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II. SUUMMARY

his Amendment to the Fishery Management Plan for the Atlantic Surf Clam and Dcean Quaheqg
i heries (FMP), prepared by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council), is intended
o: (1) divide the New England Area into the Mantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas, (2) revise
he Optimum Yield (OY) and manacement regime for the Nantucket Shoals Area, (3) estahlish an
OY and management regime for the Gearges Bank Area, and (4) revise the effort limitation
provisions regulating the Mid-Atlantic Area surf clam fishery. The managemesnt unit is all surf
clams (Spisula solidissima) and all ocean quahogs (Arctica islandica) in the Atlantic fishery
conservation zone (FCZ). The obiectives of the FMP ares

uE

1. Rebuild the surf clam populations to allow eventual harvest approaching the 50 million sound
tevel, which is the estimate of maximum sustainable vield over the range of the resource, based
an the average yearly cateh from 1960 to 1976,

2. Minimize economic dislocation to the sxtent possible consistent with objective 1 and encourage
efficiency in the fishery.

3. Prevent the harvest of ocean guahogs from exceeding maximum sustainable vield and direct the
fishery toward achisving Optimum Yield.

4. Provide the greatest degrees of freedom and flexibility to all harvesters of these resources
consistent with the attainment of the other chiectives of this Plan.

5. Obtimize yisld per recruit.

6. Increzase understanding of the conditions of the stocks and

o
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The New Enaland Ares was originally delineated to gather ir* tinn on the surf clam resource in
the absence of coﬁnrruhms,ﬂ,ve r, sarch data gatherad by the mtmﬂasf Fisheries Tenter (NEFT),

It was decided that the delimeatim aof an area with no iir m’qt on on entry and with a guatae and
management measures s=oarate from those operating in the Mid-Atlantic Area would encourage
fishing m the New England Area and that such fishing would sug ﬁ:ﬂy information on the extent of
the surf clam resource in the New Enoland Arsas. A fishery was initiated and NEFT prepared 2
stock sssment (Murawski and Serchuk, 1983a) concentrating on ’me western portion of ths area
(Namucﬁ-wt Shoals). This assessment resulted in the specification of OV in the Nantu (‘ket Shoals
Area as 25,000 - 200,000 bushels (bu), an increase over the 25,000 -100,000 bhu specifie

New England Area. The annual guota is set following the pmcedures established 1
(MAFRMC, 19381),

Manzgement of the MNantucket Shoals Area is based on dividing the annual guota into guarterly
quotss as followss 20% for January through Merch, 30% for April throuch Juns, 30% for July
through September, and Z0% October through Decembem If the actuzal eatch of surf clams in any
gurarterly period falls mare than 5,000 bushels short of the specified gquarterly guota, the Regional
Director will add the amount of the shortfall to the succesding quarterly guota. If the actual cateh
of surf clams exceeds the quarterly gquota, the Regional Director will subtract the amount of the
excess from the succeeding guarterly guota. The Regionsal Director shall publish a notice in the
Federal Register whenever any quarterly quota for surf clams is adjusted as descrihed above. The
shortfall or excess will carry over from the last quarter of on2 vear to the first aquarter of the naxt
year except that no more than 10% of the annual guota may be carried over to ths next year. No
catch restrictions shall be applied to the fishery until 30% of the quarterly quota has been landed.
The Reqgicnal Director will monitor landings from the Nantuckest Shoals Area and will determine
either when the 50% point has heen rsached or when that point will likely be reached. The
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Regional Director will thereupon consult with the Councils in the selection of trip limits to contral
catch adequately to keep the fishery open for the balance of the quarter.” Trip limits will bs
established by vesse! class as follows: for Tlass 1 vessels, trip limits may not be less than 224
hu/trip; for Class 2 vessels, trip limits rnay not be less than 415 bu/trip for Class 2, and for Class 3
vessels, trip limits r'nay not be less than 768 bu/trip. Trip limits rust maintain a fixed ratio of 1.0¢
1.8¢ 3.4 for Class 1, 2, and 3, respectively. In the event that trip limits are not sufficient to keep
landings to within the quota luvelos the Renional Director may close the fishery until the bnmnmnﬂ
of the next guota period. Once initial trip limits have been established in consultation with the
Councils; the Regional Director will notify the Councile in advance of any proposed action to
further saemfy trin limits or close the fishery. The Regional Director will consider any comments
received by the Councils or the public before implementing any adjustments in the MNantuckst
Shoals management program.

Wwihq 1984 vessels began a surf clam fishery on Georges Banlk. This led to ressarch using NMFS
and commercial vessels that resulted is a stock assessment (Murawski and Serchuk, 198 4h) for
‘morqeq Bank which suagested a maximum annual catch of 300,000 by, The surf clam fishing
nrounds on Georges Bank are a substantial distance from shore. If the Mew Enngland Area OV were
incrassed to reflect the Geacrges Bank assessment, it is probable that all of the increased catch
would corme from Nantucket Shoals, leading to over fishing in that Area. Hencs, it is necessary to
partition the MNew Ingland Arsa.
The OY for the Georges Bank Ares is 25,000 to 300,000 bu, The annual qunta is set followine the
nroceduras established in the FMP and is divided into guarterly guotas, Wlt"! the first and fourth
guarters (January-Mareh and Detcher-December) each allocated 10% of the annual quota and tha
second and third quarters (April-June and July-September) each allocated 40% of the annual quota.
If the actusl cateh of surf clams in any guarterly DPM@H falls rnors than 5,000 hushels short of the
gpecified quarterly quota, the Rengianal Mirector will add the amaunt of the shortfall to the
succeeding quarterly quota. If the actual catch of surf clams exceads the guarterly quois, the
Regional Director will subtract the amount of the excess from the succeeding quarterly aueta. The
Regional Director shall publish a notice in the Fedaral Register whensver any quarterly guota for
surf rlams is adjusted as described sbove. The shortfall nr excess will carry aver from f‘hﬂ last
quarter of one year tc the first quarier af the next yesr except that no more than 10% of the
apnual quota may be carried gver to the next year.

Manageament of the Mid-Atlantic Ares is L}aSSf“i on the current FMP, excent that the e‘;“’fort
limitations are modified by this Amendment to add the provision that vessels may land sur
only one time during an authorized fishing period.

The surf clem minimum size limit applies in all three Areas.

The D@rmi’ eligibility reguirements for the New Enagland Area continue unchanged for both the

Nantueclket Shoals and Georges Dank Areas; spacifically, vessels with permits issued pursuant to the
moratorium on sntry of vessels into the sur"f clam fishery and vessels with permits to fish anly in
the New England Area may bhoth fish in both the MNantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Arsas.
However, it is the Council's intent that vessals with permits to fish only in the New Enaland Area
accrus no rights to participate in any future vessel allocation systern that may be developed to
replace or supplemnent the maoratorium on entry of wvessels into the surf clam figshery as =
consequence of such vessels fishing in the New England Area.

Yessel owners or operators must notify NMFS in advance if they intend to fish for surf clams in &
Notification Zone. For vessels authorized to fish in both the Mid-Atlantic and New England Areas
(i.e., with perrnits issued nursuant to the moratorium) with home ports in the Mid-Atiantic Area,
the Mantucket Shoeals or Gecrges Bank Areas are Notification Zones. For vessels authorized to fish
in both the Mid-Atlantic and Mew England Areas (i.e., with p=rmits issusd oursuant to the
moratorium) with home parts in the New Enaland Area, the Mid- Atlantic or Zeorges Bank Areas
are Notification Zones. For vessels authorized to fish only in the New England Area, the Georges
Hank Area is a Motification Zone. Home port is that specified on the vessel's permit application
Vessels may not fish in more than one Arsa on any day. If an operator intends to change the
vessel's Area of fishing, NMF S must he notified in advance.

1/27/96 4



KVIILL

1.
IV,
Y

V.

1/27/86

Ill. TABLE OF CONTENTS
TITLE PAGE oceceeinsconnossocsasosscscososasscocaosasasss
SUMMARY oo iccocaocsacsscsncoocscoscossonconssosansassoasas
TABLE OF CONTEMTS coccoocoscoacossscsssoscsscasoonssssocs
INTRODUICTION . o cocevoocooonosossocssssssssocsoscassocssos

DESCRIPTIODN OF STOUK tcoveecsvccncsocosonoas

°
°
o
°
o
©
s
°
o
°
o
°

DESCRIPTION OF HABITAT cocesociocsoscoconcososcsossosoons

FISHERY MANAGEMENT JURISDICTION, LAWS, AND POLICIES .

C!

DESCRIPTION OF

ﬂ..ﬁ

FISHING ACTIVITIES .o usnnconoascancos

~

[

N OF SOCTAL AND CULTURAL FRAMEWORK OF
FISHERMERN AND THEIR COMMUNITIES cooivvcoocos

o
[T
R

J
,)j
-

g
i
.1 Q

ETERMINATION OF DOPTILM YIS ... ioescosoocoosonson
MEASLIRES, REQUIREME! ﬂ S, CONDITIONMNS OR RESTRICTIONS
T ATTAIN CVENT OBJETTIVES

» 000606800000

3

Z
i
£y
L
E-‘-d
im:]

FIZATION AND SONRCE OF PERTINENT FISHERY DATA .

TN B £
t:)fb :‘\?“ !—\PT-”_ ;,,ﬂBLE LAY \ #\“ ”W POLICIE

Pt
S seeossssoocasasosos

COUNCIL REVIEW AND MONITORING OF THE PLARM. .

b ”:'ﬁ:"EE%L—\l F“S
Wi PN © @59 0@009 0020000200060 0C0009006 80630500 4880600008060D30

TABRLES AN FIBURES et e eneoconcococsosoonuosonsossoosocs
APPENDITES

ALTERNATIVES TO THE AMENDMENT «ouenreneensononroncess

TNVIRONMENT AL ASSESSMENT (vellaw D808T) «eveeroeooosenes

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARINGS (wWhite paDer) «eeoecoossonoss

REGULATORY TMPACT REVIEW (Green paper) «.oooeoscosoonsos

PROPOSED REGULATIONS (blue Daper) coooososssooncocooncaas

ABBREVIATIONS AND DEFINITIONS OF TERMS (white paper) . ...

o

- 5TR KDTI(H\' OF BUSINESSES, MARKIETS, AND ORGANIZATIONS
LSSD’ TATED WITH THE F"ISHE_”{Y

o

©

e

o

DESCRIPTION OF ECONOMIT CHARATZTER TS OF THE FISHERY

3
i

3

o

[t

A

()Y

ooo GO1
oo a3
oo 43
oo 45
Anm 11

F A
Apo 111

RIR

:
fomed



IV, INTRODICTION
V. A, DEVELOPMENT OF THE FiP

The original FMP was approved in November 1977 for the period through September 1979.

Amendment #1 extended it through 31 December 1579. Amendment #2 extended it through the
end of 1981, Amendment #3, approved 13 November 1981, extended the FMP indefinitely.

Amendment #4 was initiated in response ta a closure of the NMew Enaland Ares to surf clam fishing
durina the second half of 1983, On 21 July 1283 the New England Council sent a lettsr to
Secretary of Commerce Malcolm Baldrige requesting Secretarial action to reopen the New England
Area surf clam fishery. The Mid-Atlantic Council passed a motion in August 1983 recommending
that the Secretary not accent the proposal of the New England Touncil. After receiving a lstter
from GSecretary Baldrige on & Septemoer 1993 denving implsmentation of emergenecy action to
reopen the surf clam fishery in the New England Area, work was begun to investigate methods for
avolding an extended closure in 1934, In November 1983 the Mid-Atlantic Touncil nassed a motion
authorizing work with the New England Councll ... tn accomplish a ranagement system for the
New England Area involving trin limits, qua"‘terly quotas, or similar strategies te insure fishing
throughout the vear ...". A prooospd Amendment #4 was drafted by the MNew Fﬂf‘lﬂﬂd Council staff
in cooperation with NMFS staff and hearings were held on 21 and 22 March 19284 (see Appendix TiI
for surnmaries). AL a joint mesting of the New Fngland and Mid-Atlantic Lqumcih in May 1984
representatives of the surf clam industey from both Mew England and the Mid-Atlantic prasentsd
revisions to the proposed regime. The Mid-Atlantic Touncil passed a motion to "adopt /lmen dment
#4 to the Surf Clam and Ocean Quahog FMP as amended to provide that any unharvssted nortion of
a hirmonthly allocation be addsd to the immediately following bimonthiy allocation rather than
beino prorated over all remaining bimonthly periods and that ‘trip and weekl'y limits ba Hv vasssel
classes basad on relative fishing power using the foliowing ratios: Tlass 1 = 1.0, Class 2 = 1.8, and
Tlass 3 = 3.4, and that ML" use a rulernaking procedure to ?mmlement the A'-nfenc;ime.m an an
ermnargency basis.” The Mew England Council votad st tha same mesting to adopt the Amendment,

[

The orovisions of Amendrment #4 were implemented on an emergency basis for 120 days beainning 1
July 1284, during which time the Amsndment was finalized by the MNew E ngland Council and
submitted for Secretarial approval. However, it was dsiermined that the document was not
structurally complete for review.

rendment #5, approved 28 Fe::mruwy 1985, revised the surf clam mi
P;'wnrmi the size limit throughout the =ntire fishery, and instituied
tagaed.

nirnurn slze imit orovisions,
reguirement that cages be

w o

This Arnendment (#6) was begun in Octoher 1984 fallowing an exploratory fishery conducted on
Georges Bank as a result of emeragency Pequlatmm nublished 2 Auqust ]"’34 (49 FR 30946-30943),
primarily to address problems associated with the development of a surf clam fishery on Georges
Bank (Section IV.R.2). At its October 1984 meeting the Council voted to divide the me £ nglaﬂd
Area into the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Arsas, the dividing line being 69 degrees
longitude. At the same meeting the Council voted to szpprove revising Amendment #4 so its
nravisions applied to that portion of the New England Ares wast of 69 degrees longitude.

In response to the Council's recommendation that Amendment #4 be mvised to anply only to that
portion of the New England Area west of 62 degress, the New i'"rm nd Counci! held a hearing on 11
December 1934 (Appendix IID).

At its December 1984 meetinq thp Couneil adopted the provisions of Amendment #6. The
Amendment was adopted by the Council for hearinags in January ]985 with hearings held 18 and 19
Fehruary 1985 (Appendix 1), Thra Council adopted Amendment #6 for Secretarial approval at its
March 1985 meeting. At that time Amendment #4 had still not bsen found structurally complete,
Given the relationship hetween the provisions of Amendments #4 and #4, the decision was made to
abandoned Amendment #4 and combine the provisions of Amendment #4 with Amendment #6
this document. The combination of Amendments #4 and #6 did not change any substantive
orovisions of sither Amendment.
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In order to facilitate documentation, the rejscted alternatives for both Amendments are nresented
separately in Appendix | and the public hearing summariss are nresented separately in Appendix [1,

The Council was notified via a letter of 25 July 1985 that NMFS had partially appraved Amendment
#6, The letter from Acting Reginnal Director Richard H. Schaefer to Touncil Thairman Robert .
Martin stated in part:

"The measurss in Amendment 6 that T disapproved are the Nantucket Shoals Area bimonthly
quota quidelines and affort control measures, the one landing per day restriction applying to the
Mid-Atlantic Area, the provision prohibiting the Regianal Director from subdividing sllawable
fishing hours when the hours are set at 12 or less, and the porticn of the notification nrovision
prohibiting vessels that have fished in a notification zone from returning to fish in the same
notification zone within that calendar month. The disapproval of the bimonthly guidelines for
Mantucket Shoals remnoved the basis for =djusting the guotas between bimonthly periods when
harvest either exceeds or falls short of guota. Therefors, this provision, while not specifically
disapproved, can not be implemented on Nantuckeat Shoals at this time.”

This revised version of Amendment #5 replaces the bimonthly quotas with gquarterly guotas and
eliminates the weskly landing limits for the Nantucket Shoals Area. It clarifies the guota
adjustment provisions for the MNantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Aress. Finally, 1t presentis
additional justification for the one landing per trip provision. The other disapproved provisions
(prohibition on suhﬁividinu allowed fishing times under certain conditions and portions of the
naotification system) have been deleted from the Amendment.

W.AB. PROBLEMS ADDRESSED BY THIS AMENDMERNT
IY.B.1." Mew England Area Managemsnt Systern

Amendment #3 to the FMP 2 red for an annual surf clam quota of 25,000 ¢0 100,000 bu in the
!\@‘ew Enoiand Area. Amen d ent ~ﬁ3 also providad that when 50% of rhfﬁ MNew England guota h
bean caught, the Renional F’l:‘ﬂc tor, on review of available information and public comment, musi
detarmine whether the total catch of surf clams during the remaindsr of the vear will exceed &
annua! quota. If the Regional Director determines that the quota probably will be excesded, the
ecretary of Commerce may rsﬂ"f uce the number of days per week, or establish authorized period
during which fishing for surf clams is permitted, or he may take no action until the guots
achieved.

g”«
L

@

in 1983, the Mew England quota for surf clams was 100,000 bu, By 1 April 1783 50% of the quota
was harvested; and the Renional Dirsctor reduced fishing time to 12 hours per weesk. Acce dimj to
loghook “ecords and reports from MNMFES statistical port samplers, the harvest of supf c“am@ from
the New England Area reached 114,000 bu on 1 June 1983. The Regional Director determined that
the 100,008 bu quota for the Mew England Area for the year 1953 had been exceeded; and the
fishery was closed on 1 July 1983 for the remainder of the year.

Y
.2

Four New FEngland surf clam processors (Soffran Tﬂ‘obwm of Ipswich, MA; Blount Seafood
Corporation of Warran, Rl; Galilean Seafoods of Pt. Judith, RI; and Harbourside Shellfish of Exeter,
RI) are dependent to somes deqree on surf clams from the New cngland Area. In addition, a few
vassels may be dependent on being able to fish vear round for surf clams in the MNew England Area.
Only two vessels permitied to fish only in the New F'nﬂland Area filed loghooks in either 1983 or
1984, It is important to note that for vessels rigoed for hydraulic dredging, few alterpative
fisheries are available without major rennvations to the vessel and gear.

¥.8B.2. Georges Banlt Area

The FMP currently contains two management areas for surf clams: the Mid-Atlantic Area and the
New England Area. The dividing line between the Mid-Atlantic and New Enagland Areas is the line
that begins at 41C18'14.249" north latitude and 71054'28.477" west longitude and oroceeds S
37022'32.75"  to the peint of intersection with the outward boundary of the FCZ.

The New England Area was criginally delinsated to gather information on the surf clam resource in
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the absence of comprehensive research data oathered by the MEFT, It was decided that the
delinsation of an area with nc limitation on entry and with 2 guota and management measures
separate from those operating in the Mid-Atlantic Area would encourace fishing in the New
Enaland Area and that such fishing would suoply information on the extent of the surf clam
resource in the New England Area. A fishery was conducted and the NFFC also prepared a stock
assessment (Murawski and Serchul, 1983a) in the western portion of the area (Nantucket Shoals).
This resulted in proposed Amendment #4 to revise the management svstem in the New England
Area and revise the OY from 25,000 - 100,000 bu to 25,000 - 200,000 bu.

During 1984 vessels hegan a surf clam fishery on Georges Bank. This led to research using NMFS
and commercial vessels that resulted is a stock assessment for ﬁeame@ Bank which sugoested a
maximum annual catch of 300,000 bu (Murawski and Serchuk, 1984h), the New FEnoland Arsa OV
were increased to allow for the Georges Bank asssssment, it is pmh\ole that all of the increased

atch would come from the Nantuckst Shoals, leading to over fishing in that area, because the
Georges Bank beds are substantially farther from shore than are the Nantucket Shoals beds. Most
likely significant fishing would not oceur on the Georges Bank beds until the catch per unit of
effort (TPUE) on the Nantucket Shoals beds fall to such a point that the additional steaming time
ta the Georges Bank bads was feasible. Hence, it is necessary to divide partition the MNew England
Area.

Tt is also necessary to determine the strateqy that will be used to manage the Ceorges Bank
resogurce. Should the Georges Bank rescurce bes managed either on an eguivelent basis with
management of the Mid-Atlantic and Nantucket Shoalg resources or should it be managed in a way
to complement the other areas? The regimes in the Mid-Atlantic Arean and in the New Enaland
Araza (for the Nantucket Shoals fishery) were desioned te facilitate established fisheries in those
Areas. While fishing has occurred on Georges Bank in 1284, flve months of fishing in ons vear
cannot have develooed a groun of vessels dependant on the arsa for income aon a2 vear round hasis.
While two New England based vessels fishpd on the Georges Bank beds in 1984, the =ffort was
largely that aof the fifteen Mid-Atlantic based vessels seaking an alternative to the sevsre affart
limitations and closures of the Mid-Atlantic Ares. If the Georges Bank beds are to bs manaced to
support & separate Tishery a level of managerent with associated costs will be requirﬂri, If
Ceorges Bank i3 Lo supplement fishing in the Mid-Atlantic and on Nathml\ut Shosls, another level
of managemsant and costs will be reauired.

V.35, Mic-Atlantic Arsa Effort Limitations

Management of the Mid-Atlantic Area is based on the current FMP sxcept that the af
imitations are modified by this Amendment to allow no more than one trip per day. Of
limitations in the Mid-Atlantic Area are currently in terms of the number of hours a vessel may
fish during a spacified time period and in practice have heen specified as s certain number of hours
each week (a}thougn the FMP allows hours per month and hours ner guarter). Catch rates during
1984 led to closures in June, July, and September and a reduction from twelvs hours per waek to
six hours every other week effective 18 November. In spite of this the fishery also closed during
the last week of Dacember. Certain vessels that fish beds close to shore (generally off New
Jersey) have reportedly been making more than one trip durino 2 twelve hour day, which is
considerad a significant factor contributing to the recduction to six hours every other wesk.
Multiple landings on one day complicate enforcerment and may result in 2 more ranid harvest rate,
leading to decreased allowed fishing time or closures, thersby negatively imnactmﬂ vessels that dn
not cperate nut of ports close encunh to the beds to enable Mﬂm to make more than one trip per
rﬂay as well as the vessels than can make multiple landinags. This problem was also identified by the

_inited Shellfishermen's Association through comments made at the hearings on Amendment #5 and
by the National Fisheriss Institute at the September 1284 meeting of the Council.

VO " MAMAGEMENT OBIETTIVES

The objsctives of the FMP are:

L. Rebuild the surf clam populations to allow eventual harvest approac nq the 50 million pound
level, which is the estimate of maximum sustainable vield over the range of the resource, hased

on the average yearly catch from 1960 to 1976.
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- Minimize economic dislocation to the extent possible consistent with abjective 1 and encourage
gfficiency in the fishery.

3. Prevent the harvest of ocean guahogs from exceeding maximum sustainable yield and direct the

fishery toward achieving Optimum Yield

1. Provide the greatest degrees of fresdom and flexibility to all harvesters of these resources
consistent with the attainment of the other objectives of this Plan.

5. Optimize yield per recruit,

&. Increase understanding of the conditions of the stocks and fishery.
V.. MANAGEMENT MEASURES CURREMNTLY N EFFECT

V.01 Perrits

A vessel owner or opesrator must obtain a permit in order to conduct a r@c‘ted fishery for surf
clams or ocean quahogs within the FCZ or land or transfer to another sel any surf clams or
ocean quahoags, or part thereof, caught within the F7. Vessels taking SUI‘”f l ms Or neean guahogs
for personal use are exemnt from this requirement.

