amFSC Rottom
Trawl Surveys, 1963.2009

Red Haks Distﬂbuﬂun NEPSC Fall 8TS 1963.2009

i
plsdameny

Red Hake Distribulion NEFSC Spring BTS 19582010
o e ot e

Section 4.1.1.3 Offshore Hake Life History

Offshore hake {Merluccius albidus)is a ciata—poor stock and very litte is known about its

- biology-and life history. They are commonly distributed from southern Georges Bank through -
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the Mid-Atlantic Bight, at depths of 160-550 meters and temperahures ranging between 11-13°C,
They are known to co-pccur with silver hake in the outer continental slopes of the Atlantic Ocean
and are easily confused with silver hake because of their strong morphological resemblances.
There appears to be seasonal differences in the patterns of disiribution with concentrations
shifting south of Georges Bank in the winter months and extending to the southern flank of
Georges Bank and further south in the spring (Figure 10).

The primary sotres of biological information for offshore hake is the annual fishery independent
surveys conducted by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC). Offshore hake survey
catches are generally low and variable relative to other hake spggies.

Oifshore hake are located primarily on the continental shelfzéid presumably beyond the NEFSC
survey area. Offshore hake tend to be concentrated in, tl;gg,e&ﬁgm Georges Bank region in the
fali, whereas in the spring, they are found further soutH the MigBAtiantic Bight. However,
offshore hake appear to be more abundant dunn&:li&:mnter montﬁ'""

Oifshore hake appsar to be sexually dlmorphlmth females slightly Ia:gq;;man males. Females
mature-at a la.rger length than males, similar to othtégggdoxd s:gg_‘xes (O’ Brici®t al 1993).
Maximum size observed in the Survey.was approxxrrmel; . Lenpth at S88srcent maturity
also differed significantly between S€¥ESwith females “Iflmﬁtmg at larger sizes (28 cm) relative to
males (23 om). Spawning generally SEEHs Benyeen Aprﬂ"fa‘n*d July. Maximum observed size was
approxinately 43 om for males and 56 qmjommglp (Travemal 2011).
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Figare 11 Stafistical Area Used to Define Red and Silver hake in the Northern and Southern |
Management Arens. Offshore Hake Statistical Areas are Restricted to the Southern M:magement
. Region onlv

Section 4.1.2 Stockmxs
The Stock Assessment Rmm@ommﬂcm@mc}‘?af the 51% Stock Assessment Workshop
(SAW Wmembm&mummbﬁm 2010, at the Northeast Figheries Science
CenterzihzWoods HolEERTA to Tevieyy the henchrxw.rk assessments of silver hake (Merfuccius

bzlmeaﬁ%d hake (Uroﬁ@els ch%?),znd offshore hake (Merfuccius afbidus). Despite several

attempts td5toduce an analy¥igh| assessment for the hake stocks, the benchmark could not
ultimately resl¥e different sigitls comingstrom low catches (especially compared with those in
the early part ot‘ﬁ’fé:tune series)"’iﬁcreasmg stock biomass, and an increasingly trutcated age
structure in survey‘ﬁ‘mhes (i.e. zifitreasing absence of older fish, particularly silver hake).
Nonetheless, the bencmﬁmgglc as§Essment made some progress on resolving stock structure,
species identification in We}f and commercial catched, and in estimating consumption.
Despite the inclusion of preétory consumption estimates, which were almost an order of
magnitude greater than catch, the analytical models still did not perform well. Instead, the SAW
accepted an index based assessment for both red and silver hake status determination, similar to
previous assessments, with updated reference points. For offshore hake, there was no reliable
information about catch or trends in abundance and biomass to guide management of effshore
hzke, .

" Section 4.1.2.1 Silver hake
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The 2610 silver hake assessment for both the northem and southern management areas included
survey data from the NEFSC fall bottom trawl survey, commercial fishing data from vessel trip
reports, dealer landings, and on-board fishery observer data through 2009. Since then, the
Couneil’s Small-Mesh Multispecies Planning Development Team (PDT) have updated the
asgessment results to include both the 2010 fall survey biomass and commercial catch data and
will be the basis for this report (Table 11 and Table 12).

In the absence of an analytical assessment for silver hake, the biological reference points for both
the northern and southem silver hake stocks are as follows (Table 10):

. e
Silver hake is overfished when the three-year moving averagésl:ithe fall survey weight per tow:
fi.e. the biomass threshold) is less than one half the Bysy pROYY, where the By proxy is defined
as the average observed from 1973-1982. The most recg%ésﬁggg_\es of the biomass thresholds
are 3.21 kgftow for the northern stock, and 0.83 kgffrawf’? the Sehil s@gg&;gm stock,

Overfishing occurs when the ratio between rhezm*h and the arrthméf“ﬁ‘rgijﬂ survey biomass -
index from the most recent three years exceedsitlic, averf shing threshold e most recent -
estimates of the overfishing threshold are 2,78 ngdfgr the ngtthern s1‘0::-&:“3@;,@3f 19 kfkg for -

the southern stock of. .m'ver hake. . e Nes i Mg,
i AT it ,,,,.
""m
Table 10 Proposed QOverfishing Deﬂni‘t’i’b‘é Ee!ereuce l’omtm&lver Make
Stock . e, THESShold %‘?;L Target

Northem Silver Hake | % Busy'Broxy (58Fke/tow) "By Proxy (6.42 kg/tow)
st Py ProXyi(2 74 Id “Brisy Proxy (1/a)

Southem Silver Hakgzs By Prog/t =t Buisy Proxy (1.65 kg/tow)
ey F’ﬁ's“y Proxy (3"4313 ktkg) | Fusy Proxy (n/a)

=

Overfishingghtéshold esﬂtﬁ&sﬁ%&nuﬁ%@lomﬂon ratios (catch divided by
anthmctﬁ‘:fiﬁ“ﬁ‘ﬁﬁ&?ﬁmmassi yeraged ffo: ?"“ﬁa@zs:msz Catch per tow is in “A[batmss” Anits
(Tab{e::rlﬁmd Table 12)‘“"’“ Mg
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i, v




Table 11 Northern Silver Halke Stock - Summary of cateh and survey indices in Albatross wnits for Northern Fall Northem Falt | Northern Northern  Northern Northern

northern silver hake, 1955-2010 {continues ontfo next page) Year S_t:rve{- . gurvey Landings Discards tofal catch Explaitation Ex;::.lo;f::ion
o . _ a";(gff",:“’ av’:;’;e (00'smt} (0¥t (00my  Index o T
Northem Fall Northem Falt Northern Northern Northem Northern Northern i 1951 10.62 4 13.07 6.08 126 73 069 0.60
Year Survey . SUIVeY | iiings Discards fofal catch Exploitation EXPlOftation . . ) ’
arithmetic YA necent) (000 e (000 me) \ndex. Index {98z . 1025 " 158 5.31 142 6.73 0.65 0.53
kgitow average : (3 year avg) 1993 7.50 9.42 4.36 089 5.05 0.67 0.67
1955 ’ 53,36 53.26 1994 84 " 620 .80 0.24 414 o.61 0.65
1956 42.18 42.15 ‘ 1885 1289 7 908 259 083 322 0.25 0.51
1857 62,75 62.75 ‘ . 1996 75t " 10 3.82 082 - 44 0.59 0.48
1958 ) 49.90 T 45.90° ' 1997 - BEE "oam 280" 024 . 3.05 0.54 0.48
1989 50.61 50.61 1998 1891 " 107 - 208 0.69 274 . 0.14 042
1960 46.54 © 4854 ’ 1908 s 7 1. 3.45 0.74 4,18 0.38 0.35
1961 o 29,69 . 089 - 2000 1351 " 1482 259 0.36 2,95 022 0.25
1962 ' ©oTe00 79.00 7001 833 10.28 3.39 048  3.87 0.46 0.47
1563 23.10 73.82 73.92 3.20° 2002, 7.99 10.09 2,69 0.51 3 0.39 0.47
1964 434 94.46 94,45 21,77 2003 g2 " a2 1.81 0.20 2.01 0.24° 0,37 -
1965 " 7.06 ¥ 1150 45.28 45.28 6.41 10.46 2004 ‘328 T 852 1.08 0,12 1,16 0.35 033
1966 419 " s 47,81 4781 1144 13,20 2008 172 7 443 0.83 0.06 0.8 0.52 037
1857 2.27 " am " 33.37 33.37 14.70 10,84 C 2006 368 X 0.80 0.04 0.94 ©0.28 038
1988 228 o281 41,38 4138 . 1845 14.75 - 2007 s4 " 3885 1.01 0.75 178 027 0,35
1080 czq1 7 zm 24,08 2406 898 - 14.28 ' . 2008 szz 7. 518 0B2  047. 079 - G5 023
1970 g3 7 287 2783 2758 008 1241 ‘ 2009 68 " 820 1.04 0.18 1.2326 0.18 0,20
1971 287 7 270 3640 . 36,40 13.63 10.80 . "2010 “q335 " 880 189 079 2.4784 018 0,47
1872 5.78 ¥ 25.22 2822 436 9.03 ' ’ S TuEs. e TR
1973 412 " ads 32.09 . 32,09 7.79 6.80 . = e =
1974 345 . 7 445 2068 2068 6.98 605 TEE & k-
1975 .09 T . 522 39,87 35.87 4.93 8.24 - J— Ty e
1976 12 7 70 13.63 1363 121 4,05 . ' Pt N "@
1577 s72 " 868 12.46 1246 185 2.66 e TR, e o)
1878 5.32 Toee 12,81 1281 . 200 1.69 et e
197§ 618 7 641 3.42 342 0,58 1.47 o e T
1980 728 7 658 473 473 ‘0,65 107 S C TR -
1981 45 7 598 442 284 7.05 1,56 0.92 ' T e
1982 628 ' 601 468 291 7.57 1.2 114 ) T, oo
183 878 7 652 531 264 7.95 . 001 122 ' o THE. sy
i’ : : o
1984 . 336 6,13 8.29 2.59 10,88 324 1.78 e
1965 8z 7 680 8.30 258 1066 - 1.31 1.82 =
1985 {304 7 823 8.50 235 10.85 0.83 1.79 : C :
1887 aze " 1037 568 211 777 0.79 0.98
1968 605 7 683 6.79 179 857 1.42 1.01
1989 105 7 ers 4685 232 6.9 0,68 0.96
r

1980 | 15.61- 1072 63 186 834 - 083 Q.87
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Table 12 Southern Sitver Hake Stock=Summary of catch and survey indices in Albatross units for

northers silver hake, 1955-2010 (continues onto next page)

Southern

Sou;hem Fall Sous!hem-Fall Southern  Southern  Southem  Southern e
Year aﬁ;::'ic : ;y’::‘r’ Landings  Discards  total catoh Exploltation ”In dex
kaftow avarage {000'smt) (0oo's mt)  {000'mt) Index @ year ava)
1955 13,256 13255 ’
1958 14,241 14.261
1957 16.426 16426
1958 12,002 12.802
1959 16.387 16.387
1960 .B.B18 8.816
1961 12.649 12.649
1962 17,839 17939
1963 4,660 89.425 . 89.425 18,190
1864 4,080 1A7.048 147.048 36.248
1865 5.280 4,667 284,117 294,117 55,704 37.038
1968 2.640 3803 202318 200318 76636 68,188
1967 2.440 3.453 87.383 87,383 35.813 56.051 -
1858 2730 . 2503 £8.157 58,187 21.303 44.584
196¢ 1260 . 2.143 74.891 74,881 59.437° 38.851
1870 1.250 1.780 26.882 25,832 19.878 33,530
1871 2.210 1.607 70.506 70506 31803 a7.072
1972 2130 1.897 88.179 83.179 41399 31.089
1973 1700 2.013 102.078 102,078 60.046 44.449
1974 0.850 1.560 102,296 102395  120.466 73.970
1975 1790 - 1.447 72,184 72164 40315 72508
1876 1.590 1.543 64.608 4608 32466 ' 64,416
1977 LE80 1.820 57.160 57.160 34.024 35.802
1978 - 2.500 2.057 25,534 . 25,834 10.334 25608
1979 1.680 1953 16.398 . 16.398 9.761 18,039
1980 1.630 1.837 11,684 11,684 7.168 9.087
1981 1.120 1477 13.426 3.502 1e.931 15,447 10,687
1982 1,560 1.437 482 4.654 18.806 12.085 11.447
1983 2.570 1.750 11.860 4,814 16,674 5,488 11.220
1984 140 184 12.98 4.88 17.84 1274 10.43
1985 3.55 281 12.82 3.67 16.69 4,70 7.98
1686 148 213 270 433 14.03 -8.68 9.04
1987 1.95 232 9.55 4.25 . 43.80 7.08 7.18
1988 1.78 175 8.95 - 4,60 13,45 7.55 8.10
1989 1.87 1.87 13.00 6.67 1957 10,48 8,37
1890 152 172 13.02 597 18.80 12.49 1017
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Southern Fall Southem Fall

Southern

. uthem Sauthern Southern - Southern _—
Year . | Sumvey Survey f:mﬁngé Discards tofal catch Exploitation CPicifion
anthmetic 3¥8Ar  oovemt) (000'smY)  (000mE  Index Index
kaltow - average {3 year avy)
1991 0.850 1.413 9.740 3.081 12,821 15,084 12,681
1992 0.990 1120 " 10,531 3.446 13.577 14,118 13.899
1983 1.280 1.048 12.487 5166 - 17.8653 13.791 14.331
1994 0,79b 1.020 12181 58936 18.117 22,933 16.947
1905 1.590 1220 11.992 1.402 13394 - B.424 15.048
1998 0,450 0,543 12434 0,479 12.613 28.028 19,795
1997 0.830 0.857 12.548 0.624 13172 15.870 17.444
198 0.570" 0.817 12.558 0.526 13.084 22,854 22.284
1888 0.820° 0.740 10.417 3,549 13.966 17.032 18619
2000 0.720° 0.703 0.472 0.229 9.801 12,613 17.855
2001 2,040 1.183 8.884 0.188 :Xeyr) 4.447 11687
2002 1,180 1313 4,888 0.410 5.298 4,490 7516
2003 1.420 1,547 8.281 0,604 6,385 4.849 4.595
2004 - 1.240 1.28¢ 6.965 1.203 8,168 6.587 5,309
2005 0.540 1.200 8.295 1576 7.971 8.440 6.538
2008 - 1.420° 1.200 4.583 0.161 4,744 3.341 6.136
2007 0.870 1.077 5.067 0.146. 5213 5992 538
2008 1,260 1.217 5.582 5.033 6.615. 4.864 4.732
2008 1.100 1110 6.598 0.839 7434 6.758 5.871
2010 2.818 1759 6,230 o780 7.110 2,523 4715
e, e, e
In the northern managenrent areazthe three Year aygfa5e ithinetic mean biomass based on the
NEFSC fall bottom trayyl survey ata 2008-70H3(8.50 kg/toW) was above the management

threshold (3 21 kg/tow%boveﬁ target (6. 4% kg/tow). The three year average éxploitation
index (total catch divided by:blomassiindex) for 2UQ8-2010 (0.17 kt/kg) was below the
tdn theghuthen management area, the three year

. overfishipg FENSING, 78 KiKe=Figure 12
arithmgligATso based Stifhg NEESE.fall bottametawl survey data for 20082010 (1.76 kg/tow)

Flgu

was ab{githe biomass tHigshold (0%83.kg/tow) anid abave the target (1.65 kgftow). The three
year averiigexploitation indgi(total Saich divided by biomass index) for 2008-2010 (4.72
ktkg) was bEIgy the overfishifgithreshdfd34.19 ki/kg; Figure 13), Therefore, based on the
accepted SAW Srkeference poffif§, the northern and southem stocks of silver are NOT
overfished and ovEEfishing is N@Eoccurring.
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Figure 12 Northern Silver Hake Fall Survey Biomass in kg/tow (top) and Relitive Exploitation . Figure 13 Southern Silver Hake Fall Survey Biomass i kg/tow (top) and Rciaﬁvc Exploitation

Ratios (bottom) of the Tetal Catch (kt) to the Fall Survey Index with their Calenlated 3-yr Running Ratios (bottom) of the Total Catchr (It} o the Fail Survey Index with their Caleulated 3-yr Running
Averages (red lines). The solid lincs represent the overfishing thresholds. - . Averages {red lines). The soiid lines represent tie overfishing thresholds.
Northern Sitver Hake Biornass lndex : ’
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The range of years (1973-1982) adopted during the benchmark assessments for deriving the
overfishing definition reference points are considered to be uncertain because it does not
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incorporate estimates of current stock preductivity. The transition from the 1970°s to the 1980°s
highlight a period of high and low productivity with respect to the stock dynamics. Recognizing
the potential for non-stationary productivity in the stock dynamics and the implications on
estimates of the OFL, options for ABCs were explored to account for scientific uncertainty. -
Other sources of uncertainty in the assessment include: truncation in the age stnicture, estimates

of predatory consumption, anid catch estimates relative to mixed landmgs in the ﬂshery (NEFSC,
2011 o

Section 4. 1.2 2 Red hake

The 201} red hake assessment included survey data from the waﬂ spring boftom trawl survey
through 2010, commercial fishing dnata from vessel trip repgmgﬂer landings, and on-board .
fishery observer data through 2009, Since the Iast assesszinivthe, Cormeil's Smali-Mesh
Multispecies PDT have updated the assessment results {S:0¢IndeTioth the 2011 spring survey
biomass and the 2010 commercinl caich data and \g% reflected limﬁls repart {
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« the sauthern stocks exceeds 0.163 it/fg and 3.038 fi/kg, resp

Table 14 and Table 15), In the absence of a an analytical assessment for red ha.l_ce,- the biological
reference points for both the northern and southern silver stocks are as follows (Table 13):

Red hake is pverfished when the three-year moving arithmetic average of the spring survey
weight per tow {i.e., the biomass threshold) is less than one half of the Bugy proxy, where the
By proxy is defined as the average observed from 1980 — 2010. The current estimates of
Bruresorp for the northern and southern stocks are 1.27 kg/tow and 0.51 kg/tow, re.spectzvebf

Qverfishing occurs when the ratio between catch and spring survey biomass for the nnrthern and
gm;ye!y derived from AIM anaiyses
from 1980-2009. e ,

imraa
P enin

o
b

Table 13 Current Overfishing Definition Reference Pu;%r Rmke

Stock Threshtld: s

e Target
Northern Red Hake % Bysy ProxyileTkeftow) ByigeeRroxy (n/a)
Fuvsy Proxy (03563 kvtke) FMSY%}’ (n/a)
Southern Red Hake

}é Byssy Proxy (B=5E keftow)ss, | Busy me%;{:)

sy Proxy (3. 03%? Fusy Proxyfita)
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Table 14 Northern Red Hake Stock - Summary of catch and survey indices in Albatross units for

nerthern silver hake, 1962-2010 (continues onto next puge)

Nonsh::e Fall Nor:‘em Fall Nerthern Nocthern Northem Nerthern E,:m::]r::g?:n
Year . mhm{h ‘31’:::' Landings Discards total catch Exploitation Pln iy
Pl average  (000'SMY) (000 mg (000 my) IndOX o ar avg)

1962 1.918 1600 3.518

1553 3285 1600 4885

1964 1410 1701 3111

1985 2774 1624 4,398

1966 5576 1g53 7181

1967 1865 1404 | 3.269

1968 1138 2828 130 @ 3.9%0 3.454

1968 0.639 202 1317 3138 -4,903

1870 0541 T o 1083 1088 2130 3.930 4101
1871 o8 - " 0408 4806 1162 5.969 8.211 8.020
1972 1560 " 039ts 15025 o0es3 15881 10.248 7.800
1973 4z " z21m 15269 os0s 16198 a.757 7.7%9
1974 2431 " 2768 7256 0815 8041 3,308 5771
1975 4,254 v 3.665 T OBT03 1185 . 9.802 2.328 3133
1576 331 7 aas2 633 093 7.264 2,155 2597
1977 28% | 3427 089 1081 1,975 2744 1742
1978 2571 7 2888 1227 -1117 235 09z 1270
1879 2041 T 2422 1529 1203 2751 1348 1.001
1980 3883 T 283t 1033 1366 2399 0.618 0,958
1381 6383 7 4oe 1277 13 2,601 0.409 0.782
1882 2127 T 44zt 1213 1460 2673 1.257 0.761
1983 658 4050 0835 1,353 2248 0608 0.758
1384 2082 298 1080 1377 2.388 0.801 0,888
1385 3913 353 0852 1370 2.262 o578 0882
1586 3260 | 3385 1458 1189 2,646 0.812 0730
987 2841 7 aam 1.013 1.052 2.066 0,70z 0.697
1988 1866 | 273 D866 0,897 1.763 0,883 - 0.799
1389 1651 7 2198 077 1447 224 1347 0977
1990 1331 " 1880 0E3Y 0395 1,425 1.070 1.100
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North Fall . .
° sern Fali Northem a Northern  .Northem  Northem Northern Norﬁ'mr.n
urvey Survey n N . Exploitation
~Year arithmetic 3year Landings  Discards tofal cateh Exploitation Index
kaitow average © (000'smt)  (000's mf) {000 mt) ) Index (Syéarav a)
w961 1621 1.621 0.745 0.818 1563 0.964 0.964
1882 2501 2,061 0,918 o726 1645 0,658 0.811
1983 84 | 2315 0768 0.083 0.853 0.302 0.641
1504 130 ° 2308 0729 0.077 0806 ., 0.507 £.489
1935 973 7 2429 0.187 0,063 0.250 0127 0.312
1996 1752 7 1788 0.414 0.656 1.070 0.597 0.410
1987 1811 | 1859 0.338 0.125 0454 0.258 0327
1858 2518 7 204 o0.187 0.180 - 0.217 0.125 - 0326
1569 2333 | 2217 0220 0.468 0.687 0.295 0.226
2000 3185 © 2876 0197 0.085 . D252 0.079 0167
2001 3579 © 302 0.223 .0.135 " 0.358 0100 €158
2002 4450 7 B742 0.275 0.101 0.376 0.084 0.058
2003 0.996 : 3,012 0210 0.088 0297 0.298 0181
2004 1772 2.409 0,103 0.057 0.150 0.036 0.158
2005 o7 " 1288 0,095 0.057 0153 0.140 0.176
2005 os1z tz%0 0,095 o.181 0.277 0.303 0.178
2007 2056 | 4.355 0.059 a.127 0.197 0.096 0,180
2008 3488 21482 - 0.052 0,059 D112 0.032 6.144
2008 1748 | 2431 0,085 o.085 8.150 0,103 0.077
2070 2020 " 2416 0,087 0.244 0311 0.154 0.096
2011 2178 T qe82
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. Table 15 Southern Red Fluke Stock - Summary of catch and survey indices in Albatross waits for : Seuthern Fall Southern Fail Southera  Southern Southemn  Seuthern Southern

| northern silver hake, 1962-2010 (continues onto next page) Yoar Survey Survey o ndings  Discards fofal eatch Exploftation TPIoimHOn
| Southern Fall Seuthers Fall Southern i arithmstic 3-year (00t'smt}  (000'smf) (000 mt) index Index
Survey Survey Southern  Southern  Southem  Southemn Explattation . kagltow average {3 year avg}
Year anthmetic 3year Lam?lngs Dis‘:ards total cateh Exploitation Index 1991 0,611 0,602 1.219 2.612 3.822 6,257 9.a02
" keftow average (000 (@0Csmt)  (00OmE)  Clndex . ave) . ‘ 1992 0.465 0.584 1439 6,343 778 . BT 10.524
1562 2757 200 16757 . 1998 0.424 4.500 1.014 5,308 6321 14.926 12,642 .
1563 33,671 4000 36.671 1994 0.675 . 0.521 1.052 1.720 217 4,108 11.926
1964 44,991 3488 A7.979 ' o . {885 n.516 0,538 1 4T3 1.329 2801 5,433 8.156
1965 93.624 4.292 97.916 ) ‘ . 1956 |0.453 0.548 0.719 0.380 1099 2.426 3.989 .
1965 108.015 2773 $11.789 . : 1997 1.161 0.710 1472 2422 3595 3.007 3.652
1957 58,648 3,660 62,508 ) 1998 0.214 0.609 1207 0.740 1.948 a.118 4.880
1958 1,285 18.713 3,715 22428 17.450 ' 1989 0,455 . 0.610 1404 1.080 2.465 5.420 5.878
1959 1.082 53,417 3.623 57.040 52.707 ) o ' 2000 0423 0.354 1.462 0.250 1712 4.047 6.195
1970 1723 1.384 11.864 3141 15,005 8.708 26.288 . 2001 0.642 0.507 1.492 0,138 1.630 2.540 4,002
1971 . 3.488 2,088 35.421° 2.313 37734 | 10.817 24.077 ) 2002 0.542 0.538 0.673 0.327 1.000 1.846 281
1872 3380 2.934 81,371 2088 63.468 17.680 12,402 . 2003 0.206 0.463 0.541 0345 093 4794 3.060
1973 3.992 3.690 - 51879 2,240 53.919 13508 - 14,001 2004 0.154 0.301 -0.599 0.615 1.214 7.885 4.835
1874 2838 2,473 26.834 2158 28592 10217 13.801 2005 0.376 0245 0.411 1.007 Lag 3772 5477
1975 3.179 3,33 20.028 1.763 21.791 6.855 10,193 : 2008 0.380 0.304 0.429 0.674 1103 2.902 4.845
1875 5.314 3077 23.110 1.827 24,837 4.693 7.255 2007 0.857 0.538 0.489 1545 2035 2.373 3.015
1877 2.300 3,568 7.812 1.818 9.620 . 4186 5.245 2008 0,473 0.570 0.653 0.814 1467 3.089 271
" 1978 ) 7.648 5.087 6.434 2436 8.870 1.160 3.348 2009 1.342 0.891 0.674 0.869 13543 1,150 2.207
1978 1514 3.821 7.837 2,665 10.502 5.938 4085 2010 1.045 0.954 0.616 0.737 1382 - 1284 1.848
1930 2.380 3.847 4.226 2702 6928 - 281 3.670 201 1.098 . 1182
: 1981 4,613 2835 2,498 2715 5.211 1.130 3.660 s o WG LSS TR .
| ) 1982 3,342 3,445 3.199 3,776 6995 - 2087 . 2043 In the north, the thre®:¥&ar arithmgHe mean biorgassindex, based on the NEFSC spring bottom
‘ 1983 2,207 3387 1.576 2.889 5.465 2,478 1,898 : trawt survey for 2005-20Fk(1.98 ¥EFow) was abiye the management threshold (1.27 kg/tow)
1954 1331 2283 1.619 2910 5725 4308 2956 : and below the target (2.54REAow)sTRsexploitation index (catch divided by biomass index for
1985 132 1.643 0.932 195 3901 2.802 2194 ‘ 2010 (0.1 55 EFF R below ThEhFesholas@g kg5 Figure 14). In the south, the three year
1988 1738 1.488 0.899 3.359 4788 2473 3193 arithmefiimean biommssindex Bised on theNERSC spring bottom trawl survey for 2009-2011
1987 0,873 1338 1.415 3313 | 4728 5389 . 3.5%4 . (1.16 Kgitow) was above The:manabement threshold (0.51 kg/tow) and above the target (1.02
1088 1.606 1.206 1122 3462 4,58 4557 4138 _ ke/tow, Fegure 15). The explpitationidex (catch divided by biomass index for 2010 (1,29
1989 0.487 079¢ 1.367 5.006 6372 13.077 7.674 ki/kg) was befiiw.the thresholdi(,04 kuREFFigure 15). Therefore, based on the accepted SARC
1990 a.707 a.733 1.312 4748 6.060 8.573 8.736 51 réference pomts,.the northerrand southern red hake stocks are NOT overfished and
i ey o L overfishing is NOT@eeuring. 2 C '
g & ‘ i, A
Wi, A : P o
P e . RN ER AR
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" Figure 14 Northern Red Hake Spring Survey Biomass in kg;’ﬁw (tep) ‘and Relative Exploitation Figure 15 Southern Red Hake Spring Survey Biomsss in kg/tow (top) and Relative Exploitation

Ratios (bottom) of the Total Catch (kt) fo the Fall Survey Index with their Caléulated 3-yr Running Ratios (bottom) of the Total Catch (kt) to the Fall Survey Index with their Calculated 3-yr Running
Averiages (red Hnes). The solid limes represent the-overfishing thresholds, Averiges (red lines), The solid lines represent the overfishing thresholds.
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Section 4,1.2.3 Offshore hake

The new 2010 assessment concluded that information was not available to determine stock status
for offshore hake because fishery data were insufficient and the survey data were not considered
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to reflect stack trends. - Thus, it was not possible to recommend a reference points for offshore
hake and the overfished and overfishing status of offshore hake is therefore unknown.

Section 4.2 Non-Target Species

Information about the absolute levef of bycatch species in the directed small-mesh multispecies
fishery could not be determined due to difficulties of determining an appropriate trip definition '
for the hake fishery. Several factors were explored in attempt to define an observed hake trip,
including regulated mesh size and possession limits for years 2000-2004. However, these factors
wers not sufficient to define “directed” small-mesh multispeciegtrips. This insufficiency kHkely
resuilted in trips that did target smell-mesh multispecies beingigxgluded, with potentially
significant impacts. For the purpose of this exercise, bycat@iiSpecies were determined using a
broad definition of all trips (directed and non-d.\rected},xwm small-mesh multispecies in
the trawl fishery by mesh-size groups. Mesh size wag'@ouped Hifo three categories in an
attempt to crudely disaggregate which trips are beﬁgﬁd to most [k&Rxtarget small-mesh
multispecies based on mesh regulations for the:)aﬁ‘empted area progratag-The mesh groups
include: <2.5-inch tmesh (often trips targetmg“ﬁ‘ther species Iike herring;*8hrimp, and squid), 2.5-

*4.5-inch mesh (often trips targeting small-mesh Tittitis species)gand > 4.5-inthrnesh (often trips

tatgeting other species like regulated groundfish, bigckeseadruss, and summer"f[éﬁnder) I the
southern area, trips that caught offsmge were zncm'défﬁnth silver hake trip$ to account for
mixed fandings of whiting in the southéfranggement arw;:.ln the analysis, mesh-size group
2.5-4.5-inches was used as a proxy for Hips thtere most hlﬁggg_p “target” small-mesh
multispecies, However, it fyas also recophized thetiere are soYﬂﬁ:overIaps with other targeted

fisheries (ie., the sqmm%and buﬁsh fishErF mn tlﬁ:'tategory

Table 16 — Table 31 giﬁ‘ﬂmde a ll,st'ﬁﬁ‘.ﬂxe most‘i‘?ﬁ'ﬁm d1scard”'5 species or species group that
comprised <1% or more‘iﬂf:rhe dlsdﬁiﬂs on obsefVed trips that caught either silver hake or red
hake during 26042010 W@Yﬁéﬁma basédipn data from the NEESC Observer Program.
Note mQMuspﬁmsoummiﬁﬁéd in the Jist {grayed out in Table {6~
Tahle ﬁ-ﬁﬁxﬁcmss botistock a:éﬁ‘ﬁ‘%zhe dlscarﬁ’ilis»!:mcludcs the skate complex (Raja eglanteria,
Luecordfgepinacen, Leucoraga garH@i,‘\Malacoraja senta, Ambiraja radiate, Leucoraja
ocellatd), dEkish (Squalus degnthias); fibke (Paralictiys dentatus), windowpane flounder
(Scophthalmisigguosus), yell oyail, flourtder (Limanada ferriginea), Atnerican plaice
(Hippoglossoidesgigtessoides) twitch flounder (Glyprocephalus cynoglossus), red hake

(Urophycis chuss), "Q’:E‘g;qr hake (MerTuccidae billinearis), scup (Stenatomus chrysops), black sea

bass {Certropristis straig), maniktish (Lophius americanus), cod (Gadus morhua), haddock
(Melanogrammus aeglej“zﬂ”ﬁ%é’d crab (Chaceon quingquedens), scallops (Placopecten
magellanicus), squid (Loligo’pealeii, IMex illecebrosus), butterfish (Peprilus trmcanrhus),
mackerel (Scomber scombrus), and recfish (Sebastes fasciatus).

The proportion of observed catches that were discarded by total weight on trips that were likely
to target either red or silver hake were fairly similar regardless of stock area, but lower for other
mesh-size groupings, with the exception of large the mesh fishery (>4.5-inches) in the southem
region. In the northem area, for 2004-2010, 38% of observed catches were discarded on trips
that were likely to target silver hake (Table 18), and 40% of total catches were discarded on trips
that were [ikely directed towards red hake (Table 19). During the same time period, discards of
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" all species caught in the trips that likely targeted silver hake or red hake in thé souther‘ﬁ area

represented 31% and 36% of the observed catch for these fisheries, respectively. For trips that
tikely targeted small-mesh multispecies, the majority of discards consisted of the small-mesh
groundfish species complex (silver hake, offshore hake, and red hake). In the northern area,
approximately 21-22% of the small-mesh multispecies catches were discarded (Table 18-Table
19) and in the southern area, 23-27% (Table 26-Table 27) of small-mesh multispecies were
discarded. Other frequently discarded species on trips that caught small-tesh multispecies (i.e.,
trips with trawl mesh size < 2.5 inches or > 4.5 inches, as well as other gear types) include
dogfish in the northemn stock area, the squid, mackerel, and butterfish complex in the southemn
stock area, and skates in both the northem and southem stock areas (Table 16-Table 31).