A vessel is eligible for a permit to harvest surf clams in both the NMew Ennland and Mid-Atlantic
Areas if it mests any of the following criterias

1. The vessel had landed surf clams in the course of r‘rJWiucHw a directed fighery for surf clams
hetwesn 18 November 1976 and 17 November 1977

2. The vessel was umriﬁ”' CDH‘BU"!CHGH for, or was being rervigoged far, use in the directed fishery for
surf clams on 17 | mwm" 1977. For the purpose of this paragraph, "under construction”
means that the i@e!i ad been laidy "being reringed” means f"'mhyﬂau“al Aharauﬁm af the veussl ar
its gear had begun i« ’t‘z‘* nsform the vessel into one apable of fishing commereially for surf

clarnsg or

3. The vesse] is ¢ plaomg a vessel of substantially similar harvesting capacity which involuntarily
; f clarn fishery during the moratoriurn, and both the entering and replaced vessels are
owned by the same Nerson.

Any US vessel is eligible for a perm W allowing it te harvest surf clams in the New England Ares
aonly or for a permit allowing it L harvest ncean quahoas only.

V..2. Recordkzeping and reporting reguirements

Any person who buys surf clams and ocean gushogs from 2 fishing vessel subject to the regulstions
must submit weekly and annual reports to NMES. The owner or apsrator of any vessel conducting
any fishing operations subject te the regulations must maintain, on heard the vessel, a daily fishing
log for each fishing trip and submit weekly and annual reports to NMFS,

jav)

IV.D.3." Cateh quotas

The annual surf clam dquota in the Mid-Atlantic Area is betwean 1.8 and 2.9 million bu. This guots
is divided irnto equal guarterly qumauy the quarters being January-March, April-June, July-
Sestember, and Qctober-December. Each fishing guarter benins on the first Sunday of the new
calendar quarter. If the actual catch of surf clams in any ons quarter falls more than 5,000 bu
ghort of the specified quarterly guota, NMFS adds the amount of the shortfall to the succeeding
quarterly quctas. If the actual cateh of surf clams in any guarter excseds the specified quarterly
qunta, NMFS subtracts the amount of the excess from the succeeding quarterly quotas.

The annual surf clam quata in the New Enagland Area is between 25,000 and 100,000 bu,
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The annual ocean quaheog quota is between 4,000,000 and 6,000,000 bu. If necessary, NMFS may
estahlish quarterly quotas for ocean quahoqgs, which will be hased on historical fishing patterns. In
the event that NMFS estzblishes quarterly quotas for ocean guahogs, if the actual catch of ocean
guahogs falls more than 5,000 bu short of the specified quarterly guota, the amount of the shortfall
is added to the sum‘eedmg quarterly guctas. If the actual catch of ocean gquahogs in any quartsr
exceeds the specified guarterly gunta, the amount of the excess is subtracted from the succeeding
guarterly auotas.

V.04, Effort restrictions

Surf clams - Mid-Atlantic frea.” Fishing for surf clams may be autherized only during the period
heginning 0001 hours Sunday and ending 1830 hours Thursday. The NMFS notifies each owner or
operator of a fishing vessel engaged in the surf clam fishery in the Mid-Atlantic Area concerning
the allowable combinations of fishing pericds for varying levels of allowabls fishing time. All
fishing periods end at a uniform time specified by the Regional Director. The vessel owner or
oparator must gend NMFS written notice of the owner or operator's selection of allowable surf
clam fighing perieds for that vessel. All selections must be provided to MMFS no less than 15 days
prior to the intended effective date. The NMFS sends g letter of authorization to sach pwner or
operator stating the periods during which the vaasel is authorized to fish for surf clams. The letter
of agthorization must be kept ahoard the vessel at all times. Fishing may be conducted only during
the times and under those conditions authorized by NMFS in the lstter of authorization. Fishing
for any part of an authorized period is counted as one day of fishing. The NMFS5 may revise
allowable fishing times (hours per waek, hours ner month, or hours per quarter) to allow fishing for
surf clams to he conducted throughout the entire vear with the minimum number of changes to
fishing times.

During Novermnber, December; January; February, March, and April, fishermen may clairm a makg.-
up period if, in the opinion of the vessel operator, weather or sea conditions would prevsnt
sffzctive fishing or endanger the vessel or crew during the authorizad fishing period. The mske-up

period equals in length the scheduled authorized ""nsmng periad aﬂo‘ beging 24 hours after the
scheduled beginning of the authorized period, except that if the make-us period could not then be
completed before the end of the fishing week nn Thursday at 1800 hours, then the make-up period
heoing on the following Sunday.

Surf elams - New England Area. Fishing for surf clams is allowed seven days per week, When 50%

nf the gunta for surf P?qmcs for the Mew Fngland Area has besn caught, MMFS determines whether
t‘rm total catch of surf clams durinp the remainder of tqe year will exceed the annual quota. If
NMFS determinss that tne gucta pronably will he excesded, NMFS may raduce t."ne umber of days
ner week, or establish suthorized periods, during which fi h ng for surf clams is per u,rad

Ocean Quahogs. Fishing for ocean quahogs is allowed seven days per eeka When 50% of the gunta
for ocean quahogs for any time period has heen caught, NMFS determines whether the total catch
of ccean gquahogs during the applicable tims peried will exceed the q ota for that time period. If
NMES determines that the quota will be exceeded; NMFS may reduce the number of days during
which fishing for ocean quahogs is allowed.

Y. D5. Tlosed areas

Certain areas are closed to all surf clam and ocean guahog fishing hecause of adverse
environmental cenditions. These areas will remain closed until NOAA determines that the adverse
environmentz! conditicns have bean corrscted. If additional areas, dus te the presence or
introduction of hazardous materials or nollutants, are identified as being contaminated, they may
he closed by notice published by NOAA after a public hearing is held to discuss and assess the
effects of such a closure.

Arzas may be closed to surf clam and ccean quaheog fishing if it is determined that the are
contains surf clams of which 60% or more are smaller than 4.5" in size and not more than 15% are
larger than 5.5" in size. Such areas or parts of areas may be reopensd if the average lencth of the
dominant (in terms of weight) size class in the area to be reopened is 5.5" or more or the vield or
rate of growth of the dominant size class in the area to be reopensd would be significantly
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enhanced through selective, controlled or limited harvest of surf clams in the area. The harvest of
surf clams from reopened areas is controlled separate from the management of the general fishery
until the cateh per unit of effort in the raopened area is comparahle to the average catch per unit
of effort in the aeneral fishery, at which time the reopensd area becomes part of ths general
fishery.

IV¥.[0.6. Size restriction

There is a surf clam minimum size limit. After consultation with the Council and opportunity for
public comment, the Regional Director shall adjust, by increments no less than 0.25Y, the surf clam
minimmurn size limit to a value less than 5.5" as necessary, so that discards on averaoe do not
exceed 30% of the trip catch. In po svent shall the size limit be less than 4.75". When data
indicate the clams have grown sufficiently, the limit would be increased, ultimataly reaching the
5.5 limit. There is a tolerance of 240 undersized clams per cage but no more than 50 clams per
cage under 4.75". If any cage is in violation of the size limit; the sntire load is in violation. In
adjusting the size limit the Regional Director shall consider current mck assessments, catch
reports, and other relevant information concerning the size distribution of the surf clam resource.
Na person shall harvest or nossess surf clams smaller than the minimum size llm_‘ta

All surf clam cages must he qeﬁ hefore leaving the vessel and tags may not be removed until
cages are emotied at the processing plant. All surf clams landed on an authorized FC7 fishing day
are assumed to have heen cauaht in the FCZ and are subject to the Federal size limit.

. DESCRIPTION OF THE STOCKS
VoA, SIRF CLAM DISTRIBUTION AND ABUNDANCE

Surf clams, Spisula solidissima, are distributed in western Atlantic waters from the southern Gulf
of St. Lawrence to Cape Hatteras. Tommercial coneentrations are found primarily off MNew Jersey
and the Delrmarva Peninsula, althouch some fishable guantities exist in the Mantueket Sheals and
Georges Dank areas. In ths Mid-Atlantic region, surf clame are found from the bssach zone o a
aenth of about 200% beyond 130' howsver, abundance is low (U )4,9 1984¢c),

The modern fisheryv for surf clams has been primarily prasecuted in the Middle Atlantic region and
mare recently fo Southern New England, althouah the fisherv had its beginnings on Cape Cod
auring the last cent lta:"y (Serchulc =2t al. 1979, Murawski and Serchuk 1921, 1983a, 19842), Recent
renewed inter e"i in Mew England surf Ham resources has been gene ratem due m the restrictive
management regime ﬁ"‘noluyf—‘d in the Middle Atlantic to rebuild the storks. During 1983 aver
180,080 bu of surf clams were landed from Nantucket Shoals, off the Southern New England coast.
Additional exploratory fishing by the fleet during spring 1984 revealed a dense concentration of
clems in the Cultivator Shosals area on the western side of Georges Bank. Although the presence of
surf clams on Georges Bank has heen documented in the past (Merrill and Ropes 1969), aonly
recently have guantitative sampling efforts been conducted to assess resident stocks of surf clam
and ocean quahog, Arctica islandica, in the area (Murawski and Serchuk 1983a).

Total surf clam landings have continued to increase from a 1979 low of 35 million lhs of shucked
meats to 56 million Ibs in 1983 (Table 1). Total 1983 landinas rese 12% ovar the 1987 level and CD%
since 1972 (Table 1). Landings from the FCZ incressed 21% hetween 1979 and 1980 and 4%
between 1980 and 1981, remained constant between 1281 and 1932, and increased 22% between
1982 and 1983, for a 55% increase over the last five vears (Table 2). The proportion of total
landings taken from the FCZ during 1983 was 80%;, which ig not significantly diffsrent from the 13
year (1971-1983) average of 8

Total landings of surf clams from the Georges Bank area fishery were asnut 400 thousand bu or 6.8
million lhs of meat from May to November 1984 (Murawski and Serchuk 19845). This entire srea is
in the FCZ,

Research vessel surveys of the mid-Atlantic surf clam resource have been conducted since 1965.
Commerciat-type hydraulic clam dredoes, modifisd to retain pre-recruit sizes, have been used as
survey gear. Indices of abundance (number of clams per tow) are adjusted to reflect differences in
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the dimensions of gear and operational procedures employed. Survey strata traditionally have bheen
grouped into four sets corresponding to the ceographical houndaries of the principal Mid-Atlantic
FCZ surf clam fishery areas (Morthern New Jersey, Southern New Jersey, Delmarva, and Southern
Virginia - North Carolina; Figure 1), Limited research surveys of the surf clam resource in New
England waters have also been conducted since the late 1960s (Murawski and Serchuk 1983a).

Dredging surveys performed by the Northeast Fisheries Center (NFFC) in New Enoland waters
during 1980-1983 were localized in the southern half of Ceorges Bank to evaluate ocean quahog
abundance. l_ow-level sampling in the central and northern portions of Georges Bank confirmed the
distribution of surf clame in these regions, althouah the survey data were not sufficient to perform
a reliable stock assessment of the surf clam resource. The rapid developrment of the Georges Bank
sur{ clam fishery during 1984 necessitated a direct research program to provide adeqguate
information about the extent of the stocks to facilitatz rational management of the fishery.
During most of 1984, the Georges Sank surf clam fishery was conducted under authority of a
raesearch exemption which allowed tha fishery to procsed without quota, effort,; or clam size
requiation but which required that participants collect binlogical data and conduct exploratory
fishing (Murawski and Serchuk 1984b).

A research vessel survey of the Georges Pank axea was conducted during 25 July - 1 August 1984
using standard clam surveying procedures (Murawski and Serchuk 1981, 1983h), A stratified random
survey was initially designed for the Georges B ”an!( area, with the nuwﬁur of stations allocatad to
individual survey strata (Figure 1) basad on stratum area and on the expected spatizl distribution of
clams within each strata. Data from the sxploratory fishery conducted prior to the survey were to
be used in assigning the number of random stations to every survey stratum. However, due to the
few numbers of 10" squares (Figure 2) actually explored by the fleet prior to the survey, nrevious
survey and fishery logbonk data had to be used to augment the limited exploratary fishing data to
derive sampling intensities for the varicus survey sirata. TH Georoes Banl sur? clam resource
pmveo particularly difficult to survey using standard procsdur rﬂvelanpd for the Middle Atlantic
region. Shallow areas of the Pank (Pﬂ fest) are extremely irreoular in botiom topogranhy, and the
diversity of substrate typas is much greater than in ths southern region (Figures 3 and 4), Much of
the survey gear was damaned when attempting to maintain the random station scheme because of
the ubiquitous distribution of rocks, cobbles, pebblas, boulders. Observations by NMFS personnel
aboard cornmercial vessels and written comments in Inghooks ind icqtao that exploratory fishinn
aperations also resulted in extensive gear loss in many of these areas. Hc'(,ﬂrdwwiv survey
orocedures were modified during the cruise to allow continuation O'E ~a"ﬂ0hwq without jeopardizing
the dredge and major components of the survey gear. Time of tow was reduced from the standar d
five minutes to one-minute duration. Additionally, before the dredge was szt =2t a narticular
locstion, an echo-socunding trace of the bottom was taken to assess the Yhardness” of the substrate,
Where bottom type was judged to be rocks, ete., the station location was abandoned and the
vicinity searched for "towabls" hottom.

Average catch per tow values varied considerably among survey strata (Table 3). Stratum 67 (the
Cultivator Shoals region) exhibited the highest catch rate, and contained the largest clams of the
strata sampled. Moderats densities of clams were apparent in Strata 65 and 72. Averags catch
rate (Table 4) for all ressarch vessel survey data combined (1980-1984) were not substantially
different from the 1984 data taken ssparately (Table 3).

A distribution plot (Figure 5) of all research vessel survey data indicates the high density area on
Cultivator Shoals as well as intermittent large clam catches te ths northeast. Anothsr
concentration of clams is indicated just east of Cultivator Shoals. These data are consistent with
results of exploratory fishino operations conducted by commereial vessels (Figure 2). Althnugh
some surf clams are ammaremly distributed over a wide area on the Pank (FLU'JT‘B 3), fishable
concentrations appear to be mostly confined to the northern portion of the Bank. The recently
determined \JS-Canada boundary in the Georges Bank region is plntted along with the distribution
of survey catches from the area. Although relatively little sampling was accamplished on the
Canadian side; it is likely that little surf clam resource exists there due to the deeper water depths
(generally greatsr than 180 feet) and coarse hottom topography (Figures 3 and 4).
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V.B. OEORGES BAMK AREA SURF CLAM RESOURCE

Size frequency distributions of clams sampled by the observers at sea and from landings exhibit a
pronounced mode at 5.9-6.3 inches shell length (150-15% mim) in both data sets although the
observer data showed smaller clams in the population (Table 5, Figure 4). Average shell sizes in
both sets of samples were nearly equal. Average size clams caught in the research vessel survey
was copsiderably smaller than in either interview or observer samples. This difference is partly
reflective of the fact that commercial vessals concentrated on large clams on Cultivator Shoals,
and the use of smaller dredge openings in the research vsssel gear to retain pre-recruit sized
clams. Ageing analyses performed on three commercial samples of Cultivator Shoals clams
revealed that most individuals were nine years old (1975 year class). Mean shell lenoth at age for
this cohort (154 mm for age nine during July 1984) was nearly equal to that expected in Middle
Atlantic populations (Murawski and Serchuk 1981; Tahle 6).

A total of 410 clams obtained from the research vessel survey of Georges Bank during 1984 were
utilized in age/growth studies. Age analyses revealed 20 different age classes on the Bank, with
the majority of clams in the 4 to 5 and 8 to 9.year old oroups. Crowth rates for shallow areas (lsss
than ahout 180 feet) were similar to long-term growth rates exhibited by Middle Atlantic surf clam
populstions. Several areas along the northern portion of the Bank (mmean depth 180 feet) exhibited
distinctly slower growth rates than shallower areas. However, these areas exhibiting slower growth
did not represent a large proportion of total clam binmass on the Bank. The length frequency and
size at age of clams in the Mid-Atlentic Area were discussed in Amendment #5 (MAFMC, 1984).

Vo, NANTUCKET SHOALS ARTA SURF CLAM RESCURCE

Retween the late 1940s and 1983, NMFS performed 219 sarmpls tows in the New England Area for
surf clams (Murawski and Sarchuk, 1983a), This area had been samplec less frequently in the past
than the Mid-Atlantic because of rugged bottom topography, sporadic distribution af beds, and lack
of cormnmercial fishing interest, The surf clam resource ascording to these 219 sample tows was
located in the Southern New England arez at the periphery of Nantucket Shoals (Figure 7), which is
also an area difficult to survey and fish. In general, surf clams in Southern New Fnaland waters
were confined ta denths less than 180" (55 meters). Few surf clamns were found to necur in FCZ
waters nff Rhode Island and west of Martha's Vinsyard, Massachusstls, as those areas wers
generally too deep. Clam densities wers greatest in waters 30-90' deep. They were less dense in
90-180" depths survaysd on Nantucket Shoals.

Nantucket Shoals Area surf clams are largs in comparison to the Mid-Atlantic catch, with an
average size of about 6.5" and ranging from 5.75" tg 7.5". This population is dominated by clams 7-
10 vears old with relatively poor recruitment during the last 5-6 years, MNantucket Shoals clams
appear slightly faster growing than their Mid-Atlantic counterparts, and have meat yields which
are slightly greater for similar sized clams (Murawski and Serchuk, 1983a).

~L

A relative sbundance index for surf elams in the Southern Nsw England (Nantuckst Shoals) region
was comnuted from survey catch data and compared with other clam assessment areas in the Mid-~
Atlantic Bight. The Southern New England region accounts for approximately 23% of the area
surveyed for clams. An estimated 5% of the total surf clam numbers and 10% of the total clam
resource in weight occurred in the Southern New Tngland region. A portion of the Southern New
“noland clam resource cceurs in waters too shallow for norrmal survey operations (less than 300, Teo
arcount for the non-surveyed pertion of the resource, clam densitiss of adjacent areas were

xtrapolated for the non-surveyed area. Hawever, when the non-surveyed portion was included, the
proportion of total resource welght occurring in Southern New England increased only slightly
(from 10 to 12.7%).

An assessment of potential yields from the Sputhern New ngland surf clam resource was not
performed as 2 part of the stock assessment (Murawski and Serchuk, 1983a). However, an estimate
of the total annual harvest from the Southern Mew England resource can be derived from resource
survey data, assuming that management strategies in the two regions (Southern Mew England and
Mid-Atlantic) are similar. The management strategy in the Mid-Atlantic is to spread the harvest
of the standing stock of clams over an extended pericd so that each clam has a higher likelihood of
numerous spawnings which increases the probability of successful year class recruitment and so
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that quotas are reasonably consistent over time rather than fluctuating widely as year classas
recruit and are fished out. If a similar harvest strategy were adopted for the Nantucket Shoals
Area, then the annual quota should reflect the fact that abhout 10% of the total FCZ resource in
weight (only 5% in numbers) occurs there. The QY in the Mid-Atlantic Area is 1.8 to 2.9 million
bu, and a similar barvest strategy would allow 176,000 - 294,000 by to be taken from the Nantucket
Shoals Ares=.

The standard conversion for meat weight ta bu is 17 lhs/bu fer the Mid-Atlantic region. Howaver,
as reported in the assessment document, Southern New England surf clams yield substantially more
meat than do similar sized clams in the Mid-Atlantie region (9 to 38% more, depending on clam
gize). Thus, assuming a greater meat weight/bu conversion for the Southern New England resource
vields an annual landings figure of about 200,000 bu, if management strateagies (harvest te biomass
ratio) are equivalent in the two ar=as.

Y., ESTIMATE OF SURF CLAM MAXIMUM SUSTAIMNABLE YIELD AND BIOMASS

The estimate of maximum sustainable vyield (45Y) in the original FMP was 2.9 mitlion bu
(approxima ely 50 nillion lbs of shucked rmeats) over the range of the resource, which was based
epon commercia larminqs from 1960-1976.

Although tremendous variability and uncertainty exists concerning the absolute size of the ore-
recrdit and recruited resources off New Ju‘spvg Delmarva and Southern Virginia - North Carolina,
it is probable that the strong 1976 and 1977 vyear classes can ba shepherded through wise
management to support the fishsry for at least the next 10 vears. This I0 vear time frame has
been selected to provide stability to the fishery rather than allow catch levels to rise and fall
significantly as clams are fished out over tirne or recruit to the fishery.

Extrapolating the mesn catch per tow indices developed from the August 1984 '\”\/iFS reszareh
survey yields 2 very rough estimate of 1.1 billion lbs of meats as a crude standing stock (Table 7).
With tﬂrn current sstimates of landinos, discards, discard associatad mortalities and natural
mortalities this crude (large vear to year variability) standing stock astimate should be sufficient
to support the current fishery for 10 = 12 vears. This sstimate is eguivalent to those nresented in
Murawski and Serchuk (1984c) where they state "adequate Surf clam resource currently exists to
sunport the fishery at or near current levels (40-50 million bs of meats per year) until the mid
19%0s", (This also includes discards.) Murawski and Serchuk (1984—8) did not calculaie a total Mid-
Atlantic standing stock estimate but rather compared the average biomass index (Figure 8) from
the late 1960s (during y=ars which the landings nroduced the MSY estimate) to the early 1280s,

The Mid-Atlantic standing stock astimate of clams greater than 5.5 derived from the August 1954
survey is roughly 340 million ibs (Table 7). This estimate increased slightly from the 320 million b
estimate that was developed from the 1982 survey and the 338 million 1b estimate that was
developed from the 1983 survey. While over 50 million lbs of meats were landed in 1983 (Table 1)
large numbers of Individuals from the 1976 and 1977 cohorts were becoming available to the fishery
(Fiqure 9) and thus this increase ig logical,

Based upon Murawski and Serchuk (1983a), about five percent of the tots! surf clam resource in
numbers and ten percent in weight is found in the Nantucket Shoals Area. These percentages
correspond to a maximum harvest quota of about 200,000 bu (4 million lbs af meat) per vear.
Although part of the Nantucket Shoals Area resource is located in areas that cannot be surveyed,
accounting for the potential resource in these areas did not appraciably increase the proportion of
total stock weight located off the Nantucket Shoals Area.

Murawski and Serchuk (1984b) assessed potential harvest quotas for Geosraes Pank, assuming the
same management strategy (l.e., exploitation ratio) as for Middle Atlantic and Southern New
England surf clam resources. The Georges Bank resource is about 7-13% as large as the Mid-
Atlantic surf clam population. If the ratio of clam landings to survey binmass index is similar in all
three areas (and thus the expleitation rate is approximately equivalent), then the appropriate
Gearges Bank catch guota would be approximately 250-300 thousand bu (4.3-5.1 million lbs of
meats) per vear. This strategy should result in stable catch levels for several years as the
exploitation rate would likely be relatively low.
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It is recognized that the MSY estimate and FMP Objective 1, which is basad in part on the MSY
estimate, should be evaluated in light of the improved data relative to the Nantucket Shoals and
Georges Bank resources. The Council is developing a major amendment to the FMP that will
include a comprehensive evaluation of the entire FMP, including the objectives. The OV ranges
provided for as a result of Amendment #6 ars based on the best information availahle. The sum of
the maximum limits of the OYs exceeds the current MSY estimate, but this in itself does not
constitute overfishing since MSY is a long term average yield so a problem would ecccur only if
quotas weare set at the maximum OV level on a long term basis. Additionally, the NEFC is planning
extensive analyzes for the 1985 stock assessment which are to include new analyses of vield per
recruit and MSY (Murawslki, pers. comm.).

VE. SURF CLAM PROBABLE FUTURE CONDITION

Results of 1984 NMFS biological assessments indicate that surf clam bhiomass off both Northern
New Jersey and Delmarva has been increasing due tn strong 1976 and 1977 year-classes off
Northern New Jorsey and DF’l"ﬂBI‘V&s respectively. The 1975 year-class off Northern Mew Jersey
becan to reach commercial qwe (55”) in 1981 while the 1277 year-class off Delmarva began to
reach that size in 1983 (Figure 9

The Nantuckst Shosls Area and Georges Bank surf clam resources are well represented by a wide
range of age groups in comparison te the Mid-Atlantic, which is dominated by strong year classes.
The resources in these two New England areas are apparently only a small fraction of the size of
the Middle Atlantic resource (Murawski and Serchuk 1984b). If the same management strategy is
assumed for the Nantucket Sheals Area and Georges Bank that i1s used in the Mid-Atlantic, the
strateqy should result in stable cateh levels for several vears.

Yi. DESZRIPTIONN OF HABITAT

There is no need to amend this section at this time.

VI, FISHERY MANAZEMENT JUIRISDICTION, LAWS, AND POLICTES

Current surf ciam minimum size lii“ﬂi”rs for States involved in the surf clam fishery are:
Massachusetts -~ 5, Rhods Island - 5.5%, New York - 4%, MNew Tﬂwsey - none, Maryland - 5.5%; and
Yirginia - 5.5%.

ViIT. DESCTRIPTION OF FISHING ACTIVITIES
VL. A, DOMESTIC FISHING ACTIVITY
VAL, Total Landinags

In 1950, 8 million Ibs of surf clam meats wers landed, with New York and New Jersey ports
accounting for 97% of the total (Table 1). The Maryland fishery developed in the early 1950s, but
New Jersey dominated the fishery until the early 197Cs. Significant Yirginia landings first occurred
in 1272 when that state accounted for 37% of the total 64 million 1bs landed. Since that time, New
Jersey, Maryland, and Virginia have been the major harvesting states, although the share of total
landings for each state changed from year to vear (Table 1). There have been landings in New
Zngland throughout the pericd since 1950, ah%ouqh landings have been small relative to the total
fishery, in most years amounting to less that 0,5% of the total, with a pesk of 7% in 1983 (Table 1),

The surf clam fleet typically concentrates its efforts in ane area until the catch rates decline, and
then moves to more productive grounds. Decreasing abundance of surf clams off New Jerssy and
discovery of large beds off Virginia resulted in a shift of effort to the latter ares in the early
1970s. The introduction of mechanical shucking devices around 1270 greatly increased the capacity
of processing plants. These devices, coupled with the expansion of the fishing orounds, are the
major reasons for most of the industry's growth after 1970,

Surf clam landings peaked at approximately 96 million lbs in 1974, sbout 2.5 times the weight
landed only a decade earlier (Table 1), After 1974, landings began to decline rapidly and, except
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for 1977, declined continucusly to a low of 35 million lbs in 1979. The FMP was implemented in
November; 1977, and the slight increase (Table 1) in total surf clam landings that year, to about 52
million lbs, was due at least in part to greatly increased sffort by the industry. There was a
significant increase in the number of vessels which entered the fishery that year in anticipation of
the stringent quota management and the vessel moratorium to be imposed by the FMP. Total
landings increased 9% between 1979 and 1980, 21% between 1980 and 1981, 2% between 1931 and
1982, and 12% hetween 1982 and 1983, to a 1983 level of 55 million tbs, 50% more than 1979 (Table
1.

Surf clam landings by quarter (Figure 10) have shown a fairly steady increase since the low aof the
fourth quarter of 1979/first quarter of 1980. The first three quarters of 1984 yielded the three
highest quarterly landinas since 1975 when 87 million lbs of meats wers landed (Table 1). The 10
year landings average of surf clams during the second guarter (823,462 bu) was the highest, while
the fourth quarter averaged 684,783 bu from 1975-1983 and was the lowest guartsrly average.
Both the first and third quacters for the 10 year (1975-1984) perind averaged slightly mare than
three guarters of a million bu. Tha large amount of variasbility which existed amona years during
the guarters prevented the detection of significant differences between guarterly averages.

Total surf clam and ocean quahog landings more than doubled between 1967 and 1974, from 45 to
27 million lbs of meats (Tmle 2); with ocean guahogs contributing about 1 million lbs to the 1974
total. landings dropped rapidly to about 55 million lbs in 1276, with quahogs contributing almaost 6
million lbs. ‘Smce then landings have generally increased, although there have been yenrmuo year
fluctuations. Landings in 1983 were approxirmately 21 million lbs, a 7% increase from the 1982
level.

The ncean quahono fishery was traditionally a small industry operated out of Rhode Island ports,
with annual landings throuoh 1275 amounting to 200,000 by or Isss. Tetal guahog landings increased
from 600,000 bu in 1975 to 3.5 million bu in 1279, and remained at about that level through 1923
(Tablz 2). The development of the fishery is attributable to advances in ocean guahon processing
techrology, the relatively high value of surf clams, the strong demand for dar"f’rguahaq meats, the
effects of surf clam cuota management, and the excess harvesting capacity of the Mid-Atlantic
surf clam flest.

The ocean quahog share of the total clam meat supply has increased significantly, from less than
1% in 1967, 4% ar less between Wfd and 1975, 11% in ]_9769 26% in 1277, 37% in 1978, 50% in
1979, 47% in 1280, 44% in 1981, 41% in 1982, ;mrJ 38% in 1983. The sionificant increases in the
ncean quahod ghc‘ue of total landings in the late 19705 came during a period of decressed surf clam
landings (Table 2). When surf clam landings began to recover in 1980, the ocean auahog share
decreaserd,; but the amount of meats remained stable.

Y. £.2. FCZ Landings

FCZ surf clam landings in 1981 and 1982 were approximately 37 million ths, half of the peak 1974
level and 93% of the 40 million lbs 1287 guota. FCZ landings for 1283 were 45 million lbs relative
to a quota of 41.7 million I5s. Landings from the FCZ increased 21% between 1972 and 1280 and
6% between 1980 and 1981, remained constant between 1981 and 1282, and increased 22% bstween
128%2 and 1983, for a 55% increase over the last five ysars (Table 2). The proportion of total
landings taken from the FTCZ during 1983 was 80%, which is not significantly different from the 13
yaar (1971-1983) average of 81%. Reported preliminary Mid-Atlantic TC7 landings for 1924 tatal
about 2.55 million bu.

Annual New England surf clam landings were less than 500,000 ibs hetween 1950 and 1976 and 1
millicn Ihs between 1977 and 1981 (Table 1). In 1982 landings increased to 3 million lhs, or 6% of
total landings. In 1983, 2.5 million lbs were harvested from the FCZ during the first half of the
year, which prompted a closure of the New Ingland Area for the remainder of the yesar. New
Encland reported FCZ landings for 1984 were 65,000 bu. excluding the 400,000 by landed from
Georges Bank. All of the clams landed from Georges Bank came from the FC7Z.

From May to Noveambear 1984, about 6.8 millinn Ibs of meats (400,000 buw) of surf clams were landed
from the Cultivator Shoals area of Georges Bank (Murawski and Serchuk, 1984b). Most landings
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were derived from one 10° square (Figure 2) on the western portion of the Bank. However, during
late August-September an additional high density area was exploited by saveral vessels.

The FCZ ocean quahaq fisnery began in MNew Jersey in 1976 (400,000 bu) and grew ranidly until 1279
(3.2 million bu, Table 2). During the last five years landings have been quite stable, accounti ng for
97% of the total quahoq catch in 19283, However, landings began increasing in 1984 with a
preliminary sstimate of slightly over 4 million bu landesd.

VIIL A3, Surf Clam Yessel Performance

Total reported (loghooks) Mid-Atlantic FCZ landings for 1983 were about 2.3 millinn bu (equal to
the annual quota), with yearly estimates of 1.7, 1.9, 2.0, and 2.0 million bu in 1979, 1980, 1981, and
1982, respectively (Table 8). Average annual catch per vessel was about 10,000 by in 1979, 15,000
bu in 1980, 16,000 bu in 1981, 18,000 bu in 1982, and 21,000 bu in 1983,

Average annual catch per vessel in the FC7 peaked in Jamary 1984 for Tlass 1 (Figure 11) and
Tlass 2 (Figure 12). The peak for Class 3 vessels cceurred in August 1983 (Figure 13) with January
1984 being the szcond highest catch in bufvessel. Class 1 are vessels less than 50 Cross Registered
Tons (PPT) Class 2 50-100 GRT, and Tlass 3 greater than 100 GRT.

Average annual Mid-Atlantic surf clam vessel catch per unit of effort (CPUE) increased from 1979
through 1981, decreased in 1982, and increasad in 1933 (Teble 8). Average TPUE was 25 bu/hr in
1979, 32 bufbr in 1980, 48 bu/hr in 1981, 35 bu/hr in 1982, and 48 bu/hr in 1983, The increase in
1981 was due to catehes dominated by small clams fram the relatively strong 1976 and 1977 year
classes off New Jersey and Delmarva, respectively. These small clams were tergeted because of
their very high aaundqnce; traditionally, however; the fishery targeted on clams at least as large as
the current minimum size limit. In 1982, TPUE decreased after implementation of the 5.5"
minirnum surf clam size limit effective 24 JLL)/ 1931, In 1983 it returned to the 1981 level because
of increased availability of harvestable clams due to orowth of the 19756 and 1377 dominant year

classes even though many clams were sublegal (5.0-5. 5”) when harvested,

A total of at least 17 different vessele participated in the Ceorges Bank fishery through October
1981 Mot of the vessels (B2%) were Class 3, the remainder were Tlass 2. Fifteen of the 17
participating vessels listed Middle Atlantic ‘locm‘:mns as home port (Murawski and Serchuk, 1984hb),
The two New England vessels that filed Jogbooks for Georges Bank fishing had permits to fish only

the New England Ares,

Georges Dank average catch rate (bu per hour fished) declined sharply after June (Table 9) possibly
indicating decrsased clam abundance in the Tultivator Shoals area (where virtually all landings
through mid-August were derived). Howsver, these data should be interpreted cautiously since

various vessels participated in the fishery at different times during the vear. Ssveral of the lnrnest
vessels that fished heavily during June and early July did not fish during the second half of July and
early August. Thus, the data are likely confounded by vessel fishing power differences.
Nevertheless, the apparent drop in CPUE is striking, particularly since most of the catch and effort

~

was by Class 3 vessels.

Average CTPUE for the (Georges Bank fishery during 1984 was 121 bu ner hour (Tahle 2). This rate is
more than doua‘lc the average CPUE value for the Class 3 fleet in the Middle Atlantic region during
1983 (556 bu/hour). However, the Middie Atlantic landings were subject to a minimum clam size for
landings, which generally reauired extensive culling of the catch. The CPUE for Class 3 vessels in
the Mid-Atlantic increased substantially during 1284 as increasing proportions of small clams were
landed. Average TPUE for Class 3 vessels in the Mid-Atlantic regien durina the third quarter of
1984 was 91 bu/heour, only 25% less than the 1984 Georges Bank average (Murawski and Serchuk,
984hb),

According to logbook data, in 1983 twelve (11 Class 3) vessels landed nearly 88,000 bu (1.5 million
lhs of meats) of surf clams from the Nantucket Shoals Area. Four reporting vessels listed New
England ports as their homeport, two of which were permitied to fish only in the New Enaland
Area.
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In 1984, ten vessels (7 Class 3) landed nearly 65,000 bu (1.1 million lbs) of surf clams from the
Nantucket Shoals Area. Half of the vessels had New England homeports and, as in 1983, only two
were permitted to fish only in the New England Area.

The CPUE of all 12 vessels in 1983 that fished the Nantuckest Shoals Area was 21 bu/hr. The CPUE
for the 10 vessels in 1984 fell to 38 bu/hr. Comparison of CPUE between equivalent vessel classes
is prohibited due to the small sample sizes and datz confidentiality.

The CPUE in the Mid-Atlantic area has changed dlffwently for each of the three vessel classes
(Table 8). For Class 1 vessels, CPUE was 17 bu/hr in 1979, 21 bu/hr in 1980, 22 bu/hr in 1981, 19
bu/hr in 1982, and 28 bu/hr in 1983, Class 2 CPUE was 19 bu/hr, 24 bu/br, 38 bu/hr, 27 bu/hr, and
41 bufhr in 1979-1983, regpactively. Class 3 CPUE was 31 bu/hr, 38 bu/kr, 55 bu/hr, 43 bu/hr, and
56 bu/hr in 1979-1983, respectively.

The CPUE by all three classes of vessels has shown a stzady increase in the past few years (Figures
14, 15, and 14). Both Class 1 and Tlass 3 vessels ‘CP(_JE p ak@a in the last month (October 1984) for
which data are available. Class 2 vessel CPUE peaksd in August 1984, with the second highest
CPUE in October 1934, These trevnrﬁﬂdous recent increases in CPUE are attributable to the
increased percentages (Figure 9) of larger clams (growth), landings of sublegal clams, and the
decrease in the legal minimum size (5.5" to 5.25"; 42 FR 40580).

Relative fishing powsr (catch per vessel by class divided by Class 1 catch per vessel) was 1.0, 1.7,

and 3.9 for Tlasses 1, 2, and 3, respectively, in 1979, 1.0, 1.8, and 3.6 in 19‘%0 1.0, 2.5, and 5.2 in

1981, 1.0, 1.7, and 3. 7 in 1982, and 1.0, 1.8, and 3.2 in 1983,, Felative CPUE (CPUE by class dividad
hy CPLUE for (Class 1) was 1.0, 1.1, and 1.8 for Tlasses 1, 2, and 3, respectively, in 1979, 1.0, 1.1,
and 1.8 in 1980, 1.0, 1.7, anc’ 255 in 1931, 1.0, 1.4, and 403 in 1982, and 1.0, 1.4, and 2.0 in 1933
(Tablz 8).

in sumnmary, the shifts in TPUE in the Mid-Atlantic area and relative fishinng power are most likely
attributable to an increase in the surf clam resource, mostly made uo of smaller cla BMS, hetween
1979 and 1981, tempered with the imposition of the rninimum size limit in mid-1981. Follnwing
fﬂpiementatmn of the size limit, fishing practices changed becausz most of the clams in the
largest year classes were sublegal, i2ading to culling or searching for heds of legal clams, all of
which apparently reduced the affectiveness of the larger vessels relative to the smaller vessels. By
1283, the growth of the clams as well as reported landing of sublegal clams, pushed CPUE back io
about the 1291 level with 1984 CPRPUE far outstripping any previous performances.

YIILAL. Ocean CBuahog Yessel Performance

Ucean guahog vessse 3 are divided into two classes for purposes of analysis: Class A (100 GRT or
less) and Class B (larger than 100 GRT). This breakdown is necessary because there are so few
Class 1 (0-50 GRT ) ocean quahog vessels publishing the data using the surf clam classes would
violate confidentiality rules.

Most of the ocean quahog vessels are Class B (39 of 58 in 1979, 36 of 53 in 1980, 32 of 48 in 1981,
34 of 44 in 1982, and 30 of 37 in 1983). These vessels account for the vast majority of the ocsan
quahng catch, The relative fishina power (bu/hr for Class B divided by bu/hr for Tlass A) was 3.3,
5.8, 3.9, 5.7, and 5.1 in 1979, 1980, 1981, 1282, and 1983, respectively (Tahle 10).

The number of active ncean guahog vessels declined from 538 in 1979 to 37 in 1983, while the catch
was about 3 millian bu annually throughout the period (Table 10). The hours that sach vessel fished
an average increased consistently from 437 in 1979 to 619 in 1983. Average CPUE was 119 bu/hr in
1979, 115 bufhr in 1980, 122 bu/hr in 1981, 135 bu/hr in 1922, and 132 bu/hr in 1983,

On a quarterly basis, ocean guahog landings (Figure 17) have exhibited ne consistent trend since
1979,

Wil 8.5. Yessel Data

There have been significant changes to the Mid-Atlantic surf clam fleet over time. In 19245 thers
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were 68 vessels; 33 Class 1, 33 Class 2, and 2 Class 3 (Table 11). Flest size increased rapidly in the
mid-1970s, to 122 vessels in 1976, 155 in 1977, 157 in 1978, and a peak of 165 in 197%. From that
level, the number of vessels that landed surf clams (based on logbnok renorts) decreasad by 22% to
128 vessels in 1980, by 5% to 122 vessels in 1981, by 7% to 114 vessels in 1982, and by 1% to 113
vessels in 1983 (13 Class 1, 43 Class 2, and 57 Class 3).

The composition of the Mid-Atlantic fleet has alse changed. In 1945 48% of the vessels were Class
1, 48% Class 2, and 3% Class 3. In 1978 the distribution was 13% Class 1, 37% Class 2, and 50%
Class 3. The 1983 distribution was 12% Class 1, 38% Class 2, and 50% Class 3 (Table 11).

The number of active surf clam vessels in the Mid-Atlantic area has been fairly steady during this
decade (Figure 18). Generally between 75 and 90 vessels in any one month land surf clams. Over
the last several years about 10 Class 1 vessels fished monthly (Figure 19), between 25 and 35 Class
2 vesseis generally fished (Figure 20), and arcund 30 to 40 Class 3 vessels fished monthly (Figure
21), There appears to be a consistent downward trend from January through September 1584
ameng active Class 3 vessels. Although QOetober (the last month for which data are availsble) may
have discontinued this downward trend, thers is no readily apparent exnlanation for it.

The physical characteristics of Mid-Atlantic surf clam vessels vary greatly (Table 12). In 1979 the
tannage per vessel ranged from 6 to 306 tons, with an average of 112 tons. Vessel iencth ranoed
from 28' ta 1467, with an average of 79'. The horsepower of the surf clam vessels rangsd from 60 to
1,530 with an average of 38%9. Crew size ranged from 1 to 11 men, with an average of 4. Dredge
size ranged from 16" to 240" with an average length of 0% (Table 12). The characteristics of the
fleet did not change significantly during the period 1979-1983 except for dradge size, horsepower,
and crew size (Table 12). Average dredge size increased from 90" to 108%. Average horsepawer
increased from 289 to 550, although the maximur decreassd ta 1,000, Crew size chanoed from a
range of 1-11, average 4, to a range of 2-6, avarags 5.

There are significant differences between the number of vessels that are permitted and the number
nf aciive vesssls. As of 31 Decembar 19283, 148 vessels had permits for surf clams and ocean
guahags for the Mid-Atlantic Area, 156 vessels had permits to fish for ccean quahoags only, and 362
vessals were permitted for the surf clam fishery in the New England Ares (Table 13). The Mid-
Atlantic Area surf clam and ocean quahoo permits are accounted for prirarily by vessels from New
Jereey (44%), Maryland (27%), and Virginia (14%). The ocean gushog oply permits are held
primarily by vesssis from Massachusetis (46%) and Maine (23%). The New Fngland Area only surf
clsm sermits have been issued primarily to vessels from Massachusetts (58%), Maine (15%), and
Rhode Island (10%).

It is extremely difficult to describe the New England flest since anly 4 veasels in 1983 and 5 vessals
in 1984 homeported in New England filed logbooks as having fished in the Nantucket Shnale Ares.

Twa of those vessels in 1983 and 3 in 1984 had permits to fish in both the New England and Mid-
Atlantic Areas (i.&., permits issued under the moratorium).

VL A.6. Fishing Trins

Another measure of fishing activity is the number of trips vessels make. As noted above, the
number of vessels involved in the Mid-Atlantic Area surf clam fishery has been declining on an
average annual bagis (Table 11). However, if quarterly data are examined (Table 14), a more
precise picturs of the active flest develops.

For example, during 1979, 112 vessels landed Mid-Atlantic Area surf clams at some times during the
year. However, the number of vessels active during any guarter ranoged from 82 to 97. For 1983,
the apnual count was 88, while the quarterly range was 71-82 (Table 14).

It vessels that land both Mid-Atlantic Area surf clams and ocean guahogs are added to the vessels
landing only Mid-Atlantic Area surf clams, the 1979 fleet was 162 active vessels, with a quarterly
range of 106-122 and the 1983 fleet was 113 with a quarterly range of 78-25 (Table 14).

Clearly, the number of active vessels changes on a monthly and quarterly basis, sugnesting that at
least some vessels fish only part of the year. In fact, many of the vessels fish only part of the year
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(Table 15).

l_ogbook data for 1983 indicate that 38% of the Class 1, 22% of the Class 2, and 6% of the Class 3
vessels fishing for only Mid-Atlantic Area surf clams made between 1 and 1@ trips (Table 15). All
of the Class 1 vessels made 60 or fewsr trips. The Class 2 vessels made 90 or fewer trips and the
Class 3 vessels made 100 or fewer trips. The mean number of trips was 28 for Class 1, 392 for Class
2, and 54 of Class 3. The median number of trips (half the vessels made more and na]‘f less) was 28
for Class 1, 40 for Class 2, and 41 for Class 3, with the maximum number of trips for any vessel 52,
925, and 93 for Classes 1, Z; and 3, respectively. Rermember that during 1783 the Mid-Atlantic Aresa
surf clam fishery was restricted to 24 hours per wesk, which amounts to two 12 hour irips, or
essentially a maximum of 104 allowable trips for ths year.

For Class 3 vessels fishing only Tar ocean quahogs (there are not enough Class 1 and 2 vessels in the
tshery to analyze), the average number of trips was 95, the peak was 131, and the median was 107
(Table 15).

Class 3 vessels fishing for both Mid-Atlantic Area surf clams and acean qushogs on average made
94 trips, with a maximum of 160 and a median of 23 (12%) made &0 or fewar trips (Table 15).

Mid-Atlantie Area surf clam fishing is restricted te Sunday through Thursday. During 1984,
Monday and Tuesday each accountad for 24% of thse trips, with 21% on Wednesday, 19% on Sunday,
and 12% on Thursday (Table 16).

While the above discussion presents only a summary of the data contained in the referenced tables,
it is rfle'ar that only a portion of the permitted fleet is actually fishing and the vessels that are
fishing are generally fishing only part time, both in terms of trios and hours.

VOLAS . Surf Clam Fishing Tis

Surf clam fishing effort in the Mid-Atlantic Area is requlated by adjustirm the number of hours per
weak that vessels are permitied to fish. Between 1 Ja ﬂaw 1978 and 31 December 193 i, allowabls
times ranged from 0O (Plomvre) to 96 hours per week (Table 17), but these exiremes have heen the

excention. There have been only five rlosures, one for 2 Woeks and one for 1 week in 1978 and two
for two weeks and cne for one weelk in 1984, The 26 hours per week period lasted for only 4 weeks
(in 1978). Monthly analyses show the same pattern (Fi gwe 22) with the rule averaging about 100
hours and the exceptions being the summer of 1980 and 1984,

During the pericd 1 Jonuary 1978 through 31 December 10‘%—&9 of the total 364 weeks, 233 (64%)
were at 24 hours per week, 57 (16%) were at 12 hours per weel, 30 (3%) were at 36 hours per week,
26 (7%) were at 48 hours per week, 9 (2%) were aceounted for by closures, 4 (l“/o) were at 96 houra
per weelk, 4 (1%) were at 4 hours per two weeks, and 1 week was at 6 hours (Tahls 18),

Thaere were 9,006 hours of fishing possible from 1 January 197§ through 31 December 1984, 62% of
it in periods of 24 hours per wesk, 14% in periods of 48 hours per week, 12% in periods of )6 hours
per week, 8% in pericds of 12 hours per weelk, 4% in periods of 96 hours per weesk and the other two
pe;mr_;s (6 hours per two weeks and & hours per week) accounted for less than 1% of the time (Table
19).