Because we are unable to definitively identify “targeted™ smaﬁ;’ﬁ:t&sh multispecies trips, it is
difficult to assign discards to particular fisheries. For ex thlE> skates and dogfish catch would
be uninformative, as those species are also often cau inzhis ntally (and with a relatively high
trip limit) to tr:ps directing on higher value, lower teip Titlit Spem If we were to say a fripisa
directed skate trip because of a relatively high pr@f)'"é’ﬁ' on of its lanmifgg are skates, it is likely not
accurate because the trip could have been targefiie™ lower landing lirttitiof cod (a higher value
species), Because of this, jt would be d[ﬂlculea.se out of the data tb%mhe lower Iandmg
limit, higher value spe,cles is, in fact, the target. sy, ,g,,*;‘ I

. 4 e,

In the following tables (Table 16- Tﬂﬁ“ 13y, “Pet D1sc"é'ii§@'\7erall)” Tepresents t]Te discard
weight (b) of that species divided byl totadiscard weigHi-across all species. “Pot Discard
(Sp)” represents the percentage of the mh (K@&gglscar&ﬁga spectes that was discarded
from trips that caught stlv;;,llake "::‘ TR e
.y e, i

Table 16 Species Lumt@?ﬁ’g <1 red fonfiok wiEEDT aﬁ'ﬁmrved trawl discards from trips
(directed and non-ditegted) that cdiight silver et the northern management arca for mesh size
< 2.5 inches, from the NEERC Prlwﬁifh databade @QM -2010).

Northern Silver, Hake (Meshsi2 5 U
B i e s> ot Disca jseard
ﬁ!’“‘“ RS | f;t %ﬂ ng?ﬁ,) Mgﬁf rd P(ctt)?:mn)

Dogﬁsh“”““ *;:“‘% P 103,177 133,150 1% 33%
Groundfish, Small-Mesh e 0729100 39,646 312,566 13% 12%
Groundfish, LargiMesh fﬁzisﬁ_zz,sgs 25474 90% 7%
Silver Hake ey =217,275 19,996 237,271 8% 6%
Red Hake i | 25e85,588 16,650 75358 | 26% 6%
Skate s - " 19,086 19,086 160% &%
Herring } ._‘ﬁwgm,m T 1754z 81,779 21% 5%
Squid, Mackerel, Butterfish 8,899 - 11,873 20,7753 57% 4%
General Alosa - 4,160 9,194 | 13,354 69% 3%
Winter Flounder - 7,233 7233 . - 100% 2%
American Plaice . - 6,759 6,759 - 100% 2%
River Herring 774 5,309 6,173 87% %
| Mackerel _ . 855 4,838 5,693 5% %

Yellowtail Flounder 10 4,651 4,661 100% %

Butterfish 4,104 4,459 8,603 2% | 1% |
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Silver Hake 495773 147,741 643,520 23% 16%
Dogfish ] 10422 73,823 84,245 88% 8%
Groundfish, Large-desh 77,593 60,668 138,261 44% %
Herning 38,062 60,559 98,621 61% 7%
Red Hake 49,160 750,542 99,701 51% 5%
Sequid, Mackerel, Butterfish 15,388 22,333 37,721 59% 2%
Winter Flounder 557 21,604 27,161 97%. 2%
Yellowtail Floander . 524 13,397 13,521 96% %
American Plaice 15.623 12,854 28477 45% 1%
Butterfish 8112 11,304 | 19416 55% 1%
Fluke, Scup, Black $ea Bass 486 9,532 0,018 95% 1%
Fluke 479 9,527 rel 10006 95% 1%
Tliex 376 7Dy N 93% i%
Monkfish 115323 e 122 916:-?.&;\ % %
Haddock 6,09 =l 10986 ez, 45% 1%
Other Species . 62,906 AT 7989 9%, 3%

Tatal 1450259 | 902498k B 252,755 EETY NA,

W‘M
Table 19 Species comprising <1% (in réd.fo’u:),.o,nmore of ﬂ@gﬁ:rved tra
{directed and non-directed) that Laught
range between 2.5 and 4. 5 inches, from f@ﬁh]&&-‘@ﬂgﬂm d;

g

halkengithe northéEEmana

wi discards from trips

ement arey for mesh size

se (2004 -2019).

Alewife 170 3442 3,612 95% 1%
".| Unknown Heming 3,124 3,308 6,522 52% 1%
Hex 915 2,004 2,518 69% 1%
Blueback Herring 604 1,957 2,561 76% 1%
.| Other Species 5,565 2011 13,580 59% 3%
‘Total 671,757 315,248 987,005 32% NA
Table 17 Species comprising <1% (in red font) or more of all observed trawl discards from trips
(directed and non-directed) that caught red hake in the northern mznagement arca for mesh size
<2.5 inches, from the NENSC Program dutabase (2(]04 2010y, 2855
Northern Red Hake (Mesh < 2.5 Inches) i
Species Kept Discard g iz «ﬁw:ud Pct Discard | Pct Discard
(1b) ) S Totaiih) (Sp) {Overall)
Dogfish 24,983 SBE5 121,385, 79% 31%
Grourdfish, Small-Mesh 266,406 | 45501 305,708k, 13% 13%
Groundfish, Large-Mesh 1,524 22,055 23,579  [=294% 7%
Silver Hake 210,762 1965, 280,413 8% 6%
Red Hake 55588, 19 65005, 238 26%: 6%
Skate’ Tl 18,250 "N 18,290 100% - 6%
Herring 63,385, “FElT AL 280,798 22% - 6%
Squid, Mackerel, Butterfish 8062 ) RG2S, jEr T 55% 4%
General Alosa e 4,110 2k 9,0138mmh. 13,TE3n 69% 3%
Winter Flounder g~ [ Fe, - T 68T TSEREE24 100% 2%
American Plaice by, = TRER0 | 6,560 100% 2%
River Herring BT 5284 6,054 87% 2%
Mackerel _ o P e 5,693 B5% 2%
YellowtailElotinder =z, | ™55, 10 [ 618 4,628 100% 1%
Butterfiili, R ) 331 5373 2% 1%
Unknown Figiing S 3,07 | 3,348 6425 52% %.
Alewife = e, 167 =5 3,327 3,454 95% - 1%
Ttex = Tk 913 1,975 2,889 - 68% 1%
Blueback Herring 75, | 2604 1,957 2,561 76% 1%
Other Species Tt s 3,726. 7,693 11,412 67% 3%
Total WGM,QSS 304,112 953,096 32% NA

Table 15 Species comprisiog <1% (in red font) or more of all observed ﬁ-awl discards from irips
{directed and non-directed) that esught silver hake o the northern management aréa for mesh size
range bebween 2.5 and 4.5 inches, frony the NEFSC Program database 2004 20100,

Northern Silver Hake (2.5-4.5 Inches)

Species Kept Discard Grand | Pet Discard | Pct Discard |
P . (Ib) (Ib) Tatal (b) Sp) {Overall)
Groundfish, Small-Mesh, 545,261 198,314 743,574 27% 21%
Skate 8,121 164,917 173,038 95% 18%

Northern Red Egm 545 Inchggy e T
Species on “:g_ppt T<Fpisard “SGpand Pct Discard | Pet Discard
s, “ib) b} . Total (Ib) (Sp) (Overall)
Groundfish, Small—Mesh SEEL19 197:298 724,416 27% 22%
Skate i, wwmm,& 16353 165,006 55% 18%
Silver Hakieer g, | “adA,631 [REEe 1 624,362 24% 16%
Dogfishas, KA s 70,701 7% 7%
Heming i, ‘*»"9%37 S5, | 60,461 98,378 61% 7%
Groundfish, %Mesh d3, 206“Wl 56,137 99,343 57% 6%
Red Hake TR, | 9,160 50,542 99,701 51% 6%
Squid, Mackerel, ButiEiisk | Jol4,991 22,070 37,060 60% 2%
Winter Flounder gtk Homw 08 20,978 21,076 160% 2%
Yellowtail Flonnder =il 12,957 12,960 100% %
Burterfish 8,067 11,169 19,236 %% 1%
American Plaice 7890 10,355 18,449 51% 1%
Fluke, Scup, Biack Sea Bass 486 9,383 9,871 95% 1%
Fluke 479 9,380 9,859 95% 1%
Tiex 330 7,659 7,989 6% 1%
Monkfish &.172 6,819 75,991, 9% 1%
Haddock 1,207 1,870 6,077 80% 1%
Other Species 41,745 23,146 64,891 36% 3%
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Total

] 1,280,057

75,307

[ 2,165,364 |

40% -

[ A

Table 20 Species compuising <1% (in red font) or mure of all observed trawk discards from trips
(directed and nep-clirected) that daught silyer hake in the northern mwanagement area for mesh size
greater than 4.5 inches, from  the NEFSC Program database (2004 2010).

Northern Sitver Hake (Mesh > 4.5 Inches} .
Speci : Kept Discard Grand | Pct Discard | Pet Discard
pecies ) (b) | Total(n) (Spy (Overall)
Skate 5,319,058 | 15,531,636 | 20,850,694 74% 63%
Groundfish, Large-Mesh 23,700,480 | 2399490 | 26,899,970 % 10%
Dogfish 67352 1,823,470 90,521 96% 7%
Cod 4,028,453 705,832 aiihigad,305 15% 3%
Meonkfish 6,513,241 466,669 6,509:910 7Y, 3%
Heddock 5,801,800 384633 | 6,186733, 6% %
American Plaice 1270113 | L358488 | 228,600, 1% 1%
Fluke, Scup, Black SeaBass | 35,887 439,791 315678 [MIn.89% 1%
Fluke '} 35853 279594 | L3k5A47 “wESY% 1%
Yellowiail Flounder 652492 316,6695 869,161 255 1%
Redfish 1 AT 188,12%65,530 11% 1%
Windowpane 11,8870, 60,987 S92 875 93% 1%
Groundfish, Small Mesh 21,6587 ? 1955479 88% %
Witch Floundet 740,960 148,353k, 1589008 2% 1%
Siive: Hake = | ~emiss w&zﬂsm §i% %
Red Hake m T ] G870 50% 0%
Other Species el 8,395,849 S90S | 9,036431 5% 3%
m % E 23 7_’175 | 83414648, 29% NA |

Table @eues cﬂmpr'ﬁ@hg»slv‘{ﬁ@ﬁ fnnt) ormre of all observed trawl discards from trips

{directedand non-directed jat canglified hake in the porthern management area for mesh size

greater thanidis, inches, fromiwfie NEF Smkrogmm databa

e (2004 -3010),

44

Northern Redﬁ@sg (Mesh >4 5fiches)
ept iscar ra; ' Pet Di Pt Discar
| Spesie g _;"?flbi; P (b ¢ Tf)}taltalb) i (sl;;ard P(O?:—f:li!)d
Skate ““%612,312 10,695,954 | 14,308,776 5% . 5%
Groundfish, Large-Mesh i]14,923 343 1,564,081 16,487,424 9% 9%
Dogfish 36,008 1,166,600 | 1302617 37% %

"} Cod 2,560,364 431,757 2,992,081 14% 3%
Monkfish 3,524,702 285,250 4,209,953 7% 2%
Haddock 3,982,135 267,611 | 4.349.746 % 2%
American Plaice 1,111,375 248,059 1,359,434 18% 1%
Fluke; Scup, Black Sea Bass 24,573 171719 202,292 88% 1%
Floke 24,545 177,554 202,099 83% 1%
Groundfish, Small-Mesh 16,063 133,136 149,199 89% 1%

Redfish 1,058,866 1328090 | L17L675 % 1%
Yelowtzil Flounder 444,145 127,356 571,501 72% %
Windowpane 8,602 105,638 114,240 9% 1%
Witch Flounder 1,109,365 57,112 1,206,481 5% . 1%
Silver Hake 8,777 63,442 77,218 8% %
Red Hake 7122 63,168 76,390 3654 %
Other Species 4332,168 480,529 | 35.312,697 % 3%

Total 37648570 | 16,091,143 | 53,739,714 |  30% NA

Jc-

Tuble 22 Species comprising <1% (in red font) or more of all olj’ﬁcd discards, aggregated across
other gear groups (sbnmp trawl, gillnet, and seallop dredgefSGEtrips (directed 20d non-directed)

ihat caught silver hake in fiie northern yapagement arc.rﬁi’ﬂil‘ﬁmhﬁ Lthe NEI'SC Program database

(2004 -2010).

vmws
el

m ey
Northern Silver Hake Other Gears (All Mesh Catggoties) e,
Species Kept " Discard |, Grand - Pt Discard | Pt Discard
a b, Total Oby | “Ssp) (Overall)
Dogfish 516,059 1.288 70, |251:804,768 T 7%
Scallops 5,583 Abfroas,. 437,184 “=nfe6,020,591 % 16%
Skeate 70495 TLTRa97,393 | |weA68,038 5% 15%
Groundfish, Large-Mesh 2,685,009 G 62 283,723 5% 5%
Monkfish 68 584 i, B2,008pms| 250488, 33% 3%
Cod R woRe %1,%,099 % %
Pollock =2 142r:g39 ey T453,763 2% 1%

{ Wiater Flomder E 14,995 8 40,303 63% 1%
Groundfish, Small-Mesh mm b 12%_ 26,518 67% 1%
Silver Halemr iz, = kE = PRI SI%r | 19,854 63% %
Red Hms" W LT s 6,458 82% 0%
Cther sxsqug,,, B @4,431% 124485 | 608916 20% 5%

Tom., | 1*::3;51 661 iz 2,594,697 14,346,357 8% | NA |

mm

Table 23 Species céﬁfp&mmg <1‘3ﬁn red i’ont) or more of all ebyerved discards, aggregated across
other gear groups (sﬁﬂmmw]mt. and scallop dredge) for trips {(directed and nen-divected)

that cavght ped hake in ‘t%lm’n management avea, from the NEFSC ngr'lm database (2004 -

201.00.
Northern Red Hake Other Gears (All Mesh Categories)
Species Kept " Discard Grand Pct Discard l?ct Discard
() {Ib} Total (Ih) {8p) (Overall)
Dogfish 158,019 452,750 610,768 74% 31%
Scallops 4,367,243 356,307 4,723,550 8% 25%
Skate 21,980 313,594 335,573 93% 23%
Monlfish 68,713 11,356 146,069 53% 5%
Groundfish, Large-Mesh. 928,149 67,877 996,027 7% 5%
45



Winter Flovnder 6,142 19,399 26,041 76% 1% | Squid, Mackerel, Butterfish | 9198927 | 858313 | 10057240 9% 19%
Pollock 510276 14539 | 524,809 3% 1% | Groundfish, Small-Mesh 827,473 701,198 | 1,328,671 i6% 16%
Groundfish Smalt Mesh 4,155 . 12439 16,594 75% 1% - Silver Hake ' . 780,885 376,637 1,157,523 33% 8%
Yellowtail Fiounder 1,977 8,807 . 10,784 . 82%. 1% Butterfish B 45,585 369,776 415,361 89% 8%
Silver Hake - 2,780 '6.696 9475 71% 0% ) ‘ Dogfish 22,978 345,752 368,730 94% 8%
Red Hake - 1,279 5,661 6,940 2% 0% . | Red Hake - 44,823 323,779 368,602 88% %
Other Species 193,666 60,724 254,390 24% 4% Tilex. 5,969,498 285,418 6,254,916 5% 6%
Total 6,488,628 | 1,391,312 7.879,939 o 18% NA Skate 1,822 192,553 194,376 95% 4%
7 ) ’ = Fluke, Scup, Black Sea Bass 127,286 146,845 274,131 54% 3%
Table 24 Species comprising <1% (in red fonf) ot more of all gB¥Eved traw] diseards from trips ) Mackerel A 24,238 ‘106,597 ﬁ% 81% 2%
(directed and non-directed) that caught silver hake in the so@¥Rérn management urea for mesh size Loligo 3 143,807 88,837 ewa30 645 3% 2%
< 2.5 inches, from the NEFSC Program database (2004 -20H055, e - 2ol d ket > .
Southern Silver Hake (Mesh < 2.5 Inches) SR, ‘ : . [ Uroundilsh, Large-Mes 3,796 69.95Ter T 95% %
species Kept DT Grandes | Pet Discard | Pet Discard | gf;f : 41,346 6%'?»53 1097556, 62% 2%
(b} ﬁu‘) } Total a%» (Sp) (Overall) e - 76,387 :Wg 138925051, - 45% 1%
Squid, Mackerel, Butterfish 15448841 | 1981682 | 16,330,523 | =2.8% 21% , Herring ' I 203,002 | T=an420 243512 R 17% 1%
Groundfish, Small-Mesh 945,017 | e3bam | BAmSsT | g 12% . Monifish : 41461 A0l | G542 | s 1%
Dogfish R T TR 9% : Qencral Alosa 1A e ﬁ 43 e %
Butterfish 82 TO0SE), 554,129 5,636,229 8% % ' . | Scallops 63| 26,759 %R 33,110, 81% 1%
Silver Haks ) 02,4, .99 | 10,468 36% 8% ' Other Species 64,252, 5644 [S5219.896 1% 4%
Tliex 9,800 68?"’”’ 4557727, 10%1 % 5% 7% Total 20,636,496, ‘4%1 24;9,22,737 17% NA
Red Hake R NN A 2% 5% - Table 26 Species com W”QT Gin red foﬁ%‘; v ?i’tr'lwl discards from t
g . m&sszof"’iﬁéh;
Skate £ | = %@%ﬁ H“éaﬂg"] 68 9% 4% . {directed air)ld nen—dmﬁ%) tmt silver Bkéin-the soum.%m::andgeme::: Z:cg for mel:lzg im
Fluke, Scup, Black Sea Raks. 20634 259 478,893 57% 4% ’ range between 2.5 andinches, i the NI FSCrProgram datebase (2004 -2010),
| Laligo = -5,55&99@ T56864 | 5,625,809 3% 3% Southern Silvei-Fike (:;;}i%;lnches) i
: b 159068 | 237,574 | 67% 2% W “m’ﬁ” Dlsca;;g.i  Grand Pct Discard | Pet Discard
“:"4:::53 oT8 247,679 64% 2% s ““..‘:’;':(.lb) TFEERAD)T | Total (ib) (Sp) (Oversll)
1047846 114,246 92% . 2% ' Groundﬁﬂt,,SmaIl-Mesh ) 1, 28 4767629 1,789,657 27% 23%
Fluke "% S 114,000 4m 93918 208327 45% 1% Red Hake %5, S 65, SHmn | 285,951 351,780 | B81% 14%
General Alosases. RS2 314 92494 124,808 4% 1% Dogfish  =uk,. 19,098 = 245,006 264,505 93% 12%
Herring e 193,439 66,675 860,113 8% 1% . " | Skate I e 920 202,153 207,073 98% 10%
Unknown Herring s, o, 186 56,757 60,943 93% 1% - | silver Hake T, EE58,245 196,657 1,428,901 13% 9%
Monkfish =, LS4 49 47496 101,988 47% 1% | ‘ Fluke, Scup, Black Sea Bass.. ASgRooM | 92,356 222,500 2% . %
Winter Flounder T T 37621 | 38201 98% 1% _ Squid, Mackerel, Butterfish™535" 743,079 92,158 835237 1% .| . 4%
Scallops 10,220 35,213 45433 T8% 1% Groundfish, Large-Mesh 20,459 71,348 91,847 78% 3%
Other Species 130,689 200,201 330,850 61% 3% ) ) - | Scup . 66,986 59,021 126,006 47% 3%
Total 34248283 | 6457004 | 40,705288 16% NA , | llex . . 2,389 52,490 54,879 6% 3%
- . Butterfish 14,841 26,860 41,760 64% 1%
Table 25 Species comprising <I% (in red font) or more of 2il observed traw! discards from trips : | Fluke 27,922 24,672 51,993 46% 1%
AL it sl si - -
idzn;e:::g :sx,u:r ﬁzf;:ler&té%ds) éh;: ;.3:1;,2’: dr:g ;:;lze(lzl"l:' :)l;e i?}l;g]fm maAn: en-!ent arr...x for mesh size Haddack 2,101 74,041 26,232 93% 1%
" " Monkfish 23,169 22,113 45,282 49% 1%
Species Kept Discard L Grand LPct_ Discard | Pct Discard . : Witch Flounder 13 12509 Zea2 9% %
‘ (Ib} ) Total (Ib) (Sp) (Overall) | - . : : A e

s - . o : ' ' ' 47



Redfish 243 10,512 10,753 98% 1%
General Alosa 1,232 10,326 11,558 89% 1%
Other Species 772,536 77,356 850,292 9% 4%

Total 4,446,285 1,976,156 | 6422441 31% . NA
Table ¥7 Species comprising <1% (in red font) or more of all observed trawl discards from trips
(directed and non-directed) that caught red hake in the southern mapagement avea for mesh size
range between 2.5 and 4.5 inches, from_the NEFSC Program database (2004 -2010).

Southern Red Hake {2.5-4.5 Inches)

Spegies Kept Discard SErind Pct Discard | Pet Discard

; ab) (Ih) .2Eotal (1) (8p) (Overally
Groundfish, Small-Mesk 1,175,650 448,353 _{=212624,003 28% 27%
Red Hake 65,831 285.95Fm 35ER) 31% 7%
Skate 3,555 176435 173980 | 98% 10%
Silver Hake 1,100,867 | 062380 1,263, 24750 13% 10%
Dogfish 14,276 ‘:@ 322 136,598 | ==590% %
Squid, Mackerel, Butterfish 171,009 78*,55;6,\, 349 525 “‘Jg,_ﬁ 5%
Groundfish, Large-Mesh 19961 54, T, S, 665 - TE 4%
Iex 1, 49,063 "R 50,073 98% 3%
Fluke, Scup, Black Sea Bass 42 92&‘%&2 A 189 42% 2%
Haddock 2,191 o] SHERE.. 265077 92% 1%
Butterfish Sl 11,543 =, 20 368a0mb., 31,905 64% 1%
Scup e [TEEhaer  [ShigasT TRned0 13% 1%
Monkfish = 5562 HEGTS 36.237 6% 1%
Fluke : RS el | TEe36 | 29748 2% 1%
General dlggiemiier.,, “lewerbd 89 met.,. 9840 11,028 89% 1%
‘| Redfishgsmes™  eom, | Teamidl “%5’6"’ 9,799 99% 1%

Witch Efgander “4‘%';__2[ Hs &850 9,015 99% 1%
Winter Flotaster e STBEED, 8,546 9,064 - 94% 1%
Other Specieg™in. 65,555t . 47,704 213,257 23% 3%

Tota“iis-‘“'f-‘» %‘_&35 412 1,588,420 | 4,423832 36% NA

Table 238 Species wmﬁﬂ?mg ‘ﬂﬁfn red font) or more of all observed trawl discards from frips

(directed and non-dircctedithar-caught silver hake in the southern management area for mesh size
greater than 4.5 inches, frodi%fhe NEFSC Progeam databwe (2004 -2010).

[ Southern Sitver Hake (Mesh > 4.5 Inches) [ . |

Windowpane - 45,058 478,569 523626 91% 2%
Yellowtail Flounder 3,361,626 415,506 3,777,132 11% 2%
Haddock 2,578,497 217,090 2,795,587 8% 1%
_Monkfish 2,373,639 216,973 2,590,612 8% 1%
Red Crab 2,759 211,318 214,077 99% 1%
Groundfish, Small-Mesh® 88,089 198,943 287,032 69% 1%
Scup 725,304 169,613 895,417 19% 1%
Scallops 419,208 162,783 581,991 28% 1%
Red Hake 6,593 127,581 134,176 95% . 1%
Silver Hake 81,358 70,838 | 213206 47% 0%
Other Species 2,129,145 488,804 17,949 1% 3%
Total 27,810,979 | 19,311 ,lﬁxé 475192,133 41% NA
Table 29 Species comprising <1% (in red font) or7mare of all ebservetidtaw] discards from trips
(directed and non-directed) that caught red haldETithe southern managen ment area for mesh size
rreater than 4.5 inches, from _the NEFSC Prngr!rﬂrﬁatahase (20!]4 -2010), e e
Southern Red Hake {Mesh > 4.5 Inches) L, =N ]
spectes Kebt... Disca}”%giﬁrand Pet Digeird | Pot Discard
‘ ‘ (BE==l () =iz Total (Ib) Sp) | (Overal])
Skate 3,348,?&‘5*‘1“%8,227 “13-027 007 4% 66%
Groundfish, Large-Mesh 5,905 9645 1,010 6 518556 15% - 1%
Fluke, Scup, Black Sea B 604 675 e, 613,12 1,307 47% 2%
Fluke s o ER0784  [tmsddBer [Sussd 777 57% 4%
Dogfish N 3147 EB02 513,049 95% 3%
Windowpane = 3 365897 394,129 92% 3%
Yellowtzil EISHHAS - e e, 31296 3,083,358 10% 2%
Gmmmssg‘ﬁi’ﬁn W’”ﬁm IR Sse  TemagedTs 264 971 70% 1%
Haddodkez, l'sufﬁggﬂ 189791 |- 1,976,040 % 1%
“Monkfish %25 %smﬁm 165,144 1,741,770 9% 1%
Red Hake o, s E26.615 == 127,753 134,366 95% 1%
Silver Hzke o, WEm506 | 582872 | 130,153.78 45% 0%
Scallops =N 2543 693 117,346 461,039 25% 1%
Red Crab Vs 92,233 92,235 100% 1%
Chther Species Rl 1,688,125 361,823 2,049 948 18% 3%
~ Total 18,688,588 | 14 128,284 32,816,872 43% NA

Table 30 Spccxeq cnmpnsmg <t% (in red font) or more of all abserved d:scards, agegregated across
other gear groups (shrimp trawl, gillnet, and scallop dredge} for trips (dirgcted and non-directed)

that caught silver hake in the sonthere management aves, from the NEFSC Program database

* Species Kept Discard Grand, Pet Discard | Pet Discard
(Ib) (ib) Total (Ib) (Sp) {Overall)
Skate 5,119,903 12,453,871 | 17,573,775 1% 63%
Groundfish, Large-Mesh 7,741,493 1,360,094 9,101,586 15% 7%
Dogfish 45,081 1,100,000 1,145,080 96% 6%
Fluke, Scup, Black Sea bass 1,997,872 957,238 2,955,110 32% 5%
Fluke 1,176,211 152,772 1,928,983 39% 4%

48

2004 -20140),
Sounthern Silver Hake Other Gears (All Mesh Categories)
Snecies Kept Discard Grand Pct Discard | Pct Discard
P (Ib) (i) Total (Ib) (Sp) (Overall)
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Skate 54350 | 13324312 | 3378872 98% T 38%

Scallops 59736048 | 3,238,524 | 62,974,572 5% 37%
Monkfish 615,961 918,620 1,534,581 60% 10%
Groundfish, Large-Mesh 9,564 239,731 249293 96% 3%
Fluke, Scup, Black Sea Bass 4,949 193,391 203,340 . 98% 2%
Fluke T 4522 | 195334 199,876 $8% 2%
Yellowtail Flounder 3,932 124,150 128,082 97% 1%
Doghish 260 34,309 | 84,569 100% 1%
Groundfish, Small-Mesk 7,598 55,466 63:064 . '88% 1%
| Red Hake 28 40,5435 | 0BT3 100% 0%
Silver Hake 3,405 13274 _APRema6 679 30% 0%
Other Species 64,703 202, 74500 52 76% 2%
Total . 60,501,895 | 8 smxns*" 69, o§3&m 12% NA

Table 31 Species comprising <1% (in red font)mm‘c of ali chserved dlsc:n:ds, aggregated across
uther gear groups (shrimp trawl, gilinet, and scalliffidredge) for trips (dlrec‘l'qg:and non-directed)

that caught red hake in the southern management arWrﬁlet SC Pm%ﬂam}mse (2004 -
2010

Southern Red Hake Other Gears (Am-Categcnes)%

. Keptis, [~2bisy wizrand Pet Discard | Pet Diseard

Species (Ebl; i %@%‘;ﬂ gﬁﬁé&m &p) (OWI:an)
Skate o 1449 i, 2,392 300nl 2 395460 100% 38%
Scallops 12,689 ,,2&19,%%3'6” 04,625 5% 35%
Monifish R | A26ET4 | aEso2 1142747 | 63% 11%
Grourdfish, Large-Mesh |, 9537 187173 196300 |  95% 3%
Fluke, Scup, Bleick-Sea Bass “prn a0, 134018 137212 %% 2%
Fluke gomr g, | GRL088  TemuB T 134,861 98% 2%
VellowiifFlounder  Shzl g OEBT2 . | 102,616 96% %
Groundfisimall-Mesh e 7 A0 53,289 60,749 88% 1%
Dogfish &2, - e 52649 52,649 | 100% 1%
Red Hake e TG 41,347 41,376 100% 1%
Silver Hake R BRIS5 10,302 - 13,367 76% 0%
Other Species TER. | [S35,986 127,264 163,250 78% 2%
Total %901,744 6,128,701 | 50,030,445 12% NA

Section 4.3 Physical Environment and EFH

Section 4.3.1 Description of the Physicai Eovironment and EFH of 'the Small-Mesh
Mulispecies Fishery

The Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem includes the area from the Gulf of Maine south to Cape

Hatteras, externding from the coast seaward to the edge of the continental shelf, including the
slope sea offshore to the Gulf Stream to a depth of 2,000 m (Figare 16, Sherman et al. 1996).
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Four distinct sub-regions are identified; the Gulf of Maine, Georges Bank, the Mid-Atlantic
Bight, and the continental slope. The physical oceanography and biota of these regions were
described in Northeast Multispecies Amendment 16, Section 6.1. Much of this infortnation was
extracted from Stevenson etal. (2004), and the reader is referred to this document and sources
referenced therein for additional information. The small-mesh multispecies fishery occurs
throughout the Mid-Atlantic Bight, the Gulf of Maine, and Georges Bank. (Figure 11)

The first Essential Fish Habitat Amendment (Amendment 11 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP) .
in 1998 initially described and identified the essential fish habitat for silver and red hake, The
EFH amendment addressed all elerents required by the EFH provisions of the Sustainable
Fisheries Act. This includes the description and identificatioiisilver and red hake EFEL, the
threats to EFH from fishing and non-fishing activities, andi#ligsconservation and enhancement
tneasures to protect EFH for silver and red hake, whzclm’?éﬁc""@ggted in Amendment 13 to the
Northeast Multispecies FMP. EFH for offshore hake Was first d&gggibed and identified in
Amendment 12 to the Northeast Multispecies FI\«I;E:JMOGO The Gddngil is developing a second
EFH Omnibus Amendment in two phases, Thé:’fmtlal phase rewem?%ﬁg@x1ﬂmg EFH .
designations and recommends modifications tmﬁe current descriptions SEEEH for the three
smati-mesh multispecies. However, the new deslguatlons willmot be mcorpggg{ed into the FMP
until the completion of Phase I, whigh is intended t‘o:esmmmmanagement measyres to address
adverse impacts to EFH from fishing8kmmaries of EEH‘."d’é&cnptmns and maps for Northeast

region species can be accessed at hgﬁ??mmem noas. g&mhcd!wcbmtro tml.