/\Hmwabie fishing hours have changed from 1,752 hours in 1978 to 1,440 hours in 1979 (-18%), to

1,728 hours in 1980 (+20%), to 972 hours in ]9”1 (-844%), to 1,248 howe (+28%) in 1982 and WBB to
618 hours in 1984 («50%). There has also heen a decrease in the time pericds (i.e., hoq”s per week)
during which fishing is allowed. In 1978, 40% of the hours wesre at 24 hours per week, 30% at 48
hours per week, 22% at 96 hours per Week, and 8% at 36 hours per week. In 1979 allowable fishing
hours were split hetween 24 hours per week (60%) and 36 hours per week (40%). Tn 1980, 42% of
the time was at 48 hours per week, 38% at 24 hours per wesek, and Z1% at 36 hours per week.
During 1981 allowable hours decreased significantly to 72% at 24 hours per week and 28% at 12
hours per week. For 1982 there was an increase to 100% at 24 hours per week (Table 19). The rate
continued at 24 hours per weel through all of 1983, but was cut to 12 hours per week on 26
February 1984 and then decreased further several more times in 1984 (Table 17).
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The reduction of allowed time to 12 hours per week on 24 February did not reduce catch rates
encugh to eliminate the need to close the fishery for two weeks beginning 24 June 1984. It is
useful to examine catch relative to time to understand the situation in 1984, When the fishery was
reduced to 1Z hours per week, 17% of the year had elapsed with 26% of the surf clam quota taken
(17% of the quahog gquota taken). When 17% of 1983 had gone by, 12% of the surf clam and 9% of
the guzheg quotas had been caught. By the time 42% of 1984 had lapsed (1 June), 52% of the surf
clam and 40% of the quahoqg quotas had been taken (at 50% of 1983, the catch was 40% and 37% of
the surf clam and quahog quotas, respectively). Even with the severe e=ffort restrictions imposed
during 1284 the preliminary logbook reports show the guota exceedad for both surf clams and ocean
quahogs.

Although there was a 50% decrease in the numbers of hours available for fishing between 1983 and
1284, there was no tremendous increase in the percent of the hours used. Tlass 1 vessels used
slightly higher percentages (75-85%) during June, July and August 1984 than they had during the
nravious five years (Figure 23) but the other menths of 1984 were quite comparable te the previous
years. Overall, Class 2 vessels (Figure 24) appeared to have used a slightly higher percentaae of
time during 1984 than previously, but Class 3 vessels (the most numerous) continued a fairly
variable monthly rate (Figure 25). Of course, the actual hours/vessel snent fishing for each class
(Figures 26, 27 and 28) dropped appreciably during 1984.

Allowed fishing times must be considered in the context of permitted vessels relative to vessels
that actually fished. In 1984 there were 145 vessels permitkted for the surf clam fishery in the Mid-
Atlantic Area and 618 hours allowed per vessel, fer a potential total of 82,610 hours, of which only
27,394 hours (31% of the total) were used, based on logbook reports. In 1985 (through the first
week of March), there were 54 hours allowed for each of the 145 permitted vessals, for a potential
total of 7,830 hours, whereas 2,966 hours (38% of the total) were actually used. However, during
the neriod coverad in 1985, the vessels that actually fished in most weeks veed more than 90% of
their allowed hours.

Ever since the New England Area was created; the FMP has provided for a possible imposition of
effort limitations in that Arsa. That provision was not used until 1 April 1283, when effort was
reduced to 17 hours per week. The fishery was closed on 1 July 1983 because the catch reached
114,000 bu as of 1 June 19893 anainst a quota of 100,000 by,

VILE, FOREIGH FISHING ACTIVITY
The surf clam and crean quahog fisheries are domestic fisheries only.
YILC. INTERACTION BETWEEN DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN PARTICIFPANTS IN THE FISHERY

There are ne records of forsign (including Canadian) catches of either speciss in the northwast
Atlantic.

M. DESCRIPTION OF ECOMOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FISHERY
A, DOMESTIC HARVESTING SECTOR
DAL Surf Clam Ex-vessel Yalue and Price

Surf clam ex-vessel value for the period 1950-1983 (Table 20), moaving in a pattern censistent with
landings and available biomass, peaked at appreximately $27 million in 1977, declined consistently
to a 1980 level of aporoximately $19 million, and increased to approximately $23 million in 1981,
$26 million in 198Z, and $25 million in 1983. On a state by state hasis, value has moved in a
pattern similar to landings, with total 1983 value sharaed prirmarily by New Jersey (40%), Maryland
(12%), and Yirginia (32%).

The ex-vessel value of the surf clam cateh in current dollars, bath total and in the FCZ, more than
doubled hetween 1974 and 1977 and has since remained fairly stable (Table 21). The F72Z has
consistently accounted for & greater share of the value than of landings: 83% of the value and 77%
of landings in 19745 81% of the value and 74% of landings in 1982, and 84% nf the value and 80% of
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the landings in 1983.

Surf elam sx-vessel value, when adjusted for inflation, was $8 million in 1974. It peaked at $14
million in 1977, then declined to a low o *$7 million in 1980. In 1981, 1982, and 1983 it was $8
million. FCZ value was approximately $6 million in 1974 and $7 million in 1979-1983 (Table 21).

Surf clam price per pound (adjustad for inflaticn) remained fairly stable from 1950-1975, ranging
hetween $.07 and $.14 (Table 22). In 1976 it increased to $.26 and peaked in 1977 at $.27, from
which it has declined steadily to $.15 in 1983 and $.14 for the first quarter of 1984. FCZ deflated
prices have moved in the same patiern as total pricss, but have generally been slightly higher
($.19/1b in 1980, 1981, and 1982 and $.16 in 1983

Quarterly anzlyses of surf clam price per bushel (Figure 29) shows a slight but somewhat steady
decline from the peak during the second gquarter of 1973 in terms of nominal dollars. Price in
deflated dollars has been slightly decreasing since the third and fourth quarter peals of 1977.

Average qr'nSS revenues (adjusted for inflation) show an vpward trend during the last 5 years for the
FCZ surf clam fleet (Tahle 23). For the total FCZ surf clam flset, the average was $43,000 in
1979, 548,000 in 1980, $52,000 in 1981, 357,000 in 1982, and $56,000 in 1983, The average for Class
1 vessels (".!nder 50 Gmss Registerad Tons) increased 20% between 1979 and 1980, declined 22%
hetween 1980 and 1981, increased 50% between 1921 and 1982, and increased 10% between 1982
and 1983. Class 2 vessels (50-100 GRT) changed +18%, +6%, +3%, and +17% for the same vears.
The changes for Class 3 vessels (greater than 100 2RT) were +6%, +9%, +10%, and -8%,
respectively.

DHAZ. Ceean Quahog Ex-vassel Yalue and Price

Ocean quahog ex-vessel value (Tabkle 24), in current dailars, moving in a pattern consistent swith
landings, was less than $500,000 for 1957 through 1%75. It then increasad m $2 million in J_97u9 $6
million in 1977, $7 million in 1978, $10 millian in 1979 through 1281 and $11 million in 1282 and
1953, The FCZ share increased from 77% when the fishery began in 1978 to 98% in 1981 and 1987,

and 95% in 1983 (Table 24). There has been little change in deflated value since 1979.

Price per pound, adjusted for inflation, fell from 2 1976 and 1977 high of $.16 to $.10 in 1981-1983
(Table 253). It remained at %.10 for the ﬁtS[ guarter of 1984. Ocean qusahog price has been
remarkably stable (nominal dolides) at about $3.00 psr bu since 197‘7 (Figure 30). Deflaied prics
nas heen steadily decreasing slightly since 1977, however.

A5, Markst Indicators

To analyze the supply and demand for surf clams and ncean guahogs, three sets of indicmms Wers
developed: those which are primarily supply related (Table 26), those which are primarily demand
related (Table 27), and those reflective of the interactions of supply and demand (Table 23)0 A
review of these indicators leads to the conclusion that demand is expanding relative to sunply.

Basic supply or production indicators are: available biomass, availshility of clams greater than
5.5" the numbser of vessels fishing, their combined affort, their CPUE, and the cost of fishing. All
of these indicators except the cost of fishing have been previously discussed. There is no new
major recruitment to the biomass at this time while the proportien of 5.5 clams, which
dramatically decreased in the past (after 1974), is slowly showing some signs of increasing (Figure
B). Also discussed previously was the rise and subsequent decline in the number of vessels fishing
for surf clams with the corresponding increase in the averace size of the active vessel. These
vaessels are currently fishing less than 12 hours a wesk and do not fish all of their allowed fishing
time.

The only supply indicator not previously disnussed is unit vessel costs. Yessel costs over time are
not available. Howsaver, one nf the most significant componeants of vessel cost is fuel. Fuel costs
range from 11-17% of a vessel's operating costs (MAFMIT, 1981). Since catch rates have been
increasing (Table 8), the average cost of harvesting a bu of surf clams must be declining. In 1979,
the average Class 3 vesssl fished 2.7 hours to catch 100 bu of clams. In 1983 it took the average
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Class 3 vessel only 1.4 hours to catch 100 bu of clams. Fewer hours needed to fish imply lower fuel
costs. Furthermore, over the past few yesrs the deflated price of fuel has heen decrzasing after
reaching a peak in 1981 (Figure 32). (For reference purposes, Figure 31 shows the trend in
inflation. It takes approximately $3 in 1983 to purchase what it took $1 to purchase in 1965-1967.)
Yessel operating costs should also be raduced as catch rates increase and regulated hours decrcase
for less maintenance will be required. Fewer hours fished imply fewer vessel breakdowns and less

need for routine overhaul. Mainterance costs range from 33-50% of a vessel's operating costs
(MAFM, 1981),

In summation, not only are fuel costs and maintenance costs declining because there is less fishing
time required to harvest a fixed amount of bushels, but additionally, fue! costs are declining
because of a reduction in the price of fuel.

Two groups of demand indicaters were developad. The first set of indicators primarily reflects the
overall market for edible Tish and shellfish. As the overall market increases, s should surf clam
and ocean quahog demand. The secend group of demand indicators reflects the prices of possible
competing products for surf clams and ocean quahogs. Both groups of indicators imply a growing
demand for surf clam and ocean quahog products.

The overall demand for edible fish and shelifish products has been increasing. Averace per capita
consumption of fish and shellfish has increased from 10.8 bz in 1965 te 12.9 lbs in 1983 (Fi igure 33\
The population has grown 21% since 1965 from 192 to 232 million in 1983 Figure 34). Consumer
after-tax disposable incomes have qrown 47% since 1965 in 1972 doliars (29% in 1967 dollars,
Figure 35) while their expenditures at retail eating and drinking establishments have increassd 50%
since 1965 (Figure 36). These expendituras seem to be rising as a nercentage of disposable income.

These indicators show that the overall market for all fish and shellfish products is expanding.
There are morz potential consumers with increasing incomess that arve spending more in retail
eating and drirking establishments, major outlets for processed fish and sheilfish (especially surf
clams), while in general consuming more fish and shellfish in their dists.

The sscond set of demand indicators consists of the unit prices of potential competing products
such as the retail price of canned and semi-preparsd soups; the orices of canned shrimnp and
breaded shrimp; and the ex-vessel prices of sea scallops, shrimp, finfish, and hard clams. All of
these products can be found with surf clam and ocean quahog products on many restaurant menus
or along sids surf elam and ocean quanhog products on grocery market shelves., They are
correspondingly substitutes for clam chowder and juices, breadsd clam stripg;, and canned minced
and whele clamms. These oroducts show, in current prices, rising trends from 1267 to 1921 Figurs
37). Howsvar, in 1982 and 1983, the prices of minced and canned clams declined sharply, Dmbnblv
dus to the increased landing of surf clams in aeneral, as well as the increase in smell clam landinas.
Strip clam prices for 1983 are not available, but it is likely, with the decline in large clam
availability in 1983, that it will have exceeded the 1983 minced and whole clam price.

—

he price of breaded shrimp has increased remarkably since the mid-1970s, increasing at a faster
ate than the price of breaded clams (Figure 38). This is also true of the retail soup price index
el tive to the price of clam chowder and juices (Figure 39). While the price of canned shrimp has
also increased remarkably, for the last three years canned and minced clam prices have declined.
Again, this is primarily due to the recent increased landings of small clams. In all of these
instances indications are that the prices of competing products are ralatively higher than surf clam
and ocean gushog product prices. Higher relative orices imply that consumers will ‘more likely
switch from the higher priced products to the lower priced products. Therefore, the demand for
surf clamn and ocean guahog products is increasing. A similar conclusion is reachsd if surf clam ex-
vessel prices are compared to the ex-vessel nrices of sea scallops, hard clams, guif shrimp, summer
flounder, and cod (Figure 40).

=‘.l

03

The final set of Indicators are surf clam ex-vessel prices and revenues, ocean quahog prices and
revenues, and total clam supply. These indicators are simultansously reflective of supply and
cemand. Prices, and thus revenues, reflect situations whers quantity demanded equals guantity
supplied. The total clam supply shows not only the preduction levels of surf clams, but the
availability of competing clam preducts as well. Surf elam and ocean guzhon prices and revenues
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have been previously discussed. In deflated terms, surf clam and ocean quahoq prices show a
decreasing trend since 1978 (Figures 29 and 30). Ocean quahog revenues havs been fairly stable
while surf clam revenues, after their decline from the peak in 1977, have been increasing slightly

(Tables 23 and 24).

What has yet to be discussed is the total clam supply. This consists of not only surf clams and
ocean quahogs but also hard clams, soft clams, inventories (frozen meats only), and imports (Figure
41). Inventory levels show a leveling off from 1978 to 1983 but a sharp decline beqginning 1984, an
early indication of the tremendous increase in landings in 1984. Imports of clam products have
increased from 2 million lbs in 1975 to 11 million lbs in 1983, Landinos of soft and hard clams have
either remained level or exhibit a slow long term decline since 1965. Ocean quahogs have grown
remarkably to 35 million lbs a year in 1979, and then leveled off (prelirhinary data indicate that in
1984 there were slightly over 40 million lhs landed). Surf clam landings have been increasing
steadily since 1979. Total clam supply, while mirroring surf clam supply, is now at the peak 129
million Ib lavel. However, in 1974 surf clams were 74% of the clam supply of 129 million lbs, while
in 1983 they were only 43% of the 129 million 1b supply.

If the indicators discussed above are compared across the years 1965, 1974, and 1983 (Tables 26, 27
and 28); years whean, respectively, the fishery was small, at peak levels, and heavily requlated, the
market picture is sharpened such that the conclusions and trends discussed above hecome distinet.
The supply indicators show decreasing costs, the clams will be supplied at lower prices {unless
closures causa a panic among buyers). The demand indicators show that competing products, in
general, have rising prices in deflated tsrms and significant increases relative to surf clam and
ocean quahog product prices. In 1974 the surf clarm industry generated $7.7 million for 26 million
Ibs of clams, but in 1983 iotal surf clam and ocean quahog revenues grew to almost $12 million,
event though only 56 million lbs of clams and 34 million lbs of quahogs were landed. It seems
avident that the decline in abundance led to a shortfall in supply relstive to demand and prices
corrasnondingly increased. CTurrently incrsased abundance and the increased percentage of small
clam landings are causing prices to fall. Current levels of per capita clam consumption are 9% lass
than in 1974, even though consumers have increased incomss, are spending a larger percentage of
their income outside their homes for foed and entertainment, and are consuming more fish and
shelifish as part of their dist. Therefore, one would expsect that the guantity of surt clam and
acean quahoqg products should expand as long as prices are stable or decline. The prevailing trend
in CRPUE indicates that prices will maintain their trends unless closures or the threat of closures
causes panic among buyers who want to minimize the chance of having nn clam meats tn process,

DA, Surf Clam Guarterly Price Model

In order to be able to forscast effects of management measures on surf clam prices, an analysis
was undertaken using NMFS quarterly surf clam and ocean guahog landing and price data. Prices
were adjusted for inflation using the index for Producer Prices, All Commodities (Ssries 3

(JSDC, 1984d), Per caoita disposable income (in 1972 dollars) was also used. To determine the best
relationship 2 series of regression equations were prepared using prices in both nominal and
deflated terms and using various combinations of surf clam landings, ocean guahog landings, ocean
quahog prices, surf clamn landings oer capita, ocean quahog landings per capita, a series of dummy
variables o adjust for possible guarterly wvaeriations, and a dummy wvariabls to adjust for a
combination of unusually high surf clam prices combined with relatively low landings during the

L

third and fourth quarters of 1976 and the first and second quarters of 1977,

The best equation predicted surf clam prices in nominal terms, using surf clam landinas (in bu), per
capita disposable personal income, and the dummy variable to adiust for the last two guarters in
1976 and the first two cuarters in 1977 (set equal to 1 for those quarters and O for all nther
quartars). The equations were also run with the data transformed into natural logarithms,

The variables are:

SCP = surf clam price ($ per bu) in nominal terms.

SCL = surf clam landings in bu.

DPY = per capita disposable personal income in 1972 doliars.

D1 =1 for 1976 quarters 3 and 4 and 1977 quarters 1 and Z; else 0.
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The equation iss
SCP = -0.00300554 X SCL + 0.00469 X DPY + 3.52 X D1 - 5,14

The RZ is 0.85 and the Durbin-Watson is 1.87. The T statistics are 9.69 for SCL, 7.84 for DPY, and
7.31 for D1. The signs on the regression coefficients are ecorrect, that is, the coefficient for STL is
neg'wtivp (prices should rise as landings fall) and the coefficient for DPY is positive (prices should
rise as incomes rise).

The quarters adjusted by the D1 variable reflect a response to two essentially concurrent
phenomena. Through 1975 the fishery was dependsnt to a significant degree on surf clam beds off
Virginia. Those beds were effectively depleted by 1976, resulting in a sharp drop in landings (Table
1 and Figure 10). The anoxia kill off New Jersey heqmmng in the ‘thlrd quarier of 1976 further
reduced landings. Price began to gradually increase in the first quarter of 1976, reaching almost
$10/bu by the third quarter of that year (Figure 29). Price probably did not J'“nmpdua't&ly rise with
the drop in landings because of inventory left from the eavlier periods. Prices were just as high at
lower landing levels during later guarters. hz problem with the quarters in question was
apparently that processors responded to a severe drop in landings (from 5.6 million bu in 1974 ta 2.9
million bu in 19743 obviously they did not know how bad it was really going to get in the future) by
offering prices much higher than appropriate qivcn the price and landing relationships for earlier
and subsequent periods in the series. In other words, prices were bid up in what at tha time seemed
to be an immediate crisis and then ssttled down when it became Cluar that the crisis was a long
term problem.

MNote must be mads of the difference between nominal and deflated prices. All of the significant
statistical tests had lower statistical values when deflated prices were used. Surf clam prices have
not kept pace with inflation (Figure 31). Fishermen's costs have likely not decre MH and have
likely inereased during the period. While CTPUE data are not available prior to 1979 (FIE]]UT’E’S 14, 15,

and 16), it is likely that CPUE declined beginning in 1976 and did not heqin improving aiunnrmﬁndy'
until 1983, The appare’xt conciusion is that fishsrmen were willing to land surf clams aib lower
pifective prices. Since cost data are unavailable, it cannot be determined whether this was =2
result of continued profitability, a lack of alternatives in spite of limited profits, or hoth.

The dummy variables to adjust for possible seasonal differences between qguarters had T statistics
that were not significant. An exarmination of landings by guarter (Figure 10) in fact shows no
consistent seasonzal pattern. The 10 year landing average of surf clams during the second cuarter
(823,462 pu) was the highest, while the fourth auarter averaged 686,783 bu from 1975-1993 and was
the lowest quarterly averace. Both the first and third quarters for the 10 year (1975-1984) neried
averaged slightly more than 750,000 bu. The large amount of variability which sxisted among years
durinn the guarters preventad the detection of significant differences between quarterly averages.

B, DOMESTIC PROCESSING SECTOR

There is no need to amend this section at this time.
DO INTERMATIONMAL TRADE

Thers is no need to amend this section at this time.

. DESCRIPTION OF BUSINESSES, MARKETS, AND O MIZATIONS
ASSCCIATED WITH THE FISHERY

There is no need to amend this section at this time.

K. DESCRIPTION OF SOCIAL AND CULTURAL FRAMEWORK OF
DOMESTIC FISHERMERN AND THEIR COMMUNITIES

There is no need to amend this section at this time.

1/27/86 25



XKi. DETERMIMNATION OF OPTIMUM YIELD
XiLA. DESCRIPTION OF THE AMENDMENT

As discussed previously (Section IV.A), this Amendment is a combination of the provisions of
Amendment #4 as adopted following hearings and Amendment #6.  This revised version
incorporates changes made in response to NMFS disaporoval of certain provisions of Amendment
#6. This revised version of Amendment #6 replaces the bimonthly quotas with quarterly quotas and
eliminates the weekly landing limits for the Nantucket Shoals Area. [t clarifies the guocta
adjustment orovisions for the Nantucket Shopals and Georges Bank Areas. Finally, it presents
additional justification for the one landing per trip provision. The other disapproved provisions
(prohibition on subdividing allowed fishing times under certain conditions and nortions of the
notification system) have been deleted from the Amendment (Section IV.A).

The New England Area is that porticn of the Atlantic Ocean FCZ north of the line that begins at
41018'249" north latitude and 71054'28.477" west longitude and proceeds 5 37022'32.75" E to the
point of intersection with the outward boundary of the FCZ. The Nantucket Shoals Area is that
portion of the New England Area wast of 69 degraes and the Georges Bank Area is that portion of
the New England Area east of 69 degrees (Figurs 42).

The OY for the Nantuckset Shosls Area is 25,000 to 200,000 bu. The OV for the Ceorges Bank Area

is 25,000 to 300,000 bu. The annual quotas are set following the procedures established in the FMP
(Section XILR.2).

Msanagement of the Nantucket Shoals Ares is based on dividing the annual quota into guartsrly
quotas as follows: 20% for January through March, 30% for April through June, 30% for July
through September, and 20% October through December, If the actusal cateh of surf clams in any
quarterly period falls more than 5,000 bushels short of the specifisd guarterly guota, the Recional
Director will add the amount of the shortfall to the succeeding quarterly guota. If the actual cateh
of surf clams exceeds the guarterly guots, the Regional Director will subtract the amount of the
excess from the succeeding quartsrly guota. The Fegional Director shall nublish a notice in the
Federal Reqister whenever any guartsrly quota for surf clams is adjusted as described above. The
shortfall or excess will carry over from the last quarter of one year to the next year except that no
rnore than 10% of the annual guota may be carried over to the next year. No caich restrictions
shall be applied to the fishery until 509% of the guarterly quota has been lended. The Regional
Director will monitor landings from the MNantucket Shoals Area and will determine either when the
50% point hae been reached or when that point will likely be reached. The Regional Director will
thereupon consult with the Councils in the selection of trip limits to control caich adequately to
keep the fishery open for the balance of the quarter. Trip limits will be established by vessel class
as follows: for Class 1 vessels, trip limits may not be less than 224 bu/trips for Class 2 vessels, trip
limits may not be less than 416 buftrip for Tlass 2, and for Tlass 3 vessals, trip limits may not be
less than 765 buftrip. Trip limits must maintain a fixed ratic of 1.0: 1.8: 3.4 for Class 1, 2, and 3,
respectively. In the event that trip limits are not sufficient to keep landings to within the guota
levels, the Regional Dirsctor may close the fishery until the beginning of the next quota period.
Once initial trip limits have been established in consultation with the Councils, the Regional
Director will notify the Councils in advance of any proposed action to further specify trip limits or
close the fishery. The Regional Director will consider any comments received by the Councils or
the public before Implementing any adjustments in the Nantucket Shoals management program.

The annual quota for the Georges Bank Arsa is divided into quarterly guotas, with the first and
fourth guarters (January-March and October-December) each allocated 10% of the annual quota
and the second and third quarters (April-June and July-September) each allocated 40% of the
annual quota. If the actual eatch of surf clams in any querterly period falls mors than 5,000
hushels short of the specified quarterly quota, the Regional Director will add the amount of the
shortfall to the succeesding quarterly guota. If the actual catch of surf clams exceeds the quarterly
quota, the Reginnal Director will subiract the amount of the excess from the succeeding guarterly
guota. The Regional Director shall publish a notice in the Federal Register whenever any guarterly
quota for surf clams is adjusted as described above. The shortfall or excess will carry over from
the last quarter of one year to the first quarter of the next yesar except that no more than 10% of
the annual quota may be carried over to the next year.
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If the Regional Director determines (based on logbook reports, processor reports, vessel
inspections, or ather information) that the quota for surf clars in any Area for any time period or
ocean quahogs for any time period will be exceeded, he must publish a notice in the Federal
Register, stating the determination and, if necessary, stating a date and time for closure of the
surf clam or occean gquahog fishery for the remainder of the time period. The Regional Director
must send notice of the action to each surf clam or acean quahog processor and to each permitted
surf clam or ocean guahog vessel owner or operator.

Management of the Mid-Atlantic Area is based on the current FMP, except that the effort
limitations are modified by this Ameandment to add the praovision that vessels may land surf clams
only one time during an authorized fishing period.

The surf elam minimum size limit applies in all three Areas.

The permit eligibility requirsments for the New England Aresa continue unchanged for both the
Mantucket Shoals and Georges Rank Areass specifizally, both vessels with permits issued pursuant
to the moratorium on entry of vessels into the surf clam fishery and vessels with permits to figh
only in the New England Area may fish in both the Nantucket Shoale and Ceorces Bank Areas.
Howeaver, it is the Council's intent that vessels with nermiis to fish only in the New Enocland Area
accrue no rights to participate in any future vessel alloestion system that may he develoned to
replace or supplement the morstorium on entry of vessels into the surf clam fishery ss a
consaquence of such vessels fishing in the New England Area.

Yessel owners or operators must notify NMFS in advance if they intend to fish for surf clams in a
Notification Zone. For vessels authorized to fish in both the Mid- /—\Liar*u«, and Mew Fngland Areas
(i.e., with permits issued pursuant to the moratorium) with home ports in the Mid-Atlantic Area,
the Nantuckst Shoals or Georass Bank Areas are Notification Zones. For vesssls authorized to fish
in both the Mid-Atlantic and New England Areas (i.e., with permits issusd pursuant to the
maratorium) with home ports in the New FEngland Area, the !.\V/Ild;aﬁl].aﬂllc or Georaes Benk Areas
are Notification Zones. For vessels authorized te fish only in the New Enqland Area the Gecorges
Bank Area iz a MNotification Zones. Home port ig that specified on the vessel's permit application
form. VYessels may not fish in more than one Area on any day. If an onerator intends to change the
vessal's Area of fishing, NMFS must be notified in advance.

An example may clarify the notification requirement. Assume a vessel operator with a home port
in the Mid-Atlantic Ares decides to fish in the Georges Bank Area, after ssveral trips to Georges
Bank he decides to try the Nantucket Shoals Area, and after several trins there returns to fish in
the Mid=-Atlantic Arsa. He must notify NMFES in advance of his plan to go to Georges Bank, of his
move to the Nantucket Shoals Area, and of his return to the Mid-Atlantic.

KILB. BAPACTS OF THE AMENDMENT
K81, Dividing the Areas

Dividing the New England Area into the Nantucket Shoals and Georgas Bank Aress would mean that
fishing in the Nantuckest Shoals Area could continue without any negative impacts from fishing in
the Georges Banikk Area, and vice versa. The management systems in the two Areas are differant
hecause of the different management objectives of the two Areas. The Nantucket Shoals Area is
being managed to keep the fishery open for as much of the year as possible. The Georges Bank
Area is managed to achieve a compromise betwesn keeping the fishery open for as much of the
vear as passible, consistent with safety, wht]le also providing an area where fishing may ocecur with
minimal controls during periods when the Nantucket Shoals or Mid-Atlantic Areas may be =ither
closed or operating under severe restrictions. The positive impact of the division is that the level
of regulation imposed on the fishermen will be no greater than that considered necessary for each
Arsa.

If the division were not implemented it can be assumed that the entire New England Area would be
controlled either by thse rules oroposed for the Nantucket Shoals Area or the rules oroposed for the
Georges Bank Areas in which event the Georges Bank Area would be subjected to more regulation
than is considered necessary or the Nantucket Shoals Area would be subjected to less. Both of
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these situations have negative impacts. Application of the Nantucket Shoals Area rules throughout
the entire New England Area would mean fishermen in the Gecrges Bank Area would be subject to
different quarterly guotas and potentially to trip limits. Conversely, application of the proposed
(Georges Bank rules to the entire New England Area would mean the entire Arsa would be subject
to different quarterly cuotas and no limitations short of closure, potentially leading to outcomes
not consistent with the objectives for the Area. Additionally, allowing the combined OVYs to he
harvested from either area could lead te excessive harvests from one of the areass i.e., if the
diviced Areas were not specified but the OV increased as proposed, the annual quota could be as
great as 500,000 bu, which could legally be taken from Nantucket Shoals (where the maximum
cateh should only be 200,000 bu) or from Georaes Bank (where the maximum catch should be only
300,000 bu).

It is not possible to quantify the costs and benefits of dividing the Area. However, some
qualitative observations may be made.

1. If the entire New England Area were gperated under the Nantucket Shosls Arsa rules, the OV
and gunta range would he 50,000-500,000 bu. Since mosi of the harvest of the Nantucket Shoals
resource occurred in 1983 and for the Georges Bank fighery in 1984, it is not possible to directly
compare potential harvest patterns with historical performance. Howaver, in 1984 the Georges
Sank fishery alone took almast 90,000 bu per menth for three months (Table 9), a harvest rate
that would trigger trip limits even at the maximurm quota level. Hence, it is not unreasonable
to conclude that applying the Nantucket Shoals Area rules te the entire New England Ares
would very likely lead to an execessive level of regulation on the fishery in the Geoross Bank
Area, with resultant increased costs to industry and government tn cnerate under and
adrninister, respectively, the incraased level of control.

Z. If the entire New England Area were aperated under the Georges Bank Area tules the OV rangs
would again be 50,000-500,000 bu, with a quarterly cuota distribution of 10%, 40%, 40%, and
10% of the annual guota. At the minimum guota level the quarterly quotas would be 5,000 bu,
20,000 bu, 20,000 bu, and 5,000 bu. At the current level the guarterly guotas would be 10,000
bu, 40,000 bu, 49,900 by, and 10,000 by. At the maximum rate the quarterly gquotas would be
50,000 By, 200,000 bu, 200,000 by, and 50,00C bu. Given ths prablems in combining historieal
statistics for the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areazs and recognizing that the Georges
Bank fishery operatsd for only one complste quartar in 1984 (during which the catch was
265,536 bus Table ?), closures might be experted if the July-Sentember 1984 performance is
repeated. ‘While closures zre contemplated for the Ceorges Bank Area, they should be seen as
negative irmpacts vis-a-vig the NMantucket Shoals Area,

3. The price impacts of various quota levels with separate and joint Areas using the price equation
discussed in Section IX and assurming a catch absent the Nantucket Shoals and Georoges Bank
Areas guotas equal to the average quarterly catch for the first three quarters of 1284
(1,061,000 bu), and a per capita dispossble income equal to that of the third quarter of 1984
($4,961), suggest a price decrease and gross revenue increase for any catch over the base leve!
(Table 30). If the minimum catch in the lowest quartsr for the Georges Bank Area (2,500 bu)
and no catch from the Nantucket Shoals Area is assumed, the price is predicted by the madel to
decrease by $.01/bu and ex-vessel value to increase by about $10,000 relative to those
quantities in the absence of any catch from either Nantuckst Shoals or Georges Bank. At the
other extreme, if it is assumed that the New England Area is not divided and the proposed
Georges Bank rules apply, at the maximum quarterly quota level (200,000 bu); the surf clam
price would be $7.14/bu and ex-vessel value would be $9,004,990. That range of prices is not
considered significant since actual quarterly prices have ranged from $6.68 to $8.84/bu during
1533 and 1984. Any price impact of the Gecrges Bank catch would decrease as the Mid-
Atlantic Area quota and catch increase and as a greater portion of the Nantuckst Shoals Area
guota is landed. It must also be noted that the Georges Bank cateh during the third quarter of

1284 was more than double the maximum querterly quota and the third quarter price was
58.46/bu,

4. Government costs would increase because of creating the two Areas as a result of the need to
know where vessels were fishing. Knowledge of the Area in which fishing is occurring is
necessary to assure the reliability of catch statistics so that appropriate mesasures could be
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implemented as required to avoid averfishing.
XKIEB.2Z.” OY for the Nantucket Shoals Arsa

Quotas established for the New England Area in previous iterations of the FMP were based on
limited survey information and a lack of significant fishing activity, which made it difficult to
assess the potential commercial vield from the fishery.

During the last quarter of 1982 and the beginning of 1983 fishing activities increased substantially.
Resource distribution and abundance was traced, survey data were collected and analysed, and =
stock assessment was praoduced during the summer of 1983 (Murawski and Serchuk, 1%83a). The
survey, conducted in the Nantucket Shoals area, concluded that about 10% of the total surf clam
rescurce biomass and 5% of the numbers was located in that Area. Applying the 10% figure to the
biomass in the Mid-Atlantic, and basing a quota on the same assumptions used to Tix the guota in
the Mid-Atlantic, results in a conclusion that the upper bound of the OV range for the Nantucket
Shoals Area may safely be established as 200,000 bu. The resource in the Nantucket Shoals Area is
somewhat different from that in the Mid-Atlantic because the rouch bottom topogranhy, shallow
depths, and strong currents cormplicate fishing activity. The current resource is qgenerally older,
slightly faster growing, and vields slightly more meat for similar sized clams than in the Mid-
Atlantic. There has been essentially no recruitment during the last five to six years.

The effect of do_!blmg the allowable quota should be significant to the few FCZ fishermen who are
permitted to fish only in the New England Area, in that it will significantly increase possible
fishing DDPDI“tUﬂiti@So The =zcenomic effect of the increased guota on the surf clam industry is
likely to be far less sianificant. The maximum Nantucket Shoals Area annual quota (200,300 bu) is
only 6.8% of the maximum Mid-Atlantic Area quota. If the Georges Bank maximum annua] duota is
added to the maximum Mid-Atlantic Ares annusl quota, then the maximum Nantuckst Shoals Arsa
annual quota is anly 6.2% of the total.

KIB.3. tantucket Shoszls Area Quarterly Guoctas

Quotas ere now used for the New Fnogland and Mid-Atlantic surf clam fisheries, and in other
fisheri ies, to cantrol total fishery rernovals. As an ultimate control of fishing mortality, they have
value. (Changes in resource abundance can be reflectad if quotas are adjustable within ranges
defined for the fisheriss. Distribution of the quota over the fighing vear can also serve the goal of
aveiding lenothy closures and thus effectively addresses the potential closure problern of the NMew
Enaland fishery. Quotas are usually administered and asnforced through some form of effort
restriction, such as fishing time, trip limits, vessel sllocations, or closure.

KI.B.4. Nantucket Shoals Area Contrnl Measures

The Amendment replaces the control of fishing time with trip s wasldy landing limits for the
Nantucket Shoals Area. Control of fishing time is used in the Mid-Atlantic Area. Contrel of
fishing time was not effective in 1983 as a means of slowing harvest to avoid lengthy closures in
the New England Area bercause the FMP did not allow imposition of limits until half of the guota
had been taken and, given the small maximum gquota (100,000 bu), there was not encugh cuota left
ta allow reascnable fishing periods once the half way point had been reached. In 1983, fishing time=
wae restricted on 1 April to 12 hours per week after over 64,000 bu (logbook data) of the 100,000 bu
annual quota was taken. Despite this time reduction over 24,000 bu (lnghook data) were taksn
during the pext guarter, leading to a closure of the fishary effective 1 July and lasting for the next
six months. The logbook data cited above do not sum to the 100,000 bu gucta because of
incomplete reportings however, the actual catch was far in excess of 100,000 bu.©

Additional problems with fishing time include the difficulty of monitoring at sesa activity for
enforcement purposes.” Fishing time must be enforced by vessel inspection or averflight. With
small amounts of available time, and with so much of the New England fishery occurring near State
waters, detection and confirmation of violatinns is difficult. Weather conditions in New England
are subject to rapid changes. Vessels fishing in the area work out of ports which require steaming
times of as much as 12 hours sach way to the grounds and back. Reduction of time to 12 hours
increases the probability that fishermen will not be able to complete a trip because bad weather
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intervenes. Onerators who must steam 24 hours round trip for only 12 hours of fishing are
understandably frustrated.

Landing limits can be enforced at the dock by inspecticn. Operators gain latitude in deciding when
to fish, and how many trips to take. Trip limits also act as a direct translation between the quota,
which is established in bushels, and a control mechanism, als stated in bushels. The indirect
linkage between bushels and fishing time is avoided, increasing the possibility that managemesnt
action may have its desired control sffact.

The management strategy for the Nantucket Shoals Area is intended to increase the probability of
spreading cateh throughout the fishing year. The bimonthly gquotas have baen established, and will
be reviewed by the Council annually to make clams available at times and places when the industry
has indicated demand will be greatest.

The ratio between the trip limits, i.2., 1.0 for Class 1, 1.8 for Class 2, and 3.4 for Class 3 were the
average relative fishing power for Mid-Atlantic Area surf clam vessels based on logbook data for
19827 and 1983. It was necessary to use Mid-Atlantic Area data because of the extremely limited
arnount of Nantucket Area loghook date.

Yery limited loghook data also make it difficult to evaluate the minimum trip (not less than 224
bu/trip for Class 1, not less than 416 bu/trip for Class 2, and not Jess than 768 bu/ftrip for Class 3
vessels) landing limits. Analysis by class is not possible because of the limited data.

These minimums were astablished in recognition that closure of the fishery may bs preferable to
teaving the fishery technically open, but with harvest restrictions so stringent as to preclude an
economically viable fishery. The proposed minimum values were proposed by industry
representatives. Since cost data are not available, it is impnssible to assess whether the proposed

B

minimums would, in Tact, assure profitable operatinns,

Trip limits, deterrnined relative to vessel class, can be fixed at a level to snread catch out over
time. Operators gain flexibility to take trins as weather permits, and to take as many trips as they
can. The minimum trip limits by vessel class are established st levels where performance is
profiteble to ensure that operators do not suffer through periods of de facto closure, where the
costs of operation cannot be defrayved by the expected returns. Like other alternatives, econamic
parformance is limited by the total guotsa.

K185, Guarterly Quotas Tor the Ceorges Bank Area

The guarterly quotas are intended to distribute fishing in the CGeorges Bank Area through as much
of the yaar as feasible in light of the stearming distance to the fishing grounds coupled with weather
conditions. The concept of keeping the fishery operating throughout the year has been a key
consideration in the FMP since its inception. This is considered 2 desirable goazl in order to
stabilize employment for fishermen and processing plant workers and to provide for an
uninterrupted supply of product to processors in both New England and the Mid-Atlantic.’

The guarterly quotas represent a comnpromise position betwean monthly quotas and only an annual
quota. Monthly guotas would theoretically allow harvesting aver a longer portion of the veasr,
which might not be desirable in the Georges Bank Area because of weather conditions. With only
an annual quota, stability in terms of landings from one period to the next would be reduced.

The alloeation distribution (10% each for the first and fourth and 40% each for the sscond and third
quarters) is designed to avoid fishing during manths when weather conditions ars likely to be
adverse (thus make it more difficult to eatch the last of the quota) while still distributing the catch
throughout the year as much as possible. lsing the limits of the OV range, the first and fourth
guarter guotas would be 2,500-30,008 bu and the sscond and third guarter quotas would be 10,000
120,000 bu. A Class 3 vesssl can carry 60-100 cages, or 1,920-3,200 bu. Based on available
assessment information (Murawski and Serchuk, 1984b), the most likely guota for the Georges Bank
Area is at the maximum end of the OY, i.e., 300,000 bu.”* At that guota, and assuming only Tlass 3
vessels fished and they had an average capacity of 80 cages (2,560 bu), during the first and fourth
quarters they could make twelve trins and during the second and third guarters they could make 47
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trips.

[Unconstrained fishing on Georges Bank theoretically could have negative impacts on the surf clam
market. Landings from the Georges Bank Area averaged about 20,000 bu/week while the fishery
was operating at its peak during 1984 (July-September). During that period landings from the Mid-
Atlantic FCZ Area were 518,000 bu (comparad to a total during the period of 253,000 from Georges
Bank) and the Mid-Atlantic Area was closed for three weeks. The average price was $8.62/bu
during the second quarter (when only 90,000 bu were landed from Geonrges Bank) and $8.46/bu
during the third guarter.

Using the price equation discussed in Section X and assuming a catch absent the Gearges Bank
quota equal to the average quarterly catch for the first three quarters of 1984 (1,061,000 bu), a per
capita disposable income equal to that of the third quarter of 1984 ($4,961), and adding the
maximum Georaes Bank guarterly quota (120,800 bu), the equaticn prediets a price of $7.58/bu and
ex-vessel value of $8,957,117. If the Georges Bank catch is excluded the nredicted price is
$8.25/bu and ex-vessel value is $8,753,250. At the smallest quarter at the lower end of the guota
range with price would be $8.24/bu with ex-vessel value equal to $8,743,240 (Table 30). That range
of orices is not considerad significant since actual quarterly prices have ranged from $6.68 to
$8.84/bu during 1983 and 1984, Any price impact of the Georges Bank catch would decrease 3s the
Mid-Atlantic Area quota and catch increass and as a greater portion of the Nantucket Shoals Area
quota is landed. It must alsc be noted that the Georges Bank cateh during the third guarter of 1984
wag more than double the maximum guartsrly guotz and the overall third quarter price swas
$8.46/bu (Table 29).

HKILB.G. MNotification Requirement

The FMP contains no declaration requirement. Emergency regulations implementing the provisions
of Amendment #4 were put inte effect on 1 July 1984 for a perind of 180 days. The emergency
reculations included a requirement that owners or operators of vessels intending to fish in the New
England Area notify NMFS in writing of such intention befaore they intend to begin fishing (49 FR
27157). This Amendment would reinstitute that provision in a modifisd form consistent with the
three defined Areas. The impact of the pronosed dsclaration requirement is minimized relative to
the impacts of the lapsed emergency provision by the exceptions based on permit type and home
port. The exceptions ars based on the assumption that most Mid-Atlantic based vaessels will fish in
the Mid-Atlantic Area maost if not all of the time and that maost of the Mew Encland based vessels
will fish in the Nantucket Shoals Area most if not all of the time. Therafore, declarations must be
made only for the exceptions to those situations.

While it is impossible to estimate the number of declarations that might be made, it is possible to
outline some parameters of possible declarations. There are 148 vessels permitted pursuant to the
maratorium and 362 vessels permitted to fish only in the New Fngland Area (Table 13). In 1983,
113 vessels made at least one trio for surf clams in the Mid-Atlantic Area, 57 of them (Class 3 and
43 Class 2 (Table 8). While data are not available on the number of New England only vessels that
have actually fished, loghook data indicate that only twelve vessels in 1983 and ten vessels in 1984
fished in the NMantucket Shoals Area. During both years only two vessels that did not have permits
to fish in the Mid-Atlantic Area filad Ingbooks (2 requirement for fishing in the FC7). Seventeen
vessels, fifteen from the Mid-Atlantic, participated in the Georges Bank fishery during 1984 (with
about 400,000 bu of landings). The pattern has been that the Mid-Atlantic vessels go to NMantuckst
Shoals or Georges Bank and fish for a time, then return to the Mid-Atlantic, but do not frequently
shuttle back and forth. It is expected that this pattern will continue in the n=sar future because of
the distances involved and the location of processing plants. As long as the current time based
regime continues in the Mid-Atlantic Area and assuming current stock conditions and demand, the
Mid-Atlantic Area will be operating under severe effort limitations, which may provide sn
incentive for more Mid-Atlantic based vessels to fish in the Nantucket Shoals and Ceorges Bank
Areas at least during some portion of the year. Therefore, the sxperience during the recent past
could be considered the lower limit of possible declarations. Theoretically, the upper limit is the
entire Mid-Atlantic fleet, but such an event is virtually impessible becauses (1) it is unlikely that
the Class 1 vessels could travel to and consistently fish in the Georges Bank Area, (2) the cost of
travel between the Mid-Atlantic Area and the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Banlk Areas, (3) the
need to find and availability of dock space in New Tngland, (4) and the cost of transporting the
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clams from New England to Mid-Atlantic processing plants.

The number of closures in the Mid-Atlantic Area will be the maost likely incentive for intsrest by
Mid-Atlantic based vessels fishing in the Nantucket Shoals and Georgss Bank Areas. Reduced
allowed time in the Mid-Atlantic Area coupled with sustained demand will vrobably lead to more
intensive use of vessels in the Mid-Atlantic Area during the times when fishing is allowed, with
vessels making the trip to the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas primarily to assure that
the processors have a supnly of clams if the Mid-Atlantic Area fishery is closed even with reduced
allowed times.

The emergency regulations provided in part that all vessel owners or operators had to declare their
intent to fish in the New England Area. Since New England based vessels generally do not file
loghoaoks, there are no data on where the New England vesssls fish. According to NMFS records
only five vessels (all Mid-Atlantic based) filed letters of intent to fish in the New England Area as
of 14 November 1984 (excluding letters of intent that were filed to fish under the special research
program on Georges Bank) under the emergency regulations. However, it is understood that most
New EZngland based vessels fish in the Nantucket Shoals Area if they fish in the FCZ. Only six New
England vessels have permits to fish in the Mid-Atlantic Area. Two New England vessels fished on
Georges Bank during 1984. Therefore, it seems reasonable to conclude that the declaration
requirement will have a positive impact on New England fishermsn relative to ths emergency
requlations.

The Amendment's requirement that Mid-Atlantic based vessel operators declare their intent to fish
in the Nantucket Sheals and Georges Bank Areas reprssents no change from the provisions of the
emergency reguiations that operators declare their intent to fish in the New Enaland Aresa.
However, this Amendment adds the requirement that they also declare when thev return. The
tradeoff associated with this Amendment is to keep managemsnt associated costs to the industry
as low as possible to minimize disincentives to fishing in the Georges Bank Arsa while reduring the
chances of the Georges Bank fishery impacting negatively on fishermen whe cannot or do not
participate in it.

It must be remembered that the entire management systemn requires accurate reparting of cateh by
Arsa. The svstern is designed to meet the needs of sach of the Areas by changing restrictions tn
meet current conditionss e.q., varying allowed fishinag times in the Mid-Atlantic, trip landing limits
for MNantucket Shoals, and no limitations but closure for Georges SBank. Timely caich data
assignable to sanch Area are critical to making this system work. The notification requirament is
designed to facllitate enforcement and reporting by providing a mechanism for checking a vessel's
logboolk reports against information on whers the vesssl was suppesad ta he fishing and informing
enfarcement officers of which rulsg a vessel i3 fishing under on a given day. No negative impacts
are anticipated from the notification requirements.