The area that may potenu ly be affected“bg;the proposed a.ctloﬁ’:!ﬁs been identified as EFH for
various species that arefHaiEged under ﬂle‘E'ﬁrﬂlea,ggMﬁEgppcleMﬂanm Sea Scallop;
Monkfish; Deep-Seq:ReerCrab; Northeast Skafe Goraplex; Affgusic Hermring; Summer Flounder,
Soup, and Black Sea Biss; T11cﬁsl§§qu1cL AEGHE Mackerel, and Butterfish; Atlantic Surfelam

and Ocean Quahog F:sh“éi@i}\*«ianagéﬁﬁent Plans. "-EEH for the species managed under these FMPs

includes a widesvariety of b‘é‘mhi.ﬁsl:ﬁbm statemﬂ federal waters throughout the Northeast
1).3. ShelBESosystems~For mﬁféﬁﬁfomamthwgsographlc area, depth, and EFH description

for caqﬁﬁphcable 1it&Eige of thits ttiéﬁespecles ‘theader is referred to Table 46 of Northesst

Mul::spegm Amendmen??fﬁﬂls T
) .
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Figure 16 Northeast U.8. Shelf Ecosystem

‘Section 4.3.2 H.abim;mn . % m"';%;,m -
'-;-m wikmes T

A complete descnptlci"“:ﬁ‘_,t\he phywl env:ronniﬁﬁt in the Gulf of Maine, Georges Bank, and
portions of the Continent&lSShelf sétith. of New Eﬂg&nd is contained in Section 6.1 the FSEIS for
Amendment:1ftthe Northss FMPzSection 6.1 of Amendment 16 also contains
detaﬂed.mfmnzﬂﬁ%ut ﬂae"MﬁzAﬂanﬁc‘«rgM m‘:Cape Hatteras and the reader is directed
there fmmmre mformam T

L, s '
Section 4 m«:ather % =

One of the most ﬂwmly menm'med physical envuonmental parameters affecting fishing is the
weather, High mndsmves au‘&exn'eme]y low temperatures.can create extremely hazardous
conditions, ranking cozfrm‘ermﬁl:ﬁ‘shmg among the inost dangerous occupations in the world.
Section E. 6 2.2 of the FSEISAr Amendraent 5 to the Northeast Multispecias FMP contains a
complete description of weather patterns affecting the fisheries in question as well as southermn
New England and the Northeast region. -

Section 4.3.4 Gear Impacts from the Small-Mesh Multispecies Fishery
The small-mesh multispecies‘ fishery is primarity a trawl fishery (Table 32), with most of the
exemption areas in the northem stock area {Guif of Maine Grate Raised Footrope Exemption

Area, Small Mesh Areas I and II, and the Raised Footrope Traw] Exemption Area near Cape
Cod) requiring the use of a raised foot_rnpe trawl.
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' Table 32 Landings of Small-Mesh Multispecies by Gear (2008-201.0)

Gear Typs . % of Total Small-Mesh

Multispecies Landings
Otter Trawl; including Raised Footrope Trawl 97.76%
Sink Gilinets . 1.0%%
All Other Gear* j 1.15%

*Includes: Handgear, Pots and Traps, Shrimp Trawl, Dredges, Longline, and ail other reported gear

‘Amendment 13 (NEFMC 2003) describes the general effects of bottom trawls and dredges on
benthic marine habitats, The primary source document used fopthis analysis was an advisory
report prepared for the Intemational Council for the Exploratipmm?t the Seas (ICES 2000) that
identified a number of possible effects of beam trawls anddattom otter trawls on benthic
habitats. This report is based on scientific findings sugatizetiin Lindeboom and de Groot
(1998), which were peer-reviewed by an ICES wor]g;.ng:gmup %.focus of the report is the
Irish Sea and North Sea, but it also includes assegsFigiits of effectFirinther areas, Two general -
conclusions were: 1) low-energy envuonmen%gnmore affected by'%fm,m trawling; and 2)
bottom trawling can affect the potential for haBigit recovery (Le., after trzwhng ceases, benthic
communities and habitats may not always return tg:their original pre—lmpacmd,state) Regardmg
direct habltai effects, the report also c,oncluded that=gs, Gt -

wmumw hanid
Mm

* Loss or dispersal of physical feaxur&smhm_gzpeat banks O “'@,gglder reafs (changes are always

pemmanent and lead to an overall change:m hx%dwerstty‘“mh ¢an in turn: lead to the Jocal
loss of species and species assemblages EEpendanmmch feafﬁzé:s),

iy

Loss of structure-forgfiiig orgatisig such as OZOANS, twﬁgtﬁﬂmcllmg polychastes, hydroids,
seapens, sponges, miiSsghbeds, andiyster be es may b€ permanent and can lead to an
overall change in habita€versity. {¥fich can in tin lead to the local oss of species and species

assemblage &depsndant onMaWesr

Reduczmm‘m complexmaused‘%gd:smbﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁnd mixing of surface sediments and the
degradation,of habitat andbt enicigitures, leading to a decrease in the physwal patchiness of.
the sea ﬂo@aﬂgcs are e[x 0B vermanent);- ’

e
i ey

Alteration of the’mtetalled physrsﬁfeatures of the sea floor by reshapmg seabed features such as
sand ripples.and da:ma‘gmg bmm and associated structures which prov:de 1mporta.nt habitats
for smaller animals afid;tan bﬁn'sed by fish to reduce their energy requirements (changes are not

likely to be permanen )m”

R

A more recent evaluation of the habitat effects of trawling and drcdging was prepared by the
Committee on Ecosystem Effects of Fishing for the National Research Council’s Ocean Studies
Board (NRC 2002), Trawl gear evaluated by the Committee included bottom otter trawis and
beam trawis. Dredge gear included hydraulic clam dredges, non-hydraulic oyster, conch, and
crab dredges, and scallop dredges with and without teeth. This report identified four general
conclusions regarding the types of habitat modifications caused by trawls and dredges.

¢ Trawling and dredging reduce habitat complexity

53



+ Repeated trawling and dredging result in discernable changes in benthic communities

+ Bottom trawling reduces the produciivity of benthic habitats )

*» Fauna that live in low natural disturbance regimes are genera.l}y more vuinerable to
fishing gear disturbance

A description of the raised footrope trawl, required in &1l of the inshore Gulf of Maine
Exemption Areas (Gulf of Maine Grate Raised Footrops Trawl, Small Mesh Areas I and T and
the Raised Footrope Trawl Area near Cape Cod), was included in the Council’s on-geing second
EFH Omnibus Amendment’s Swept Area Seabed Impact Model document {(NEFMC 2011), as
_ well as in Amendment 13 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, . Zhe raised footrope trawl was
“designed capture small-mesh species (silver hake, red hakﬂe;’g?;t‘élogf ish). Raised-footrope
‘trawls can be rigged with or without a chain sweep. If ng,$Weeh is used, drop chains must be
hung at defined intervals along the footrepe. In trawls Wit Swee chams connect the sweep to
the footrope. Both configurations are designed to mgke“me t[’a;’?é!h about 0.45-0.6m(1.5-2
" ft) above the bottom (Carr and Milliken 1998), Alfhotigh the donrf:ﬁmhe trawl stilf ride on the
bottom, underwater video and observations in:fH{ine tanks have confifris friigd that the sweep in the
raised footrope trawl has much less contact wittethe sea floor than does tlfe‘itl:admonal cookie

sweep that it replaces (Carr and Milliken 1998). % . o R
e e ST -
Section 4.4 Protected Resonrc%‘ % m

There afe nuimerous protected species tﬁ%;‘:dnhﬁﬁlﬁﬂle env:rommn,t within the Northeast
Multispecies FMP management unit and 56 mtentlallsfmur in thé'aerations area of the small-
mesh multispecies fishefa
Act of 1973 (ESA; i€5For thosedesignated ghrgatened orerigangered) and/or the Marine
Mammal Protection Ackof 1972 (MMPA), and.émder NMFS’ jurisdiction. As listed belaw,
seventeen marine mamimaksea tufles.and fish sﬁ’é&lﬁs are clagsified as endangered, threatened,
candidate, orpranosed md*%qmmemmﬁgiﬁ species listed below are protected by the
MMPA atid- e KiiovERo. mterﬁ.qt:wmh theﬂﬁmﬂavﬁﬁshenes in the New England and Mid-

. Atla.ntiﬁ’-i’é fons, o o

. o

Section 4. 4’%@&1@5 Prcserm“m the KM e

Table 33 llsts thé'%@gles protec‘fé‘d either by the ESA, the MMPA or both, that may be found in

the environment that:¥ould be 4 ﬁﬁﬁzed by the small-mesh mu.ltlspectes fishery. Fable 33 also-

includes two candidatefin m"“?és and one proposed fish species (species being considered for
Tisting as an endangered ﬁﬂfh’f‘éﬁtened specws as identified under the ESA.

Candidate species are those petitioned species actively being considered for listing as endangered
or threatened under the ESA, as well as those species for which NMFS has initiated an ESA
status review that it has announced in the Federal Register. Atlantic sturgeon and cusk are
known to occur withir the action area of the small-mesh multispecies fisheries and have
documented interactions with types of gear used in the small-mesh multispecies fishery.
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~These.species a“fﬁaaffogg@fﬁtﬁctlon Wifider the Endangered Species -

Table 33 Species, and Their Status, Protected wnder the Endangered Species Act and Marine
Mamemal Protection Act that May Occar in the Operations Area for the Small-Mesh Mult:spccus
Iﬁﬁhery

Species Status
Cetaceans :
North Atlantic right whale (Fubalaena glacialis) Endangered
Humpback whale (Megaptera noveeangliae) . ) Endangered
Fin whale (Balaenopiera physalus) - | Endangersd
Sei whale (Balgenoptera borealis) Endangered
Blue whale (Balaenoptera musculus) Endangered
Sperm whale (Physeter macracepha!us) =N Endangered
Pilot whale (Globicephala spp.) wngmas - | Protected
Atlantic white-sided dolphin (Lagenorfynchus acams:] Protected
Bottienose dolphin (Tursiops truvicatus) G v - | Protected
Sea Turtles s, %
Leatherback sea tartle (Dermochelys cori@iéts) “ome | Endangered
Kemp's ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelwsﬂcémfpir) “Hd-Endangered
Gireen sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) e, N@m gered”

Loggerhead sea turtle {Caretta caretta)%%west Aﬂa:nnc DPS® | Thgatened

Hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmacfze!ys imbrica ey Em:liﬁ% Bred
Fish et = il
Shortnoge sturgeon (Aﬂpemﬁzmxrasrmm) SRS Endangered
Atlantic salmon {Salmo Sﬂfaﬁ@ﬂf GmMne DPS ~on., Endangered
Cusk (Brosme brosme) e - Candidate
Atfantie smrgww@%}:er axyrmehm) e “=== | Proposed
Alewife !A,{m:a’pse ren; Nl niin - Candidate
Blueback Mng (Alosamp,mva[rs o g Candidate
Pinnipeds “ma. r:am ooy
N Protectad
mﬁmghamﬁmmm ) *"“3"% Protected
e o

At T.hlsﬁm,g Atlantic smrgmn has"be"en proposed“for listing under the ESA. A siatus review for

Atlantic stifgeon was com'EE’tg,d in 2ll7~> NMFS has concluded that the U.S, Atlantic sturgeon
spawning popRtations compmc:ﬁve dlsﬂ.‘" i population segments (DPSs) (ASSRT 2007). The
Gulf of Maine BES, of Atlanncsmgeon is propnsed to be listed as threatened, and the New York
Bight, Chesapeak'é?&ay, CarolinaSignd South Atlentic DPSs of Atlantic sturgeon are proposed as
endangered. On Octoben6, 2019:(75 FR 61872 and 75 FR 61904), NMFS proposed listing five
populations of Atlantic Stiizedomealong the U.S. East Coast as either threatened or endangered
species. A final listing rulsiSexpected by the winter of 2011, Atlantic sturgeon from any of the -
five DPSs could occur in areas where the small-mesh multispecies fishery operates. Atlantic

? MMPA-listed species occurring on this list are oaly those species that have a history of interaction with
similar gear types within the action area of the smail mesh multispecies fishery, as defined in the 2011
List of Fisheries. .

# Green turtles in U.S. waters are listed as threatened except for the Florida breeding population, which is

" listed as endangered. Due to the inability to distinguish among these populations away from the nesting

beach, green turtles are considered endangered wherever they occur in 1.5, waters,
* In September 2011, NMFS and (.5, Fish and Wildlife Service listed ¢ distinct population semments
{DP3s) of loggerhead sea turtles under the ESA,
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sturgeon have been captured in small-mesh otter traw] gear, albeit less often than in large mesh
otter traw! gear (Stein et al. 2004a, ASMFC 2007).

Candidate species receive no substantive or procedural protection under the ESA; however,
NMFS recommends that project propenents consider implementing conservation actions to limit
the potential for adverse effects on candidate species from any proposed project. NMFS has
initiated review of recent stock assessments, bycatch information, and other information for these
.candidate and proposed species. To accurately characterize recent interactions between fisheries
and the candidate/proposed species in the context of stock sizes, the results of those efforts are

_needed. Any conservation measures deemed appropnate for these rese species will follow the
information reviews. Please note that once a species is progo%or listing the conference

_ provisions of the ESA apply (see 50 CFR 402.10), P

AT,
i iz,

Section 4.4.2 Species Potentially Affected by Smau;MEsh Mifl\fggecus Fishery

The fish, sea turtle, cetacean, and pinniped spegies: “«Hiscussed be[ow hmﬂle potential to be

affected by the operation of the small-mesh miefigpecies fishery. Backg‘fmd information on the

range-wide status of sea turtle and marine mammtabdpecies thatocour in thma and are known

. or suspected of interacting with fishing gear (demersabeearineiuding trawls, gﬂmets and
]onglme types) can be found in 2 nuffibénof published dgéiiments, These inclods!

’ Alantic sturgeon status revieWiEARE S SturgeonSEius Review Team 2007) ‘

s Sea tartle status reviews and bisggicalTehosgs (NMFSiEind USFWS 1995; Marine Turtle
Expert Working Group (TEWG) ’@3,8 200BERIFS anctzﬂSFws 20074, 20076, 2007,
20074, TEWG (20075 s ety

" & Recovery plafi§sfor ESATsted cetacem,aﬁﬁ%’a tﬁﬁ?’éﬁNMFs 2009; NMFS and
USFWS 19913;&13911: 19%32008 NMES”*’USFWS and SENLARNAT 2011);
. The marine mmﬁ}ﬁockwm repan:s (e.g., Waring et al. 2010); and

. mﬁﬁcmons (‘ﬁgm 1999*§£erry et al. 1999, Best et al. 2001).

Addmcm;ar ESA backgmﬂﬁd. mfonuﬁgpn on the ranoe-w:de status of these species and a

descrzpti‘ﬂmaf critical habltﬂfn&a.n beTatind in a number of published documents including:
Proﬂ"‘@d Listing Dct“e’ﬁimanoﬁ'ﬁr.the Distinct Population Segments of Atlantic
Sturgediin the NortheaiEReglon {75 FR 61872; 75 FR 61904y,

*  Recent sefiitle status rf§¥lews and biological reports (NMFS and USFWS 1995, TEWG .

2000, NMFSSEESC 2005 NMFS and USFWS 20072);

*  Loggerhead recoveryteam report (NMFS and USFWS 2008);

*  Status reviews andSfork assessments;

* Recovery Plans for the humpback whale (NMFS 1991), right whale (NMF 5 1991, NMFS
2005), fin and sei whale (NMFS 1998), fin whale (NMFS 2010); and

« The marine mammal stock assessment report (Waring et al. 2010) and other publications
(e.g., Perry et al. 1999; Claphan et af. 1999; TWC 2001).

Section 4.4.2.1 Sea Turtles

Loggerheﬁd_, leatherback, Kemp’s ridley, and green sea turtles occur seasonaily in sduthem New
Ergland and mid-Atlantic continental shelf waters north of Cape Hatteras, North Carolina. In
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general, turtles move up the coast from southern wintering areas ag water temperatures warm in
the spring (James et al, 2005, Morreale and Standora 2005, Braun-M¢Neill and Epperly 2004, .
Morreale and Standora 1998a 1998b, Musick and Limpus 1997, Shoop and Kenney 1992, -
Keginath etal. 1987). The trend is reversed in the fall as water temperatures cool. By December,
turtles have passed Cape Hatteras, returning to more southem waters for the winter (James &t al.
2005, Morreale and Standora 2005, Breun-McNeill and Epperly 2004, Morreale and Standora
1998, Musick and Limpus 1997, Shoop and Kenney 1992, Keinath et al. 1987). Hard-shelled
species are typically observed as fur north as Cape Cod whereas the more cold-tolerant
leatherbacks are observed in more northem Guif of Maine waters in the summer and fall (Shoop

and Kenney 1592, STSSN database http.//www.sefsc noaa.gov/seaturtleS TSSN jsp).

On March 16, 2010, NMFS and USEWS published a propgsegtule (75 FR 12598) to divide the
worldwide population of loggerhead sea turtfes into nipg3IPSEas described in the 2009 Status
Review. Two of the DPSs are propesed to be Elsted-as"ﬂ’ﬁ"eaten‘é’md saven of the DPSs,
including the Northwest Atfantic Ocean DPS, argifittiposed to be [i¥fgl.as endangered. NMFS
and the USFWS accepted comments on the pn_gﬂs‘t'fd rule through Sepigiaber 13, 2010 (75 FR
30769, Juzie 2, 2010). On March 22, 2011 (76"RR.1 5932), NMFS and USIWS extended the date
by which  final determination on the listing actioTewould begmade to ne lafEthan September
16,2011. This action was taken to agdress the intefprétaticED the existing d5%on status and
trends and its relevance to the asses§fghtof risk of em for the Northwest Atlantic Ocean -
DPS, as well as the magnitude and irfmedragyof the ﬁshéﬁes.bycatch threat and measures to
reduce this threat. New information orm:g!}?‘é’ﬁ@;l;plp clar?@ﬂhese issues were requested by
April 11,2011,

.

. vy e -,

AR, , e
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On September 22, ZWS‘WUSFWS%mes FR 58868) determining that

the loggerhead sea turileis compos%‘d of nine FPSTas defined in Conant et al., 2009) that '

constitute species that nfﬁz:m ¢ listeds threatenédor endangered under the ESA Five DPSs

were Histed as-endangered (North:Batifig:Ocean, Siith Pacific Ocean, North Indian Ocean, ‘ :
Normeas‘q&mm and’m%terraﬁ’éms-eal &t four DPSs were listed as threatened
(Northfigst Atlantic WmSouﬂWannc OcgatgiSoutheast Indo-Pacific Ocean, and Southwest - :
Indian O¢gar). Note ﬂxaﬁﬁ%NorthWEStAﬂannc Ocean DPS and the Southeast Inde-Pacific

Ocean DPFSSere originally pmppsed d%#ndangered. The Northwest Atlantic Ocean DPS was -
determined (hthreatened biSed, on revigi of nesting data available after the proposed rule was

published, inforinztion providedis public comments on the propesed rule, and further’

discussions within thgiagenciesZkhe two primary factors considered were population abundance

and population trend. WS@E@SFWS found that an endangered status for the Northwest

- Atlantic Ocean DPS was nmmzmranted given the.large size of the nesting population, that the

overall nesting pepulation réfiaing widespread, the trend for the nesting population appears to be
stabilizing, and substantial conservation efforts are underway to address threats.

The September 2011 final rule 2lso noted that critical habitat for thé two DPSs oceurring within
the UJ.8. (Northwest Atlantic Ocear DPS and North Pacific DPS) will be designated in a future

- tulemaking. Information from the public related to the identification of critical habitat, essential

physical or biological features for this species, and othet relevant :mpacts of & critical habitat
desigmation was solicited.
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This proposed action only occurs in the Atlantic Ocean, As noted in Conant et af. (2009), the
range of the four DPSs occwrring in the Atlantic Ocean are as follows:

« Northwest Atlantic Ocean DPS — north of the equator, south of 60° N latitude, and west
of 40° W longitude;

» Northeast Atlantic Ocean DPS — north of the equator south of 60° N latitude, east of 40°

W longitude,-and west of 5° 36" W longitude;
= South Atlantic DPS — soirth of the equator, north of 60° 8 latltude, westof 20°E
] longitude, and east of 60° W longitude;
* Mediterranean DPS — the Medlten'anea.n Sea east of 5°.3§“W longltude

These boundznes were determined based on oceanograp) satures loggerhead stghtmgs,
thermal tolerance, fishery bycatch data, and informatio erhead distribution from satellite
- telemetry and flipper tagging studies. Sea turtles ﬁ'@m% Nort%east,Atlantlc Ocean DPS are not
expected to be present over the North Amencau-cé_ﬁ"ﬁenm] shelf i3S, coastal waters, where
the small-mesh multispecies fishery occurs (Raitfon, NMFS, persorm’?gommumcanon, 2011).
Previous literature (Bowen et al. 2004) has sug};mﬁd that there is the potmnal albeit small, for
some juveniles from the Mediterranean DPS to b&\ffesent inils. Atlantic castal foraging
grounds. These data should be interpreted with cauWer as they may figrepresenting &
shared commeon haplotype and lack ofrepmesentative samphig at Eastern Atlantic rookeries.
Given that updated, more refined auarfﬁes‘mmgomg and*lig, ocourrence of Mediterranean DPS
juveniles in U.S. coastal watets {s rare Eﬁunceﬁmn,\zf even“é“ggg,Lmng at all, for the purposes of
this assessment we are making the determiiation thifthe MeditsHinean DPS is not likely to be

present in the action srghSeadlitles of theiSputh AHARUGEPS d5%0t inhabit the action area of

the small-mesh multi§paéies fisHeR Conant BEnfB000). ASSHich, the remainder of this
assessment will only fogl s on the N@thwest AWC Ocean DFS of loggerhead sea turtles, listed
as threatened.

oy
s -mmf-m

ey fe )
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In generafSea Turiesate a longsived spemeac’?l sexual maturity relatively late (NMFS
SEFSEZ00t; NMFS andSFWS2007a, 2007673007¢, 2007d). Sea turtles zre injured and
killed b)mumerous huma:r'autwmes"@i{glc 1990; NMF3 and USFWS 20067z, 2007b, 2007c,
2007d).- NésEount data are azmluable sgice of information for each turtle species since the
number of nema:d reflects thwroducf"e output of the nesting group each year, A decline in
the annual nest cbtmzts has been measured or suggested for four of five western Atlantic
loggerhead nesting Lo Exgups throﬂ@'2004 (NMFS and USFWS 20072), however, data collected
since 2004 suggests nestounfsave stabilized or increased (TEWG 2009). Nest counts for

. Kemp’s ridley sea turtles EAgELl as leatherback and green sea turtles in the Atlantic demonstrate
increased nestmg by these species (NMFS and USFWS 2007b, 2007¢, 2007d).

Section 4.4.2.2 Large Cetaceans

‘The most recent Marine Mammal Stock Assessment Report (Waring et al. 2010) reviewed the
current population frend for each of these cetacean species within U.S. EEZ waters, as well as
providing information on the estimated annual human-caused mortality and serious injury, and a
deseription of the commercial fisheries that interact with each stock in the U. S Atlantie,
Infermation from the Stock Assessment Report is sunnnanzed below.
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The western North At{antic baleen whale species (North Atlantic right, humpback, fin, sei, and

. minke) follow a general annual pattern of migration from high latitude summer foraging

grounds, including the Gulf of Maine and Georges Bank, to low latitude winter calving grounds
(Perry et al. 1999, Kenney 2002). However, this is an oversimplification of species movements,
and the complete winter distribution of most species is unclear (Perry ei al. 1999, Waring et al:
200%). Studies of some of the large baleen whales (right, humpback, and fin) have demonstrated
the presence of each species in higher latitude waters even in the winter (Swingle et al. 1993,
Wiley etal. 1995, Perry et al. 1999, Brown et al. 2002, Patrician et al. 2009).- Blue whales are
most often s1ghted on the east coast of Canada, pamcularly in the Gulf of St Lawrence, and
occurs only infrequently W'Jthmthe U.S. EEZ (Waring et al, mrm

In comparison to the baleen wha]es sperm whale djsmbmurs more on the continental
shelf edge, over the continental slope, and info mld—nceim reglongﬂéf aring et al. 2007).
However, sperm whales distribution in U.8. EEZ.Wsﬁrs also occurma distinct seasonal cycle
(Waring et al, 2007). Typically, sperm wha[e\di’é‘.‘hibunon is concentrafgd, east-northeast of Cape
Hatteras in winter and shifts northward in sprlﬂmhen whales are found-hroughout the Mid-

_ Atlantic Bight (Waring et al. 2007). Distributiofigitends further northwardgzareas north of -

Georges Bank and the Northeast Channel region m‘@ﬁﬁ\mm"wﬁﬁﬁ’ﬂmn south o?’&”m England in

- fall, back to the Mid-Atlantic Blght‘ﬁ%mg et al. 201%

For North Atlantic right whales, the avai'[‘abfé«uifomatmn 8! that the population is
increasing at a rate of 2.1 percent per ye@mw&mﬂ%e number of North Atlantic
right whales was estimatedfiibe,at feast I animal$AH2005 (Wéiiig et al. 2010). The
minirum rate of annudRhRmARCaNsed mortality AAGRETIOTEInjury To right whales averaged 2.8
per year during 2001"1"5&008 (Wanng etal: ZWf these, 078 per year resulted from fishery
interactions, TR ‘

e
.

The Nonhﬁ&%jﬁf@ﬁgp“ulano ! D mwsamesﬁmated to be 11,570 (Waring et al.
2010}, Fhébest esﬁ.r”ﬁ'é;@;igr tlf"'@gf of Maeiogk of humpback whales is 847 whales
(Waritg:ghal. 2010). Thegppulatiofisrend was Sonsidered positive for the Guif of Maine
populaticfizput there are in“s"tiﬁigient“ﬁiﬁ;@ estimate the trend for the larger North Atlantic
population. "Based on data av&ifable for Sélected areas and time periods, the minimum population
estimates for otligi-western norifeAtlantic whale stocks are: 3,269 fin whales; 208 sei whales;
4,804 sperm whalg§%and 3,312 ke whales (Wering et al. 2010). Ne recent estimates are
available for blue whz[Sabundzfige. Insufficient data exist to determine trends for any other
large whale species. . mmbles

The Atlantic Large Whate Take Reduction Plan was recently revised with publication of a new
final rule (72 FR 57104, October 5, 2007) that is intended to continue t6 address entanglement of
large whales (right, humpback, fin, and minke) in commaercial fishing gear and to reduce the risk
of death and serious injury from entanglements that do occur. NMFS expects to propose changes
to right whale critical habitat in the near future. On October 5, 2010, NMFS published a natice
of a 90-day petition finding and notice of 12-month determination in the Federal Register related
to right whale critical habitat. NMFS was already conducting an ongoing analysis and
evaluation of new information not available at the time of the original 1594 critical habitat -
designation prior to the receipt of this petition.. Three critical habitat areas currently exist,
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estabhshed in 1994, two of which oceur in the northeast region: feeding gmunds in Cape Cod
Bay and the Great South Channel.

Section 4.4.2.3 Small Celaceans

Numerous small cetacean species {dolphins; pygmy and dwarf sperm whales; pilot and beaked,

whales; and the harbor porpoise) occur within the area from Cape Hatteras through the Gulf of -

Mazine. Seasonal abundance and distribution of each species in mid-Atlantic, Georges Bank,
and/or Gulf of Maine waters varies with respect to [ife history characteristics. Some species
-primarily occupy continental shelf waters (e.g., white sided dolghins, harbor porpoise), while
others are found primarily in continental shelf edge and slopgW&¥rs (e.g., Risso’s dolphin, pilot
whales), and still others occupy all three habitats (e.g., cogm dolphin, spotted dolphms
striped dolphins). Information on the western North Atlanfic=ogks of each species is

it ALE

sumtmarized in Waring et al. (20 10) . e S
m M"‘

With respect to harbor porpoise, the most receﬁﬁSfdck Assessment’ Kéﬁi{s show that the
numnber of harbor porpeise takes in U.S. fi sheﬁé‘%&77+ animals/year ﬁ‘&@g%zc)%) exceed
this stocks Potential Biological Removal (PBR) [8¢z].calculated for this spedies.(ie. 703

animals) and is, therefore, a strateglc,s@ck Observén.ﬁifon collected fromlanuary 2003 '

to June 2006 has indicated an incred@@aiporpoise bycé:ch:rhroughout the geographic area
covered by the Harbor Porpoise Take'REdtgtion Plen in b“dﬂmhe Guif of Maine and Mid-
Atlantic regions, and in monlkfish gear Specificalls, The Hal%’&*as?orpmse Take Reduction Team
developed options to reduge takes, and NIES publisfied propogid rute on July 21, 2009 (74
Federal Register 360% alternafiyss includFEAiaction=Fhe comment period on this
rule ended on August26;2009 ‘ﬁﬂ»the fi nal“r?;'{g mubm@n February 19, 2010 (75

Federal Register 73 83};:.. = L
The followingchanges weré‘-‘imgl‘afﬁﬁﬂfe:dan the Z’m amendments to the Harbor Porpoise Take
Reductl e, TRy e, )
Tl M m
New E !a,pd TR am
» Expand.the size of ﬂ%assacif"‘ué_é*m Bay Management Area, as well a5 pinger use to
inclu November, "‘»’?*i..
. Estab[lsh“ﬂ%‘a.SteiiwagemBank Management Area and require pingers from November 1
through Mavs

+ Establish the Smenméfv Eng!and ‘Management Area where pingers are required from
December 1 ﬂ)romy 31; and

« Establish the Czpe Cod South Expansion Consequence Closure Area and Coastat Gulf of

Maine Consequence Closure Area. Thése areas would be closed to gillnetting for two to
three months if harbor porpoise bycatch levels are too high.

Mid-Atlantic
+ Establish the Mudhole South Management Area, with a seasonal closure and gear
modifications for large and small mesh gesr,
- »  Modify the northern boundary of the waters off New Jersey Ma.nagement Areato
intersect with the'southern shoreline of Long Island, NYY at 72° 30' W ongitude; and

&0

« Modify tie-down spacing requirement for large mesh gillnets in all Mid-Atlantic.
management areas (waters off New Jersey, Mudhole North and South, and Southern Mid-
Atiantic Management Areas).

The Atlantic Trawl Gear Take Reduction Team was organized in 2006 to implement a plan to
address the incidental mortality and serfous injury of long-finned pilot whales, short-finned pilot
whales, commeon dolphins, and Atlantic white-sided delphins in several trawl gear fisheries. In
ligu of a take reduction plan, the Atlantic Trawl Gear Take Reduction Team agreed to develop an
Atlantic Trawl Gear Take Reduction Strategy. The Atlantic Traw] Gear Take Reduction
Strategy identifies informational and research tasks as wefl as gducation and outreach needs the
Atlantic Trawl Gear Take Reduction Team betieves are necggSrF to provide the basis for
achieving the wltimate MMPA goal of achieving a zero mgitglity rate. The Atlantic Traw] Gear
Take Reduction Strategy also identifies several potennmm@ measures that can be adopted
by certain trawl fishing sectors to potentially reduc;,.th%ﬁﬁen‘fﬁl‘é&a‘wpmre of marine mamma[s

These voluntary measures are as follows: mev
« Reducing the numbers of turns made lﬁ?ﬁshmg vessel and By tlmes while fishing at
night; and .