HEB.7. did-Atlantic Area Landing Restriction

Effort limitations in the Mid-Atlantic Area are currently in terms of the number of hours a vessel
may fish during 2 specified time period and in practice have beesn a certain number of hours sach
week (although the FMP allows hours per month and hours per quarter). Catch rates during 1984
led to closures in June, July, September, and December and a reduction from twelve hours per
week to six hours every other week effective 1B November. (ertain vessels that fish beds close to
shore (generally off New Jersey) have reportedly been making mare than one trip during a twelve
nour day, which is considered a significant factor contributing to the reduction to six hours every
other week. Multiple landings on one day complicate enforcement and may result in a more rapid
narvest rate, leading to decreased allowed fishing time or closures, thereby negatively impacting
vessels that do not operate out of ports close enough to the beds to enable them to make mors than
nne trip per day as well as the vessels than can make multiple landings. This problem was also
identified by the United Shellfishermen's Association through comments made at the hearings on
Amendment #5 and by the National Fisheries Institute at the September 1984 meeting of the
Council. Hence, this Amendment adds the provision that vessels may land surf clams only one time
during an autheorized time period. More than one landing per period tends to maks enforcement
mere difficult because it encourages violations of the fishing hour limitations. The fishery has
been operating at six or twelve hours of fishing per pericd (Table 17) and it is uniikely that this
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situation will change in the forseeable future. It order to increase harvests it is possible that
fishermen will land more than one time during a period by beginning earlier than allowed and/or
fishing later than sllowed. Enforcing fishing time is extremely expensive since it requires at sea
effort, but must be done rigorously to insure the integrity of the FMP., The possibility of legal
multiple landings would increase the enforcement cost because of the greater probability of
violations of the starting and ending times. Clams landed illegally have a negative impact
throughout the fishery since they accelerate the rate at which the quota is harvested, leading to
further reductions of allowed fishing time. Evidence of infringement on starting and stopping
times was presented to the Regional Director in 1984 when dual landings were being made.

In addition, the limitation of one landing per fishing period should allow the Regional Director to
establish longer fishing perinds. This should not increase tha rate at which the quata is harvested
while providing the fishermen the time they need to be more selective in the beds they figh, thus
tending to decrease the capture (landing or discard) of sublegal clams. This is true if it is assumed
that vessels are currently landing their carrying capacity at alldwed fishing times which have not
exceeded six hours since November 1984, 1If the boats are being filled in six hours or less, then
extending the sllgwed time to, for example, twelve hours, while allowing only one landing would
double the time svailable to fish for the same cuantity of clams, thereby providing the oppartunity
for fishermen to be more selective in their fishing areas, hence reducing discards and the landing of
sublagal clams.

HIB.E." Surf Clam Minimum Size Limit

There were two actions (Amendments #4 and #6) which had the effect of extending the surf clam
minimum size lmit throughout the entire management area. The surf clam minimum size limit
was to be extendsd to the New England Ares pursuant to Amendment #4 and was part of that
Amendment when it was taken to public hearings and when it was finally adopted by both the Mid-
Atlantic and New Zngland CTouncils.”

Amendment #5, and the regulations imolementing it, included a mechanism for adjusting the surf
clam minimum size limit and were written to apply to the entire management ares, l.e., both the
Mid-Atlantic 2nd New England Areas.

The draft of Amendment #4 also stated that the size limit would be in effect in the New England
Area as a result of Amendment #4 and caontermplated that the limit would, therefore, apply to the
MNantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas created in that Amendment within the New Enoland
Arez. However, after the hearings on Amendment #6 it was determined aporopriate to combine
Amendments #4 and #6. It was als  dstermined that the size limit would be a part of Amendment
#6 as Amendments #4 and #6 were merged. Amendrment #6 was adopted by the Mid-Atlantic
Council on that basis on 7 March 1985,

According to vessel operaters and to resource surveys conducted in the MNantucket Shoals and
Georges Bank Arsas, most of the surf clams which have been harvested and which are avallable for
harvest are of sizes greaster than 5.25%. Very few surf clams smaller than 4.75" were captured,
indicating that recruitment in the past 3 to é years has bean relatively poor (Murawski and Serchuk,
1983a). QOver an extended period of time, as exploitation rates increase and recruitment occurs, a
greater proportion of the resource may be below the current minimum size. It is imoossible to
predict when this will sceur. If rescruitment does not occur, the resource will eventually be
depieted. With the current size distribution of clams in the Areas, impasing the size limit in the
Nantucket Shoals and Georges Banik Areas should have a neqgligible effect on landings in the pressnt
or immediate future. The measure will orotect any small clams which might be produced,
enhancina their yield and ensuring that thevy can spawn a number of times before they are
harvested.

KILB.9. Management Costs
The Amendment makes three changes to the FMP: it establishes a management regime for the

Nantucket Shoals Areaj it establishes a management regime for the Georges Bank Areas and it adds
the trip restriction to the Mid-Atlantic Area surf clam fishery.
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Management costs will increase as a function of administering the quarterly guota system with trip
limits in the Nantucket Shoals Area relative to the effort limitations previously in sffect.
However, the guarterly quota system should achieve the objective of keeping the fishery open year
round, whereas the annual dquata and effort limitations did not.

Manaoement costs will increase simply as a function of the need to manage the new Georges Bank
fishery. The issue is whether the proposed regime results in the smallest possible cost increase
given the objectives of the FMP and the benefits that accrue from the Georges Bank fishery. The
incrernental incraase in government administrative costs relative to setting quotas and monitoring
the fishery should be insignificant. The declaraticn system will add administrative costs, but they
must be compared to the enforcement advantage that resulis from the system, since without the
declaration system enforcement would be virtually impossible.

The trip limitation in the Mid-Atlantic Area surf clam fishery should not increase costs but rather
increase enfarcement effectiveness. The provision clearly adds another reguirsment, but the result
is that all of the landing related requlations (especially the size limit) are easier to enforce.

AT, TRADEGFFS BETWEEN THE BENEFIZIAL AND ADYERSE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED
AMENDRMENT

The benefits of the propossd Amendment ares

1. The maximum quantity of surf clams that may be landed is increased by 400,000 bu (100,300 bu
as a result of the QY inecrease for the Nantucket Shosls Area and 300,000 bu as a result of the
OY for the Georges Pank Area). Fishermen's revenues would increase by the value of that
catch, which at the average 1984 price would be nearly $3.3 million.

2. Dividing the New England Area inte the Mantucket Shoals and Georges Pank Areas enables the
surf clam fishery on Georges Bank to be carried out with fewer regulations than those that may
be imposed on the Mantuckst Sheals Area as a result of this Amendment.

3. The surf clam landing restriction in the Mid-Atlantic Area (one landing per authorized fishing
period) should improve enforcement effsctivenass.
4.

o

The Amendment should not increase administrative cosis hecsuse data eollection and fishing
permits all exist under the current FMP. However, enforcement of ’r“ne quarterly landing limit
ira the Nantucket Shoals Area and the Georges Bank Area regime may increase costs that cannot
be

presently estimated.
The adverse impacts includes

1. The surf clam landing restriction in the Mid-Atlantic Area may result in negative impacte on
thosa fishermen who have been landing more than one tims during an authorized fishing period.
No data are available to identify how many fishermen have been operating in this fashion.
However, virtually the entire industry has requested this provision.

The Amendment Relative to the MNational Standards

Section 301(a) of the MFCMA states: "Any fishery management plan prepared, and any regulation
nromulgated to implement such plan ... shall be consistent with the following natienal standards for
fishery conservation and managemeant.” The following is a discussion of the standards and how this
Plan meets them:

L. Conservation and management measures shall prevent overfishing while achisving, on a
continuous basis, the optimum vield from each fishsry.

The Amendment dees not change the MSYs or guota setting process and, therefore, does not alter
the FMP's consistency with this standard. The OVYs are consistent with the latest availabls
scientific information. The declaration system is intended to aid in preventing overfishing. The
control measures are capable of preventing the quotas from being exceeded.

1/27/86 34



2. Conservation and rnanagement measures shall be based upon the best scientific information
available.

This Amendment is based on the best and most recent scientific information available.

3. To the extent practicable, an individua! stock of fish shall be managsd as a unit throughout its
range, and interrslated stocks of fizh shall be managed as a unit or in close coordination.

The Amendment does not alter the FMP's consistency with this standard.

4. Conservation and management measures shall not discrimminate between residents of different
States. If it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing orivileges among various United
States fishermen, such allocatinn shall be (&) fair and sguitsble to all such fishermens (B)
reasonably calculated to promote conservation; and (C) carried out in such a manner that no
particular individual, corporation, or other entity acquires an excessive share of such privileges.

The Amendment does not alter the FMP's consistency with this standard.

The management measures propossd by this amendment will apply equally to all fishermen.
Although surf clams are managed differently in the Nantucket Shoals, Georges Bank, and Mid-
Atlantic Areas because of the different character and demands of the respective resources for

conservation, the measures do not discriminate between fisharmen on the basis of State of origin.

Differential trip lirhits for three established vessel classes recoanize the higher operating
costs/investment and other needs of larger vessels. The vessel classes arve derived from the FMP,
and the trip limits are based on historical performance information. Using perfermance ratios tn
zstablish the trip limits is fair and equitabls.

3." Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, promete efficiency in the
utilization ef the fishery resources; except that ne such measure shall have economic allocation
23 its sole purpose.”

Thz Amendment does not alter the FMP's consistency with this standard,

In ths MNantucket Shoals Area, the shift from regulating fishing time to regulating landings will
allow operators a betfer opportunity to plan their harvest strategies unhampered by the vacaries of
weather and chance, and thus may reduce broken trips. A shift away from fishing time as a control
measurs may reduce the tendency in the flest to increase harvesting capacity, which would be
desirable since harvest is limitad by the annual quota which can easily be taken with existing surf
clam vessel capacity.

6. Conservation and manatement messures shall take into account and allow for variations amaong,
and contingencies in, fisheries, fishery resnurces, and catches.

The Amendment does not alter the FMP's consistency with this standard.

7. Conservation and managemsnt measurss shall, where practicable, minimize coste and avoid
unnecessary duplication.

The Amendment does not alter the FMP's consistency with this standard.
XILE. SPECIFICATION OF OPTRUM YIELD

The annual surf clam OY for the Mid-Atlantic Area continues unchanged at 1.8 to 2.2 million bu (30
- 50 million ibs of meats). The QY for the Nantucket Shoals Area is 25,000 to 200,000 bu (425,000 -
3.4 million lbs of meats). The QY for the Georges Bank Area is 25,000 to 300,000 bu (425,000 - 5.1
million 1bs of meats). A conversion of 17 pounds of meats per bushe! for offshore surf clams has
been used to convert from bushels to pounds.” The annual ocean quzhog OY for the entire area
continues unchanged at between 4.0 and 6.0 million hu (40 - 40 million lbs of meats), with a
conversion factor of 10 pounds of meats per bushel. The annual quotas are set following the
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procedures in Section XIILB.Z, which are not changed by this Amendment.

The surf clam OY for the Mid-Atlantic Area has as its lower bound the gucta level that has been in
effect since the original Plan and is considered to be the lowest necessary guota in the ahsence of a
major resource crisis.  The upper bound is the maximum sustainable yield estimats. The upper
bound of the surf clam OV range far the Nantucket Shoals Area is based on the NEFT stock
assessment (Murawski and Serchuk, 1983a) and the lower bound is considered to be the lowsst
necessary quota in the absence of a major resource crisis. The limits of the surf clam OV for the
Georges Bank Area were based on the same considerations as those of the Nantucket Shoals Area,
specifically the NEFC stock assessment (Murawski and Serchuk, 1984b) for the upper limit and the
lowest necessary quota in the absence of a major resource crisis for the lower limit. The ocean
quahog OY range is based on available biolngical information (Murawski and Serchuk, 1283h),

As specified in the FMP, since US harvesting capacity, and the intent of US fishermen to use that
capacity (Section IX) if permitied by the guotas, for both species exceeds the OYs, the Total
Allowable lLevel of Foreian Fishing is 0. Since US processing capacity, and the intent of US
processcrs to use that capacity if quotas permitted, is at least equal to the OVe and to US

harvesting capacity, there is no provision for joint venture praocessing.

H MEASURES, REGUIREMENTS, COMDITIONS, OR RESTRICTIONS
SPECIFIED TO ATTAIN MANAGEMENT OBIECTIVES

HKULA. PERMITS AND FEES

There is no need to amend this ssction at this time,
HIMB. CATCEH LBAITATIONS

Hi3.1. Forsion Fishing

rishing for surf clams or ocean quahogs in the FC7 by any vessel other than a vessel of the US is
probibited.

HIL.B.2. Domestic Cateh Quotas
XI.P.2.2. Surf clarms

The Optimum Yield, Domestic Annual Harvest, Domestic Anrual Processsing, and annual oucta for
surf clams egual between 1.8 and 2.9 million bu (approximately 30 - 50 million lbs) for the Mid-
Atlantic Ares, between 25,000 and 700,000 bu (approximately 425,000 - 3,400,000 1hs) for the
Nantucket Shoals Area, and between 25,000 and 390,000 bu (approximately 425,000 - 5,100,000 lbs)
for the Georges Bank Area.

In the Mid-Atlantic Area the annual quota is divided into egual quarterly guatss, the quarters
beings 1 January - 31 March, 1 April - 30 June, 1 July -~ 30 Septermber, and 1 October - 31
December. If the first day of a celendar quarter does not fall on Sunday, then the fishing quarter
will begin on the first Sunday of the new calendar quarter.

In the Nantucket Shoals Area the annual quota is divided into quarterly guotas as follows: 2Z0% for
January through March, 30% for April through June, 30% for Jduly throuch September, and Z0%
Getober through December.

In the Ceorges Bank Area the annual quota is divided into guarterly quotas, the guarters and share
being: 1 January - 31 March, 10%; 1 April - 30 June, 40%;3 1 July -30 September, 40%; and 1
October - 31 December, 10%. If the first day of a calendar quarter does not fall on Sunday, then
the fishing guarter will begin on the first Sunday of the new calendar guarter.

Prior to the beginning of sach year, after consultation with the Council and opportunity for public
comment, the Regional Director may adjust guotas and estimates of DAM and DAP within the
ranges specified. In selecting the quota the Regional Director shall consider current stock
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assessments, catch reports, and other relevant information concerning: exploitable and spawning
biomass relative to the OVj fishing mortality rates relative to the OY: magnitude of incoming
recruitments projected effort and corresponding catches; and status of areas previcusly closed to
surf clam fishing that are to be opened during the year and areas likely to be closed to fishing
during the year. The quota shall be set at that amount which is most consistent with the objectives
of this FMP. It is the Touncil's intent that this guota setting process will not invelve the
preparation of an FMP amendment and a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement tn
establish the annual guota.

In the Mid-Atlantic Area, if the actual catch of surf clams in any one quarter falls more than 5,000
bu short of the specified quarterly cuota, the Regional Director shall add the arnount of the
shortfall to the next succeeding quarterly qucta. If the actual cateh of surf clams in any gquarter
exceeds the specified quarterly quota, the Regional Director shall subtract the amount of the
excess from the next succeeding quarterly quota. The Regional Director shall publish a notice in
the Federal Register whenever the quarterly guota for surf clams is adjusted. It is understood that
this process would also operate bhetween years, that is, betw=en the last quarter of one year and the
first quarter of the next year.

In the Nantucket Shaoals Area, if the actual catch of surf clams in any cuarterly period falls more
than 5,000 bushels short of the specified quarterly quots, the Regicnal Director will add the
amount cf the shortfall to the succeeding quarterly guota. If the actual catch of surf clams
exceeds the quarterly quota, the Rengignal Director will subtract the amount of the excess from the
succeeding quarterly quota. The Regional Director shall publish a notice in the Federal Feagister
whenever any quarterly guota for surf clams is adjusted as described above. The shorifall or excess
will carry over from the last quarter of one year to the first guarter of the naext year except that
ne more than 10% of the annual gquota may be carried over to the next year.

In the Georges Bank Area, if the actual ¢atch of surf clams in any quarterly period falls more than
5,000 bushels short of the specified quarterly quota, the Regional Director will add the amount of
the shorifall to the succeeding guarterly quota. If the actual ¢catch of surf clams excseds the
quarterly gqueta, the Regional Director will subtract the amount of the excess fram the succeeding
guarterly quota. The Regional Director shall publish a notice in the Federal Register whenever any
quarterly guota for surf clams is adjusted as described above. The shortfall or excess will carry
over from the last quarter of one year to the first quarter of the next year except that no more
than 1C% of the annual quota may be carried over to the next year.

HKULB.2.b." Oeean guahogs

There is no need to amend this section at this time.”
KIB.2.c. Tlosure.®

If the Regional Dirsctor determines (based on logbock rasports, processor reports, vessel
inspections, or other information) that the quota far surf clams in any Area for any time period or
ocean quahogs for any time period will be exceeded,; the Regional Director shall publish a notice in
the Federal Register, stating the determinaticn and, if necessary, stating a date and tims for
clasure of the surf clam or ocean gquahog fishery for the remainder of the time period. The
Regional Director shall send notice of the action to each surf clam or ocean guahog processor and
to each permitted surf clam or ocean guahng vessel owner or operator.

KL, RESTRICTIONS

There is a surf clam minimum size limit. After consultation with the Council and opportunity for
public comment, the Regional Director shall adjust, by increments no less than 0.25", the surf clam
minimum size limit to a value less than 5.5" as necessary, so that discards on average do not
exceed 30% of the trip catch. In no event shall the size limit be less than 4.75". When data
indicate the clams have grown sufficiently, the limit would be increased, ultimately reaching the
5.5" limit. There is a tolerance of 240 undersized clams per cage but no more than 5C clams per
cage under 4.75". If any cage is in violation of the size limit,; the entire load is in violation. In
adjusting the size limit the Regional Director shall consider current stock assessments; catch
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reports, and other relevant information concerning the size distribution of the surf clam resource.
MNo person shall harvest or passess surf clams smaller than the minimum size limit.

All surf clam cages shall be tagged before leaving the vesszl and tags shall not be rernoved until
cages are emptisd at the processing plant. Information to he shown on the tags shall be determined
py the Regional Director, in consultation with the Council, but will include at least the information
needed to establish a chain of evidence adsguate for enforcement of the surf clam minimum size
limit from the vessel through the transportation system to the processor, inclusive. The Regional
Director shall determine the minimum specifications of the tags, which as & minimurn shall assurs
that markings are not erased prior to the cages being emptied at the processing plant.

All surf clams landed on an authorized FCZ fishing day are assumed to have been caught in the
FCZ and are subject to the Federal size limit.

No person shall catch and retain on bosard any surf clams or ocean guahogs during closed seasons, in
closed arecas, or on days of the week during which fishing for these species is not permitted.

Possession of surf clams or ocean quahogs, by any persan abaard any figshing vessel engaged in those
fisheries, in closed areas or more than 12 hours after a closure announcement becomes effective
shall be prima facie evidence that such clams or quahogs were taken in violation of the provisions
of the Act and the requlations.

No person shall possess, have custody of or control of, ship, transpert, offer for sale, deliver for
sale, sell, purchase, import, export, or land, any surf clamns, ocean quahogs, or part thereof, which
was taken in violation of the Act of any regulations issued under the Agt.

Mo person engaged in the surf clam or ocean quahog fisheriez as an owner or opsrator, or as a
dealer, processor or buyer shall unload or cause to be unloaded, or sell or buy, any surf clams or
ocean quahogs whether on land or at sea, without prenaring and submitting the documents required
by the regulaticns.’

No person shall refuse to permit an authorized officer to board a fishing vessel subiect ta such
person’s control for purposes of conducting any search, no matier where that vessel may be
situated, in connection with the enforcement of the Act or any requlations issued under the Acts
forcibly assault, resist, oppose, impede, intimidate or interfere with any authorized officer in the
conduct of any search or inspection; resist a lawful arrest for any act prohibited by the requlations;
or interfere with, delay, or prevent, by any means, the apnrehension or arrest of another person
knowing that such other person has committed any act prohibited by the requlations.

Vessel owners or operators must notify NMFS in advance if they intend to fish for surf clams in 2
Notification Zone. For vessels authorized to fish in both the Mid-Atlantic and New England Arsas
(i.es, with permits issued pursuant to the moratorium) with home ports in the Mid-Atlantic Area the
Nantuciket Shoals or Gecorges Bank Areas are Notification Zones. For vessels authorized to fish in
both the Mid-Atlantic and MNew England Arsas (i.e., with permits issued pursuant to the
moratorium) with home ports in the New England Area the Mid-Atlantic or Georges Pank Areas are
Notification Zones. For vessels authorized to fish only in the New England Area the Cecrges Bank
Area is a Notification Zone. Homs port is thet specified on the vessel's permit application form.
If an operator intends to change the vessel's Area of fishing, NMFS must be notified in advance.

Any person or vessel found to be in violation of these requlations, including the logbaok and other
reporting reguirements, shall be subject te the civil and criminal penalty provisions and forfeiture
provisions prescribed in the Act and pertinent requlations. It is recommendad that the Secretary
establish a specific list of penalties for specific civil violations of these regulations in order to
expedite resolution of viclations. It is recommended that the panalty for a first offense for any
violation be a permit suspension for thirty days and that the penalty for a second offense be a
permit suspension for ninety days. Subsequent offenses should carry penslties of a permit
suspension combined with a fine. Appropriate fines should be specified far violations by processors.
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KIN.D. EFFORT RESTRICTIONS
HKIMLD.1. Surf Clams - Mid-Atlantic Aresa

Fishing for surf clams shall be permitted only during the period beginning 6:00 am Sunday and
ending 6:00 pm Thursday and be conducted during this pericd enly at the times and under the
conditions authorized by the Regional Director. If fishing is permitted for periods of 18 hours, 36
hours, or other time periods that are svenly divisible by 18, the Regional Director may permit
fishing beginnino at 12:00 am Sunday if, in consultation with the Touncil, he determinss that
enforcement resources are adequate to monitor this expanded fishing period. This shall be
accomplished by publishing a notice in the Federal Reaister.

Fishing time shall be regulated by the Regional Director to allow fishing for surf clams to be
conducted throughout the entire quarter without exceeding the allocation for that guarter and at a
rate that will rninimize the number of changes to allowed fishing times during the guarter. It is
anticipated that the general method of regulating fishing times, both in reopened areas and in the
fishery outside of reopened areas, will be regulating the hours per wesk esach vesse! may fish.
However, catch rates, particularly in reopened aresas, may be such that requlatina hours per week
may result in time periods sc short that they are uneconomic for the harvesters. If this were to
occur; the Regional Director may regulate hours over a longer time periad (i.2.; hours per month or
hours per quarter) so that each vessel could have a reasonzble trip, even though the total hours of
permitted fishing for the time period might be quite small. Yessels shall be required to stop fishing
at uniform hours.

The Regional Director shall regulate fishing times for reopened areas to allow fishing for surf
clams to be conducted in such areas throughout the entire time Demod established for sach area
without exceeding the estimated alloweble catch for the ares and at a rate that will minimiza the
rnumber of changes to the allowed uishlng.u times during the q 1arter, Qraapfwed amas shall be
managed with specific estimates of allowable harvest and effort I"e trictions until the catch per
unit of effort in the reopenad area equals the general catch per unit of effort in the overall ushew
The Regionsl Director may designate the maximum number of vs S:sm}s that may fish in a reopened
ars Gt any ong time and, if conflicts develop between that number and the fishing perinds

“ﬂquesLed by fishermen, he may select the vessels that fish an particular days by use of a lottery.

™
[

If the Regional Director determines during the guarter that the guartsrly allocation wil (
not be) exceeded, he may reduce (increase) the number of hours during which fishing for surf els
is oermitted to avoid prolonged vessel tie-up times and fluctuations in the supply of surf cl ¢
which would result if the allocations were taken rapidly during the beginning of esach cuarter
(facilitating the cateh of the full quartsrly alldecation).

L_j

"J

The Reqgional Director shall publish a notice in the Federal Register of any reduction or increase in
days during which fishing for surf clams is permitted. The reduction or increase may take effect
immediately upon publication in the Federal Register. The Ragional Director shall also send notice
of the change to sach surf clam or ocean quahog orocessor in the fishery and to each surf clam or
ocean guahog vesssl owner or operator.’

If NMFS continues the procedure of reguiring surf clam fishermen to specify their fishing days,
provision is made for an alternats fishing day in the esvent of unsafe weather conditions on the
specified day. A fisherman may claim a weather day if the fisherman notifiss the appropriate
official designated by NMFS of his intent to claim a weather day within four hours of his official
starting time for fishing and if he lands no clams on that day. This rmaks-up day shall be the next
fishing day and shall amount to the same numbser of hours as the fisharman normally has on a
fishing day. A fisherman will not be permitted to claim an additisnal make-us day if weather
conditions prohibited fishing on a make-up day. This make-up day orovision shall be in effect only
for the months of November, December, January, February, March, and April.

In addition to the effort restrictions in the current FMP oresented above, surf clam vessels may
tand suri clams only one time during an authorized time period.
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HKULD.2, Surf Clams - Mantucket Shoals Area

In the Nantucket Shoals Area, no catch restrictions shall be applied to the fishery until 50% of the
quarterly quota has been landed. The Regional Director will manitor landings from the Nantucket
Shoals Area and will determine either when the 50% point has been reached or when that noint will
likely be reached. The Regional Director will thereupon consult with the Touneils in the selection
of trip limits to control catch adequately to keep the fishery open for the balance of the quarter.
Trip limits will be established by vessel class as follows: for Class 1 vessels, trip limits may not be
less than 224 bu/trip; for Class 2 vessels, trip limits may not be less than 416 bu/trip for Class 2,
and for Class 3 vessels, trip limits may not be less than 768 bu/trip. Trip limits must maintain a
fixed ratio of 1.0: 1.B: 3.4 for Class 1, 2, and 3, resnectively.” In the event that trip limits are not
sufficient to keep landings to within the quota levels, the Regional Director may close the fishery
until the beginning of the next quota period.

Once initial trip limits have been established in consultotion with the Councils, the Regional
Director will notify the Councils in advance of any proposed action to further specify trip limits or
close the fishery. The Regional Director will consider any comments received by the Councile or
the public before implementing any adjustments in the Nantucket Shosals management program.
HKILD.3. Surf Clams - Georges Bank Arsa

There are no offort restrictions for fishing for surf clams in the Ceorges Bank Area.

KIELD 4, Ocean Quahogs

There is no need to amend this section at this time.

XULE. Closed Areas

There is no need to amend this section at this time.

KIMLF. Vessel Identification

There is no need to amend this section at this time.

XIULG. FACILITATION OF ENFORCEMENT

There is no need to amend this section at this time.

HUALH. HABITAT PRESERVATION, PROTECTION, AND RESTORATION

There is no need to amend this section at this time.

HALL DEYELDPMENT OF FISHERY RESOURCE

There is no nead to amend this section at this time.

K2, MANAGEMENT CO5TS

Management costs may increase as a result of the work involved in administration of three rather
than two Areas. The most significant effort will likely be the Arsa declaration system which has
been reduced (from that specified in the emergency regulations that implemented the provisions of
Amendment #4) by eliminating declarations for Mid-Atlantic vessels fishing in the Mid-Atlentic
Area and New England vessels fishing in the Mantucket Shoals Area. The cost of the declaration
system must be viewed in light of the enforcement costs that would be incurred in the absence of
such a systemn in order to assurs that vesssls were complying with the appropriate Area reculations
and reporting catch appropriately. These costs are discussed in Section XILE.
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Y. SPECIFICATIONS AND SOURCES OF PERTINENT FISHERY DATA
There is no need to amend this section at this time.

XV, RELATIONSHIP OF THE RECOMMENDED MEASURES TO EXISTING
APPLICARBLE LAWS AND POLICIES

HV.AL FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLANS

This FMP is related to other FMPs to the extent that all fisheries of the northwest Atlantic are
part of the same general geophysical, biclogical, sccial, and economic setting. US fishermen cften
are active in more than a single fishery.” Thus regulations implemented to govern harvesting of one
species or a group of related species may impact an other fisheries by causing transfers of effort.

Many fisheries of the northwest Atlantic result in significant non-target epecies fishing mortality.
Therefore, sach FMP must consider the impact of non-target species fishing mortality on other
stocks and as a result of other fisheries. There is almost no bycatch of other species in either the
surf clam or ocean quahog fisheries.

XK¥.B. TREATIES OR INTERNATIONAL ACGREEMENTS

No treaties or international agreements, other than GIF As entered into pursuant to the MFUMA,
relate to this fishery.®

HKV.C. FEDERAL LAWS AND POLICIE
The only Federal Law that controls the fishery covered by this FMP is the MFCMA,
Marine Sanctusry and Other Special Managemant Systems

The USS Menritor National Marine Sanctuary off North Carolina is in the area coversd by the FMP.
The Sanctuary wag officlally established on 30 January 1575 under the Marine Protection,
Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 197Z. Rules and regulations have been lssusd for the Sanctuary
(15 CFR 924) that prohibit deploying sny eguipment in the Sanctusry, fishing activities which
involve "anchoring in any manner, stopping, remaining, or drifting without power at any time"
(924.3 (a)), and "trawling” (924.3(h)). The Sanctuary is clearly designated on all National Qcean
Survey charts by the caption "protected area™, which minimizes the potesntial for darnace to the
Sanctuary by fishing operations.” Deztails on sanctuary reoulaticns may be ebtained from the
Director, Sanctuary Programs DOffice, Office of Coastal Zone Management, MNOAA, 3300
Whitehaven Street NW, Washington, D.C. 20235,

Potential Impact on Marine Mammals and Endanoered Species

Nurnerous species of marine mammals and sesa turtles nccur in the northwest Atlantic Ocean. The
most recent comprebensive survey in this region was done in 1979 by the Cetacean and Turtle
Assessment Program (CaTap), at the University of Rhode Island (University of Rhode Island, 1981),
under contract to the Minerals Management Service (MMS5), Department of the Interior. The
following is a summary of some of the information gathered in that study, which covered the aresa
from Cape Sable;, Nova Scotia, to Cape iHatteras, North Tarolina, from the coastline to 5 pautical
miles seaward of the 1000 fathom iscbath.

Twenty one cetaceans and the 4 turtle species were encountered in the 1979 survey (Table 31).
Alsa presented in Table 31 are the study team's Yestimated minimum population nurmber” for the
area, as calculated;, and those species currently included under the Endangered Species Act. All
information is preliminary.

The study team concluded that "both large and small cetaceans are widely distributed throughout
the study area in all four seasons,” and grouped the 13 most commonly seen species into three
categories, based on geographical distribution. The first group contains only the harbor porpoise,
which is distributed only over the shelf and throughout the Gulf of Maine, Cape Cad, and Georges
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Bank, but probably not southwest of Nantucket.” The second group contains the most frequently
encountered baleen whales (fin, humpback, minke, and right whales) and the white-sided dolphin.
These are found in the same areas as the harbor porpoise, and also occasionally aver the shelf at
least to Cape Hatteras or out to the shelf edgs. The third group "shows a2 strong tendency for
association with the shelf edge” and includes the arampus, striped, spotied, saddleback; and
bottlenose dolphins, and the sperm and pilot whales.

Loggerhead turtles were found throughout the study area, but appear to migrate north te about
Massachusetts in summer and scuth in winter. [eatherbacks appear to have a more northerly
distribution. The study teamn hypcthesized a "northward migration in the Gulf Stream with a
southward return in continental shelf waters nearer to shore." Both species ususlly were found
"over the shoreward half of the slops" and in depths less than 200 feet.” No live green or Kemp's
ridley turtles were Tound, and the latter's population has been estimated at only about 500 adults.
The study area may be important for sea turtle feeding or migrations, but the nesting arsas for
these species generally are in the South Atlantic and Culf of Mexico.”

The only other endangersd spsciss occurring in the northwest Atlantic is the shortnose sturgeon
(Acipenser brevirostrum).

The range of surf clams and ocean quahogs and the above marine mammeals and ende Lj eds
averlap to a large degree, and there always exists some very lirmnited potential far an Cld nta
Except in unique situations (e.q., tuna-porpoise in the central Pacific), such auzlde tali c
should have a negligible impact on marine mammal/endangsred species abundances, and the
Council does not belisve that implementation of this FMP will have any adverse impact uDv:a N these
populations. As additional inforrmation on this subject becomes available, it will be integrated into
future Amendments to this FMP. The requlation of commereial landings by this FMP should reduce
the potential for the capture of endanasred species.

0il, Gas, Mineral, and Deep Water Port Development

While Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) development plans may involve areas overlapping thoss
contemplated for offshores fishery management, no major conflicts have been identified to date.
The Counc I, through involvement in the Intergovernmental Planning Program of the MMS monitors
QCS aetivities and has opportunity to comment and to advise MMS of the Council's activities.
Certainly, the potential for conflict exists if communication betweesn interests is not maintained or
appreciation of each other's efforts is lacking. Potential conflicte include, from a fishery
management position: exclusion areas, adverse impacts to sensitive bioiogically important areas,
oil contamination, substrate hazards to fishing gear, and cempetition for crews and harbor space.
The Council is unaware of pending deep water port plans which would directly impact offshore
fishery management goals in the areas under consideration, and is unaware of potential effects of
offshore fishery management plans upon future development of deep water port facilities.

XVY.D." STATE, LOTAL, AND OTHER APPLICABLE L AWS AND POLICIES
Coastal Zone Management (CZM) Programs

The C7ZM Act of 1972, as amended, provides measures for ensuring stability of productive fishery
habitat while striving to balance development pressures with soeisl, economic, cultural, and other
impacts on the coastal Zone. It is recoonized that responsible management of both coastal Zones
and fish stocks must involve mutusally supportive goals.

The Council must determine whether the Amendment will affect a State's coastal zone. If it willy
the Amendment must be evaluated relative to the State's approved CZM program to determins
whether it is consistent to the maximum extent practicabls, The States have 45 days in which to
agree or disagree with the Council's evaluation. If a State fails to respond within 45 days, the
State’s agreement may be presumed. If a State disagrees, the issue may be resolved through
negotiation or, if that fails, by the Secretary.

The New England Council determined that draft Amendment #4 was consistent to the extent
practicable with the approved CTZM Programs in the relevant coastal States. This determination
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was made in compliance with the provisions of the CTZM Act. Concurrences with this
determination are on file.

In order to comply with the CZM Act, Amendment #6 was reviewed relative to the approved C7ZM
programs of Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts; Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, New
Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, and Maryland. On 21 January 1985 latters were sent to all of the
States listed above stating that the Council concluded that the Amendment is consistent to the
maximum extent practicable with the State's CZM program as understood by the Council,

¥V COUNCIL REVIFEW AND MONITORENZ OF THE PLAN
There is no need to amend this section at this time.
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XYL TABLES AND FIGURES

Table 1. Surf Clam Landings and Distribution by State, 1950-1983
(milligns of 1bs of meat)

New
Fngland NY NJ DE MDD VA Total#
Land % Land % land % Land % Land % Land % Land % Change

1950 % 1 3 42 4 55 - . % 2 - - g 100
1951 * * 4 3h & 53 - - 2 13 - - 12 100 50%
1952 * * 4 33 7 59 - - 1 9 - - 12 100 8
1953 - - 3 27 7 53 - - 2 20 - - 12 100 -P
1954 x 3 3 28 7 5 - - 1 11 - - 12 100 *
1955 * * 2 17 8 &9 - - 2 14 - - 12 100 *
1256 * 1 2 15 12 72 * * 2 12 - - 16 100 33
1957 # z 9 15 85 * 1 1 5 - - 18 100 13
1958 *® * 3 i3 85 1 5 1 5 - - 15 100 =17
1959 * * i 2 20 87 z 7 1 4 - - 23 100 53
1960 * * 1 3 23 94 #* 2 2 - - 25 100 9
1561 * *® 3 27 97 - - * * - - 728 140 12
1942 * %* I3 30 97 * *® * * - - 31 100 11
1963 - - 1 3 38 97 - - * * - - 32 100 26
1944 =+ * 3 37 97 - - i * - - 33 101 -3
1265 * - 2 3 42 94 - - * 1 - - 44100 15
1966 % * 2 & 4% 96 - - * *® - - a5 100 Z
1967 * * 2 5 4z 92 - - 1 3 - - 45 100 *
1968 = *® 3 7 32 7% - - 5 13 * * 41 100 -0
1969 = * 3 7 36 73 3 & 71 ’ * 50 100 22
is70  =* * 4 6 40 59 & 13 14 20 01 &7 100 30
1971 1 4 7 29 55 8 15 3 15 5 9 53 100 -21
1972 * * 3 4 21 34 2 14 7012 23 37 g4 100 21
1973 * * 3 4 22 26 7 8 7 2 4% 53 82 160 28
1974 * * 4 & 23 24 & 6 5 4 58 61 96 10D 17
1975  * * 5 5 35 41 2 3 5 & 39 45 87 100 -9
1976 * * 3 7 24 50 - - 7015 14 29 49 10D -44
1277 1 2z 3 7 23 45 - - g 14 6 31 52 10D 6
1978 1 2 2 4 15 39 - - 8 21 13 32 40 100 <23
1272 1 4 2 4 12 35 - - 3 22 13 35 35 100 <13

2890 1 2 Z 5 10 25 - - 11 30 14 38 38 100 9
1981 1 1 2z 5 20 44 - - 12 25 11 24 46 100 21
1282 3 6 2 5 24 49 - - 10 1% 10 21 50 100 9
1983 4 7 2 4 24 43 - 713 18 32 56 100 12

% = % of total annual landings.

% Chenge = % change in total landings from previous year.

# Includes any unallocated catch.

- = Zerao.

* = less than 500,000 1bs or .5%.

Rows may not add te Total because of rounding and unallocated catch,

Sources UJSDT, 1984a and unpub. prelim. NMFS data.
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Table 2. FCZ and Total Surf Clam and Ocean Quahog Landinas, 1967-1963
(milliors of ibs of meat)

Surf Clam {Ocean Nuahaqg Surf Clam +
FCZ Total FCZ Total Ocean Auahog
% of Y% % % of % % %

Land Total Change Land Change i_and Total Change ILand Change Land Chanage

12457 na na na 45 - - * 45
1948 na na na 41 -9 - - - 3 * 41 -9
1949 na na na 50 22 - - - 1 * 50 22
1870 na na na 67 34 - - - 2 200 69 38
1871 50 g5 na 53 -21 - - - z % 55 -20
1972 64 a7 28 64 21 - - - 1 =50 65 18
1973 73 33 14 a2 28 - - - 1 * 84 29
1874 74 77 1 36 17 - - - 1 * 27 15
1275 44 50 41 a7 -G - - - 1 * ag -9
19746 43 86 -2 49 =44 i) 73 - & €00 55 -38
1977 43 B4 * 52 4 16 85 400 18 200 70 27
1978 31 79 -28 40 23 20 33 25 23 28 63 -106
1979 29 82 -6 35 -13 3z 91 60 35 52 70 11
1280 35 92 z21 38 9 31 20 -3 4 -3 72 3
1981 37 a0 & 46 21 35 98 13 36 &6 8z 14
1882 37 74 * 50 9 34 29 ~3 35 -3 85 4
1983 45 80 22 56 12 34 97 35 * 21 7

- = zero. ¥ = less than 500,000 lhs or 5%. na = data not available.
Source: LISDT, 19843 and unpub. prelim. NMFS data,

Table 3. Stratified Mean NMumber of Surf Clams per Tow by Size Interval i
Yarious Sampling Strata on Georges Bank during July-Augqust 1984 %

=
3

Size Interval Stratum
(inches) 54 61 &5 57 48 59 70 71 7z 73 T4
0.8 - 1.1 - - - .14 - 0,06 0.04 - - - -
1.2 - 1.5 - 3.50 0.85 0.232 ~ 0.06 - . - 0,13 -
1.6 - 1.9 0.33 - 0.85 n.4a8 .14 0.06 - 0.21 - -
2.0 - 2.3 - 0,50 1.40 .68 0.0%2 0.2% 0.11 - 0,42 0.13 D.29
2.4 « 2.7 - 1.00 1.84 .44 0.18 n.22 - 1,14 D32 0,13 -
2.8 - 3.1 0.33 1.00 2.99 2.3% D.27 0.44 - 0,86 1.z26 0.25 -
3.7 « 3.5 g.67 0.50 6.09 2.43 0.23 0.22 0,11 1.29 1.58 0.50 -
3.5 - 3.9 .33 - 10.866 2.06 0,45 0.0 - .00 2.74 0.25 0.14
3.9 - 4.3 0.33 - 2.57 2.52 0.23 0.11 4.1} 1.86 4.21 0.13 D0.29
4.3 - 4.7 0.33 - 11.43 3,15 0.18 - - 2,43 4.32 - -
Lo7 « 5.1 0.67 - 11.33 7.39 - 0,06 - 4,29 3.26 - -
5.1 - 5.5 - 5.34 17.71 - - - Z2.43 3.58 - -
5.5 - 5.9 - - 1.65 36.11 0.09 .39 - t.la 2.21 - -
5.9 - 6.3 - - - 34,99 - .89 - D14 1.21 - -
6.3 - 6.7 - - - 14.83 - 0.28 - - 0.11 - -
6.7 - 7.1 - - - 1.50 - 0.17 - - - - -
7.1 - 7.4 - - - - - - - - - - -
7.5 - 7.8 - - - - - 0.06 - - - - -
Total No. Per Tow 3.00 3.50 65,14 127.90 1.B6 3.33 0.33 16,57 25.42 1.50 0.71
No. of Tows 3 2 7 31 22 15 9 7 12 8 7

* Survey included some 5-minute and some l-minute tow durations.
Strata 57, 59, and 63 were sampled (1, 2, and 2 tows, respectively) but had no catch.”
Source: Murawski and Sarchul, 1984b,
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Table 4. Stratified Mean Number of Surf Clams per Tow* during NMFS Supveys
of Georges Banlk, 1980-19%4

Stratum  Mean Number Per Tow Number of Tows Proportion of Georges Bank Area**
54 2,208 5 0.0302
55 D.5D 2 0.0396
57 2.00 4 0.0200
59 0.25 12 0.0585
60 0.00 2 0.0881
61 0.57 14 0.0627
62 0.00 3 0.07¢&3
63 0.50 8 0.0755
64 0.00 2 0.1075
65 56.00 12 0.0178
66 D.00 1 0.0289
67 121.48 33 0.6228
68 z2.00 27 0.0403
62 2.55 33 0.1021
70 1.28 18 0.0566
71 14.63 B 0.015%
72 27.31 26 0.0548
73 1.35 17 0.0545
74 0.85 13 0.0471

*Survey tows during 1980-1983 were 5 minutss duration, tows during 1984 were 1 and 5 minutes
duration.

*#*See Figure 1 for Stratum Areas.’

Sources Murawski and Serchulk, 19345,

Table S. Size Distribution (% by number of Georgss Bank FTZ Sur? Clam, Summer 1984

Size Interval (") Research Vessel Survey Interview Samoles Observer Samples
g.2 - 1.1 G6.10 - -
1.2 = 1.5 1.00 - 0.02
1.6 - 1.9 0.90 - D.06
2.0 - 2.3 2,30 - 0.11
2.4 ~ 2.7 2.79 - 0.13
2.8 - 3.1 5,09 - 0.28
3.2 - 3.5 5.79 - 0.4l
3.5 - 3.9 6.99 - 0.78
3.9 - 4.3 8.08 - 1.24
4.3 - 4.7 B.48 - 2,05
4.7 - 5.1 9.28 - 4.76
5.1 - 5.5 11.88 5.59 11.33
5.5 - 5.9 16.07 28,07 26,02
5.9 - 6.3 14,77 47.75 34,59
6.3 = 6.7 5,69 18,24 15.85
6.7 - 7.1 G.80 D.32 2,07
7.1 - 7.4 G.00 - 8.0z
7.5 - 7.8 0.01 - -
Mean Shell Length A.80 6.02 5.83
Number of samples 138 15 195

*  Sgratified mean catch per tow (numbers) at length based on 138 survey stations sampled during
July-August 1984.

Number of trips sampled by NMFS5 observerss a total of 25,413 clams ware measurad.

Source: Murawski and Serchuk, 1984h,

¥* %
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Table 6." Calculated Mean Shell Lengths (in.) and Drained Meat Weights (1bs)
at Age for iMiddle Atlantic FTZ Surf Clam Populations®

New Jersey Celmarva
Age Shell Length | Meat Weight Shell Length Meat Weight
1 1.6 n.ot 1.6 0.01
Z 2,8 0.04 2.9 0.03
3 3.7 0.08 3.8 0.08
& bk 0.13 4.5 .12
5 4.9 £.18 5.0 0,16
6 5,3 0.23 5.4 0.20
7 5.6 0.27 5.7 0.24
8 5.8 5.30 5.9 .26
9 6.0 0.32 6.1 0.28
10 6.1 .35 Bo7 0.29
11 6.2 0.36 6.3 0.31
12 6.3 0.37 6.4 0.32
13 6.4 g.39 £.4 0.32
14 il 0.39 6.5 0.33
15 6.5 0.40 6.5 0.33
16 6.5 0.40 6.5 0.33
17 6.5 .41 6.5 g.34
18 6.5 0.41 6.5 0.34
12 6.5 .41 6.5 0.34
20 6.5 0.4% 6.5 G.34
Z21 6.5 0.42 6.5 .34
22 £.6 0.42 6.6 U.34
Z3 6.6 G.42 8.8 0.34
24 6.6 0.42 6.6 J.34
#* = Surf clams are spawnsd i ﬂ ate summer-auiummn, so a 1 October birthdate is assumsd.
Source: Murawski and Serchul, 1981
Table 7. Mid-Atlantic Surf Clam Population Estimatss (weighi)
Based upon Areal Expansion of Survey Catceh per Tow Data, 1984
(1) (2) Population
Area of Mean estirnate
Region Catch/Tow (milliens % of
Assessment Region (sg n mi) (1bs) of 1bs) Resource
ALL SURF CLAMES
Northern New Jersey 3,440 12.1 369 35
Southern New Jersey 1,228 £,3 49 &
Delmarva 5,092 12.3 586 53
Southern Virginia-North Carolina 2,980 2.5 a1 7
Total 12,74 1,105 108
SURF CLAMS GREATER THAN 5,57
MNorthern New Jersey 3,440 3,9 126 37
Southern New Jersey 1,228 4.1 47 14
Delmarva 5,092 2.9 138 40
Southern Virginia-MNorth Caralina 2,980 1.t 30 g
Total 17,743 341 160

(1) and (2) Murawski and Serchuk, 1984c,
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Table 8. Mid-Atlantic Surf Clam Vessel® Performeance, 1979 - 1983

(1) (2) (3) @) (5) (6) (7 (8) (90 Qo)

Hours Hours Bu/ Hrs. at Fishing Rel.
Bu at Sea Fishing Vessel Sea/ Hrs./ Fishing Rel.
Class Vessels (0D0) (000) (00D)  (000) Vessel VYessel CPUE Power TPUE
1979 1 26 100 9 6 4 336 214 17 1.0 1.0
ya 56 374 34 12 7 599 339 19 1.7 1.1
3 71 1,177 A4 38 15 a0s 479 31 3.9 1.8
Total 18l 1,650 10a 62 10 £59 386 26
1280 1 14 80 6 i} 6 403 259 21 1.0 1.0
Z 49 495 33 20 10 671 449 24 1.8 1]
3 65 1,348 58 35 21 294 532 38 3.6 i.8
Total 128 1,921 9 58 15 756 455 32
1981 1 15 65 5 3 4] 312 194 22 1.0 1.0
2 43 459 21 12 i1 4n? 280 38 2.5 1.7
3 64 1,437 52 26 22 a8z7 403 55 5.2 2.0
Total 1722 1,971 y 41 16 831 334 43
1982 1 14 93 7 5 7 522 339 12 1.0 1.0
2 42 LAY 27 17 11 645 all 27 1.7 1.4
3 58 1,441 &7 33 25 1,054 576 43 3.7 2.3
Total 114 2,003 94 55 18 843 486 36
1983 1 13 112 6 4 9 487 306 28 1.0 1.0
Z 43 656 25 14 15 575 375 a1 1.8 1.4
3 57 1,544 52 28 27 913 48?2 56 3.2 2.0
Total 113 2,374 a3 g 21 734 421 48

Column Notess

(1), (2), (3), and (&) from vessel loghook data.