» Increasing redio communications betweeﬂ‘v*éssels abmme pmence;gmjlor incidental
capture of a marine mammal tq,,glen other figh; ﬁmndﬂ’u‘ﬁ?ﬂm potential fomadd.monal

interactions in the area. o,
Py e
e, i i,
A . e, b,
Section 4.4.2.4 Pmnlpeds T e W N
e e

Of the four species of SW to occum thqm;:bpr SZA18 have the most extensive
distribution with mghf}@ occufEiig as far southAsz° N (Kafipa et al. 1993, Waring et al.
2009). Gray seals are’thé,second fidst commotiseal species in U.S. EEZ waters, occurnng
primarily in New Englaﬁd@.(,‘atond’ét?al 1993; Wiling et al. 2009). Pupping for both species
eccurs in botlr¥kS=and Caﬁﬁ@;‘imamﬁthe westBm north Atlantic. The majority of harbor
seal puppifig keI ocenys in USSwaters, s. “Ehgmaicty of gray seai pupping likely oceurs in
Canadiamwaters, althGighishere HE Higiat Jeast thr¥&pfay seal pupping colonies in 1.5, waters as
well. H?’ﬁ-and hooded sé&f‘g’a:e lesmmmoniy observed in U.S. EEZ waters. Both species
form aggreégations for puppingnd bre‘éﬂ:f;g off eastern Canada in the late winter/early spring,
and then navgﬁ’ﬁ;mure northeiﬁanmdes“ﬁr molting and summer feeding (Waring et al. 2007).
Both species havéaiseasonal préfénce in 11.S. waters from Maine to New Jersey, based on
sightings, strandmg;*ﬂ;:;d,\ﬁsheryﬁcatch (Waring et al. 20093,

mxbt

Section 4.4.2.5 Atlannc‘mon DPSs

Atlantic sturgeon is an anadromous species that spawns in relatively low salinity, river
environments, but spends most of its life in the marine and estuarine environments from
Labrador, Canada to the Saint Johns River, Florida (Holland and Yelverton 1973, Dovel and
Berggen 1983, Waldman et al. 1996, Kynard and Horgan 2002, Dadswelt 2006, ASSRT 2007).
Tracking and tagging studies have shown that sub-adult and adult Atlantic sturgeon that originate
from different rivers mix within the marine environment, utilizing ocean and estuarine waters for
life functions such as foraging and overwintering (Stein et al. 2004a, Dadswell 2006, ASSRT
2007, Larey et al, 2007, Dunton et al, 2010), Fishery-dependent data as well as fishery-
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independent data demonstrate that Atantic sturgeon use relatively shallow inshore areas of the
continental shelf; primarily waters less than 50 m (Stein et al. 2004b; ASMFC 2007; Dunton et
al. 2010). The data also suggest regional differences in Atlantic sturgeon depth distribution with
sturgeon observed in waters primarily less than 20 m in the Mid-Atlantic Bight and in deeper
waters in the Gulf of Maine (Stein et al. 2004b, ASMFC 2007, Dunton et al. 2010). ‘Information
on population sizes for each Atfantic sturgeon DPS is very limited. Based on the best available
information, NMFS has concluded that bycatch, vessel strikes, water quality and water
availability, dams, lack of regulatory mechanisms for protecting the fish, and dredging are the
most significant threats to Atlantic sturgeon. ’

Comprehensive information on current abundance of AflantigsHirgeon is lacking for all of the
spawning rivers (ASSRT 2007). Based on data through LOP82%an estimate of 870 spawning
adults per year was developed for the Hudson River (Katmle'eial. 2007), and an estimate of 343
spawning adults per year is available for the AltamphaRiver, GAzbased on data collected in
2004-2005 (Schuelier and Peterson 2006). Data goll€éted from the'Hndson River and Altamaha
River studies cannot be used to estimate the totdkfiitmber of adults in'€ither subpopulation, since
mature Atlantic sturgeon may not spawn every=year, and it is unclear to What extent mature fish
in a non~spavming condition occur on the spawnirgigrounds, :NeverthelessFiince the Hudson
and Altamaha Rivers are presumed to.have the healthigsr Afaffic sturgeon subfigpulations
within the United States, other U.S. Siflgopulations aré%prgdicted to have fewer spawning adults
than either the Hudson or the AltamahZCASSRT 2007), Tt4sialso hportant to note that the
estimates above represent only a fractionipf thetital pnpulaﬁ“&f;@ize as spawning adults comprise
only a portion of the total pepulation {e.gthis estimgta.doey ﬂ%de sub-adults and early life

tas e, e
stages ot .
g iy RN ST el
odmng ey ] S,
Vet s S,
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 Section 4.4.3 SpecieNot Likely tiibe Affectadie"
b P ke '
The Guif of Maing DPS o%mm ﬁﬁmn was initially listed by the USFWS and
NMES Wﬂmgu@speci%@ Noveribenl7, 2000 (65 FR 69459). A subsequent listing as
an endgppered speciesREluhe 1952009 (74 FRA29344) included an expanded range for the Gulf
of Ma1§ of AtlentiSalmon. =25, :

ey
e feorierty

Hewikny. e, fpecia)

Presently, thé“anlf of Maine P& includesal] anadromous Aflantic salmon whose freghwater
range occurs in thgiwatersheds figin the Androscoggin River northward 2long the Maine coast to
the Dennys River. Ti¢luded arg@{f associated conservation hatchery populations used to
supplement these natiTalipopuiztions. Currently, such conservation hatchery pepulations are
maintained at Green Lakedigtonal Fish Hatchery and Craig Brook National Fish Hatchery.
Coincident with the June 1972009 endangered fisting, NMFS designated critical habitat for the
Gulf of Maine DPS of Atlantic salmon (74 FR 29300; June 1%, 200%). The critical habitat
designation for the Gulf of Maine DPS includes 45 specific areas occupied by Atlantic salmon at
the time of listing that include approximately 19,571 km of perennial river, stream, and estuary
habitat and 799 square km of lake habitat within the range of the Gulf of Maine DPS and in
which are found these physical and biological features essential to the conservation of the
species. The entire occupied range of the Gulf of Maine DPS in which critical habitat is
designated is within the State of Maine,
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The action being considered in the EA. is not likely to adversely affect shortnose sturgeon, the
Gulf of Mzine DPS of Atlantic salmon, hawksbill sea turties, biue whales, or sperm whales, all
of which are listed as endangered species under the ESA. Shortnese sturgeon and salman
belonging to the Gulf of Maine DPS of Atlantic salmon occur within the general geographical
areas fished by the small-mesh multispecies fishery, but they are unlikely to occur in the area
where the fishery operates given their numbers and distribution. Therefore, none of these species
are likely to be affected by the small-mesh multispecies fishery. The following discussion
provides the raticnale for these determinations.

Shortnose sturgeon are benthic fish that mainly occupy the deepschannel sections of farge rivers,
Shortnose sturgeon can be found in. rivers along the western &flantic coast from St. Johns River,
Florida (although the species is possibly extirpated from thig&¥stem), to the Saint John River in
New Brunswick, Canada. The species is anadromous irgifiE®s@isthemn portion of its range (i.c.,
south of Chesapeake Bay), while some northern populatiths aréinphidromous (NMFS 1998b)."
Since the small-mesh multispecies fishery does neftoferate in or iggiithe rivers where
concentrations of shortnose sturgeon are most HKely Tound, it is hightyinlikely that the fishery

P

would affect shortnose sturgeon. . e ol
iy empan,

The wild populations of Atlantic salmon found in Fivets andiFehms from the-igiwer Kennebec

River north to the U.S. - Canada bogderare listed as efgangsred under the ESA *These

populations include those in the Dennwﬁ”aﬁMachias, M@b,;as, Pleasant, Natraguagus,
Dpcktrgp, and Sheepscot Rivers and C'd;;i& Bropk,Juvenilesilmon in New England rivers
typically migrate to sea in May after a twatp thri period §Edevelopment in freshwater

streams, and remajn at seEfoEwp wintersDgfore retliiing,fo thelf2:5. natal rivers to spawn,
Results from a 2001 pgstsmoltawl survey=.Penohscot the nearshore waters of the -

Guif of Mains indicatghat AtlantiEsalmon postismiolts are prevalent in the upper water column
throughout this area in g, to fate¥ay. Therefore, commercial fisheries deploying small-mesh
active gear ggelagic trawisEid pufEAtines withinitQ m of the surface) in neatshore waters of
the Gulf ofNEiRiemay. have tREpotentialioingidentally take smolts. However, it is highly
unlikely?Hat the approvalof thisFtion wouldZgfet the Gulf of Maine DPS of Atfantic salmon.
Given thatpperation of feimall-igga multispeciss fishery would not oceur in or near the rivers
where concentrations of Atfaniic salniohiare likely to be found and small-mesh multispecies gear
used by the Hegtoperates in thibpean af'§fnear the bottom rather than near the water surface,
NMFS determinegthat the smalfimesh fishery will not negatively impact the Atlantic Saimon
Gulf of Maine DPSEThws, this Spécies is not considered further in this EA,

The hawksbill turtle is in the waters of the continental U.S. Hawksbills prefer coral
reefs, such as those found it Caribbean and Central America. Hawksbills feed primarily ona
wide variety of sponges but also consume bryozoans, coelenterates, and mollusks, The Culebra
Archipelago of Puerto Rico contains especially important foraging habitat for hawksbills.
Nesting areas in the western North Atlantic include Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. There
are accounts of hawksbills in south Florida and individuals have been sighted along the east
coast as far north as Massachusetts; however, east coast sightings north of Florida are rare
(NMFS 2009). Since operation of the small-mesh multispecies fishery does not occur in waters
that are typically used by hawksbill sea turtles, it is highly unlikely that its operations would
affect this turtle species.
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" Blue whales do not regularly occur in waters of the U.S. EEZ (Waring et al. 2010), In the North
Atlantic, blue whales are most frequentiy sighted in the St Lawrence from April to January
(Sears 2002). No blue whales were observed during the Cetacean and Turtle Assessment
Program (CeTAP) surveys of the mid- and north Atlantic areas of the outer continental shelf
(CeTAP 1982). Calving for the species ocours in low latitude waters outside of the ares where
the small mesh multispecies fishery operates. Blue whales feed on euphausiids (krill) that are
tde small to be captured in fishing gear. Given that the species is-unlikely to occur in areas
where the small-mesh multispecies fishery operates, and given that the operation of the fishery
would not affect the avaifability of blue whale prey or areas where calving and mursing of young
occurs, the proposed action would not be likely to advergely affect blue whales.

Unlike blue whales sperm whales do reguia.rly geeur in w@ﬁ%ﬂf the EEZ. However, the
distribution of the sperm whales in the EEZ occurs on fhesepntnental shelf edge, over the
continental slope, and into mid-ocean regions (Waringefal. 20025 In contrast, the small-mesh
multispecies fishery would operate in continental sHSIf waters. Thefyerage depth of sperm
whale sightings observed during the Cetacean, 2Bt aftiet Urle Assesstriemi-Program surveys was
'1,792 m (CeTAP 1982). Female sperm whaie“s:a‘ﬁd young males almosﬁfways inhabit open
ocean, deep-water habitat with bottom depths gr‘é?.‘fe: than 1000, m and at latxg.p;ies less than 40°
N (Wh1tehead 2002). Sperm whales feed en large Siid mm that inhabit thédesper ocean
regions. Given that sperm whales afesinlikely to occumms {based on water depth) where the
small-mesh multispecies fishery woﬁﬁmte, and giverttiiat the operation of the fishery would
net affect the availability of sperm whatSpreyaiarcas whei’é?f‘alvmg and nursing of young
oceurs, the proposed actmn would not béfﬁgely f&‘*éﬁi:;;sely aﬁé_@;‘ispenn whales.

Section 4.4,4 mtem:e"“”““mn Gear 55 mp&m&mrm

Although interactions Fe:"t'ﬁmen types:zof deploydggar and protectad species vary, interactions
with the directed §mall-m‘*e%nu1trsptac;esﬁshery~yﬂuld generally involve entanglement in mesh
(trawls), prtEEESRLIn thgmﬁ%wgglemem in the groundling {trawls), or
entanglSisht in the VertiEal hng’%t connectgeattd the surface and surface systems (trawls). -
Entang!é’@.gts are assuImed:o occlmmih increased frequency in areas where more gear is set

and in armmh higher coﬁ@gaﬂomﬁ_&gmtected species,

Although sea %have been Gatight and mjurec[ ot killed in multiple types of fishing gear,
including gillnets anghook-and:JiFe fishing, mortalities from these gear types account for only
about 50 percent of theXnortalifief associated with trawling gear (NMFS 2009b). A study
conducted it the mid-AfERYEIESion showed that bottom trawling accounts for an average
annual take of 616 loggerh®ddsea turties, although Kemp's ridleys and leatherbacks were also
caught during the study period (Murray 2006). The greatest densities of sea turtles generally
occur in more temperate waters than those in the small mesh multispecies area.

Interdctions between gear and a given species occur when fishing gear overlaps both spatially
and trophically with the species’ niche. Spatial interactions are more “passive” and involve
unintentional interactions with fishing gear. Trophic interactions are more “active™ and ocour
when protected species attempt to consume prey caught in fishing gear and become entangled in
the process. Spatial and trophic interactions can occur with fishing gear used by the small-mesh
multispecies fishery throughout.the vear, .
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Large and small cetaceans and sea turtles are mofe prevalent within the operations area diring
the spring and summer, although they are also relatively abundant during the fall and would have
a higher potential for interaction with small mesh multispecies gear dvring these seasons,
Although harbor seals-may be more likely to occur in the operations area between fall and
spring, harbor and gray seals are year-round residents; therefore, interactions could occur year-

‘round. The uncommon oceurrences of hooded dnd harp seals in the operations area are more

likely to occur during the winter and spring, al[owmg for an increased potentizl for interactions
during the winter,

Atlantic sturgeon are known to be captured in sink gillnet, Aﬁgmnet and otter trawl gear (Stein
et al. 2004a, ASMFC 2007). Of these gear types, sink gilltECeear poses the greatest known risk
of mortality for by-caught sturgeon (ASMFC 2007). Sturgeonideaths were rarely reported in the
ofter trawl observer dataset (ASMFC 2007). Howeyer e level‘i'ﬁﬁmonahty after release from
the gear is unknown (Stein et al. 2004a). In a revigdeof the Norﬂ*.e%ISthlshery Observer Program

- (NEFOP) database for the years 2001.2006, ob§E¥ed bycatch of Aﬂm‘cﬁmrgeon was used to

caleulate bycateh rates that were then apphed'f"”qmmermal fishing effdﬁ:m estimate overall
bycatch of Atlantic sturgeon in commercial fishéfigss, This reyiew mdlcated%eon bycatch
occurred in statistical areas abutting the coast from Wissachugetts (statistical arez514) to North
Carolina (statistical area 635) (ASMEES2007). Based ofriie available data, pamtlpants ihan
ASMFC bycatch workshop conchrde@ihatsturgeon encotiters tended to ocour in waters less
thar: 50 m throughout the year, althoughrseasonakpatterns exs3ELASMFC 2007). The ASMFC
analysis determined that an average of 65@ A tlanficShirzeon moralities occuzred per year
(during the 2001 to 20065 EEame) in sinkopillnet FikERSs,. Steliet al. (2004a), based ona -
review of the NMFSbserver Database frofitlO8922000, T'E‘x;d,p[mal variation int the bycatch’
rate of sturgeon in sm@ﬂ[net geamn:h the 10\7@5%&5 oceurting off of Mame and highest rates
off of North Carolma fo‘i‘:’a?kmontlﬁﬁf the year s

Inan upda‘fﬁ&Wymswthe Ndﬂﬁ%ﬁst FlsﬁeﬁE%:Scwngc Center (NEFSC) was able to use data
from theNEFOP datﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁo prdvi‘d&updzted “Extirates for the 2006 to 2010 timeframe. Data
were lm'ﬁég,by observer cayerage tomters outside the coastal boundary (fzone>0) and north of
Cape Hattm:gs;N C. Sturgeoﬁgnﬂﬁ%&deral abservers as Atlantic sturgeon, as well as
those categorizedias tnknown Sirgeon, Wete included in the data set. At this time, data were
limited to informatzon collectedﬁﬁ? the NEFOP. Limited data collected in the At-Sea Monitoring
Program were not “"'Iuded, althiioh preliminary views suggest the incidence of sturgeon
encounters was low. "ThE:ffeqienty of encounters in the observer programs was expanded by -
total landings recorded m vessel trip reports (VIR) rather than dealer data, since the
dealer data dees not includénformation on mesh sizes. Generally, the VIR data represent
greater than 90 percent of total landings. Data were combined into division (identified as the
first two digits in the statistical area codes), quarter, gear type (otter trawl (fish) and sink gillnet)
and mesh categories. Mesh sizes were categorized for otter trawl as smell (<5.57) or large
(greater than or equal to 5.5), and smalt (<5.5™), large (betwaen 5.5 and 8”) and extra-large
(>8") in sink gillnets.

For each cell (yeat, division, quarter, gear, mesh), the ratic of sturgeon count to total kept weight
of all species was calculated. This ratio was then applied to total weight in the cell recorded in
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the VIR data. No imputation was done at this time to estimate sturgeon in missing celis. Totals
are presented for encounters as well as encounter’s where the observer recorded the fish as dead
(a subset of total encounters). The twa categories represent bounds of possible sturgeon
mortalities. The results should not be considered definitive estimates of Atlantic sturgeon losses
until further work can be done to account for missing cells. The NEFSC is undertaking -
additional analyses to account for the missing cells, which will be available in the near future.

- Below, the data for encounter rates by month and statistical area for otter traw] gear strata are
presented (Table 34). The expanded estimates of all sturgeon by quarter, division, and year for
otter trawl gear are in Table 35. Total estimated dead sturgeon ji otter trawl gear are shown in
Table 36. Composite estimates by year and gear type are proyid#d in Table 37. Estimated total
annual takes ranged from 1,536 to 3,221; estimated annugl@fgttalities ranged from 37 to 376
sturgeon. SR :
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Table 35 All Atlantic Sturgeon lincounters Expanited by ¥ TR Landings by Division, Mesh Size,

and Year for Otter Trawls (2006 across top row to 2010 across bottom row) Table 36 Dead Aflantic Sturgeon Encomnters Bxpanded by VIR Landings by Dmsmn. Mush Size,

and Year for Otter Trawl (2006 across fop row te 2010 neross bottom row)

3mal! muzh otter wawl Large mush sttar trawd
Altsturyeon © Allsturgeon - .
. Benanded by ritlo 10 VIR inings Exptndes by ratie to VTR lendngs : : arvall mesh oftet trawl farge mash atter trawl
- - Expanded by ratio to VTR landings dead sturgeon mpanded
3 H 3 4 1 2 3 [ dead sturgeon axpanded ta VTR all kept
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Table 37 Summ‘lr} oi Atlantic Sturgeon Encounters of alk Fish and Total I'.lcad by Gear Type and
Year

expanded encounters

sink gillnet " otter trawl

2006 1614 - 1606 3221
2007 1044 8u7 1851
2008 678 857 1536
2008 1428 1050 2478
2010 347 1644 1851 - .
expanded dead encounters “@fw;%g»m’“?
sink giflnet * otter trawl e
2006 46 - 90 336 B W,
2007 309 63 3734 s
" 2008 231 ws|  afEE =
2009 226 19 U5, DR
2010 % 7 I, e e
Total e S
encounters dead EE, TBn ‘;Tf‘:h;”%“
2006 3221 336w ohm. Em

As ﬂlu“‘@;md zbove, for‘tﬁ;%ygars‘ﬁ"ﬁﬁ@thmugh fé"i 0, an average of approximately 2, 215
Atlantic sEifggon were takecommem:al fishing vesseis using small and large mesh otter
trawls and sitigilinets of variqng mesh s (small to extra-large). Of this number of ’
encounters, ther&Were approxirtitely 273.mortalities (12%). The totat number of encounters ia
sink gillnet and otf’é%gwl gear 41 associated mortalities for quarters 2 and 3 are most relevant
for the timeframe of irest fof4His action. For sink gillnets, an average of 483 and 192 Atlantic
sturgeon were encountefedhifzthe 2006 to 2010 timeframe in quarters 2 and 3, respectively. Of
these, there were 133 (28%)#tiortalities in quarter 2 and 21 (11%) mortalities in quarter 3, For
otter trawls, an average of 439 and 360 were encountered in quarters 2 and 3, respect:vely It
was not appropriate to average the number of mortatities over the five-year time frame for
quarters 2 and 3 given that all mortalities occurred in just two of the five years {2007 and 2008),

" and these mortalities occurred just in large mesh otter traw] gear (e.g., there were no mortalities
in quarters 2 and 3 in small-mesh otter trawl gear), It is important to note that the information
provided on mortality rates may be an underestxmatc as the rate of post-release mortality for
those reported]y released alive is unknown.
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Section 4.5 Human Communities (Economic and Social Trends) )
Section 4.5.1 Silver and Offshore Hake Landings and Revenue '

Silver and offshore hake landirgs and revetue were highest at the start of the time series, in 1998
{Table 38). In 2006, the smallest amount of silver hake were fanded, 5,000mt, coinciding with
the lowest revenue earned from silver hake landings. Since then, silver hake landings and
revenues have been generally increasing. It appears that while current landings are lower than
fandings in the 1990°s, there is an increasing trend in both [andings and revenue in recent years
(Figure 17). Peak landings in the Northem management area alsp occurred in 1996, at 3,615mt,
which eamned $3 million in revenue. The lowest silver hake J4fidifigs in the Northern area
occurred in 2008 with 618mt, earning $832,000 in revenggﬁﬁrecent years, landings in the
Northemn area have been greater than 1,000mt, camings8¥Efie"s] .2 mitlion - $2.3 million (Table
39)." Landings in the Southern aree account for two:thifds to nefzlall of the total landings
(Table 39). Landings range from 4,629mt ~ 13 441131!11" Peak landifig§iin the Southern area in
20069 were 13,000mt, earning $15 miltion in m’fﬁ:ﬂﬁé -This was also tgfear with peak revenue
from silver hake. The lowest landings occurrédﬁ;w_l:}O% and were 4,629 Mizearning
approximately 36 million. The lowest revenue fréntsilver hake.was in 200"?@1,;$Smtlhon in the

Southem stock area (Table 39). - . o S S
e e i
Table 38 Silver Hake and Offshore B Bdinps and Revinie (1996-201.0v
Year Sikver hale Slrver hﬁ’i’iem-m Offshorehake Offshore hake
- SR |t ) Cmang iy, manels
. )" fl 3! Fubimmrias el )
1097 | 65 i 13,005,265, W 16,005
1998 ; 3,259,0 e S 5,807
1999 | | IE0RQ 5E14.243.589 ':F“i 12 19,673
,2,9.9&;?;:‘*'* 1236250 BB [T 5 7,035
lomanol | s . 13 211"‘1‘»53»-«;“’3 2 2,013
2002 7938, 2 410,730 T 6 4,055
1T 3 643,,,_% 326,001 11 18,150
20%;; 8.163 " 10,008343 Y 31,429
2005 “‘:%ﬁ 6,902 W 8.493,180 14 : 15,265
2006 5,153 =l 6,727,693 37 - 45,001
2007 6°2i 21T 7,880,472 2 10,806
2008 5 gﬂf’“ 8,035,894 ) 21 24,152
2009 7,441 8,602,262 20 31,371
2010 8,014 10,951,987 G i 16,348
Table 39 Silver Hake Landings and Revenue by Stack Aren
Northern Stock Southern Stock
Year Landings (mi) Revenue(S) Landings (mt) Revenue($)
1996 3,619 i 3,034,584 12,560 10,531,566
1997 . 2,802 2,708,077 12,761 . 12335466

1998 2,045 - 1,824252 12,828 11,440,726
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1099 [ 3444 3,498,658 10577 . | 10,746,305
3000 2,591 2,440,554 9,734 9,163,144
2001 3,391 3,470,530 9,379 9,598,879
2002 : 2,593 2,420,618 5343 . 4,988,009
2003 1,808 . 1,950,450 6,833 7,373,296
2004 1,012 1,240,949 7,436 9,115,907
2005 853 1,049,283 6,671 8,208,849
2006 879 1,147,976 . 4,629 6,043,655
2007 1,017 1,288,530 5,345 6,774,279
2008 613 832,397 5,645 7,669,565
2009 1,038 1,199,934 5ol 15,539,587
2000 | 1693 | 2313869 | _actisse 8,726,243
m '
Figure 17 Silver Hake Landings and Revenue (1996—20%!&»%&1% p[otted on the secondary
axis, e = .
18,000 - 16,000,000
s ' Silver Hake Landings (mt) ’-
15,000 - ‘ - 14,000,000
4,000 L 12,000,006
12,000 -
= L 10,000,000 _
E - s
= 10,000 - b
™
& - 8,000,000 B
T 8000 £
L] -
= ~ 6,000,000
6,000 .
2000 - r 4,000,000
2,000 I fz,ooo,ooo
1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2005. 2008 2010 2012

T Eai
| e

Section 4.5.2 Red Hm‘a&cﬁﬁ% and Revenue

Larldmgs of red hake peake“a'"’ tn 2001 at 1 600mt and revenue was also the greatest ($912 000) in -
this year (Tzble 40). The lowest red hake landings eccurred in 2003; while-in 2006, there was
the least amount of revenue eamed from red hake ($393,000). Peak landings in the Noﬁhem
management area were 394mt in 1996, which earned $252,000 in revenue (Table 41). The
lowest red hake landings in the Northern area occurred in 2008 with 9mt, eaming $7,865 in
revenue. In recent years, landings in the Northem area have been less than 100mt, ea.mmg
revenue $300,000 -$400,000 (Table 41).

7

» Landings 6f red hake in the Southern area also account for two-thirds to nearly all of the total red

heke fandings (Table 41}, Peak [andings in the Southern area were in 2001 and were 1,464mt,
carning approximately $800,000 in reverue. In 2000, there was $808,000 eamed revenue from
red heke landings. The lowest landings occwrred in 2005 and were 356mt, eaming
approximately $400,0600. The lowest revenue from red hake was in 2006 at $326,000 in the
Southern stock area (Table 41). .

Tahle 40 Red Hake Landings and Revenue (1996-2050)

Year [ Landings (mt) | Revenue (§) |
1996 | 1,097 703,343,
1997 1322 TOE55E
1998 | 1327 B3
1999 155 |eme03.
2000 1,589 2=, 907 560,
2001 1,6;,&% 912883 s,
2002 SBBEL | 668312 | e,
2003 |- 808 | 557248 T,
2064 L 674 —@%m 5B e,
2005 Sz, 427 T8 070 -
e N—
2006 R ST 392581
2007 | w5170 415500,
2008 “":éﬁ’ “E’ 495,33 %00
ST OB ooe 95819 |
= zalm Ganar | 497984
e W
Table 41 Reg}._gkeu L.mdm%d»’ﬂ“@ Rifeby btuc]m:;ea - .
| mmmrieen, N"'ﬁh‘é’m Stk 2 Southern Stock
| £¥ear i Landings (mt) | Revenue(S)
T 700 . 448738
1997, Y 955 597,330
19980, - 173 Tum 59 212 1,154 663,553
1990 “jEB. 206 121,645 1351 798,600
2000 | =me172 @==  98,i06 1,315 808,329
2001 T 111,146 1,465 799 548
2002 Vi 180,070 663 488,059
" 2003 185" 127 810 623 425362
2004 B2 66,906 588 1™ 477,880
2005 73 82,122 358 398,446
2006 77 67,183 375 326,416
2007 42 34,243 40 - 381,118
2008 9 7,685 579 .. © 488910
2009 39 T 29404 574
2010 | 51 41,932 553 456,129



Section 4.5.3 Small-Mesh Multispecies Landings by State

Table 42 displays silver hake and red hake landings for-each state in New England and the Mid-
Atlantjc (1996-2010) and the percentage of those tandings compared 1o the state’s entire

- landings. For the most part, silver hake comprises a small percentage of each state’s landings,
Connecticut, Rhode Island and New York are among the states with the largest propertion of
silver hake landings when compared to the state’s total landings. Silver hake landings in

- Connecticut have consistently been 15-32% of the state’s total landings. The silver hake
landings in both New York and Rhode Island have been 8-26% of the state’s total landings
(Table 42). ) -

AT
A

Bl N

~ The proportlon of silver hake landings to total landings in¥aiHe has consistently been low;
however, in recent years, this proportion has been neaglizerosEhe landings in total and of silver
hake have decreased from 1996-2010; however, the.proportion 8E3jiver hake landings to total
landings has been about-equal for 1957-2010. ImNeW’Hampshlre%prupomon of silver hake
iandings has been about 2%, while the red halwapomon is very nunmeaﬁy 0%. The
magnitude of silver hake landings is less in ret€ntyears than it had beemithe late 1990s;
however, the proportion of silver hake landings tuigtal landin mg;ms nearly equ;l:,throughout the
time penod (Table 42). . et =
The pmpomon of silver hake !mdmg“ﬁgm@dmgs hﬁsu“‘fmctuated between 1-3%, while the
reliance on red hake landings is very mitor. "Iﬁgsl,mgly, Wli%i’é,the magnitude of both silver
hake and total landings has increased, th&:pzopomoxg;g&g;lver hﬁl&é:and red hake landings has not
fluctuated much. Rhodeﬁslm‘lﬂmas the second, greatesiameniude obsilver hzke landings among
the studied states, b:.u:tﬁé"sﬂver% landingsrnakiesp lessHaiten percent of total state
landings. The rellanéﬁ‘&m silver hﬁi@ has fluctiated between 3-10%, while red hake constituted
less than one percent of‘féfal state Jardings (Tab'E?&;)

m wamm
I Connmumpdmmm—thlrﬂ:ﬁmtate lat e’*'éﬁver hake. The propomon of silver hake to

Jinigs has ﬂuc’.%g frorﬁi‘lm (2003}"’“-3&% (19599). While landings in the last ten years
" have beex::mme of the Eowm@momf silver hake landings, this is apparent across all fisheries,
The propoTign,of silver haké:fpitotal lmmgs has remained approximately equal over this same
time perind. “Ketkhake is not rélisd upon 2¢'much in Connecticut—Iess than five percent of stzte

" landings zre red‘?ﬁkg (Table 42}:,’;

New York has the hxéﬁ‘%;magxnﬁde of sxlver hake landings of any other state in New England
or the Mid-Atlantic. SilVerigke comprised 8-26% of total landings; however, there has been an
increasing teliance of silver hiake from 2005-2010. Red hake comprise less than three percent of

total state landings. Silver hake represent a minor proportion of New Jersey’s state landings
(1.25% to less than one percent) and red hake comprise an even smaller proportion of the state’s
landings (less than one percent). See Table 42.

Fable 42 Silver and Red Hake Landings by State as Percentage of Total $tate Landings

Landings {mt) Proportion of fotal landings (%) ]
State Year Silver hake Red hake Total Silver hake Red hake
Maine _199¢6 1,454.5 0386 | 115426 1.26 0.00
1997 5643 0.015 | 120346 0.08 8.00
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[ 1938 73.6 1 . 024] 93,643 006 [ 6.00 ]
1995 €4.4 00251 113323 0.00
2000 9.8 0.03 | 116759 0.01 0.00
2001 15.2 077 | 16248 9.01 0.00
2002 19.2 007 | 94878 0.02 0,00
2003 1.0 0.01 | 102,253 0.00 0.00
2004 6.4 000 | 107,853 0.01 - 0.00

2005 1.1
2006 1.6 - .
2007 0.2 0.03 0.00
2008 0.5 0.04 0.00
2005 03 0.02 0,60

2010 3.7
1555 1111 ) .
1597 1485 .003 0.00
1598 45,0 Y ;
1959 110.6 o&g;ii 0,01
2000 16235 e R
2001 135.7 =030 0.00
New 2002 7.0 7 0.00
Hampshire 2003 83.7 0.042 0.00
2004 573 0.17 0.00
3005 455 0,01 0.00
2005 41 5 S 0.01 0,00

2007 95 1 T, TSR 9053
008 8.2 | o o .
2000 | w1393 | "Gee 0.04 |52 6.00
20] Gofrr i 98, 5 = i .
159 12330 S f 042
15570 1,755:0 ShEn| 92,108 1.40 034
e 1,19%5 14312&k 102,736 1.16 0.14
e, LGRS 184350 78,676 2.44 0.23
T TRRER0.0 géimw 54 s, 75,578 2,99 0.24
. 299803 “ﬁsig%”’ 97,561 3,55 0.17
e 2002 [, 2,158 211861 58,833 2,18 021
Massachigetts ™ 3003 | wo 2,722?‘8%’{;\ 194.57 [ 120,967 535 o.l6
el 2004 e 1355 Pove 136,28 | 139,344 1.54 0,10
[ 2005 T:862.4 73.34 | - 140,060 133 0.05
32006 5255 6 10530 | 148,246 0.3 (i}
A - FA38.0 80.51 | 125,846 114 0,06
2008 ,:mns 2 39.00 | 135,897 0.98 0.03
2009 T a03. 5927 | 150,613 1.33 0.07
2010 | v 3,041.8 106,09 | 118,303 2.57 0.0%
1598 43315 337.54 | 60,867 695 0.35
1557 5,246.2 43534 | 61,513 853 071
1558 24,6704 553.85 | 58,326 “8.01 0.95
’ 1559 4,381.6 65251 | 55,038 7.96 .19
ﬁ’l““‘e i 2000 34,7663 §83.56 | 52.558 9.06 130
and 3001 41858 728471 51,101 815 143
2002 2,305.6 25045 | 45425 5.08 0.64
[__zo03 26210 283.15 | 41,863 6.26 0.6%
3004 21756 21629 | 49,871 436 0.43
2005 | 1,888.2 | 10502 42,848 441 0.25
15



Mairie there was $117-1.1 million in revenue fron silver hake. These revenues compriséd
<0.0001-0.463% of total state reverues. In 1996, silver hake landings made vp approximately
0.5% of total state revenue. Following 1996, there hag been a steady decline in revenue from
silver hake landings; the same trend is true for red hakg landings. Revenue from red hake
landings make up less than 0.001% of total state revenue. In New Hampshire, during the period

. 1996-2010, revenue from silver hake was $41,000-139,000, comprising less than 0.24-2.4% of

total state fishing revenue. Revenue from red hake landings were $0-300, comprising less than
0.0001% of total state fishing revenues. The greatest proportion of New Hampshire’s revenue
from silver hake was in 2004, at 2.4%. In 2G10, the largest revenue from silver hake landings
was $139,000, representing approximately 2% of total state fishing revenues. Revenue from red
hake landings are very minor, approximately $300 and less tb,ﬁt-?—’ 0001% of total state fishing
revenues,

Py

,,g::*.:r::;
Revenue from silver hake landings in Massachusett&ww$930“@ﬁ&;§ 000,000 in 1996-2010; this
was less than 3% of total state fishing revenues. om:che same ume«ggnpd Revenue from red
hake landings was $100,000-284,000, but thxsmwamss 0.1% of total Biassachusetts fishing
revenue, The largest revenue from s;[ver haké"am;ecord in Massachuse‘ﬁ%’ﬁgcurred in2010;
while, the greatest revenue from red hake Eandmgﬁ:mcurred 1996, ReveRisfrom silver hake
was $1.4-4.5 million from 1996-2010,in Rhode k[%Wenue from redifipke landings
was $100,000-284,000 during this sgfitéitime period, Revenue from sitver hake Was 2-6% of
total staté fishing revenue; while revéniig frginred hake WMI 1.0% of total Rhode Jsland
revenue for 1996-2010. In 1997, landifigs,of TH¥er hake wefé“.:t!ae most profitable in this time
period, $4.5 million, representing about 6%:of to‘tﬁf%}kg:_ﬁshmg’:@venues It is inferesting to

" note that in 2007, {owez&m“mevedﬁs same-pmmg;on of”ﬁﬁpendence on silver hake.

mw ‘W‘h mm
One-t‘mrd of Connectieges total laﬁtﬁngs comp"ﬁ%ﬁ”sﬂver hake the same is true in terms-of
revenue. Revenue from”gimer h ndings in %emcut were $700,000-3 million,
approximatgly-d-2-32% oﬁmLsﬁmmng revertig:, Revenue from red hake was less than 5%
of total stAEHFShifETEyepue. ‘Revenue froniitver Rake landings in New York were $1.2 million
— 6.3 miiflion for 1998550, repi"égéntmg appi"tiﬁiﬁ‘iate[y 4-18% of total state fishing revenue.
Revenuedtom red hake lafdings wé‘i‘%% 000-335,000, approximately less than one percent of
New York*sfishing revenué"’“@_New Jersey, during the period 1996-2010, revenue from silver
hake was $84750:906,000, cotmnsmg 18¢s"than one percent of total state fishing revenue.
Revenue from r%ke landmgsm;ere $16,000-116,000 comprising less than 0.12% of total state

2006 15424 182.54 | 49,604 310 037
2007 201035 17985 | 33435 6.0 .54
2008 1,4683 278.73 | 31.406 4,58 0.89
2009 1,652.1 197.05 | 35,941 4.47 0.53
2010 1,557.6 22632 | 33,404 4.66 .68
1596 2,555.9 105.29 8,662 29.55 122
1557 1,888.8 17477 8,062 2343 2.7
1598 1,761.6 11583 [ 7,409 73.78 1.62
1599 2,983.8 163,55 3.034 36.64 204
2000 2,813.1 172.86 8,396 3351 206 |
2001 2,363.6 155.23 8158 | . 28.57 190
Comnecticat 2002 1,145.0 15132 7,055 16.29 214
2003 _1,113.0 189.53 7,m§ 15.55 2.65
2004 13318 190,00 | . 2075, 16.70 2381
2003 1,496.7 172.53 | % 2 24.60 2.84
2006 1,065.0 119,66 &5 710 | “%e, 2041 239
2007 709.8 T 7SS 5457 | <, 1594 271
2008 930.1 128501 3,073 230,27 4.20
3008 515.2 TaZ15 3,051 59,13 3,69
010 759.5 AER| 2,363 3543 2.74
956 57699 196.7 -25,7&93_@ ‘ Z1.58% T 0.73
957 5.4345; 285.07 [Sd6,35%) 20,52 1.08
1558 641 oy 393.61 | ~3aaBl 26.31 L6l
1959 4,259 g 39 88 | 213546, 173 | 204
2000 22,0482 Jon 30kl | 19, 10.42 203
2001 33526 | . 461055, 18,608 o,  17.93 247
New York 2002 b, 799.1 | S 10147 [SUA6m8 | wamre 1063 NES
200 31,6 “RRT26.3 el Tl Bl = 1135 0.73
2GS 5480 “LEDAGI 15265 1538 0.74 |
20055, 1,551 ; 16,954 8,95 033
2006 forde, 1,150 23T 14480 8.0l 0.16
= 2007 | _*Si, WSORM R, 76,5620 14,384 1049, 0.53
08 | 101 | ~emman 30 13,603 12.55 0.66
e 2%A FTRE6 | 67|~ 14,849 12.00 0.62
ey 2010 (< 3 T678] 26| 12,058 18.81 L10
T 19e€] mn sisedn 6088 81290 1.00 0.07
e 1997 i, 986.3 |mhee. 106.51 | 71475 i27 0.14
N 1998 g0l | = 111,50 87,427 - 0.80 0.13
“4TR50 w3357 112.54 | 75376 045 0.15
R 5000 15395 | 71,677 8,39 0,20
20 '“% Er ] 14474 | 75292 a8 2.19
2002 Yo st 1 60.95 | 72,598 0.58 0.08
New Jersey 7003 | s 65.0 14271 76,163 0.0% .02
2004 —102.6 17.87 {84,157 0.12 0.02
2005 50.7 30.60 | 69,273 0.13 0,03
2006 843 1951 | 68,535 0.12 | 0.03
2007 4533 52.60 | 69,082 0.65 0.08
2008 308.9 4727 | 72,675 0.43 0.07
2009 6404 20811 85,266 0.75 .09
2010 3815 7244 | 62,438 045 .12

- Table 43 disﬁi'ays the Tevenue from silver hake and red hake, as well as total revenue per state.
The proportion of totdl revenue that is made of silver hake and red hake is also displayed. In~
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fishing revenues. ", e
R
Table 43 Silver and Red F’Wﬂme by State as Percentage of Total State Revenpe
Revenue (0005} Propurtion of total revenue (%)
State Year Sﬂver Hake | Red Hake Total Silver hake Red hake
1996 1,174.93 0.34 253,284.77 0.4639 0.0001 |
1997 31928 0.02 274.734.74 0.1162 0.0000
1998 47.74 . 0.05 27745316 | - 0,0172 0.0000
. 159¢ - 49.76 0.01 323,837.18 0.0154 0.0000
Maine 2000 i35 D04 34805364 | GO0 6.0000
2081 12.00 0.41 “259,618,65 0.0040 . 0.0001
2002 10637 | . Q.14 307,266.9%9 ' 0.0034 0,0000
2003 1.06 ‘0.01 315,268.02 0.0003 0.0000
2004 6.02 0.00 {  407,357.58 | 00015 0.0000 |
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415,636.14

1598 1,443.61 67.97 34,359.38 42161 0.1578

1599 3,119.07 81.30 38,090,427 2.1886 0.2135

2000 2,754,70 101.00 31,245.53 3.8163 0.3233

2601 2,219.40 92.47 31,194.44 7.1147 0.2564

2002 1,166.55 130.04 27,775.08 4.1994 0.4631

2003 1,460.25 139.10 26,825.50 4.8660 4664

2004 |~ 2,028,101 192,52 33,39934 6.0723 0.5764

2008 2,183.02 20972 37,570.31 5.8105 0.3582

2006 1,065.02 119.66 5,219,07 20.4064 2.2928

2007 709.77 120.75 4,452.08 15,5425 27122

2008 930,07 12891 307257 30.2702 4.1955

2009 919.21 143,16 3,050.65a4e 30,1317 4.6929

3510 759.52 6484 3 363W 321417 37458

1896 5,578.85 189,82 66RO, 64369 0.2150

1697 5,337.49 23252 BB Fate 7.0719 0.2595

1598 6,273.31 209.20 |« BIZ828.13en. 7.6664 0.3637

1999 “4,571.00 3380115 74,787.60 | e 6.1120 04332

2000 2,586.67. 3225000 61,121 40 Vi, 4.2369 0,5276

) 2001 4,218.39 33 55,072.52 v 76597 |- 0.6104
New York 2002 2,127,895 188: 51,264.53 e 508 0.3677
2003 3,055.45 119,55 Y=t 51 603:960] 5920 0.2317

2004 3448.59-,  110.69 | “S46,5TR00° 7 3564 0.2361

2005 2,480, &'ﬁ’m 72,23 S6:436.68 43954 0.1280

2086 1,159,800 =3 47 14,4763 8.0098 6.1621

2007 1,508.92 [om -l 1438508 10.4503 0.5322

2008 1,708.09 | “Tik. 9030355 13,605 460k 12.5545 0.6637
2009782, 58 52092.07 | R0 00 Fasvoon 12.0047 0.6201

IV ET e AT E] V2,64 | O5TS | 13,3074 1,1600

] 619545 SERREEE 0 677950 b.6522 0.0574

19972k, S06yIE, T6xs 9962831 | 0.9102 0.0767

19985, 63030 §0. 57,235.08 0.6482 0.0830

s 1999 | e 050 e, 80,51 T §7,856.85 03119 0,0823
ot 00) | RS | NS 87 [ 07,162.56 0.2504 0.1051
mere 200IEE.  40p%) FhEh ~110,246.35 03633 00831
Nw% 2002775, 40ZAE] 5435F 112.708.04 03571 0.0483
" "zr.i"'*m 2003 | . 90.94%=~  16.12 |  120,670.28 0.0754 0.0134
e | 2004 [ 20000 [wwav 2328 | 145414.84 0,0689 0.0160
e, 2005 w66 | 30,04 [ 156,428.96 0.0714 0.0192

. 008 8433 1651 68,534.91 0.1231 0.02835

| BOhT 5550 3260 | 65,082.30 0.6547 0.0761

20085 90891 47.27 72 674,64 0.4251 0.0650

20094 2een0.41 80,81 35,265.86 0.7511 0.0948

2010 | o 281 45 72.4% 0.4508 0.1160

62,438.45

2605 046 — 0.0001
2006 1.60 |- . 57,146.62 0.0017 .
2007 0.17 0.03 86,158.53 0.0002 0.0000
2008 0.47 0.04 93,304,53 0.0605 0.0001
2009 .30 0.02 §9,980.57 0.0003 0.0000
2010 373 77,881 67 0.0048
1996 97.70 . 13,586.20 07191 .
1597 112.69 0,01 12,586.58 0.8953 0.0001
1993 41.20 . 11,186.35. 03683 .
1995 107,62 0,10 12,535.96 0.8382 0.0008 |
2000 130.34 . 16,197.60 | 0.8047 .
. 2001 121.46 0.12 17,909, 750% 06782 0.0007
New 2002 84.91 0.04 15,73_@@%5‘ 0.5073 0,0083
Hampshire 2003 . 86,03 6.02 1580dT | 0.5617 0.0001
‘ 2004 55.00 030 ,,%gs. :),;[f;a 0.7218 0.0037
2005 5417 0,02 | oy 222233 43 o, 0.2436 0.0001
2006 4132 0.01bSmn 473359 | “Sah.  0.8730 5.0602
2007 95.14 T 3 504,85 Ve 24364
2008 31,22 o 4,493.95 8073 R
2000 139.36 o."ﬁ@n 5,.996.71 23723 0.0007
2010. 99.47 . 5, 102818 9493 .
1996 53043, 101.08 | a4, 94 49‘*&5—‘ 0.4012) 0.0825
g7 1,147, 8ms, 147.53 0.5084 0.0857
1998 1,327. 2695 %2508 10 205395:95 0.6446 0,0452
1959 2,61227 [ 13443 260331 1.0033 0,0515
2600 220084 | = 98 J6rmego] s 07557 0.0337
_ 2001 J7oemd,620.59 | eobl7.22 | s0e0632,37 |, 0.9338 0.0418
Massachusets 2002521902, 25 mw L TEISTORTSL | 0.5404 0,0441
assacnsens | dmesE  25%ade 125 ek 293, 27005t 08809 0.0441
zoﬂ. . 2,233155 wqu" 32638565 0,643 60334
2005955, 1,80785 65.55+, 426,834,02 0.4234 00154
o mzsmm 105,30} 148 746 45 0.8470 0.0710
e e ) “AEE00 | ~rrR0.01 [ emizs 845,95 1.1427 0.0643
- 20085, 130856 ‘3@9@% 135,897.01 6.9626 0.0287
By 2005 2 303565, 9927 150,613.14 1.5254 0.065%
. 2010 | 53,041 7% 106.05 | 118,201.65 2.5734 0.0898
voo, | 19961  %3:219.82 [on180.58 70,431 .52 4.5716 0.2692
S, 1997 Lfise | maT] 78,088.83 57420 0.3007
98 3 zrssgo 219.29 71,950,970 4.8435 0.3046
“i3ge 284.07 86,041.62 4.0413 03302
20005, 3@3@55 268,48 80.965.36 44952 0.3316
200 [FHnAST607.02 263.27 | 68,657.28 52537 0.3835 |
Rhode 2002 | et 702.50 163.36 64,717.93 2.6307 0.2524
Lstand 2003 2,036.80 152.80 66,088.02 30819 02312
2004 3 13031 111,55 77.385.01 2.7529 0.1442
2005 1,855.50 100,42 91.410.98 20303 0.109
2008 1,542.37 182.54 49,693 .85 3.1057 0.3673
2007 2,01046 179.95 33,433.79 6.0131 0.5382
2008 1,468.25 278.73 31,405.57 4.6751 0.8875
2009 1,652.07 197.05 36,541.04 44722 0.5334
2010 1,557.57 22632 33.404.40 4.6628 05775
“Connecticut 1996 1,943 38 76.25 4841725 40138 0.1575
1597 1,739.38 36.24 33,081.97 5359 |- 0.2908
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Section 4.5.4 Sma]l—Mesh Multispecies Landm,s by Pert

Table 44- Table 47 display the rankings. of ports that Ianded the most silver hake from 2600-2010.

Point Judith, RT leads all other ports in New England and the Mid-Atlantic in silver hake

landings for the years 2000-2008. In 2008, Point Tudith, RI drops to the second highest port in
sitver hake landings, and in 2010, drops to number 3 (Table 47), Stonington, CT has the second
highest silver hake landings in 2000 and third in 2001, but drops to number- 11 in 2002 (Table

7%




_ 44). Stonington drops to the 10% position in 2009 but stightly rebounds to the seventh positing
in 2010 (Table 47). Hampton/Seabrook, NH was 13™ in terms of silver hake Jandings in 2000
(Table 44), but dropped out of the top 20 in 2003 (Table 45). Tiverton, RI was 15™in 2000 and
18 in 2002 (Table 44), but eventually dropped out of the top 20 in 2003 (Table 45). Hampton
Bays, NY dropped from the fifth position in 2008 (Table 46) to the ninth position in 2010 (Table
47).

Other ports began to gain prominence in sitver hake landings. Cape May, NI and Portiand, ME
entered the top 20 silver hake landing ports in 2006 (Table 46). New Bedford, MA had the
eighth highest silver hake landings in 2000 (Table 44) but eventyally rose o' the leading port in
2009 (Table 47). Gloucester, MA moved from 10% in 2008 (FEB# 46) to the fifth in 2009 (Table
47). Provincetown, MA moved from the seventh posmommm {Table 44) to the fourth
pcsmon in 2010 (Table 47). PR vl
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Table 44 Ranling of Silver Hake Lantdings and Revenue for the Top Ports based on Quantity of Sitver Hake Landed, 2000-2002
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Table A5 Sitver Landings snd Rcvenﬁe for the Tep Silver Hake Forts based on Quantity Landed, 2003-2005 7

‘ 2003 2004 2005
Port Change | Eandings | Revenue | Change | Landing: Revenue Change }' Landings | Revenne
Rank | in rank (me) (000%) Rank | inrank ?; {006%) Rank | in rank {mt) (0008)
Point Judith, R [ -1 23725 1,857.3 20306 | 2,021.7 1 - 18142 1,7863
Stonington, CT 8 1 99.0 106.6 1118 7 t 59.5 857
New London, CT 4 -1 18140 1,356 2 1 1,4372 2,097.3
Glaucester, MA - 7. 1 2317 339.9 5 1 4510 503.8
Montauk, NY 3 t 14234 | 21788 4 1 12164 20356
Hampton Bays, NY 5 T 4953 7522 6 i 199.7 284.6
Provincetown, MA 10 I 7.0 7538 3 15 i 0.0 040
New Bedford, MA T 23| 20818 E L] 141347 TLacsz2
Fmi
Newport, RI T 248.8 179‘%’ ; 3 1 © 439 42.5
| Point Pleasant, NJ 12 1 317 4.4 1o 1 390 515
Greenport, NY 14 l 2451 247 11 T 7.8 227
Freeport, NY 9 t 1
Hampton Seabrook, } “
N
Chatham; MA 11 cond 13 1 0.4 0.4
Tivrton, KI_ PR -
Belford, NI 13] §§$’ 1 2 1 50.0 58.1
Portsmonth, N j 1’5"‘{& T 12 [ 13 14
| Rye, NH 16] ", 1 14 B 0.1 ol
Cape May, NJ | t%% -
Portland, ME ¥ -
82-
Table 46 Silver Landings and Revenue for the ‘Fop Sitver Hake Ports based on Quantity Landed, 2006-2008
: 2006 ] 2007 . 2008
Change | Landings | Revenue Change | Landings | Revenue Change | Landings ! Revease
Port _Ran! in rank (mt) {000%) Rack | inrank {mi). {0003) Rank | inrank (mt) (0008)
Point Judith, KT 1 - 14882| 16535 1 S| LiiEIeT | 2,0763 i - 148176 17905
Stonington, CT 7 - 107.8 156.6 9 | [ediifr69.5 108.2 9 - 110.3 169.0
New Loudon, CT 3 1 9572 | 13581 4 Tilibed03 | 10072 4 - A38.0 429.6
Gloucester, MA 3 L 122.0 217.7 5 Gy laing 472.1 10 1 100.7 129.6
Montauk, NY 4 - 742.6 12632 31 Lgin q 1 - odmER] 14357 2 t 137601 21358
Hampton Bays, NY 5 T 215.2 286.7 6 [sHH | 2677y, 3316 s + 1202 2189
Provincetown, MA - WEE 1 19.6 [*if}, 28.8 3 T 134.0 206.0
New Bedford, MA 2 1] 132781 12522 %I, - 10694 | ‘130 3 i 10416 | 1,2532
Newport, R 8 1 51.5 427 1%, ] a.486 38 11 L 28.5 32.6
“Point Pleasant, NJ 9 1 455 595 8 *giz_;___ i 7EE] 21351, 6 T 161.8 1730
Greenport, NY iz 1 15 ol 13 TR 49 -g2 W 12 T 104 154
Freeport, NY 15 1 0.1 ogmgggs Eéi 0.0 . 0.1 17 t 0.1 0.1
Hampton/Seabrook, - - i %ig | - ‘{f%-?z -
NH 1 ﬁigu X kil
Chatham, MA 16 i 0.1 0.1 | dh1s ‘i?;;; 3 35z 03 14 T 1.6 24
Tiverton, RI . - GEHHHN ki LEEH L, 3 -
Belford, NJ 10 || oftiEda [*Ril462 R §p26.5 279.1 7 - 15712 185.5
Partsmouth, NH 13 [ R ‘ifﬁ.s 13fEY 1|  iH4T0 E.1 13 1 0.0 0.1
Rye, NH 17 L RIY] 2 168, 1 0.2 0.3 16 - 04 0.6
Cape May, NI 11 1 AN . 14 %i 3 1.6 17 3 T 9.8 52
Portland, ME 14 | Laiiiinidn 154 T y 0.2 0.1 15 T 0.5 0.7
al 2 X L.
§§§§_¥§ ggg%g i 2 ‘iggigi il ”
f% 1 ' :g 1 ﬁs%
ly, iy
% i,
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Section 4.5.5 Small-Mesh Mu]tispecf&s Permits by Port

Tazble 48 displays the number of unique permits that landed silver hake, offshore hake or red
hake in the listed port. These data were obtzined from the Vessel Trip Reports.

2010

16
30|
19
34
10

344.7
3716
340.9

2.513.8
2163

-494.9

30193

105.1
62
a1

From 2000-2010, there was a 78% decrease in the number of permits that recorded landings of
silver hake, offshore hake, or red hake in the state of Maine. Portland, ME saw the majority of
this decrease, with an 81% decline in the number of permits recording landings of the small-
mesh multispecies over that decade. Other ports in Maine had relatively few permits landing
ATy ) small-mesh multispecies; in fact, most of these ports had less than three vessel permits reporting
b e o landings of the huke species. There was a 50% decrease in thEHEmber of permits reporting
landings of silver hake, offshore hake, or red hake in Newf3#mpshire for 2000-2010. The ports
of Hampton, Seabrock, Rye, and Portsmouth, NH saw gitlceretsg, of 50-72% of permits landing
hakes (Table 48). The number of unique permits reporfing landings of silver hake, red hake or
offshore hake decreased by 52% in the Commonwgzith of MassacHiSgits of that decade. The
‘ principal fishing ports of Provincetown, Newbdryport, Chatham, and @lgucester all saw declines
=07 ) - of more than 50% of permits landing these hakaiSpecies (Table 48). &k,

e my P

1,921.6
63
Tr9s

Revenue
{0008

1,529.7
183.2
6.0
246,

1,6202
179.1
2531

7
1814
1

17
12
02
45

Landings
{mt)

kit
Ril

Change in
iy rank

There was a 42% decline ir the number of permits rFégontingiiardings of small-igssh multispecies
bl - in the state of Rhode Island for 20082010, The numbgtsfermits landing in Pomt Judith, R

: declined by about a quarter for 2000- 23] U=5hile there wagdn 81% decline in the number of
permits reporting landings of these speéigs il Nefrport, RI ov8fdhat time period. There was an

¥,
TS LU
13
2

¥

2009

= iy .

= 1 B e . o . 18% decline in the numbsy permits reporfifig landififFof small*fesh multispecies in the state of

gﬁ% e P i el g P 2 © Connecticut for 2000-20EECEle 48), THefS,was af%5% declint®i the port of Stoningten, CT..
i e o : S g

il m P hsinanid
ot There were declines THgermitted vEssels repoififigiake landings in the mid-Atlantic. There was
! a decline of 24% of the Yidthber of Permits reporting landings of small-mesh multispecies in the
state of New,Yark for 200020105 Fheons of Mdritauk and Shinnecock experienced declines
of 119 arF 79 Tespectivel VitTHere wat#ii50% Inerease in the number of permits reporting
small-figsh multispecieifandingstiiports that'&oiild not be named due to confidentiality issues,
indicatTighm increase ini lafidings ifidividental ports (Table 48). There was a 21% decline in the
number of pepmits reporting Tandings SE8ilver hake, offshore hake or red hake in the state of
New Jersey 0520002010, Théfe were deslines in permits landing small-mesh multispecies in
Belford (55%), Betmar (50%), Bfisle (20%), Cape May (22%) and Highlands (60%). However,
there were increasesiirthe numBEE of permitted vessels reporting silver hiake, offshore hake or
red hake landings in Berpegarftli%) and Point Pleasant (19%). See Table 48, :
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Table 49 displays the number of unique permits that landed silver hake, offshore hake, or red
hake in the listed ports for the vears 2000-2010 in ports that are slightly farther south of the stock
areas. Overall, during this time period the number of unique permits landing small-mesh
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Tabie 47 Silver Landings and Revenue for the Top Silver ake Ports based on Quantify Landed, 2009-201{

multispecies in Virginia increased by 21%; the same trend is true for the port of Chinconteagire.
However, there was a 25% decrease in the Harnpton port (Table 49). Although, there was
fluctuation over this time peried, the number of unique permits Janding silver hake, offshore
hake, or red hake remained the same in Ocean City, MD and North Carelina (Table 49).

Point Pleasant, NJ
Hampton/Seabreok,

Port
Point Judith, RT
Stonington, CT
New London, CT
Gloucester, MA
Hampton Bays, NY
Provincetown, MA
New Bediord, MA
Newport, RI

Moninuk, NY

Portsmonth, NH

Rye, NH
Portlond, ME

_Greenpurl, NY
Freeport, NY
Chatham, MA
‘Tiverton, RI
Belford, NI

[ Cape May, NI
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Table 48 Number of Gnique Permits Landing Silver Hake, Qffshore Iiake or Red Hake in Each Port

Port State | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 2003 . 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010
Boolkbay Harbor ME 3 3 3 * * * * * * * *
Cape Porpoise ME 3 * * * * ¥ * 3 * *
Cundys Harbor ME 3 * 4 * * * « * *
Five Islands ME 3 3 * » *
Kittery ME 3 . * * *
New Harhor ME 3 * * * d
Opunquit ME 3 3 * * * * * ¥ 3 % *
Port. Clyde ME 3 .4 5 * ¥ * . ¥
Portland ME 57 49 7 23 21 21 12 T 2 1¢ 11
Saco ME & * * * * 3 * *
South Bristol ME 4 k] *
West Point * 4 * * * * * b
York 4 3 4 *

NG E e B R L H B
TOTAL 96 .. 29 29 25
Hamgpten 11 3 3 3 3
Portsmouth- NH 25 31 23
Rye NH i0. 10 8
Seabrook NH 17 15 13
*

*

*

i 7

7 E]
Gloucester MA 101 102 g 83 69. 52+ 34 46 36 &0 44
Harwichport MA 4 * * 3 * * *
Marblehead _ | MA 4 * * * * * *
Marshfield MA . * B 4 * 3 ¥ L * ¥
New Bedford MA 42 50 36 39 38 kL] 30 29 31 34 27
Newburyport MA 10 1G 9 11 . B 4 * * 3 4 5
Plymouth MA. 7 7 5 7 5 4 * 5 i 3 *
Provincetown MA 21 21 24 15 15 5 4 5 9 -3 8
Rockport MA 7 [ 6 5 [ 3 * 4 3 4 3
Salisbury MA 5 3 4 * * * ¥ * * *
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Scituate 8 | 1] 6| 41 8 9] 9

*No. Conl
AT

Little Compton

New Shoreham

Newport

North Kingstown

Paint Fudith

*No.

ew Londan *

Stoningten s 13

*No. Confidential Pertnits 3

Babylon (Captree) - NY 13, HUMP * * Ay 3 5
Brooklyn NY 4 T 9 [
Eanst Hampton NY - N 3 * *

Freeport NY : 3 3 3 3 ] 7
Greenpott NY te; 3 y, ot * * *
Hampton Bay NY i A3k i s 7 3 5
Island Park NY i 1 W 4 5 4 4
[ Tslip NY . Y * 3 3 *
Mattituck NY K il T + )
Montauk: NY 43 E%E;% ; '% : 40 44 42 47
New Yark City NY .ri 3[4 gg . E% » *
Oceanside NY sF gggi ! i, [T e * 3 *
Other Nassau MYl 6| “upl  3Hy, WiiT * *
Other Suffolk NY:i,| S g, | 10 * -
Pi. Lookout NY ifl;, 8 %ﬁhs 5 5 [3 7 9 10 9
Shinnecock ] ) 7 5

*No. Confidential Permits 6

EEYE SRS 2 fiti :
Atlantic City NI 4 |* * * * * 5 * *
Barnegat NJ 4| Bl g3 . 4 B il
Belford NI 20 208 E§§}§ 12 12 13 16 14 12 13 g
Belmar NI 10 o [¥F 5 5 4 * s 4 4 4 5
Briele . - | NI 5 7 9 714 3 4 5 4 4 4
Cape May . NF - i-23 36 1% 17 19 18 17 15 30 25 18
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Section 3.0 Environmental Consequences

Section 5.1 Impacts to Silver, Red, Offshore Hake

. Section 5.1.1 ABC, ACL, and TAL Alternatives

These alternatives would implement an ABC, an ACL, and a TAL framework, including the
specifications process, for each of the following stocks/stock group: Northern red hake, northern
silver hake, southem red hake, and southem whltmg {southern silver hake and offshore hake
combined),

Section 5.1.1.1 Stm:k Area ABCs, ACLs, and TALs (Preferred Alternative)

Biological and management reference points and associated control rules are the foundation of
the management program. Such reference points provide a framework under which to determine
steck status and manage the fiskery based upon the best available science. Thus, adopting
biomass reference points and associated catch and landing limits are more likely to provide for
sustainable management than the no action altemative, leading to positive biological effects over
the long-tenm. ’

By definition, ABC and ACL frameworks reduce the risk of overfishing, by taking into account
scientific uncertainty in estimating the overfishing limit and management uncertainty. The TAL
is used to provide an additional tool that managers can use to keep the fishery from exceeding
the ACL by holding the landings to a certain level. Discards and state landings estimates are
based on the best available information to represent the current fishery behaviors.

These altematives, described in Sections 3.1.1 and 3.2.1, are mosﬂy administrative and may not '

‘have a direct biological impact. However, by making the process explicit and incorporating the

S8C into the specification process, the alternatives serve to positively impact the small-mesh

" multispecies resources by presenting an opportunity to better prevent overfishing,

Section 5.1.1.2 States Quo/Ne Action

The status quo/mo action alternatives would result in no ABCs, ACLs, or TALs being adopted
and no change to the existing specifications process for small-mesh multispecies. Therefore,
thess alternatives do not set allowable catch limits recommended by the SSC, which may result
in a greater risk of overfishing than the preferred alternative, These status quo/no action
alternatives could have potentially negative impacts on the smafl-mesh multispecies stocks, if
catch were to exceed the recommended levels, :

Section 5.1.2 Post-Season A¢countability Measure Alternatives

The reactive, or post-season, accuuntablhty measure altemative would unplement a pound-for-
pound payback of any ACL overage in a subsequent year.

Section 5.1.2.1 Pound-for—?ound Payback of an ACL Overage (Preferred Alternative)
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A reactive AM could have a positive impact on the small-imesh multispecies stocks because it
would ensure that catch over the long-term does not exceed an acceptable level, This type of
AM may also provide positive impact for a stock as an incentive for participants to fish within
the given landings limit. By having a measure that could potentiaily reduces landings in a
following year, fishery participants may be more likely to fish within the landing limits to ensure
Iong—term aceess to a partlcular resource and assist in long-term business plannmg

'bectmn 3. 1 2.2 Statas Quo/No Action

Not implementing a reactive AM could have a negative impacten the small-mesh multispecies
stocks-because it would not ensure that catch over the long-tettiiibes not exceed an acceptable
level which may resultina greater risk of overfishing ﬂlanm@referred alternative. Ifan ACL
is exceeded in a given year, the reactive AM would e ayer the long-term, catch does
not exceed the'recommended level compared to thls,:ajtémauve“"""" )

ey
ey

S(.ctlon 513 In~Seawn Accountabllfty \f[edﬁwﬁltermmes %"‘:%;;

- In-season AMs grant the Northeast Regional Adiﬁ{&ts,trator tj;g:guthonty to“n&gi\ement a

management measure, such as reducing the trip hm‘x’f,g;;glgg;m?“ﬁe fishery, whEm]andmgs are

projected to reach a pre—detenmnedmekm
m

Section 5.1.3.1 Zero Possessmn at lﬂﬂ%o% . 1"‘%;&
w». - S

“‘M
This a[temauve would gmﬁennon of'@amouim whe“r%DO percent of that stock’s
TAL is projected to pgharvested=sEhis altemﬁtwe‘ma”ﬂ]d h#ves potentially positive impact on
the smali-mesh mdtlmes stocK§Because 1t‘imtﬂd ensure that the landings in a given vear
would stay w1thm the recgmmende@hmlt 'Tm

Sectlon szmmmml Pmmwu lelﬂrmgg&“x(]’referred Alternative)

This aiﬁeﬁi’anvc would redﬁ}i;ne;kpossesm o an mc1denta1 limit wher a trigger level is projected
to be reacﬂé’dender this altetfative , thesncidentzl possession Hmit would remain in effect,

even if the Tm_ﬁ_projected to“ﬂj&exceeﬁ"éﬁ This is intended to work in conjunction with the
post-season accotitability meaﬂé which would be invoked if the overage of the TAL causes
the catch for that yéﬁi?-‘to exceedm ACL. This alternative would have neutral impacts because it
would allow trips to cﬁﬁﬁnugﬁﬂwut causing large amounts of additional small-mesh -
multispecies discards. SRZEn”

-l

Section 3.1.3.3 Incidental Possession Limit Trigger and Zero Possession at 100% of TAL

This alternative would reduce possession toar incidental limit when a trigger level is projected
to be reached and would prohibit retention of a particular stock when 100 percent of the TAL is

* projected to be harvested. This alternative would have a potentially positive fmpact on the small-
mesh multispecies stocks because it would allow for trips to continue, without causing large
amounts of additional small-mesh multispecies discards, and it would ensure that the landings in
a given year would stay within the recommended limit.
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Section 5.1.3.4 Status Quo/No Action

This alternative would result in no proactive, or in-season, AMs being implsmented. This would
have a potentially negative impact on the small-mesh multispecies stocks because it would not
guarantee that carch and fandings would stay within the limits recommended by the SSC and

may result in a greater risk of overfishing than the preferred alternative.

Section 53 Impacts to N"on-Tar«rct Spccieé

As discussed in Section 4. 2, the following species are hice[y lmpg@ted by the small-mesh
multispecies fishery:

=
Table 50 Other Species that \‘lay be Impacied by the Sgy Itispecies Fishery

Northeast Skate Cnm‘piex % . .

: Spiny Doghsh s e,
Summer FloundsEs e
Windowpane Floiifiger - T,
Yellowtail Flounder vz ML N
AmesicanPlaice %‘0 =
Witch Bioaides, Rt
Seup  =m. SR e,

- Black Sea'Biss " e |
seeceMonkfish “H B o
£E5 | Atbantic Cod =, S8F —Tiay
L (Hddek w0
=2 RedGrab R
i “EALERE Scalld d::m

AR, |olizo squxdﬁ*ﬂm

Proiieing 5. | Mexguid “‘*::,:‘

e EbButerimh,

i f%keré@:‘m
s, Redfish
R ) Ee]

Section 5.2.1 ABCTK&];, andﬁl. Alternatives

W W'V"
Section 5.2.1.1 Stock ArWCs, ACLs, and TALs, including a Specifications Process
(Preferred Altcrnatwc) -

All of the species likely to be impacted by the small-mesh multispecies fishery (Table 50) are
currently managed by either the New England or Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
under ACL frameworks that would sufficiently limit the amount of redirected effort. Therefore,
even though limiting catch on the small-mesh multispecies could result in a redirection of effort
on to other species (e.g., skates or dogfish), the impact on non-target species, and their level of
catch, are being managed by ABCs, ACLs, and AMSs as well; thus, there would be neutral
impacts on the non-target stocks from the small-mesh multispecies fishery.
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" Section 5.2.1.2 Status Quo/Ne Action

The status quo/no action would result in no ABCs; ACLs, or TALs being implemented and no

change to the existing specifications process for the small-mesh multispeciés fishery. This

would Jikely result in no change to current fishing operations. There are currently management
‘measures in placc to protect other non-target/bycatch species, including catch limits and catch

targets. The lmpacts of the status quo/no action altematwes are, therefore expected to be neutral -

on non-target species.
Section 5.2.2 Post-Season Accountability Mensnre Alterngfiss
Section 5.2.2.1 Pound-for'-l’ound Payback of an Acm@&(l’referred Alternative)

A teactive AM is designed to respond to exceedmﬁﬁi‘é ACL and, ‘:fmwoked, would prevent
catches from exceeding the OFL in the ﬁJture“_’,Eﬁf” would llkely lead‘ﬂﬁrmther no change in
fishing (if the AM is not invoked), or a reductiftzn fishing effort (if the‘ﬁr;Mreduces the
allowable landings) on small-mesh multispscies. “Ehe existenes of such con’trbis on small-mesh
multispecies fishing effort will likely.have neutral iffactsf0Enon- target spec‘im.As discussed
above (Section 5.2.1.1), although a Eﬂﬂmon in the amiGWREOT small-mesh multispecies that may

be landed in a given year due to the ﬂ@__émmnon of a pé¥back may result in redirected fishing *

into other fisheries (e.g., skates or dogfighy, ﬂi&@:ggams th?’a&?g,yq_m place for those ather species
should sufficiently manag@,;bgt impact tigEa smaliiErease in'Sffort may have.
w %

. P o mainiind v
ST ST,

Prorrminr o =
Section 5.2.2.2 Smmﬁﬁom Egtion m e *‘?%
The status quo/no acnomuould reggﬁ inno AMM’emg implemented for the srnall-mesh
multispecies.fishery. This wqg;m@sult in n"émhange to current fishing operations, -
especial HECRUSEREst of thegon- m:gf?“sﬁg‘"‘q;c,s\dé%ﬁbed in Table 50 are curently managed
under Z8ystem to profemﬂmse spiegies, includifgigatch limits and catch targets. Therefore, this
altematmmould have netiral 1mp‘a'€i§mp non—na:get species.

Section 5.2, TE?I‘eSeason Accoﬁﬁmbﬂltv%sure A!ternaﬂvee
Section 5.2.3.1 Zefﬁ@ggsessmﬁﬁ 100% of TAL
Tk i

This alternative would ﬁ‘%‘ﬁf’etention of a particular stock when 100 percent of that stock’s
TAL is projected to be harv&sted. This alternative could have a negative impact on non-target

stocks if vessels increase fishing on other gpecies when they are prohibited from-landing small- -

mesh multispecies stocks. However, all of the other species likely to be targeted are currently
managed under an ACL framework of their own. This suggests that the impacts on non- target
stocks as 4 result of this alternative would be neutral. .

Sccﬁon 5.2.3.2 Incidental Possessiou Limit Trigger (Preferred Alternative)

This alternative would reduce poessession to an incidental limit when a trigger level is projected
to be reached. Under this alternative, the incidental possession limit would remain in effect,
even if the TAL is projected to be exceedsd. This is intended to work in conjunction with the

- post-season accountability measure which would be invoked if the overage of the TAL causes

the catch for that year to exceed the ACL. This alternative would have a neutral impact on non-
target species because it would allow trips for other species to continue at approximately the
same incidental level of small-mesh multispecies that are currently landed.

‘iectmn 5.2.3.3 Incidental Possession Limit Trigger and Zern Poss&ssmn at 100% of TAL

This alternative would reduce pﬂss&ssmn to an incidental Iunit'men a trigger level is projected
to be reached and would prohibit retention of a pamcular,stm:kwhen 100 percent of the TAL is
prOJected to be harvested. This alternative could have.ameg‘a:m.unpact on non-target stocks if
vessels increase fishing on other species when theywh:bltéﬂiﬁ:om landing small-mesh
multispecies stocks: However, all of the other spetiesiikely to be%ed are currently )
manzged under an ACL framework of their owfisefhis suggests that tl’iE‘-impacts on non-target

stocks as a vesult of this alternative would be ”‘”‘"’E;pl =
Section 5.2.3.4 Status Quo/No Actlon ‘ T s ; w%
‘*W -

This alternative would result in no prqac'?r'"ﬁ:‘;,;g;,{ m—seasoﬁ*m/[s being implemented. This
alternative would have neutral impactsdf,nofkrget specmé’:ﬂécause it would allow trips for
other species to confinue at the same mc‘a’é,gtal lm"%ﬁ.gmall ﬂimhmulnspec:es that are

currently landed. T =N e, s
W % Wﬂk ARG m

it AR

qectmn 53 Impncfs“’mhe Ph}s"ﬁa’LEnwer nd EFFCS

The overall effect. of the fi fiSHEry m?:ﬁ’ﬁmwas anal'm@d and mitigated for in Amendment 13 to the
Nomeﬁmﬁimmmmalrmumﬁimes fishery is primarily a traw! fishery,
with rml’fbﬂandmgs Cottting f'mﬁmink gillnefy'ﬁﬂmofher gears (Section 4,3; Table 32). In the
nnrtheffﬁfock areas, a rai?éﬂiootrﬁﬁ%trawl is reqmred in several of the exempted fishing
programs ’(‘ﬂf&Gqu of MaingRaised Fd‘atrope Trawl, Small Mesh Areas I and I], and the Raised
Footrope Exéqmon ‘Areas neﬁﬁ"@ape Cﬁ'@‘: The ralsed footropé trawl has less impact on habitat -
than a traditional:Btter trawl (seasbctmn 4.3.3 for more informatior). Small-mesh multispecies
fishing effort will o8 Cotitinue to o&‘!ﬂ' in areas that are open to mobile bottom-tending gears or by
gears that have been dﬁérmmett"w not adversely impact EFH in ‘& manner that is more than
minimal and less than teff ¥1

The alternatives under consideration in this action will not increase small-mesh multispecies
fishing effort in either stock area, since they are administrative in nature, or otherwise do not
affect the magnitude or distribution of fishing effort. Specifically, the altematives under

_ consideration which are not [ikely to affect smail-mesh mu]nspemes fishing effort, and by -

extension would not likely impact EFH, include:

» Establishment of ABCs, ACLs, and TALs,
* Post-season accountability measures; and
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» In-season accountabiiity measures

The small-mesh multispecies fishery is moving from a system with ne catch limits, to & system’
with catch limits. While the catch limits are, in most cases, substantially higher than recent
catch, there was previously no limit. Therefore, it is likely that catch, and by extension, fishing
effort, would not change due to the implementation of these measures. The only stock where
recent (2010) catch is higher than the proposed ACL is northern red hake. In this case, the
preferred alternatives may have a slightly positive impact on the physical environment and EFH,
ifthere s less fishing in a given ﬁshing year, as compared to 2010 (Table 51).

Table 51 Percent let‘crence between Proposed ACLs and 207 563h

‘Northem Northem srSorithern Southern

Red Hake Silver Hake AP REHHake - ‘' Whiting
Propased ACL 266 mt 12,518 mt, = 096 mt 32,243 mt
2010 Catch 3[1mt 2478 1,355t 7,110 mt
% Difference -15% M 125%. 354%
In summary, the actions proposed in this mendrn“‘éﬁgwouldj;avg neutral :mpam:s on EFH for any
federalty managed species in the region, T, e e
Section 5.4 Impacts to Protected Spcﬁi e %

As described in Section 4&.,.&];6 followmg‘;gﬂgtecte“dmggmes ma")'gﬁ‘g,,;mpacted by the small-mesh
multispecies fishery ( :

oy -»“‘-f:‘w N m
Tnble 52 Protected § that I\eﬁi‘ﬁﬁe Impacteﬂ;w’the Small-Mesh Mo lispecies Fishery
= Cetatigans

<] North Aﬂmm@@@_@_;@ba?&?@ Slacialis)
«Fitim back While (Megiibrerarnovaegngliae) .
P Finwible (Baltgrioptera physmins)
b

Sel whileiBalaeroptera borealis)
"t | Pilot whald{Globicerhily spp.)
k. | Atlantic whitessided dolpiin (Lagenorhynchus acurus)

“‘:{,,Bctﬂmose dolﬂgm (Tursiops truncarus)’

T, Sea Turtles

’ Leagﬁ;;backmyurﬂe (Denmochelys coriaced)

KempFridleyssea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii) ~_

Green séitiitle (Chelonia mydas)

Loggerhead sea twitle (Carefle caretia) Northwest Atlantic DPS
Fish

Cusk (Brosme brosme)

Atlantic stargeon (Acipenser oxyririchus}
Pinnipeds

Harbor seal {Phoca vituling)

-| Hatp seal (Phoca groenlandicus)
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Although large whales and marine turtles may be potentialiy affected through interactions with
fishing gear, it is likely that the continued authorization of the small-mesh multispecies fishery
should not have any adverse effects on the availability of prey for these species. Right whales
and sei whales feed on copepods (Horwood 2002, Kenney 2002). The small-mesh multispecies
fishery would not affect the availability of copepods for foraging right and sei whales because
cobepods are very small organisms that would pass through even small-mesh multispecies
fishing gear rather than being captured in it. Humpback whales and fir whales also feed on kil
as well as small schooling fish {e.g., sand lance, herring, mackerel) (Aguilar 2002, Clapham
2002). Small-mesh muitispecies fishing gear operates on or very near the bottom. Fish species
caught in small-mesh multispecies gear are species that live mﬂb&g‘thlc habitat (on or very near
the bottom) such as flounders versus schooling fish such as hem:ig and mackerel that oceur
within the water column m
The alternatives under consxderatlon in this action mmm mcrea‘sﬁsmaﬂ-mesh multispecies
fishing effort in either stock ares, since they are adBfitistrative in ﬂ'Em‘zz or otherwise do not
affect the magnitude or distribution of fishing effgrt. Specifically, T.hé'ﬁltematwes under
considerztion which are not likely to affect sm’*é'.ﬁ‘,;;g.esh multispecies ﬁsh‘m:g;eﬁ'ort, and by

extension would not likely impact protected resouzg;gg, mc[uggm -9
* Establishment of ABCs, ACLs, and TALs,’ T, oI R
+ Post-season accountability mga",s_y@,_l and WT"‘:&.H‘:"T -
» In-season accountability measugg,sw -
TR R

The continued authorization.of the small-mgsh mﬁ%&m ﬁsheﬁg_s@nuid likely not affect the
availability of prey forjbﬁﬁﬁ%gmpback Gifin whales =R oreovésinone of the turtle species
are known to feed u@ﬁﬁnﬂl—ﬁﬁhmulﬂspeq%ﬂ%ﬁ'fy stoeksin summary, the actions
proposed in this amendﬂ‘mnt wouldzliave neu&%pacts on profected species in the region.
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Section 5.5.1 mﬁ;c, ACL, anmL AltFatives

S,
Section 5.5.1.1 StockiArea AB,’C%?ACLs, and TALs, including a Specifications Process
{Preferred Alternaﬁ% P

el it
This alternative would implément an ABC, an ACL, and a TAL framework, including the
specifications process, for each of the following stocks/stock group: Northern red hake, northem
silver hake, southern red hake, and southem whiting (southern silver hake and offshore hake
combined). It is likely that implementing the stock area catch and landings limits framework and

‘.spectﬁcatlons process, as described In Sectmns 3.1 and 3.2, would have neutral to positive

econormc impacts.

The ACLs and TALs for the stocks are greater than recent catches and la.ndiﬁgs,‘ respectively,
with the exception of northern red hake. It can be assumed that landings, as well as fishing effort
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would not change substantially due to this alternative. However, if there were changes, there
would most likely be positive economic impacts to fishing cofmunities because the TALs and
ACLs are greater than previous years’ landings. The proposed ACL far northern red hake is less
than the catch in 2010; however, the proposed TAL is greater than 2010 Jandings of northern red
hake. Itis likely that there would also be a neutral to positive economic impact to those vessels
targeting northern red hake. This alternative would likely result in no change to current fishing
operations; however, the sustainable harvesting of the small-mesh multispecies stocks would
lead to positive long-term beneﬁ_ts.

Based upon the average prices from 2005-2010 and the proposgd.Federal TAL, the estimated
gross revene would be greater than the average gross revenues‘:eamed from 2005-2010 for each

of the species/stock areas (Table 53): Eorved
‘Table 33 Average I-mdmtm and revenue for the speuggim area?:%ﬂnnv with the propesed Federal
TAL and egtimated gross revenues (based upon avef38¥ prices). T .
Average | &AVerage P?ﬁg’% . Estimated
Landings |"GiRevenue . Federa Gross
2005-2010 “2005-2010 iy “H2w | Revenue
Northern Red Hake - - 107,157 1b SUFA624mmn 238,099 lb"':,":l $ 144,288
Southern Red Hake e, | S41925 | 2,383,1971b | § 1,086,738,
Northern Silver Hake 2,238, 58 b=t § 1,305% 2007529210 | 319473033
Southern Whiting 15,475 II%E %27,03@,995 b [ $50,454946

i e

5
&mon54123mmmon T S ¥
= e

The status quo/no achﬁi%ltemanv‘é‘iﬁrould maﬁ@?ﬁ the current management measures for the
small-mesh mulnspecws‘ﬁ@hery pherewould b¥ile ABCs, ACLs, or TALs adopted for this
fishery. ThigiRETmative woUlGHIiget TIREIEresult ififieutral economic impacts to fishing
com%’;u&*mm wom@g né [m"iam oVerall fishing effort and by extension

revenuess, =N

o - N
Section 5 %st—Scason Ammmtabﬂi@g\&casure Alternatives

The reactive, or pus:asﬂason accnmmbthty measure would unplement a pound-for-pound
payback of any ACTBkcrage inEESubsequent year.

mm m
Section 5.5.2.1 Pound-fol_“;@mnd Payback of an ACL Overage (Preferred Alternative)

A reactive accountability measure is designed to Tespond to exceeding the ACL, and, if invoked,
would prevent catches from exceeding the OFL in the fiture. This would likely lead to either no
change in fishing (if the accountability measure i5 not invoked), or a reduction in fishing effort .
(if the accountability measure reduces the allowable landings). By allowing the overage to be
deducted from future years this would give vessel owners an opportunity to adopt altemative
fishing strategies to account for a pound-for-pound payback due to an ACL overage. Hthis
alternative is invoked, it would result in short-term negative economic impacts by reducing the
amount of a particular stock that could be landed in a given year.
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Section 5.5.12 Status Qua/No A'ctinq-

" Not implementing a reactive accountability measure would have a neutral impact to vessels

targeting small-mesh multispecies stocks because there is no change from the current
management. It is possible, however, that by exceeding the ACL on a regular basis, long-term
impacts on the stock could lead to long-term economic losses due to changes in the stock size.

Section 5.5.3 In-Season Accmint"abiliry Measure Alternatives

In-season accountability measures grant the Northeast ngg‘niﬁdmmlsu'ator the authority to
implement a management measure, such as reducing the ipimit or closmg the fishery, when
landings are projected to reach a pre-determined level, 4=5== =

e B TR
Section 5.53.1 Zero Possession at 100% of '[A.m:?‘“ R
This altematlve would prohibit retention of 2 p’aj:ﬁxcular stock when 100 BeR pqg;ggnt of that stock’s
TAL is projected to be harvested. This a[temathE:m'ould resuibin lost revengg:if implemented
prior to the end of the fishing year. Itcould &cpecla{'m;cgﬁssel owners i '?i&:ﬁg inshore
exemption areas if thoss areas are prg,xggg@gl from opeﬁwm a reasonable possession

allowance T
R S g,
o e o

Northern red hake is likely the only smcld'?’q'&here i“ﬁ%@ght bﬁtmggered iy the near future.
Based on vessel trip r;gm‘dmom 200622010 (whitirsused forthis stock to ensure that all
reported landings, i winding bamnsfers-atmg,g@accomr) 100 -percent of the propesed
northern red hake TAmomd hkeiﬁae harves'f'eﬁwor to the €nd of the fishing year (Figure 18),
at the end of October, Th‘iﬁawoulﬁ‘ﬁ%ult inan avgl:age annual loss of 21,625 Ib of northernred .
hake, which, frensiates to approxitiaTeiyEs8,000 pérwear loss in revenue.  Using only fishing year
2009 vessELHpTEN0E data fotinbithem receiiake, theHishery would have harvested the proposed
TAL hipealy Septem?&%gmé’%%or appro%ifmately two months sooner. This would have
redulted™fzapproximately$99,544 ifizJost revenue = For the flest {estimated at $0.37/1b for the
79,849 |b ’ﬁq;them red haﬁaandedmxcms of the proposed TAL (238,099 Ib) for fishing
year 2000). tm'sver these lo38es may rim‘be realized, as vessels may redirect the effort that
would have been»n;ggl to land r@ake onto another incidental species, such as skates or dogﬁsh

Thls altemative woul&"ﬁime a;negatwe economic impact, if implemented and inveked within a
fishing vear. iy

s
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Figure 18 Northern Red Hake Average Cumulative Landings, 2006-2010 (Vessel Tri
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Figure 19 Northern Red Hake Fnluug% ‘ﬁ:@gw{.},_uly Cunfi:tl?a‘.‘h.w Landings, Vessel Trip Report

Section 3.3.3.2 Incidental Possession Limit Tﬁgger (Preferred Alternative)

post-season accountability measure which would be invoked if the overage of the TAL causes
the catch for that year to exceed the ACL.

Nerthern red halke s likely the only stock where 2n AM might be triggered in the near future.
Table 51 illustrates-the percent difference between the proposed ACLs and recent catch. In maost

cases, it is significantly hlgher than recent catch, and therefore unlikely that an AM might be
tnggered

In the ﬁgu.re below (Figure 20), the proposed TAL and 90 percent of the proposed TAL are
plotted with the 2606 — 2010 average daily Jandings of northem;cd hake, as reported through
vessel mp reports. This graph demonstrates the effect of um_jlt_f_&éntmg a 400 1b incidental
possession limit for northern red hake. Based on vessel tripreported landings, including bait
landings, the 90-percent trigger would be reached in lateSeptepiber. Assuming that, because red
hake is rarely, if ever, the target species, alf the trips.woutd sull‘m those trips that landed less
than or equal to'400 1b (blue) would remain unaffégied. Those trl]jswhat previously landed more
than 400 Lb (green} after September 26 would pFgsime to continue, bmuld be capped at 400

" ib. The trips that would be affected by a 400 [Biphssession limit represeﬂ%mxmately 5-

percent of the trips that landed red hake from 200822010, Thesg trips were‘taken by 30 different
vessels over that time, with an average of seven vesigiper®gat. The 400 [b g tigidental limit
would affect, on average, 3.5 trips peENessel, over the PRIEEI010 timeframe. HGWever in recent
vears, it may affect a fewer number okyemek=hut a highBymber of trips per vessel. At the
average price of $0.37 per pound of reﬁ'ﬁalcf?mguld reiﬁ% approximately $282 lost
Tevenue per trip for the 23 average trips Debyear, orannial loss Agiogs the fleet of $6,486. This
may have a low negatweﬁm:m fi shmg‘gg;nmummmgwevm red hake is not comronly
the target species, ve$§el§'may stify.effort to am;lggmnmd%geoies such as skates or dogfish.

wvas i T e
i
ety

This altemative would reduce possession to an incidental }imit when a trigger level is projectsd
to be reached. Under this altemative, the incidental possession limit would remain in effect,
even if the TAL is projected to be exceeded, This is intended to work in conjunction with the
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Elgure 20 Northern Red Hake Average Lfmdmos per Month (2006-2010) with Pr oposed TAL and
Triveer
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SeLtlDIl 5533 Incldeg_m%ssmn Lmenggemmﬂ:Zero l”@essmn at-100% of TAL

This alternative wou‘ﬁﬁguce the"“&‘gsesswn o%‘mlcular stoc E to the incidenta! limit ata
trigger level and would FEghibit pogsession of thtistock when 100% of the TAL is projected to
be reached gnnm the enﬁ%&ﬁbmar %

Such cdmmls on the ?maﬂwmesﬁﬁminsmlé“m will [ikely have neutral meacts for fishing
cormiities. The incidetitzkpossiSion limit trigBer would have 2 low negative impact, as
descnbed“a'hme The zero possessiof3E100% of TAL alternative could have a potentially
negative impactto those vesse[s&s descriped in Section 5.5.3.1. However, the analysis under
Section 5.5.3. zhfﬁ;«gure 20) inditates that the likely outcome would be that 100% of the TAL
would not be harvémﬁ‘g»pnor m Hetend of the fishing vear.

" Section 5.5.3.4 Status mmon

This altemative would result in no proactive, or in-season, accountability measures being
implemented. Not implementing a proactive accountability measure would have a neutral
impact to vessels targeting smali-mesh multtispecies stocks because there is no change from the
current management. It is possible, however, that by exceeding the recommended Janding level
on a regular basis, long-term impacts on the stock could lead to long-term economlc losses due
to changes in the stock size.
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Section 5.6 Summary of Impacis of the Alternatives

 Table 54 Impact Category Definitions and Qualifiers:

The following definitions znd qualifiers are used in the narratives and tables of th1s BA:

Impact Definition
. . Direction .
VEC B Positive (+} Negative (-} ' Nentral (+/-)
Habitat _ Actions that improve Actions that degrade the | Actions that have no positive
' the guality of reduce quality or increase ,.....m or negative impact on habitat
. disturbance of habitat disturbance of hgm;:ggy quality
Target Species, Non- | Actions that increase Actions that mme Actions that have little or no
Target Species, stock/population size stock/popul2fidiFsizess, | positive or negative impact on
Bycatch, Protected =Y . s stocks/populations
Resources | e
Human Communities | Actions that increase AGTIENS thet decrease “Httions that have no positive
revenue and social Telhue and-social well- | ormegaiive impact on revenue
well-being of fishermen bemgtomf,;ﬁshermen 1gndlor | and 6E5EL well-being of
and/or associated © | associigEibusineddBss - | fishermenand/or associated
businessés i, mm . businesses5oT
“eriinipact Qualifierstine,
- . i e
Low (L; as in low positive | To a lesser d¥ifee “%505., St
or low negative): ke .
- gl — R ey
High (H; as in high  5ET%a substantial déﬁee oy s,
positive or high neg;attvﬁm e 'M’“ o ‘»'m“ srs el
M
Likely piuoag Sme‘d'“ggm of uncertiiftyESsociated WitHthe impact .
ND . mpacts ﬂjzld not be de?ézn“ned at time of this writing
o e, i e
e T
Plosiit 18 e
P e~ st e
= =) e
e, i
i, W, i ng
e T s
0, =
g il
- i
oo, - fiee
e S o
B A
e e
R
E
101



Table 55

Juatitative Summary of the Expe

cted Impacts of Various Alternat

1VES

M AbMernatives

ABC, ACL, TAL Alternatives Post-Season AM Alternatives Tn-Season A
Incidental
Pound-for- Incidental Possession at
VEC AB?I.’;\LKCLS’ Status Quo/No Pound Status Que/Na Zer_n Possessian at Trigger and Status Quo/No
5 s - Possession at -
(Preferred) Action Payback Action 100 % of TAL Trigger . Ze::a Action
(Preferred) {Preferred) | Possession at
100% of TAL
Positive Negntive Pogitive Negative Pogitive Neutral Tositive - Negative
This This alternative | This alternative | This allernative § This alternative | Allows trips | This alternative | This alternative
alternative woutd nat set would provide | would not set wauld provide | fishing would provide | would not set
would set caich and assyrance that caich and assurance that o assurance that catchand |
catch and landings limits landings would | landings limits | landings would | continue, landings would | landings limits
Target landings limits | for target species | stay within the | that are based stay within the | without stay within the | that are based
for target that are based on | limits that are on the best. limits that are causing large [ limits that are on the hest
spécics that arc | the best available | based on the available based on the amounts of based ol the available
based on the - | science. best available seietce. best available discards. best available sclence.
best available science. science science.
SCLence,
Neutral Neutral Nenutral Neutral Neutral | Neutral Nauteak Neutral
Potential This alternative | This wouid This alternative | Potential . Trips for This would Trips for other
redirected would likely likely lead to would likely redirected effort | other species | likely lead to species would
effort would result in no either no result in no would be . would either no continue at the
be limited by | change to current | change in change to [imited by the  {.continue at change in same incidental |
the ACL fishing fishing, ora current fishing | ACL the same fishing, ora level of small-
Noo-Target frameworks in | operations. reduction in aperations. frameworks in | incidental reduction in mesh
place for the fishing effort, . place for the level of fishing effort, multispecies
other species that would be other species small-mesh that would be that are
that may be accounted for that may be multispecies | accounted for currently
targeted. under the targeted. | that are under the landed.
analysis of the currently . analysis of the'
other species” landed. other species
ACL . ACL
. frameworks, framework,
Neutral to Low Positive i i
EFH | Itis likely that catch, and by extension, fishing effort, would not ckange due fo the implementation of this action. However, if the catch limit for a
stock (likely Northemn Red Hake) is harvested and AMs ars implemented, fishing effort may be reduced, leading o a positive impact.
Protected N‘?“‘!"‘* . . y . . - . . -
Species - Lt is likely that catch, and by extension, fishing effort, would not change due to the implementation of this sction.
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ABC, ACL, TAL Alternatives Post-Season AM Alternatives In-Season AM: Alternatives
Incidental
Pouod-for- . i Incidental - { Possession at
E ABCT’A:CLSY Statas Quo/No Pound Status Quo/Ne d %} Passesston at Trigger and Status Quo/No
s Action Paybadk Action PE n at Trigger Zero Action
(Preferred) 1 ;of TAL
(Preferved) M? 2‘; (Preferred) Possession at
H i T 100% of TAL .
Neutral to Neutral Negative Neutrnl; Lodgh N Negative ‘?% Low L.0w Negattve | Neutrsl; Long-
Positive This alternative ] If invoked, this { Term Ng, | This alternati’ }é Negative to Nepative Term Negative
This would fikely alternative i e | wauld result in E Chis This alternative | This alternative
alternative | resultin no would result in lost revenue if ative is | would resultin | would likely
would likely change to current § shert-tertn implemented to some minor | result inno
result in na fishing negative i g}m end élgw revenue lost for | changeto "
change to operations, economic ’ ! fishing number oif;‘? a few vessels if | current fishing
current fishing impacts by iE_ trips and the tripger is operations,
- operations; reduging the i result in a reached. In This alternative
Heuman however, the amount of a g% miner amourt | additien, there | could lead 1o
Communities | sustainable patticular stock ;%333 " | of revenue would be long-term
harvesting of X ggggé:g be %ﬁ’. fost across the | further revetue pegative
the small-mesh i F4AAs Q* T fleet. lost if the full inpacts by
multispecies aiﬂ&g’wen yemig gzi; TAL s negatively
stocks would i 1% harvested prior | affecting stock
lead to positive i %{ H size and ¥ ‘i to the end of the | sizeand -
long-term %%E §§ § % reducing fi g fishing year, reducing future
benefits. §§§§§§§ 1 §§ oa i;i accesstoa
% %2 E : ; sus 3%%% sustainable
h}a h stock. i"i stock,
1
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Section 6.0 Cumulative Effects Assessment

A cumulative effects analysis is required by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40
CFR part 1508.7). The purpose of a cumulative effects analysis is to consider the combined
effects of many actiéns on the human environment over time that would be missed if each action
were evaluated separately. CEQ guidelines recognize that it is not practicel to analyze the
cumulative effects of an action from every conceivable perspective, but rather, the intent is to
focus on those effects that are truly meaningful. A formal cumulative impact assessment is not
necessarily required as part of an EA under NEPA as long as the significance of cumufative
impacts have been considered (U.8, EPA 1999). The following addresses the significance of the
expected cumulative impacts as they relate to the federally managed small-mesh multispecies
fishery.

Section 6.1 Consideration of the Valoed Ecosystem Componenfs {VECy)

In Section 4.0 (Description of the Affected Environment), the VECs that exist within the small-
mesh multispecies fishery environment are identified. Therefore, the significance of the
cumulative effects will be discussed in refation to the VECs listed below.

1. Mznaged resources (offshore hake, red hake, and silver hake)

2. Non-iarget species

3. Habitzt including EFH for the managed resource and non-target species
4, ESA-listed and MMPA-protected species

5, Human communities

Section 6.2 Geographic Boundaries

The analysis of impacts focuses on actions related to the harvest of the small-mesh multispscies
(offshore hake, red hake, and silver hake). The core geographic scope for each of the VECs is
focused on the Western Atlantic Ocean (Séction 4.0). The core geographic scopes for the
managed resources ars the range of the Mid-Atlantic Bight, the Gulf of Maine, and Georges
Bank. For non-target species, those ranges may be expanded and would depend on the
biological range of each individual non-target species in the Western Attantic Ocean. For
habitat, the core geographic scope is focused on EFH within the EEZ, but includes all habitat
utilized by small-mesh multispecies and other non-farget species in the Western Atfantic Ocear.
The core geographic scope for endangered and protected resources can be considered the overall
range of these VECs in the Western Atlantic Ocean. For human cormunities, the core
.geographic boundaries are defined as those U.S. fishing communities directly involved in the
harvest or processing of the managed resources, which were found to oceur in coastal states from
Maine through North Carolina (Section 4.5).

Section 6.3 Temporal Boundaries

The temporal scope of past and present actions for VECs is primarity focused on actions that
have occurred after FMP implementation (1991, Amendment 4 to the Northeast Multispecies
FMP for red and silver hake; and 2000, Amendment 12 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP for
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offshore hake). For endangered species and other protected resources, the scope of past and
present actions is-on a species-by-species basis (Section 4.4) and is largely focused on the 1980s
and 1990s through the present, when NMFS began generating stock assessments for marine
mammals and sea turtles that inhabit waters of the U.S, EEZ. The temporal scope of future
actions for all five VECs extends one year into the future, This period was chosen because the
Council is expected to implement Amendment 1% to the FMP within the year that will super-
cede this Secretarial action. '

Section 6.4 Actions Other Than Those Proposed in this Amendment

" The impacts of each of the altemnatives considered in this doc.tﬂ’i‘i%“ﬁt are given in Section 5.0.

Table 56 presents meaningful past (P), present (Pr), or reasﬁfﬁmy foreseeable fitture (RFF)
actions to be considered other than those actions bemgmaéﬁd in this amendment document.
These impacts are described in chronological order and-guialitatiVEly, as the actual impacts of

"these actions are too complex to be quantified in  aeaningful wamhen any of these

abbreviations occur together (i.e., P, Pr, RFF),,aﬁﬁ* cates that some Bﬁ‘ﬁtnactlons are still relevant

to the present and/for future actxons m . w:m:,,.“

Section 6.4.1 Past, Present, and Rcm,onably Yo r&“’é“eabte«mﬁ'lre Actmns RN

i)

Section 6.4.1.1 Fishery-related Ac@ﬁ% . i
. o, et

o i g i
The historical management practices of g Coulicithaye resufteckin positive impacts on the
health of the small-meshamitispecies stockg;, NumeidiFactions Take been taken to manage the
fisheries for these m‘%@éﬁﬁugh am3dmengatid Trfowork adjustment actions, In
addition, the nature d ﬁs}wry*managemm“ﬁﬁf@_’gc‘éﬁs s interided to provide the opportunity for
the Couneil and NMF%egulaﬂ%scss the sE&#fis of the fishery and to make necessary
adjustments tg gnsure thabihiere isEreasonable eXpéctation of meeting the objectives of the FMP
and the tasgBiSaEEEETated wi Grebtilding. progidims under the FMP. The statutory basis for
Federa}figheiies mitigEment 152 Magnmyéﬁs Act. To the degree with which this
regulafofyregime is coriiplizd, theeam “cpmulative impacts of past, present, and reasonably
foresecabl&fiapure Federal fishery managgr:mnt actions on the VECs should generally be
associated Witfippsitive long-1n outconss. Constr&mmg fishing effort through regulatory
actions cen ofi¥fifiave negativeéBort-term sociceconomic impacts. These impacts are usually
necessary to bring'gbeut long-tefiysustainability of a given tesource, which should, in the long-
term, promote positVeSifects giHuman communities, especially those that are economically
dependent updn the sméFinég-Multispecies stocks. There are two afmendments currently under
development by the CouncilZ#iat will impact the small-mesh mulsispecies fishery. The Council
i3 developing Amendment 19 that will update the ACL and AM framework that is being
proposed in this action. The other amendment under development is an update to the Omnibus
Essential Fish Habitat Amendment that is intended to revise the existing EFH descriptions and
bhabitat protection areas. Given the nature of the Omnjbus EFH Amendment and Amendment 19,
it is likely that these actions would have positive biological impacts; however, full analyses of.
these actions has not yet been completed.

Section 6.4.1.2 Non-fishing Actions
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Non-fishing activities that introduce chemical pollutants, sewage, changes in water temperature,
salinity, dissolved oxygen, and suspended sediment into the marine environment pose  risk to
all of the identified VECs. Human-induced non-fishing activities tend to be localized in
nearshore areas and marine project areas where they occur. Examples of these activities include,
but are not limited to, agriculture, port maintenance, beach nourishmeni, coastal development, -
marine transportation, marine mining, dredging, and the disposal of dredged material. Wherever
these activities co-occur, they are likely to work additively or synergistically to decrease habitat
quality and may indirectly constrain the sustainability of the managed resources, non-target
species, and protected resources. Decreased habitat suitability would tend to reduce the
tolerance of these VECs to the impacts of fishing effort. Mitigation of this outcome through
regulations that would reduce fishing effort could then negawmy“impact human communities.
The overall impact to the affected species and their habita{sioira population level is unknown,
but likely neutral to low negative,-since a large ponionﬂm%gecies have a limited or miner
exposure to these local non-fishing pen:mbanons - e

Wil L

In addition to gmdelmes mandated by the Maggu@gn Stevens Act, NMES reviews these types of
effects through the review processes required§iSection 404 of the Cie‘amﬁ&’axer Act and Section
10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, for certain ac“?"‘“ggs that arg;regulated b”ﬁtﬂ.’cdeml state, and
local authorities. The jurisdiction of these actwttles:;s,@ "mﬁ?gs of the U.S."4fd mcludes both
‘river and marine habitats.

ety
L

For many of the proposed non-fi shmg”aﬁ?‘?ﬁfﬁs@ be pem%under other Federal agencies
(such as beach nourishment, offshore Wiﬁd,facmfjg&gtc ), thoseragencies would conduct
examinations of potentialjmpacts on the VECs. uson=Siyens Act (50 CFR 600.930)
imposes an obligation,gratherEaderal ageri’cies to gonstiltaith theBecretary of Commerce on
actions that may adv@ggﬁ: affecﬂiﬁH The e;ghmﬁi-rew ma]f:;tgament councils are engaged in

- this review process by“igaking comigents and reginmendations-on any Federal or state action
that may affect habitat, ineliding BEEL for their maged species and by commenting on actions
likely to SMWL&QHGCMWNMEF G,

in addﬁﬁii’," under theﬁﬁﬁm sand WAl I;gfe Coorﬁméhpn Act (Section 662), *whenever the waters of
any strﬁﬁ:or other body Of3hater dreprpposed or authorized to be impounded, diverted, the
channel déeﬁg_}ged, or the stré”éﬁaxor othErhody of water otheérwise controlied or modified for any
purpose whaf%%mcludmg n%atmn and drainage, by any department or agency of the U.S.,

or by any publicfzprivate agentfunder Federal permit or fcense, such department or agency
first shall consult witlithe U.S. Bish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Department of the Interior,
and with ihe head of tha ﬂi’é:"égﬁﬁgg%ercwlug administration over the wildlife resources of the
particular state wherein tHexagtvity is taking place: This act provides another avenue for review
of actions by other Federal | 3% state agencies that may impact resources ‘that NMFS manages in
the reasonably foreseeable future. .

- I addition, NMFS and the USFWS share responsibility for implementing the ESA. ESA
requires NMFS to designate "critical habitat" for any species it lists under the ESA (i.e., areas
that contain physical or biological features essential to conservation, whichk may require special
management considerations or protection) and to develop and implemert recovery plans for -
threatened and endangered species. The ESA provides another avenue for NMFS to review
actions by other entities that may impact endangered and protected resources whose management
units are under NMFS® jurisdiction.
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Table 56 impacts of Past (P), Present (Pr), and Reasonably Foresceable Future (RFF) Actions on the five VECs (not including those

Mixed

Positive for mining

oMy

anies,

Offshore mining of
sand for beaches

BPLOFE oo

nourishment -

107



quality

possibly negative

for fishing industry

Placement of sand Indirect Negative Indirect Negative Direct Negative Indirect Negative | Positive .

) ¥ . N . Localized Beachgoers like
to nourish beach Localized decreases | Localized decreases | R habitat & habi d: vositive i
shorelines in habitat quality in habitat quality i ;i y cereates in ha itat | sand; positive for

] ﬁ ? quality tourism
. Mixed
] Expansion of port . " % Indirect Negative i
PBRREF oo Facilities, vessel Indivect Negative Indirect Negamf £ Localized Poaitive for some

Localized decreases

i
ﬁf,%&g%;;ﬁ::

isterests, potential

the adverse effects
of fishing on £FH

) . p Localized di : .
franspertation . ::;?;:i:;s;;[a;irinas in habitat quality in’ habitat ﬁ%@ quality * i;;; ::g;zses in habitat displacement for
of 3 .others
T - PO £
P br RFF Iir!al‘lsp 0::32;:5 Uncertain ~ Lilety Uncer‘gp‘—nl.ikely E:lc:lrmbi;;m' E%gi Paotentially Direct | Uncertain —
Installation of > B2%, BNC BNBTEY & 1 divect Negative Indirect g% ¥ . % egative Lilkely Mixed
P o through pipelines, htive
pipelines, utility wility Yines, and Dependent on Dependent n : égu oed habitat t;ndent on Dependent on
.| lines, and cables cablre):a : mitigation effects(ﬁ;ﬁfipugntmn effec Bality gation effects mitigation effects
Construction of ig g iﬂ i n%tent:aﬂy Direct | 1o iin -
REF o6t hore Wind 11vs.rmd turbilnes]oai Uncertain — Likely " fnee 3 @L:kely alive Likely indirect U.ncertmrln -
Buergy Facilities amass( ; eclm: gdirect Negative ire;i ) ?:%g%e p Negative II;IkelydMIt“d
power {Several g ent off ecreas ependent on
proposed from ME Eggg gq%ﬁ mu ?on eﬁc?g ‘zif‘gggnas q ETS En!‘:;:t:;ects mitigation effects
through NC) 1 ibe -
Transport natural §
gas via tanker to § %
terminals offsh i Uncj‘tii {E‘fi ia; rlam el ;‘::‘:aﬂly Direct Uncertain — Uscertaln — .
P17 Liquafied | and onshg ?} gﬂ% oy E% (i "E“% g! Y Lofauze A Likely Indirect | 30 (Ve
Natural Gas termin, ij T b : . Negative i
(LNG) terminals Ma; ég i em:ﬂj}é l?l:etr:;anon“l’g%ects g;{::::z;ﬁgy Dt_:;?em%enl o1 2§tri’;:g:?1le‘?f?ects
constnis 33 } iﬁ possible mitigation effects
proposed m- NY, g !é )
WFand DE) 2103, o [
RFF N Recommend ‘iigs Endirect Posiive Indirect Positive Indirect Positive Indirect Positive Indirect Negative
G ;:;;enmg measures to reduce 3 ill improve Reducing Reducing Reducing Reducing
: R::' " BT ctatity and ini rj ity for 3 avaitability of gear | availability of gear | availability of gear | availability of gear
uction Teams E::m:E En{: o ml] 1:1 aﬁ; %1 i sould reduce could reduce gear | could reduce could reduce
- Temy bycatch impacts encounters revenues
REE (ot es BFH Reviewing and Indirect Positive Indirect Positive Positive Uncertain - Indirect Positive
A 1;11[;12; updating Will improve habitat | Will improve’ Wii} ilm cove Neutral to Improved habitat
e a pear effects protection, which is | habitat protection, habi P . Indirect Negative | protection wili
. . abitat protection . R
evaluation and v for which is ¥ : May result in result sle
108
optimizing -sustainable fish for susiainable fish redistribution of fish stocks and
management stocks stocks effort te areas of long-term
measures for . increased protected | economic stability
minimizing | resources stocks o
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Section 6.5 Magnitude and Significance of Comulative Effects

In detzrmining the magnitude and significance of the cumulative effects, the additive' and
synergistic effects of the proposed action, as well as past, present, and future actions, must be
taken into account. The following section discusses the effects of these actions on each of the

- VECs.

Section 6.5.1 Managed Resources

Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, whose effects may impact the
managed resources and the direction of these potential impacts, are summarized in Table 56,
The indirectly negative actions described in Table 56 are localized in nearshore areas and marine
project areas where they occur. Therefore, the magnitids of those impacts on the managed
Tesources is expected to be limited due to alack of exposure to the population at large.
Agricultural runoff may be much broader in scope, and the impacts of nutrient inputs to the
coastal system may be of a larger magnitude, although the impact on productivity of the
managed resources is unquantiﬁable As described above (Section 6.4), NMFS has several
means under which it can review non—ﬁshmg actions of other Federal or state agencies that may
impact NMFS’ managed resources prior {0 permiiting or implementation of those projects. This
serves to minimize the extent and magnitude of indirect negative impacts those actwns could
have on respurces under NMES’ jurisdiction.

Past fishery management actions taken through the FMP have had a positive cumulative effect
on the managed 1esources. It is anticipated that the future management actions, described in
Tabie 57, will result in additional indirect positive effects on the managed resources through
actions which reduce and monitor bycatch, protect habitat, and protect ecosystem services on
which offshore hake, red hake, and silver hake productivity depends. Overall, the past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions that are truly meaningful to the small-mesh
muitispecies resources have had a positive cumulative effect.
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Table 57 Summary of the effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable fature actions on the managed resources.



Section 6.5.2 Non—Targct Species or Bycatch

Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, whose effects may impact non-
target species and the direction of those potential impacts, are summarized in Table 56. The
effects of indirectly negative actions described in Table 56 are localized in nearshore areas and
marine project areas where they occur. Therefore, the magnitude of those impacts on non-target -
species is expected to be limited due to a [ack of exposure to the population at large.
Agricultural ruroff may be much broader in scope, and the impacts of nutrient inputs to the
coastal system may be of a larger magnitude, although the impact on productivity of non-target
resources and the eceanic ecosystem is unquantifiable. As described above (section 6.4), NMFS
has several means under which it can review non-fishing actions of other Federal or state
agenoies that may impact NMFS* managed resources prior to permitting or implementation of
those projects. At this time, NMFS can consider impacts to hon-target species {federally-
managed or otherwise) and comment on potential impacts. This serves to minimize the extent
and magnitude of indirect negative impacts those actions could have on resources within NMES’
jurisdiction. ) .
Past fishery management actions taken through the FMP have had a positive cumulative effect
on non-target species. Implementation and application of a standardized bycatch reporting
methedology would have a particular impact on non-target species by improving the methods
which can be used to assess the magnitude and extent of a potential bycatch problem. Better
assessment of potential bycatch issues allows more effective and specific management measures
to be developed to address a bycatch problem, It is anticipated that future management actions,
"described in Table 58, will result in additional indirect positive effects on non-target species
through actions which reduce and meonitor byeatch, protect habitat, and protect ecosystem
services on which the productivity of many of these non-target resources depend. The impacts of
these fisture actions could be broad in scope, and it should be noted the managed resource and
non-target species.are often coupled in that they utilize similar habitat areas and ecosystem
-tesources on which they depend. Overal, the past, present, and reasonably foresecable future
actions that are truly meaningful have had a positive cumulative effect on non-target species.

i12

Table 58 Summ'al‘y- of the effects of past, present, and reasonsbly foveseenble future actions on the non-tarpet specics.
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Section 6.5.3 Habitat (Including EXH)

Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, whose effects may impact habitat
(including EFH) and the direction of those potential impacts, are summarized in Table 56. The
direct and indirect negative actions described in Table 56 are localized in nearshore areas and
marine project areas where they occur. Therefore; the magnitude of those impacts on habitat is
expected to be limited due to a lack of exposure to habitat at large. Agricultural runoff may be
much broader in scope, and the impacts of nutrient inputs to the coastal system may be of a
larger magnitude, although the impact on habitat and EFH is unquantifiable. As described above
(section 6.4), NMFS has several means under which it can review non-fishing actions of other
Federal or state agencies that may impact NMFS’ managed resources and the habitat on which
they rely prior to permitting or implementation of those projects. This serves to minimize the ~
extent and magnitude of direct and indirect negative impacts those actions could have on habitat
utilized by resources under NMFS” jurisdiction.

Past fishery management actions taken through the FMP process have had a positive cumulative
effect on habitat and EFH. As required under these FMP actions, EFH and HAPCs will be
redefined for the managed resources. It is anticipated that the future management actions,
described in Table 59, will result in additional direct or indirect positive effects on habitat
through actions which protect EFH for federally-imanaged species and protect ecosystem services
on which these species’ productivity depenrds. These impacts could be broad in scope. All of the
VECs are interrelated; therefore, the linkages among habitat quality and EFH, managed
resources and non-target species productivity, and associated fishery yields should be
considered. For habitat and EFFH, there are direct and indirect negative effects from actions
which may be localized or broad in scope; however, positive actions that have broad implications
have been, and it is anticipated will continue to be, taken to improve the condition of habitat.
There are some actions, which are beyond the scope of NMFS and Council management such as
coastal population growth and climate changes, which may indirectly impact habitat and

. scosystem productivity. Overall, the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that
are truly meaningful to habitat have had a neutral o positive cumulative effect.
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Section 6.5.4 ESA-Listed and MMPA-Protected Species

Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, whose effects may impact the
protected resources and the direction of those potential impacts, are summarized in Table 56.
The indirectly negative actions described in Table 56 are ltcalized in nearshore areas and marine
project areas where they oceur. Therefore, the magnitude of those lmpacm on protected

resources, relative to the rangs of many of the protected resources, is expected to be limited due™

to a lack of exposure to the population at large. Agricultural runoff may be much broader in
scope, and the impacts of nutrient inputs to the coastal system may be of a larger magnitude, -
although the impact on protected resources either directly or indirectly is unquantifiable. As
described above (section 6.4), NMFS has several means, including ESA, under which it can
review non-fishing actions of other Federal or state agencies that may impact NMFS’ protected
resources prior to pepmitting or implementation of those projects. This serves to minimize the
extent and magnitude of indirect negative impacts those actions could have on protected
resources under NMFS jurisdiction,

Past fishery management actions taken through the FMP process have had a positive cumulative
effect ot ESA-listed and MMPA-protected species through the reduction of fishing effort
{potential interactions) and implementation of gear requirements. It is anticipated that the future
maragement actions, described in Table 60, will result in additional indirect positive effects on
protected resources. These impacts could be broad m scope. - Overall, the past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions that are truly meaningful to protected resources have bad a
positive cumulative effact.
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Table 60 Ssunmary of the elfects of pasf, preseat, and reasenably foreseeable future nctiuﬁs on {lie protected resources.
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Section 6.5.5 Human Comiunities

Those past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, whose effects may impact hutnan
communities and the direction of those potential impacts, are summarized in Table 56. The
indirectly negative actions described in Table 56 are localized in nearshore-areas and marine
project areas where they oceur. Therefore, the magnitude of those impacts on human
communities is expected to be limited in scope. Xt may, however, displace fishermen from
project areas. Agricuitural runoff may be much broader in scope, and the impacts of nutrient
inputs to the coastal system rhay be of a larger magnitude. This may resuit in indirect negative
impacts on human communities by reducing resource availability; however, this effect is
unquantifiable. As described above (section 6.4), NMFS has several means under which it can
. review non-fishing actions of other Federal or state agencies prior to permitting or
implementation of those projects. This serves to minimize the extent and magnitude of indirect
negative impacts those actions could have on hirman comminities.

Past fishery management actions taken through the FMP process have had both positive and
negative cumulative effects by benefiting domestic fisheries through sustainable fishery
management practices, while at the same time potentially reducing the availability of the
resource to all patticipants. Sustainable management practices are, however, expected to yield
broad positive impacts to fishermen, their communities, businesses, and the nation as a whole, It
is anticipated that the future mianagement actions, described in Table 61, will result in positive
effects for human communities due to sustainable management practices, although additional
indirect negative effects on the human communities could occur through management actions
that may implement gear requirements or area closures and thus, reduce revenues. Overall, the
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that are truly meaningful to human
communities have had an overall positive cumulative effect. N ’

Despite the potential for slight negative short-term effects on human communities, the
expeotation is that there would be a positive long-term effect on human communities dug to the
long-term sustainability of offshore hake, red hake, and silver hake, Overall, the proposed

. actions in this document would not change the past and anticipated cimulative effects on human
communities and thus, would not have any significant effect on human communities
“individually, or in conjunction with other anthropogenic activities (Table 61).
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Table 61 Sumnia'ry of the effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on Ialiman'co'mmunitics.
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Section 6.6 Preferred Action on all the VECS -

The Council has identified its preferred action alternatives in section 3.0. The cumulative effects
of the range of actions considered in this document can be considered to make a determination if
significant cumulative effects are anticipated from the preferred action,

Table 62 Magnitude and significance of the cumulative effects; the additive nnd synergistic effects

of the preferred action, 15 well as past, present, and fature actions,
. Net Impact of : Significant
VEC Status in 2011 | P, Pr, and RFF ;mpfact 05::'; Cumnulative
Actions relerre on Effects

Managed Cox_nplex and Positive ' Neutral to positive

Resottrees variable (Sections 6.4 and- {Section 5.1) None
(Section4.1}) [ 6.5.1) .
Complex and ' | Positive

g;:;it::g“ varigble: (Sections 6.4 and geeucttri:"]n 52) None
(Section4.2) © | 6.5.2) '

’ Complex and Neutral to positive | Neutral te low

Habitat . | variable . (Sections 6.4 and . | positive None
(Section 4.3) 6.5.3) {Section 5.3}
Complex and | Positive

PR:{;?::::IS variable (Sections 6.4 and geutéal 54) None
(Section44) | 6.54) Loeeton 5 .

Human Complex-and | Pogitive Short-termn negative

Coﬁ:muni fes vanat_;le (Sections 6.4 and to long-term positive | None
(Section 4.5) 6.5.5) (Sectmn 5.5

The 2012 fishing vear will be the first year of unpiemenmtmn for the required speclﬁcatlon of
ACLs and accountability measures. This represents a major change to the current maragement
program and is expected to Jead to improvements in resource sustainability over the long-term.
Direct and indirect impacts of these measures could be broad in scope and are further discussed
in section 5.1 through section 5.5. The magnitude and significance of the cumulative effects,
which include the additive and synergistic effects of the proposed action, as well as past, present,
and futurs actions, have been taken into account throughout this Section 6.0. The action
proposed in this Secretarial amendment builds off action taken in the original FMP and
subsequent amendments.

The proposed action in this document would positively reinforce the past and anticipated positive
cumulative effects on the managed resources, by achieving the objectives specified in the FMP.
Therefore, the proposed action would not have any significant effect on the managed resources
individuaﬂy or in conjunction with other anthropogenic activities (Table 57).

The proposed action in th;s document has neutral impacts to non-target specics and would not
change the past and anticipated positive cumulative effects on non-target species. Thus, the
proposed action would not have any significant effect on these spécies individually or in
conjunction with other anthropogenic activities {Table 58), .
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The proposed action in this document would not change the past and anticipated cumulative
effects on habitat and thus, would not have any significant effect on habitat individually orin -
conjunction with other anthropogenic activities (Table 59).

The proposed action in this document would not change the past and anticipated cumulative
effects on BSA-listed and MMP A-protected specles and thus, would not have any sxgmﬁcant
effect on protected resources individually or in conjunction with other anthropogenic activities
(Table €0).

The proposed action in the document tnay have short-term ne@i‘ﬁe to long-term positive
impacts on human communitiss. However, such anticipatedinipacts would not significantly
change the past and anticipated cumulative effzcts on eventtsand the social well-being of
fishermen and/or associated busmesses 1nd1v1dual[mr‘m"con_|uﬂmm with other anthropogenic

activities (Table 61). - m o,

.

" Therefore, when this action is considered in comt:ulctlon with all the othermssutes placed or

fisheries by past, present, and reasonably forese€alifi.future agtions, it is notERpected to result in
any significant impacts, positive ot negative. Basef-&i;@gﬁ”ﬁmnon and arfa]yges presented in
these past FMP documents and thlsﬁ%rmem, there arsmersignificant cumulative effects
associated with the action proposed xﬂ:ﬂmz;ument (Ta%z)
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Section 7.0 Compliznce with Applicable Laws
Section 7.1 Magnuson-Stevens Fisttery Conservation and Managenient Act
Section 7.1.1 Consistency with National $tandards

Section 301 of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act requires that
reguiations implementing any fishery management plen or amendment be consistent with the ten
national standards listed below.

et
National Standard 1 ‘ P
Conservation and management measures shall prevent ing while achieving, ona

continuing ba.m the optinuan yield from eich ﬁskeryg e"&iﬁzted States ﬁshmg ma'ustry

"The proposed action will bring the small-mesh @ﬁﬁeﬂes fi sher“y:‘ﬁm compliance with the
Magnuson-Stevens Act National Standard 1 rmement to estabhshﬁs:?ﬁn n acceptable biological
catch (ABC), an ACL, and accountablhty meas&ggg(AMs) The proposéﬂ#&BCs ACLs, and
AMS are consistent with the process in the Magnii§dn-Stevensihct and the National Standard 1
guidelines. The proposed action willensure that overishiz&ill not take pla‘éﬁmhe small-
mesh multispecies fishery and that th‘E:tEmurces will n%‘@mome overfished.

Natignal Standard 2 T g Tt
Conservation and management measure.s“:’s“kall be Vi bised.on rhe“li"&@scremf e znformanon
available. Pt S, gehle

i e s e b,

The measures in this 'é"ﬁgm are basﬁ on the béﬁwﬁd most recenit scientific information available
~ including the small-mestrinyltispesigs.stock asse&ﬁlnems from SAW 51, which includes an

independent.pesrzeview, andf“;qggmmm@;gns fré’m‘ahe Council’s Sc:entxﬁc and Statistical
Commltt%‘?@ﬁﬁ%&s Foﬁﬁ@ smcks*ox:sj;nak gtbup in the small-mesh multispecies

reores
fsherjl:-»-. wm . sl
=N e

National S’Sﬁ:iidard 30 TER S
To the extent ﬁn&mcable an Iﬁﬁﬁudwl swck of fish shall be managed as a unit throughout its
range, and znterr@‘tﬁzed stocks oE;‘ish shall be managed as a unit or in close coordination.

iy oo .

The proposed action n%ﬁ% individual small-mesh multispecies stock as a unit throughout
its range. In general, matfiggifient measures specifically designed for one stock are applied to
the entire range of the stock’” The small-mesh multispecies complex as a whole is managed in
close coordination. The management measures are applied to all small-mesh multispecies
stocks. They are designed and evaluated for their impact on the fishery as & whole.

'Natmnal Standard 4 -

Conservation and management measures shall not discriminate between residents of di ifferent
states. Ifit becomes necessary fo allocate or assign fishing privileges among various United
States fishermen, such allocation shall be: (A) fuir and equitable to all such fishermen; (B)
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. The proposed ac‘ti‘omdoes not dﬁj_xwacatc MEeasures or regulazwns implemented under other FMPs, |

reasonably calculated to promote conservation;.and (C} carried out in such a manner that no
particular individual, corporation, or other emtity acquires an excessive share of such privileges.

" The proposed measures are the same fcu" all vessels in the small-mesh multispecies fishery '

regardless of the state of residence of the owner or operator of the vessels. Although any fishing
mortality contre! (including quotas) results in the allocation of fishery resources, the measures in
the proposed action are reasonably expected to promote conservation by continuing to prevent
overfishing and rebuild overfished stocks.

National Standard 5 e
Conservation and managemeént measures shall, where practiéBig, consider efficiancy in the
utilization of fishery resources; except that no such memg@ﬁ‘&ll have economic allocation as -

its sole purpose. : e

The proposed action is expected to little to no Em:tm l:hf: cﬂ'lmcngm)f vessels operations.
The measures prevent the ACLs and quotas frofiSifitiucing derby-styl&fishing behavior and

~ market reactions which would otherwise undem‘mw the profitability of V’cé'ﬁg,ls that target smali-

mesh multispecies or land them as incidental catch*.‘.\“‘&(hile targeting other spegips, None of the
measures in this action have economig allocation as"'li‘lh‘:r sugga“mpose all ar'é'v’ﬁmtgned i

contribute to the control of fishing mf;""ffﬁfp‘,hty e
National Standard 6 "‘f{;ﬁ?;_ oy : T

Conservation and management measureSghall r&?%’"fmgccourwkd allow for variations
among, and contzngencﬁﬁ:ﬁ%nes, ﬁsfiEf;g resammd cattiss,

The proposed action 1§;§Egc1ﬁcallyﬁmtsnded tﬁ?ﬂ{”mto accou‘ﬁ'f" the differences in fisheries
between the two small-méﬁhmuiumgs stack AL agggs. These considerations are not changed

under the pmwsed.acuon o, e =
P '_-:.:&: U,
Natnnn‘éi@ﬁandard TR, T, nE

Comer%&ﬁon and managkmmr med’fﬁrﬁes shall where practicable, minimize costs and avoid

unnecessaﬁi‘ziugkcanan R SRR

iy
R0 Erioh R
g

but coordinates w1tb§§them The:htidental possession limit trigger described in Section 3.2.2
enables those fisherie¥'thiat Ianﬂihg small-mesh multispecies incidental to operate with minimal
restriction. To the extent‘&:h‘?m‘f&‘iﬁ‘rent plan and meastres proposed in this amendment i impose
costs on vessels and processiﬁ’fs, those costs are necessary for the successful management of the
fishery.

National Standard §

Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation requirements of
this Act (including the prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of overfished stocks), take into
account the importance of fishery resources to fishing communities in order to {4) provide for
the sustained participation ¢f such communities, and (B) to the extent practicable, minimize
adverse zmpacm on such communities.
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The actions proposed in this amendment are not expected o have significant adverse effects on
fishing communities (see Section 3.4), and some measures are [ikely to have positive effects,
particularly those measures that increase aliowable catch levels and minimize bycatch.

National Standard 9
Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, (4) minimize bycatch
and (B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avorded, minimize the mortality of such bycatch.

The proposed action is not expected to have any significant i lmg act on bycatch of red crab or

other species (Sectmn 5.2). Prade
National Standard 10 W
Conservation and management measures shall, to :jle eigent prm‘zble promote safety of
human life at sea. P S
W w

“This amendment does not subsﬁa.ntlally changei&'ggmpact of the sma[[-rﬁ&ﬁh.multlspemes fishery
on safety at sea since this action does not contmnmmmmagemqnt measures:bat would affect
safety at sea. TR, et v

e .
ey .
iy e -

Section 7.1.2 Maguuson&tevens Acmmcquxremenm

m g
-

- Section 303(a) of Magnusgn-Stevens Acfmbntamﬂ:.fgmred provisions for FMPs The
Tequirement applies to ,;th in soniEitases, H&FNE,ps antended and not the submission
document for the profissd Actiormneets the o4 fe‘q%mﬁt ‘Fhmeferred altematives identified in
the Secretarial Ameridifient do nofififopose ta Moy any of the management measures
previousty implementednder the £ViP which Wa found to be fully in compliance with the
Magnuson—Stemens.Act. W gtlﬁedmhe preferred alternatives are intended to

dfitentin § TEaY 15) SFihe:Masfiison-Stevens Act to “establish a mechanism
for sp@g annual d&'féh»hm:tsa,n:‘khe plan (Treding a rultiyear plan), 1mp[ementmg
regulatitng;.or annual spemtlor% level such that overfishing does not accur int the
fishery, mﬁ’mﬁmg measures ?ﬁ:énsu:e ‘Btepuntability” to ensure that the small-mesh multispecies
fishery is ﬁxl]yl?ﬁ&omphance Wﬁh this regired provision. This action does not address any
other required p?é?is[on under fﬂ’é%Magnuson-Stevens Act.

Section 7.1.3 h{agnummﬁtwﬁﬂ%’e&ct Requirements for a Secretarial Amendment

The Secretary may prepar;‘a?f amendment to an FMP if “the appropriate Council fails to deveiop
and submit to the Secretary, after a reasonable period of time...any necessary amendment” under
the authority in Section 304(c), Because the Council has not yet submitted Amendment 19 to

. implement ACLs and AMs for the small-mesh multispecies fishery, the Secretary is preparing
this amendment to the Northesst Multispecies FMP. In order to implement such an amendment,
the Secretary “shall—(A) Conduct pubtic hearings, at appropriate times and locations in the

geographical areas concerned, 50 as to allow interested persons an opportunity to be heard in the .

preparation and amendment of the plan and any regulations implementing the plan™.
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In order to fulfill this requirement, NMFS held four public meetings throughout the Northeast
Region and had an open cornment period during the development of the measures considered in
the Secretarial Amendment.” The public meetings and the comment period were announced ir an
Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR} in the Federal Register (76 FR 57944; RIN
0643-BB39) on September 19, 2011, The public comrent period was opest until October 19,
2011. The public meetings were held on October 3, 2011 in East Setauket, NY; October 4, 2011,
in Toms River, NJ; October 11, 2011 in Gloucester, MA,; and October 12; 2011 in Narragansett,
RIL

Three substantive comments were received during the public heq.rjngs and through the ANPR.
1. Frank Mirarchi (Scztuate MA) FN BerbaraL. Peggm
At the Gloucester Public Heanng, Mr. erarchmmmmjggd that he would prefer
Alternative 2, as described in the scoping dogurtint (artaglied), because he is concerned
that a stock area TAL could close the nortﬂmea before Bgamber of the exemption
area programs open. Mr, Mirarchi noted}tha’t hie and his son défénd on the whiting
fishery to supplement their groundﬁsh‘ﬁmket and help them mayﬂmhusmess

2. Roy Diehl (Union Beach, NI),, % e m

In his comment on the ANPE=R e D
would ot bs too restrictive, éﬁiﬁ% allocat[o'ﬁ:ﬁthmlts should be done insuch a .
way to protect historical pamc1pams ‘f‘fm:g,.walj time frﬁﬁés and not the “years that benefit
the chosen few.” T

P O R gmEm. W

3. Donald Fox (Bgiit JuditiZRD) ~ s ofem= m
At the public tesing heldﬁﬂimagansm Mr. Fox'expressed concern that choosing
a set of years for’ttt&gumomf subdivididp.the TAL in the Nosthern Area would lock

N G rthiose reldfi¥ely recent years (2004-2010) for future
S VHEks, was‘ﬁﬁi@féu[ar[y“&ﬁﬁbmeifféﬁum the possibility that future individual
'%I]f”“ atlons (m‘"ﬁﬁfﬁgﬂn d‘ﬂ‘gactor PSCs"ﬂ'f:iIff-Qs) would be based on the same set of yeam

Section 7‘*1@1;}11 Assessrm %

According to thé“«ggg Final Ru[%f: Federa.l agencies are not required to provu:le NMEFS with

" assessments regardifis:actions tiabthey have determined would not adversely affect EFH.” The

action proposed indefthis frapi#Work will not have an adverse effect on EFH of federally
managed. species, and, HSEEHTe. no EFH Assessment is required or provided,

Section 7.2 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), includiﬁg FONST Statement
This section evaluates the proposed action in the context of NEPA, for détermiriing the
significance of Federal actions, in this case the establishment of ACLs and AMs for the small-
mesh multispecies ﬁshery through Secretarial Amendment.

Section 7.2.1 Finding of No Signiﬁcant Impact
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National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Administrative Order 216-6 (NAO 216-6)
(May 20, 1999) contains criteria for determining the significance of the impacts of a proposed
action. In addition, the Council on Envirnmental Quality regulations at-40 C.F.R. 150827 state
that the significance of an action should be analyzed both in terms of “context” and “intensity”.
Each criterion listed below is relevant in making a finding of no significant impact and has been
" considered individually, as well as in combination with the others. The significahce of this
action is analyzed based on the NAG 216-6 criteria and CEQ’s context and intensity criteria.

‘These include:

(L Can the proposed action be reasonably axpected to _;eopg,fé‘ge the sustainability of any target
species that may be affected by the action? ' .
The proposed action is tot expected to jeopardize the, ?%nabﬂ’iﬁmf the target species affected
by this action — silver, red, and offshore hake. Th&iﬁtﬁnt of this a&¥gy is to control the total "
amount of silver, red, and offshore hake that W 758 harvested ata iéveldetermined to be
sustainable by the best available science and re¢ommended by the Courl“éTEL\SSC (see Appendix
B). The impacts of the proposed action on the snmhmesh muluspemes resemg are d:scussed in
Section 5.1 of this document,

o "’W e
Err N S : Ee
{2) Can rhe proposed action be reasang&’fm ipected to Je@’mdrze the sustainability of any non-
target species? e : Wm
m Siwbrariebn-
i R,

The proposed action is Tidhexpaeted to jeopardize mﬁmblhtﬁd’f any non-target species, as
noted in Section 5.2, 5FR8 Tevel Gifishing effoH, resilbng ﬁﬁm proposed action is the same
as, or below the curr‘é’"ni@gye[s AT%ugh mforq;gﬁ’“ 1 about bycateh is limited and inconclusive

target specigs.isnot si s1gmf1cam;,, phima hecausespali-mesh multispecies are landed
mcldengwm‘e; of fis] “hms andmgss,pfmqhe target species themselves.

(3 Caﬁ?ﬁ?‘;nuraposed actféﬂibe rea.magbly expec:ed to allow substam‘ral damage fo the ocean
and coastalibitats andior B Eﬁ'ﬂm defimed under the Magnuson-Stevens Hshery Conservation
and Mamgem‘m ot and :a’etiﬁﬁj in FMEPs?

The altematives un&ﬁﬁcowdcrﬁﬁﬁ‘n in this action will not n¢rease small-mesh multispecies
effort in either stock a‘?é”aaoveﬁm%aselme effortlevel, The overall effect of the fishery on EFH
was discussed and m1t1gﬁ‘f§&f“?‘in Northeast Multispecies Amendments 11, 12, and 13, and the
alternatives under consideration do not change those findings. As discussed in Section 5.3, the
action proposed in this amendment would not have an adverse impact on EFH for any fedem{ly
managed species in the region.

. {4) Can the propasea‘ action be reasonably expected to have a substantml adverse impact on
public health or sajety?

This action is not expected to have substantial adverse impacts on public health.
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{5) Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to adversely affect endangered or

. threatened species, marine mammais, or critical habitat of these species?

Tmpacts of this-action on endangered and threatened species and marine mammals iere assessed

. in Section 5.4 of this document. The activities to be conducted under the proposed action are

within the scope of the FIMP and do not change the basis for the determinations made in previous
consultatlons .

(6) Can the proposad action be e.xpecred to have a substantial impact on biodiversity and
ecosystem fumction within the affected area (e g., benthic preductivity, predator-prey
relatzonshgus)? . m

The proposed action is not expected to have a substannalmmfmon blod:vers:ty and ecosystem
fimction within the affected area. While the role of, §m‘271f’mesh*1ﬁmnspec1es within the
ecosystem is not well understood, SAW 51 obseryégithat the pnmﬁ?:,murce of silver and red
hake removals has been consumption since the080s. The maintenafiétzof this prey at historical
and sustainable levels is likely to promote bm’c’f&‘é;mty and ecosystem ﬁmctwn over the long _

term. _ ,,_/:,“,“ e

(7) Are significant social or econan@E@acm m!erreWth significant namﬁ‘d or physical

. i o S,
‘ervironmental effects: % Tk m

This EA documents that no significant nﬂtﬂ:ml or ﬁﬁ;zs'ical eﬁ‘eé'iiﬁar,ul result from
implementation of the pifposediaction (Sec:iﬁn 3. Dlmw_gposcnon is designed to
maintain a sustainablgpepulationigf small-miesh m‘ﬁtﬁ?pemm eutral to positive impacts on the

" physical and blologxca]%;;vmonme'ﬁﬁa:e expectedity Ctedced result fronrthis action. The action’s

potential social and ecofigmic impagts are expecmto be neutral (ra.nglng from short-term
negative to longsterm pusﬁm}m in thé:ﬁa (Secnon 5.5) and in the Executive Order
12866 revmamm 0T s

o L
e,

& To \ﬂld&a‘egree are Ih%cts (ﬁ*ﬁflgg\thgz af human environment expected to be highly
conn-oversi‘ﬁf& i, e

The effects of tha‘@gposed actffiﬁare not expected o be highly controversial. They are
consistent with theeffects deterﬁ.ﬁmd in the Amendments under which the small-mesh
multispecies were regﬁ}ated wﬁhiﬁ the FMP (primarily Amendments 4, 7, 11, and 12) which
have not been chal[enged"‘““““’"

e

(9) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to result in substantial impacts on unique

_areas, such as historic or cultural resonrces, park land, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and

scenic rivers or ecologically erifical areas?

The small-mesh multispecies fishery is not known to take place in any unique areas such as
historic or cultural resources, park land, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers or
ecologically critical areas, Therefore, the propnsed action is not expected to have a substantial
impact on any of these areas.
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(10) Are the mﬁzcts on the human environment likely to be h:ghly unceriain or mvo!ve wnique or
unknown risks?

The impacts of the proposed action on the human environment are described in Section 5,0 of the

EA. This action is not expected to significantly alter fishing methods or activities that would
have a significant impact on the human environment. The types of actions proposed in this
amendment to the Northeast Multispecies FMP are consistent with previous actions and similar
1o types of management measures used widsly in federally-managed fisheries. Therefore, the
measures contained in this action are not expected to have hlghbwncertam unique, or unknown
risks on the human envuonment P

A
e

(11) Is the proposed action related to other actions w:ﬂﬁ“ﬁxﬁ“@@b} insignificant, but

? -
cumulatively significant impacts: e Sty

The proposed action, together with past and ﬁmifaactlons is not expeq‘-_.‘ec} to resuli in significant .
cumulative impacts on the bivlogical and phySiE,components of the cnva;x@;ment or on human

communities {See Cumuiatwe Effects Summary%ectlon 6 L “:‘;gu\
W»

(12) Is the proposed action likely ta*g'ﬁ%;ggl} affect dmﬂ&?’ sites, highways, stictures, or
objects listed in or eligible for l:mngmqg_onal Regﬁ’i‘&of ‘Historic Places or may cause
loss or destruction of significant sczem@,, %r hm‘oﬁi‘éﬁ&resources? .

The small-mesh mulns%mhsry is noﬁmgwn t,g:ﬁﬁﬁgplacmany areas that might affect
districts, sites, highwagSFStructmigs, or objectsistédin or eligible for listing in the National

- Register of Historic Plites or causgithe loss orgestruction of sighificant scientific, cultural or
historical resources. Th‘aﬁ'ure thmmon is no%pe(:ted to affect any of these areas.

(13 %Wﬁ;ggnmﬁf&ﬂbmbbfﬁwr&%o result in the introduction or spread of a
non-i Igsnous speae&mﬁ o

There is novgx;dence or mdfé‘&“ﬁgn that"ﬂié-sma]l—mesh mul‘nspectes fishery has ever resulted in
the introductiofer spread ofnq:mndlgenm specles The proposed action is not expected to
significantly altsFtishing methogiior activities in a way that would be expected to result in the
introduction or spremfa nons jﬁajgenuus species.

(14} Is the proposed act?Wiy to establish a precedent for future actions with szgny“cam
effects or pepresents a decision in principle about a fiture consideration?

This action is not likely to establish any precedents for future actions with significant effects, nor
does it represent a decision in principle about a future consideration.

(15) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to threaten a violation of Federal, State, or
Jocal law or requirements imposed for the protection of the environment?
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This action is not expected to alter fishing methods or activities such that they threaten a
violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements imposed for the protection of the
environment. This action is not expected to alter fishing methods in any way except to change
the level of catch or fandings that are permitted for the fishery as a whole.

{16) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to result in cumulative adverse e-)f!cts that
could have a substantial effect on the target species or non-target spec:es?

The lmpacts of the proposed action on the blologlcai, physical, and hurnan environment arg
deseribed in Section 5,0, The cumulative effects of this action gp,target and non-target species
are detailed in Section 6.0. The proposed action is not expeg:@i’i’" 6 have a substantlal effect on

gither the ta,rget or any non—-ﬁarget species. P
DETERMINATION mﬁ:’ S
SR m

In view of the information presented in this dodiment and the analysis@hntained in the
supporting Environmental Assessment, it is héteby determined that the Proposed action in this
Secretarial amendment will not significantly impagtithe quatitizof the humargnyironment as
described above and in the Envirormental Assessmmm.ﬂﬁdtmn all benefé@gnd adverse

- impacts of the proposed action have'%m,addressed to*i:éat?h‘*the conclusion of nd stgmﬂcant

impacts. Accordingly, preparatlon omeﬁﬁmnmentaE Hﬁgqgg Statement for this action is not

s
necessary T .
e i, ‘u-m
rce: N
AT e, Wi ORI ——t.
P e e, o
Po-ditimaro 8 "

U -~ "SR S . ,
Regwnal Admunstraféfﬁﬁ' orth”“é':’i%ﬁegmn, NMFS‘:’-‘:“- . Date
Section 7.3 Marine Mawl Prq?:g"{:non Act (MMPA)

NMFsS mmmpm the acmqmmﬁﬁne mammals and has concluded that the
mmag:%(gﬁt actions a“fmnststgffﬁmh the pfovigions of the MMPA, and will not aiter existing
measursb. protect the sﬁ’éﬁ?&s llke*fﬁg,mhablt the areas in which the small-mesh muitispecies
fishery ocetss, For further mauomme potential impacts of the fishery and the propesed .

'management‘ﬁﬁtt@n on manne‘m.mmals E the relevant part of Section 5.0 of this document.

Section 7.4 Endan‘gﬁmd Spmmﬂd (ESA)

m N
Section 7 of the Endmg@les Act requires Federal agencies conducting, authorizing, or
funding activities that affectthreatened or endangered species to ensure that those effects do not
Jjeopardize the continued existence of listed species. The alternatives under consideration in this
action will not increase small-mesh multispecies effort in either stock area over the beseline
effort level. Based on the information available at this time, NMFS tias determined that the
action proposed for the small-mesh multispecies fishery would not be likely to jeopardize any
ESA-listed species or alter or modify any critical habitat.

Section 7.5 Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA)
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Section 307(c)(1) of the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972, as amended, requires
that afl Federal aetivities that directly affect the coastal zone be consistent with approved state
‘coastal zone management programs to the maximum extent practicable. The CZMA provides
measures for ensuring stability of productive fishery habitat while striving to balance
development pressures with social, economic, cultural, and other impacts on the coastal zone. It
is recognized that responsible management of both coastal zones and fish stocks must involve
mutually suppertive goals. The Council has developed this amendment document and will
submit it te NMFS; NMFS must determine whether this action is consistent to the maximum
extent practicable with the CZM programs for each state (Maine, New Hampshire,
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Conhecticut, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware,

Maryland, Virginia, and North Carolina). Letters documentingzNMFS' determination w111 be sent

to the coastal zone management progratm ofﬁces of each statez
Section 7.6 Administrative Procedure Act (AI’A\)% o “?‘-33%

Section 553 of the APA establishes procedu:g};gggulremems appIzcabim informal rulemaking
by Federal agencies. The purpose of these regilifaments is to ensure pu%access to the Federal
rulemaking process, and to give the public adequatginetice a.ml,r;gpportumt?‘fo’ﬂ.comment At this
time, NMFS is not requesting any abmdgcment of tﬁ‘@eﬁﬁiﬁ’g process for thfﬁ:actmn.

Section 7.7 Information Quality Acmegggm ‘”"%
m %

Utility of Information Prodyct m
The information presegmdocummm helpf@‘ﬁt&h&unten”&“ﬁ‘users {the affected public)
by presenting a clea:;djé_sysnpuonzo‘g‘ghe purpmnﬁ:ﬁéed of‘&ﬂ@proposed action, the measures
~ proposed, and the impagts of those;g;;asures msaussmn of the reasons for selecting the
proposed action is includeg:so thatsntended usefs:m:ay have a full understanding of the proposed
action and itsdmplications. <Ehedilepdeiusers of‘ﬂmmformanon contained in this document
- include mdizdualsifyolyed ‘mmﬂm‘h@mmm fishery, {e.g,, fishing vessels,
’ procesﬁﬁf@f*ﬁshery m%), %Lher individg)s interested in the management of the small-
mesh m“ﬁi‘isgemes fi sher}?‘“"‘“‘ s
The mformatmﬁmontamed in ﬁﬁ&docum"éﬁ?wﬂl be helpful and beneficial to owners of vessels
fishing for small"‘“tﬂ&sh mldtt:’.pemés since it will notify these individuals of the measures
contained in this azﬁﬁ‘ﬁﬁment 'J;ﬁ:t‘i information will enabie these individuals to adjust their
management practlceﬁ'@ﬁdma]?é«"ﬁppropnate business decisions based upoen this revision to the
FMP. Until a pmposed fm‘&ijﬁtepared and published, this EA/RIR/IRFA is the principal means
by which the information cdfitained herein is available to the public. The information provided
in this document is based on the most recent available information from the relevant data
SOUICEs.

The information contained in this document inciudes detailed and relatively recent information

" on the small-mesh multispecies resources and, therefore, represents an improvement over
previously available information. This EA/RIR/IRFA will be subject to public comment through
proposed rulemaking, as required under the Administrative Procedure Act and, therefors, may be
improved based on comments réceived.
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This document is available in several formats, including printed publication, and online through
the Northeast Regional Office’s web page (www.nero.noaa.gov). The Federal Register notice
that announces the proposed rule and the final rule and implementing regulations will be made
available in printed publication, on the website, and through the Régulations.gov webisite. The
Federal Register documents will provide metric conversions for all measurements.

Integrity ofIn tformation Product
The information product meets the standards for integrity under the followmg types of -

documen‘rs ) o

]

Other/Discussion (e.g., Confidentiality of Statistics of’ ﬁ;gﬁ;uson-&evens Fishary
Conservation and Management Act; NOAA AdministrafWe-Gider 216-100, Protection of
Confidential Fisheries Statistics; 50 CFR 229.11 Canﬁﬁentlah%nfonnaﬁon collected under

the Marine Mammal Protection Act.) m&!’ S,
Prasrme . o,

Prior to dissemination, information assocmt&:l‘wqm this action, mdepenﬁlmgf the specific
intended distribution mecha.nlsrn, is safeguarded Trom it impropekaccess, modifigation, or
destruction, to a degree commensuraje,with the nsk‘“a:;mgjﬁmde of harm thaggould result
from the loss, misuse, or unauthorizéd®ageess to or modifieion of such informafion. All
electronic information disseminated BysNWES. adheres to"thastandards set out in Appendix II1,
“Security of Automated Information RESgLréssiitgf OMB Cm‘:ula.r A-130; the Computer
Security Act; and the Govemment Infomlgiq,pn SediEky Act. Almnf dential information (e.g.,
dealer purchase repomm&“’fg&a:ded pursiiant to thePracy ActTitles 13, 15, and 22 of the
U.8. Code (confidentizlity of césigss, businesssandiinanciafnformation); the Conﬁdentlahty of
Statistics provisions Gf;me Magnu‘sm—Stevenszﬁ’;ﬁ“ d NOA A Administrative Order 216-100,
Protection of Conﬁdemt%heneﬁﬁtaﬂstlcs %

ik,
e,

TR st

-Ob;ea:u&*ﬁfm’famm PRoil g =

For purposes of the Pr@jﬁj&emxﬁ%ﬁbn Review s document is considered to be & “Naturel
Resource:Pian " Accordmgffy;the dighment adheres to the published standards of the
Magnuson=ifgyens Act; ﬂle'éhgg&non”ﬁluﬁmdelmes Fishery Management Plan Process; the
Essential Fst’Hahztat Guxdeimgg;, the Nationai Standard Guidelines; and NOAA Administrative
Order 216-6, Envifonmental Regiew Procedures for Implementing the National Environmental
Policy Act. Thls information pradact uses information of kaown quality from sources acceptable
to the relevant sc1entl?i“c?md ;gaffﬁcal communities. Several sources of data were used in the
development of the SecretamialzAmendment, These data sources included, but were not limited
to, historical and current landings data from the Commercial Dealer database, vessel trip report
(VTR) data, and fisheries independent data collected through the NMFS bottom trawl surveys.
The analyses contained in this document were prepared using data from accepted sources. These
analyses have been reviewed by staff of the Northeast Regional Office, the Northeast Fisheries
Science Center, the Council’s Plan Development Team, and by the 8SC where appropriate.

Despite current data limitations, the conservation and management measures considered for this

‘action were selected based upon the best scientific information available. The analyses

important to this decision used information from the most recent complete calendar years,
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generally through 2010. The data used in the analyses provide the best available information an
the number of permits, both active and inactive, in the fishery, the catch (including landings and
discards) by those vessels, and the revenue produced by the sale of those landings to dealers.
Specialists (including professional members of plan development teams, technical teams,
committees, and Council staff) who worked with these data are familiar with the most current
analytical techniques and with the available deta and information relevant to the small-mesh
multispecies fishery. -

The policy choices are cleerly articulated in Section 3.0 of this document, those being the
management alternatives considered in this action.” The supporting science and analyses, upozn
which the pelicy choices are based, are summarized and desefitied in Sections 3.0 through 6.0 of
this document. All supporting materials, information, data=ghd analyses within this document
have beer, to the maximum extent practicable, properly#&feranged according to commonly
aceepted standards for scientific literature to ensure tratisparendve==The review process used in
preparation of this document involves the NorthesgEFisheries Sciéhgg:Center, the Northedst
Regional Office, and NOAA Fisheries Service:Ei8adquarters. Senior [ye] scientists with
specialties in population dynamics, stock asse¥ifrent methods, populatiofifiiology, and the social
sciences conduct the Center’s analysis and technieglzeview, Bevelopmentifig review by staff at
the Regional Office is conducted by those with expérfise indisheries managerentand policy,
habitat conservation, protected SPM%;omphancwﬁﬁﬁ’fhe applicable law."Final approval
of the action proposed in this documerttrtglearance of “anyerules prepared to implement
resulting regulations is conducted by stamat No&AF isherissService Headquarters, the
Depa.rtment of Commerce, and the U.S. @.ﬁice ofmagemenmbudget In preparing this
revision of the NortheastVfilianecies FMI%MF S sisteomply With the requirements of the
Magnuson-Stevens AgEstEe Natiogal Envmt{?ﬁenfétﬁ?ollc?‘%he Administrative Procedure
Act, the Paperwork Reghction AcEHhe Coastalmé Managemiént Act, the Endangered Species
Act, the Marine MammalirptectightAct, the Inﬂ'im'latmn Quality Act, and Executive Orders
12630 (ProperteRights), 12866 Regnlibny Planrmig) 13132 (Federaltsm) and 13158 (Marine
Protected AATEas)r=NNE: hﬂ%ﬂemmsm action is consistent with the National
Sta.ndﬁE;’ﬁf the MagﬂmStevemot and &lf*gther apphcable laws.

Section 7. R:P.gﬂenvork Redimtlou A"mRA)

The Paperwork Reguction Act @‘@*A) concems the collection of information, The intent of the -
PRA isto mlmmiz@étﬁ&Fedem%perwork burden for individuals, small businesses, state-and
local governments, arid:gther JEtE0ns as well as to maxitmize the usefulness of information
collectéd by the Federal gi{tiithent. There are no changes to the existing reporting

Tequirements previousty apfi’rbved under this FMP for vessel permits, dealer reporting, or vessel |

loghooks, This action does not contain a collection-of- mformaﬂon reqmrement for purposes of
the Paperwark Reduction Act.

Section 7.9 Executive Order 12866 (Regulatory Impact Review)

Section 7.9.1 Regulatory Impact Review
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Background ‘ : ’

In compliance with Executive Order (E.O.) 12868, NMFS requires the preparation of a
Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) for all regulatory actions or for significant policy changes that
are of public interest. E.Q. 12866 was signed on September 30, 1993, and established guidelines
for Federal agencies promulgating new regulations and reviewing existing regulations.

_ AnRIR is a required component of the process of preparing and rev:ewmg fishery management

plans (FMPs) or amendments and provides a comprehensive review of the economic impacts
associated with the proposed regulatory action. An RIR addresses many of the concerns posed
by the regulatory philosophy and principles of E.O. 12866. AmRIR also serves as the basis for
assessing whether or not any proposed regulation is 2 “mg;:uﬂ(ram‘regulatory action” under
criteria specified in E.O. 12866. According to the “Gmdemm:"for Economic Analyses of
Fishery Management Actions,” published by NMFS mmgﬁmoo an RIR must include the
following elements: (1) A description of the managg;n*ﬁﬁ‘t ub_]ectl'ﬁés of the regulatory action; (2)
a description of the fishery affected by the regulatdfFaction; (3) a‘smement of the problem the
regulatory action is intended to address; (4) a gé§¢fiption of each selet‘téﬁaaltematwe including
the “no action™ altsmative; and (5) an econommalysm of the expected“&ffects of each selected
alternative relative to the basehue e m sy

ey

Statement of the Problem and Mdiﬁmnt 0b|ectn:§"ﬁf’ the chulatory Ac‘tlon

See Section 2.0~ Purpose and need 01%1::%% “3%%
Description of the Ai‘mm“y ‘*’.‘z.j& :ﬁ*&:ﬁ%%
See Section 4.5- Descmmmn of ﬂle{',‘jshery W ==
chnptnom&h@lanagmmmuerﬁ%\ o8
MMWM e

See Seﬁﬁiﬁﬁ 30fora cﬁf;}m;te deiggptlon ofmpnsed management measures and the
altcmafmat were con’.ﬁﬂﬁxed b“‘ﬁM,FS for the Secretarial Amendment.

Expected Fc‘ﬁtmxmc Effects u‘ﬁﬂ?he Proposed Action
See Section 5.5 for*ﬁmwaaluaquf the expected economic effects of the proposed action.
Section 7.9:2 Detemlinwiiimm&gniﬁcﬂnce under E.O. 12866

E.O. 12866 requires that the Office of Management and Budget review proposed regutatory
programs thet-are considered to be significant, A “significant regulatory action” is one that is
likely to: (1) Have an annual effect on the economy of $100 million or more or adversely affect
in & material way the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, safety, or state, local, or
tribal Geovernments or communities, (2) create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with
an action taken or planned by another agency; (3) materially alter the budgetary impact of
entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs, or the rights and obligations of recipients
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thereof; or (4) raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the President’s
priorities, or the principles set forth in this Executive Order. .

A regulatory program is “economically significant” if it is iikely to result in the effects described
above. The RIR is designed to provide information to determine whether the proposed
regulation is ]ik_ely to be “economically significant.” .

NMFS has determined that, based on the information presented above, this action is expected to
have no material economic effect. Because none of the factors defining “significant regulatory
action” are triggered by this action, the action has been determjpgd to be not significant for the
purposes of E.O. 12866. See detailed discussion below. ﬁ

E.Q. 12866 Criteria m\ '

NMFS Guidelines provide criteria to be used to evalaa“t‘éwhetheng,groposed action is

significant. A significant regu{atory action mems:;’ﬁn?regulatory “ﬁﬁm that is hkely to result in

a rule that may: oo s,
"ﬂﬁlqh -emm

(1) Have an annual effect on the economy of §1 Oﬂi’:ﬂ:ﬂ:on or Hiore, or adwen:g]y‘qﬁ%ct ina
material way the economy, a sector of the economywmm cumpzrzr:aﬁ'f“’gfé; the
environment, public health or safézye local or’éﬁbﬁi”gavernments oF comimunities.

A “significant” regulatory action unde% Tﬁfﬁ@,;_s a rule mls likely to result in an annual
effect on the economy of $100 mﬂlzon ofmgre, oradversely eft‘é&m a material way the
economy, & sector of ettty productiyity, co;gmggobs”ﬁe environment, public
health or safety, or Sﬁﬁt’é?‘local 6“a1 goverpnentsor connm:mtles A heneﬁt-cosf:s analysis
should be completed ‘f&detenmne'ﬁ‘ﬁlgmﬁcanﬁgg’ﬁ‘fatoxy actiofl. A traditional, quantitative
benefit-costs analysis ldéfmﬁcs bcﬂﬁfts and cos¥zand then monetizes both benef ts and costs for
the “no actignfscenario mdwmédmmmﬁ&@ to determine the economic efficiency of
each dmﬁm&m d@ﬁiﬁi‘én—mamﬁ&w addtion, the stream of monetized benefits and
costs ingirred over hmemlscottﬁtéd to reflecttii€present values of the stream of benefits and
costs. Imggperal, the lowerthe real”di‘saomt rate Lsed, the greater the weight to future benefits
and costs, atl%]se held constagk:, A tradl:ﬁ:onal quantitative benefit-costs analysis was impossibie
for this actloﬁ%geﬂy, we coBlgnet obtaii valid measures of economic vaiue for estimating
benefits and somiggnsts due to &fick of existing empirical data necessary for theoretically valid
measures of éconotiigyalue, agivell as time and resource constraints that prevent primary data
- collection and analysiSsey, A=
e

Gross revenues for red hak&$h 2005-2010 averaged $300,000; while gross revenues for silver

hake (including offshore) in 2005-2010 averaged $8.5 million. While a true benefit-cost analysis -

was not possible, we can assume that the impact to the nation is well below the $100 million
threshold, Therefore, this action is not expected to have ejther an annual effect on the economy
of $100 million, or adversely effect in a material way the econormy, a sector of the economy,
productivity, competition, the environment, pubhc health or safety, or State local, tribal
governments or commumties
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(2} Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned by
another agency.

- The proposed action does not create an inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken

ot planned by another agency. The activity that would be allowed under this action involves
commercial fishing for small-mesh multispecies in Federal waters of the EEZ, for which NMFS
is the sole agency responsible for regulation. Therefore, there is no interference with actions
taken by another agency. Furthermore, this action would create no inconsistencies in the
management and regulation of commercial fisheries in the Nort.heast

(3) Materially alter the budgetary impact of entitlements, gr%ﬁser -fees, or loan programs or

the rights and obligations of recipients thereaf. Py

e,
e

This action will not materially alter the budgetary mﬁf"of ennﬂétncnts grans, user fees or
joan programs, or the rights and obligations of rgg;ﬁﬁts of these pro: p%ms .

Am

(4) Raise novel legal or policy issues arising amﬂegﬂl mandates, rhe FPegsident’s priorities, or

the principles set forth in the Executive Order. "V, i

e
e, v
~aseikn eliavenvun gesind
——

This action does hot raise novel legﬁMwy issues :mgmgnut of the Pres1den1: 3 priorities, or
the principles set forth in E.O. i2866‘:‘;Ait:ﬁshery management measures in the Northeast

Multispecies FMP that regulate the smal.i‘mesim:mspccles%ry and the proposed action are
commonly used in FMPs fg_{mfederally-manh)ged ﬂs'ﬁé‘ms e,

e o]
mmwm P

Section 7.9.3 lmtlalﬁ:wlatow':ﬁlpnblhty%a@ﬂmﬂﬁ;w ctermination of Siguificance

The purpose of the Regtﬂi?g,ry Fleﬁ&;mty Act (RE«QQ is to provide opporiunities for small entities
to participate.inithe ¢ developmentoty magg reguitions and to identify ways to reduce the
regulaIWﬁW“Fecordeg reqmtgmgms‘éﬁ? small businesses. To achieve this goal,
the REAREquires govéniient age:gmt;s to desenbetand analyze the effects of regulations and
posszbié‘h“ltematwes on smﬁlt«.busmess;gnm[es Based on this information, the Regulatory’
Fiembllny‘:xggluyms determ:ﬁ'eﬁ&wheth%g s proposed action would have a “significant economic
impactona substantxal numbemﬁsmall entities.”

The problem statexﬁ‘é"“riuand objém‘w&s the management alternatives and the rational are
referenced in the Back’gsﬁundssékﬂon above.

R

Section 7.9.3.1 Reasons fu?""éonsidering the Action

* See Section 2.0

Section 7.9.3.2 Objectives and Iegal basis for the Action

See Section 2.0
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Section 7.9.3.3 Description and Nunber of Small Entities to which the Rule Applies

All of the entities (fishing vessels) affected by this action are considered small entities under the
Smail Business Act size standards for small fishing businesses ($4.0 million in sales).

" Although some finms own more than one vessel, available data make it difficult to reliably
identify ownership control over more than one vessel. For this analysis, the number of permitted
vessels is considered to be a maximum estimate of the number of small business entities. The

average number of permitted vessels landing at feast one pound of silver hake or red hake from
2005-2010 was 562. )

Section 7.9.3.4 Reporting, recordkeeping, and other comﬂ?ﬁe requirements -

This action does not introduce any new reporting, recommp%or other compliance
requirements. o R

Py e
e e

Section 7.9.3.5 Duplication, overlap ox conﬂlﬁimﬂl other Federal'ms

The proposed tule does not duphcate everlap or mpﬂlct mﬂ;gg;her Federal‘mles

an-—w

Section 7.9,3.6 Economic impacts "ﬁﬁ:mall entmcs T—‘ﬁﬁj{”’g from the propos’cd action
The proposed management measures uﬁmngHMLs, TAE“:;"&;}Q accountability meastires for
silver hake and red hake stock areas. Thesfollowitigsgstion diseRdses the impacts of these
alternatives, If it was ndfpossible to compl’e:e a quarrﬁm?ivmmpﬁassessmem, then a
qualitative dlscussmmwresetmstead T e TR, :

Section 7.9.3.6.1 Stock'?ﬁﬁ@.‘ABC,ﬁTCLs and I’;ﬂcb,.s

The me amve s&@«m A“GLS and TALs for northern red hake,
southetiEEet hake, nnf&i’é“msxlverﬁake and sGWhein whiting (silver hake and offshore hake -
combm‘é@g.,ﬂ_\l’he ACLis. MBIOW’Q%BC to account for management uncettainty. The TAL is
set below tHERACL to accuuﬁﬁ:t’ar discatdiand state landings. The proposed alternative sets an -
ABC, ACL, é?fttﬂAL fmnewﬁ&whﬂe?&-‘stanm que alternative does not establisk such a

framework. The‘g:ggosed altettative also establishes a southern whiting management stock for

offshore hake and stlyer hake. Imse species are combined because they are often landed
together, are morphola’gggailx,s‘a‘ﬁﬂar and ofter not dlstmgmshed int the market.

Based on average prices (200’5 2010) and the proposed Federal TAL, estimated gross revenues
were caleulated for each of the species/stock areas. Each of the estimated gross revenues for the
species/stock areas were greater than the average gross revenues from 2005-2010. While we are
unable to fully quantify the marginal cost and marginal benefit of implementing an -
ABC/ACL/TAL framework, we can assume that the proposed action will not constrain gross
revenue per vessel and would not directly affect an individual vessel’s profit. Therefore, the
proposed action would not have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small
business entities,
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Section 7.9.3.6.2 Accountability Measures

The proposed managemeht alternatives implement an accountability measures framework for
managing silver heke and red hake stock areas. The reactive accountability measure alternative

. “would authorize NMES, through the Northeast Regional Administrator, to deduct froma .

subsequent year’s ACL any overage of a stock’s ACL in 2 given year. The proactive (In-season)
accountability measure alternatives would reduce the possession of a particular stock to an
incidental level when the trigger limit for that stock’s TAL is projected to be reached. While we
are unable to fully quantify the marginal cost and marginal benefit of implementing the
accountability measure framework, we can assume that the proppsed action will pot constrain

-gross revenue per vessel and would not directly affect an indi{ihiat vessel’s profit, more than a
. minimal amount, as described in Section 5.5.3.2. Therefor&-he proposed action would not have

a significant economic impact on a substantial number GESHatkbusiness entities.
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Section 8.0 Persons and Agencies Consuited/How to Obtam a Copy of this
Document ‘

This Envxronmental Assessment was prepared and evaluated by the National Marme Fisheries
Service.

The following persons aided in the preparation of this document: Moira Kelly, Sarah T. Biegell
Dr. Jerome Hermsen, Michael Pentony, Kevin Madley, Dr. David Stevenson, Dr. Larry Aladq
and Dr. Ayeisha Brinson.

‘Requests for additional copies and any questions concerningdifedocurment may be addressed to:

Moira Kell S
oira Kelly L s S,
NMFS/Northeast Regionai Office -t e
55 Great Republic Drive W e
., ‘
Gloucester, MA 01930 £= T
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