(5) = (2) divided by (1). Tatal rows = total for (2) divided by total for (1).

(6) = (3) divided by (1).7 Total rows = total for (3) divided by total for (1),

(7) = (4) divided by (1). Total rows = total for (4) divided by total for (1)

(@) = (2) divided by (4). Total rows = total for (2) divided by total for (4).

(9) = (5) for each Class divided by (5) for Class L.

(10) = (8) for each Class divided by (8) for Tlass L,

Class 1 = iess than 50 Gross Registered Tons (GRT); Class 2 = 51-100 GRT; Class 3 = greater than
1030 GRT.

* = includes all vessels that landed surf clams; i.e.; vessels that landed only surf clams and the
clams landed by vessels that caught both surf clams and ocean guahogs.

Source: unpub. prelim. NMFS logbook data.
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Table 9." Monthly Catch and Effort Summary for the Ceorges Banfc
Surf Clam Fishery, 1584,

Total Cateh Total Hours Data for CPUE ecalculations*® CRUE
Manth (Bushels) Fished Tontal Catch Hours Fishad Bushels/Hour
May 22,929 77.0 22,929 77.0 298
June 56,718 235.0 54,909 238,00 231
July 89,420 683.0 83,177 6A83.0 122
August 89,344 886.5 74,178 885.5 84
September 37,774 701.5 76,768 7GL.5 109
Jetober 5,737 a4.0 5,737 44.0 130
TOTAL 351,922 2630.0 317,698 2630.0 121

*Data used when catch and hours fished were greater than 0 for individual trip records.
Source: Murawski and Serchuk, 1984h.
Table 10. Ocsan Quahog Vassel Performancs, 1979 - 1983
(1) (2) (3) (%) (5) (&) (7) (8) ) 10
Hours Hours Buf  Hrs. at Fishing Rel.”

Bu st Sea Fishing Vessel Seaf Hre.f Fishing Rel.
Class Vesssls (000) (000) (000)  (O00)  VYessel Vessel TPUE Power CPUE

1979 A 19 342 g 3 13 326 168 o7 1.0 1.0
B 38 2,5%4 38 22 69 o983 568 12y 3.8 1.1

Total 58 3,034 he 25 52 792 437 119
1540 A 17 248 5 z 13 319 146 Mg 1.4 1.0
3 36 2,702 42 23 75 1,159 633 117 5.8 1.2

Total 25 32 a4y 25 56 689 420 115
1281 A 9 161 4 2 18 438 208 84 1.0 1.0
B 39 2,728 40 22 70 1,025 558 125 3.5 1.5

Total ag 2,889 a 24 &0 914 493 122
1932 A 14 160 & 2 16 376 210 74 1.0 1.3
g 34 3,082 al 22 21 1,195 6472 141 5.7 1.9

Total 44 3,242 a4 20 74 1,009 543 135
1985 A 7 140 3 2 20 454 252 79 1.0 1.0
5 30 3,051 41 21 102 1,363 705 44 5.1 1.8

Total 37 3,201 4 23 87 1,191 619 139

* = Class A = 100 GRT or less: Class B = greater than 100 GRT.
(1 ), (2), (3), and (&) from vessel loghook data.

(5) = (2) divided by (1).

(6) = (3) divided by (1),

(7) = (4) divided by (1),

(8) = (2) divided by (4).

(9) = (5) for each Class B divided by (5) for Class A.

(10) = (8) for each Class B divided by (8) for Class A

Source: unpub. prelim. NMF S logbook data.’
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1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977%
1978% %
1979%*
1950% *
1981 %%
1982% *

1983 % %

Table 11. Mid-Atlantic Surf Clam Fishery, Vessel Distribution by Class, 1965-1983

- = ZBT 0

Class 1 Clags 2 Clags 3 Total
% of Y% % of % % of % %
No. Total Change No.” Total Change ©No. Total Change Na. Chanage
33 48 33 48 2 3 6o
34 46 3 34 46 3 6 8 200 74 9
40 ab 15 40 ¥} 18 11 1z 83 o1 23
38 44 -5 42 49 5 6 7 =46 B6 =6
32 35 -16 56 61 33 a 4 -33 92 7
33 32 3 59 57 5 12 12 200 104 13
28 30 -15 46 50 -22 18 20 50 92 -12
29 32 4 44 49 -4 17 19 -6 90 -2
32 34 10 an 47 - 17 18 - g3 3
35 36 2 48 a7 5 17 17 - o8 5
35 35 - 4a 46 - 18 18 6 29 1
33 27 ) 55 45 20 34 28 89 122 23
27 14 =33 56 35 2 77 50 126 155 27
21 13 -5 53 37 4 78 50 1 157 i
28 17 33 56 34 -3 31 49 4 165 5
14 i1 -50 49 38 -13 65 51 -20 128 =27
is5 12 7 43 35 -12 64 52 -1 122 -5
14 12 -7 42 37 -2 SR 51 -9 114 =7
13 12 -7 43 33 2 57 50 -2 113 -1
* = licenses issued as of 31 Dec. 1977,
*#* = yessels active in the fleet as of 31 Dec., hassd on Inghook reports.’
Rows may not add to Totzl because of rounding.
Source: unpub. prelim. NMFS loghaook data.
Table 1Z. Physical Characteristice of Mid-Atlantic Surf Clam Yessels, 1979-1983

1879
1780
1981
128

19853

Lenath (ft.) Gross Tonnage Dredee (in.) Horsepower Crew Size
Min Max Mean Min Max Mean Min Max Mean Min Max Mean Min Max Mean
28  las 79 & 306 112 16 240 20 60 1330 289 1 11 4
43 144 81 24 306 117 16 240 1G7 &0 1000 400 1 9 4
a3 l4s 81 26 306 117 16 240 167 60 1330 309 1 2 4
45 146 a8z 24 306 115 36 240 185 o0 1330 434 1 S a
54 144 82 34 306 115 60 240 108 225 1000 5610 7 & 5

MNote: 240" represents doubls 120% dredges; largest single dredge was 2607,
Source: unpub. NMFS data.
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Table 13." Surf Clam and Ocean Buahog Permits by State of Renistry, 1983

Surf Clam/Qcean Quahog Ocean Quahog Surf Clam/New England
Number Yo Number % Number %
ME - - 36 23 55 15
NiH - - 1l 7 17 5
M A 2 1 72 46 210 58
RI ) 3 14 9 35 10
CT - - 1 1 3 1
NY 5 3 7 4 5 1
NJ 65 aé 7 4 7 ya
PA 2 b - - - -
DE 3 2 1 1 1
MD 40 27 - - 1@ 5
VA 20 14 5 3 7 2
Total 145 100 158 160 362 100

Source: unpub. prelim. NMFS data.
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Table 14. Number of Yessels by Class that Made at Least One Trip for Mid-Atlantic

Surf Clams, Ocean Juahogs, or both Mid-Atlantic Surf Clams and Ocean RQuahogs

1973

e N

Y

=

1980

= N

N

3

1951

W I

e
S
- B

1982

A BN

1285 1

1284 Ja

by Year and Quarter, 1979-1283 and by Month, 1934

Clam Only +

Clam Only Guahoa Only  Clam & Quahog Clam & Quahog All
T z3 Al IzZ3 Al T2Z3 Al 1 23 Al 1 2 35 AN
1 33 41 93 - 311 71a T 7717719 19358 112 19 38 49 176
18 37 42 97 -1 4 5 - 527 32 18 42 69 12% 18 43 73 134
13 35 36 B4 1211 14 - 916 25 13 44 52 109 14 46 63 125
13 33 36 87 2 313 18 - 717 24 13 40 53 106 15 43 66 124
25 43 44 112 21 5 8 1 14 35 50 26 57 79 162 28 58 84 170
11 40 30 81 - 216 18 1 317 21 17 43 47 102 12 45 63 120
11 33 28 72 - 215 17 - & 14 20 11 3% 42 92 11 41 57 167
10 32 30 72 - 210 12 - 5 18 23 10 37 48 95 10 39 58 107
6 30 34 70 - 211 13 3 6 13 24 9 36 47 94 2 38 58 107
9 38 34 81 -1 5> 5 4 11 31 4B 13 4% &5 129 13 50 70 135
B 32 34 74 - 111 12 - 319 272 8 35 53 9¢ 8 36 64 108
0 32 32 74 -2 8 1 - 320 23 10 35 52 97 10 37 60 107
11 28 34 74 - 211 13 1 418 23 12 33 52 9 12 35 63 1140
11 28 30 6% - 212 14 1 417 22 172 32 47 91 12 34 59 10¢
14 36 29 79 -1 4 5 1 7 35 453 15 43 64 122 15 44 68 127
29 33 72 - 214 16 - 218 20 10 31 51 92 10 33 65 108
12 30 36 78 - 112 13 - 513 18 12 35 49 94 12 36 61 10%
8 32 32 72 - - 5 5 2 A 1B 25 1¢ 38 50 248 19 38 59 107
11 21 38 8n - - 13 13 - 4 10 14 11 35 48 %94 11 35 61 147
12 35 31 78 -1 7 B 7 27 358 14 42 58 114 14 43 65 122
10 78 38 74 - =17 17 - 5 92 14 10 33 45 83 16 33 sZ 1065
8 28 3> 71 - 319 22 r1 5 7 9 29 40 78 9 32 59 100
9 35 35 7% - 113 14 1 310 14 16 38 45 93 10 39 58 107
10 35 37 82 - 1 14 15 - 211 13 10 37 48 95 10 38 52 110
12 37 37 86 - - 10 1n 1 620 27 343 57 113 13 43 67 123
g 35 38 8% - 115 1le I 2 7 10 9 37 45 81 g 38 60 147
9 35 32 76 - 3 17 20 - - 7 7 2 35 3% 23 9 38 56 103
7 30 30 A7 - 216 18 - 2 8 10 7 32 38 77 73454 95
& 30 26 62 - 113 14 1512 18 7 35 38 A0 7 35 51 94

Clam Only = vessels landing only Mid-Atlantic Area surf clams.
Guahog Only = vessels landing only ncean guahogs.
Clam & Quahog = vessels landing both Mid-Atlantic Arse surf clams

Sources unpub. prelim. NMFS loghook data.
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Table 15. Distribution of Trips of Yessels Tatching
Mid-Atlantic Surf Clams Only, Cesan Quahogs Only, and Mid-Atlantic
Surf Clams and Ocean Quahogs, by Class, 1983

Guahog Clam &
Surf Clam Only by Claes Only Quahon
Number 1 2 3 Total lass 3 ("lass 3
of Trips . % Gum % Cum % Cum % Com % Com % Cum
1-106 38% 38% 22% 22% 6% 6% 19% 19% 2% 9% -% -%
11-20 - 38 - 22 3 9 1 20 - 2 - -
21-30 15 54 14 36 22 31 17 37 - ? & &
31-40 - 54 17 53 3 34 9 46 2 18 6 12
41-50 31 85 19 72 13 47 19 64 - 18 - 12
51-60 i5 100 11 33 9 56 11 75 - 18 - 12
61-70 - - 14 97 25 81 16 2 - 18 6 18
71-80 - - - 97 16 97 A 98 - 18 11 29
81-20 - - 3 100 - 97 1 29 9 27 22 51
91-1008 - - - - 3100 1 100 19 45 & 57
101+ - - - - - - - - 55 100 44 100
Per vessels
Mean Trips 28 39 54 a3 95 26
Peak Trips 52 35 93 95 131 160
Median Trips 28 40 61 47 107 93

Source: unpubs prelim. MNMFS logbonk data.

Table 16. Distribution of Mid-Atlantic Surf Clam Only Trips by Day, 1984

Share of Total Trips

Sunday 19%
Monday 28
Tuesday ydi)
Wednesday 21
Thursday 12
Total (4,721 trins) “100%

Sources unpub. preliin. NMEFE laabook data.
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Table 17. hid-Atlantic Allowable Surf Clam Fishing Time (hours/week}
17 Novermber 1977 « 31 December 1984

Date Hrs/wk Number of Weeks Number of Hours
11/17/77 48 6 288
1/1/78 %4 4 384
1/30/78 48 6 288
3/10/78 Tloae 3 -
4/1/78 48 5 240
517778 24 21 504
10/1/78 36 4 ian
10/30/78 24 3 192
12/21/78 Close 1 -
1/1/79 24 9 216
2]27/79 36 5 180
471779 24 27 648
10/15/79 36 11 394
1/1/8¢ 24 9 216
2/18/80 36 & 216
3/31/30 24 3 72
4/20/80 36 4 144
5/18/80 48 & 288
6/23/80 z4 1 24
7/7/80 48 9 032
9/28/90 24 14 (80), 29 (81) 336 (80), 696 (31)
7/21/81 12 23 274
1/4/82 24 52 (82), 52 (83), 8 (84) 1,248 (32), 1,248 (83), 192 (84)
2/26/84 12 17 204
&6/24]84 Close 2 -
7/8/34 12 10 120
2/146/84 Close 2 -
9/30/54 12 7 84
11/18/54 & every other 4 12
12/16/64 6 1 &
12/23/84 Close 1 -

Table 18." Mid-Atlantic Allowsd Surf Clam Fishing Time by Weeks, 1978-1984

Hours/'Weelk

Close & every other & 12 24 36 48 26 Tatal
1978 4 - - - 29 a 11 4
1979 - - - - 34 14 - -
1980 - - - - 27 1o 15 -
%81 - - - 23 29 - - -
1982 - - - - 52 - - -
1983 - - - - 52 - - -
1984 S 4 1 34 a - - -
Total 9 4 1 57 233 30 26 i} 364
2% 1% * 16% 64% 8% 7% 1% 180%
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1978

1979

1280

1/27/86

Table 19." Mid-Atlantic Allowed Surf Clarn Fishing Time by Hours, 1978-1984

¢ = Jess than 0.5%.

Hours/Week
6 every other 6 12 24 36 43 925 Total  Thange

- - - 695 144 528 384 1,752
- - - 40% 8% 30% 22% 100%
- - - 864 576 - - 1,440 -18%
- - - 50% 40% - - 100%
- - - 648 360 720 - 1,728 20%
- - - 38% 21% 42% - 100%
- - 276 696 - - - 272 -44
- 28% 72% - - - 100%
~ - - 1,249 - - - 1,248 28
- - - 180% - - - 100%
- - 1,248 - - 1,248 -
- - - 100% - - - 100%

17 6 403 192 - - - 618 -50%
2% 1% 66%h 31% - - - 100%

12 & 684 5,592 1,080 1,248 384 9,006

* ¥ A% 52% 12% 14% 4% 100%
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1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1857
1958
195¢
1260
1961
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1963
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1277
1978
1979
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1982
1283

A
ir

Source:
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Table 20. Surf Clam Ex-Vesse! Value (millions of $) and Distribution (%) by State

Total#
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43
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31
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7
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Includes any unallocated value.® -
Rows may not add to Total becauss of rounding.
UsDC, 1984a and unpub. prelim. NMFS dzta.
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Table 21.” FTZ and Total Surf Clam Fx-Yessel Value (millions of $)

FCZ Total
Current § Deflated $* % % of Current $ Deflated $%**

Valye Change Value Change  Total Value Changs  Value Thange
1974 10 6 83 12 8
1975 7 -30% il -33% 54 13 8% 7 -13%
1976 z21 300% 12 300% 21 23 77% 13 B4%
1977 24 4% 12 * 89 27 17% 14 8%
1978 18 -25% ) -25% 8& 21 -22% 10 -29%
1979 17 -6% 7 -22% 85 20 -5% 8 -20%
1580 13 6% 7 * 25 19 -5% 7 -13%,
1931 20 11% 7 * a7 23 21% 8 14%
1982 21 5% 7 * a1 26 13% 8 #*
1283 21 * 7 * 84 25 19% 8 *

* = lgss than .5%. ¥** = Using Producer Prices, All Commedities, 1967 = 100,
Sources USDC, 19843, 1984d, and unpub. prelim. NMFS data,

Table 22.” Surf Clam Price Per Pound, 1250-1982

Tatal FCZ
Current Deflated* Current Deflated®*

1950 $.10 §.12 $ - $ -
1851 .10 11 - -
1952 .11 .13 - -
1953 .11 13 - -
1954 12 A4 - -
1955 11 .13 - -
1956 .11 .12 - -
1957 <17 .13 - -
1958 .11 11 - -
1959 .03 N9 - -
1960 .07 07 - -
1961 0é .07 - -
1942 07 .07 - -
1263 07 07 - -
1964 07 .07 - -
1965 .07 .08 - -
1966 .09 09 - -
1267 .10 .10 -

1968 .10 .10 -

1969 .12 11 - -
1970 11 .10 - -
1971 .13 .11 - -
1972 12 L1 - -
1973 12 .09 - -
1974 13 .03 .13 .08
1975 14 .08 .15 .09
1976 A7 .26 .50 .27
1977 .52 .27 .55 .28
1978 .53 .25 .58 .28
1979 .56 .24 .58 .25
1980 .51 .19 W57 .19
1981 .51 <17 .55 .19
1982 .52 17 .57 .19
1983 45 .15 Wiy} 146

- = zero. * = llsing Producer Prices, All Commadities, 1947 = 100,
Source: JSDC, 1984a, 19844, and unpub. prelim. NMFS date.

1/27/86 53



Table 23. Mid-Atlantic FCZ Surf Clam VYessel Average Deflated
Gross Revenue, 1979 - 1983 (bu in thousands)

Class Yessels (1) By (2) $/1b (3) $/bu (&) Ave, Gross Revenue (5)
1979 1 26 100 $.25 4,25 $ 16,000
A 6 274 .25 4,25 289008
3 71 1,177 .25 4.25 70,000
Total 161 1,650 .25 0.25 44,000
1980 1 14 an .19 3.23 15,009
2 L9 495 .19 3.23 33,000
3 £5 1,346 .19 3,23 67 000
Total 128 1,521 .19 3.23 SODU
1981 1 15 65 .19 3,23 14,000
Z 43 469 .19 3.23 35,000
3 64 1,437 .19 3.23 73,000
Total 122 1,971 - 19 3,23 57,000
1982 i 14 93 .19 5.2% 21,000
z 47 469 .19 3,23 36,000
3 ng 1,441 .19 3.23 30,000
Total 114 2,003 .19 3,25 57,000
1983 ] 13 112 .18 2.72 23,000
z 43 66 16 2.72 47,000
3 52 1,546 16 2.72 74,000
Total 113 2,324 16 2.72 56,000

(1) and (2) from Table 8.

(3) = FCZ price par b deflated for inflation from Table 22.
(&) = (3) X 17 lhs per bu.

(5) = (2) X (&) divided by (1)

Table 24.” Ocean CQuahog Ex-Yessel Yalue (millions of %), by Water Ares

Territorial Sea FCZ Total

Current Deflated % of urrent Dieflated % of urrent Deflatad

Valus Ch. Value Th,” Total VYalue Th., Value Ch. Total Value Th. Value Th.
1957 * * 100 - - - * #*
1968 * * * % 100 - - - - - 3 * 3* *
1849 3* H* 3t * 100 - . - - - 3 * *® #*
1970 " . % : 100 - - - - - * # * s
1271 % * L # 100 - - - . - % #* 3* *#
19 7 7 e % 3 ¥* ] o - - - - - * * * *
1973 * * #* #* 100 - - - - - # * *
1274 3* * * * 100 - - - - . % 3 * 3#
1 9 7 5 E3 s * E ] B D - - - - - ¥* b #* %
1976 * *® * * 23 1 - 1 - 77 2 552 1 524
1877 1 88 * 3 13 5 500 3 300 B3 6 300 3 30
1278 1 * * * 11 6 20 3 0 RE 7 17 3%
1972 1 = * * 9 9 50 L 33 S0 in 43 4 33
1980 oo * * 1c g % 3 =25 20 1D = 4 0%
1581 * =83 * #* 2 10 11 3 % 28 1 o= 3 25
1982 * * * 3* 2 o = 4 33 25 11 10 4 33
1983 1 88 * * 5 G x 4 % as T hooo®

The = % change from previous year. - = zsro. * = less than $500,000 or .5%.
Deflated using Producer Prices, All Commaodities, 1967 = 100.
Source: USDC,; 19847, 1984d, and unpub. prelim. MNMF'S data.”
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Table 25.” Dcean Guahog Average Price per Pound, by Water Area
(% per pound, Deflated: 1967 = 100)

Territorial Sea F-z Total
Current Deflated Current Deflated Current Deflated
1567 ¢ .13 $.13 - § . 35 .13 $.13
1968 .13 .13 - - .13 .13
1969 .15 .15 - - .15 .15
1970 .17 .16 - - A7 .18
1971 .17 .15 - - 17 .15
1972 17 .14 - - .17 .14
1973 .17 .13 - - .17 .13
1974 17 11 - - .17 11
1975 .19 .11 - - .19 .11
1976 .25 . 14 .30 16 .29 16
1977 .28 .15 .31 .16 .30 . 16
1978 .29 .14 .29 14 .29 .14
1279 .31 13 .29 .12 .29 .13
1980 .31 11 .30 .11 .30 .11
1981 .19 .06 .23 .10 .28 .10
1282 .35 .13 .31 .10 .51 .10
1983 .36 .12 .30 .10 .31 .10

- = 7870,
Deflated using Producer Prices, All Commodities, 1967 = 100,
Sources 1JSDC, 19844, 1984d, and unpub. prelim. NMFS data.

Table 26, Supply Indicators

1945 1974 1983

VESSELS
Total Mumber A8 28 113
% Clags 3 3 17 50
Zffort Full Full Part
Hours/weesk 94 24 24
WHOLESALE FUEL PRICE INDEY (defleted) 1.02 1.43 2.29
Fuel Price/Ex-Yesse] Surf Clam Price 13.9 16.3 15.2
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Table Z7. Demand Indicators

CONSUMER 1965 1974 1983
Population (millions) 192 211 232
Per Capita Disposable Income (d$) 2,625 3,195 , 375
Per Capita Eating & Drinking Establishment Sales (d%) 115 134 173
% Eating & Drinking Estab. Sales/Disposable Income 4.5 4.2 5.1
Per Capita Consumption ef Cornmercial Fish %

Shellfish (1bs of edible meat) 10.5 12.1 12.9
Unemployment Rate (%) 4.5 5.6 9.4
Prime Interest Rate (%) 5.1 11.3 10.2
Consumer Price Index .97 1.48 2,97

COMPETING PRODUCTS
Index of Retail Soup Prices (deflated) .61 .58 A48
Processed Clam Chowder & Juice (d§/1h) .20 .28 .20
Soup Price/Clam Thowder & Juice 3.1 2.4 2.4
Processed Canned Shrimp (d%/1b) 1.39 1.28 2.00
Processed Tanned Clams Whole & Minced (d%/1b) .B1 .88 62
Canned Shrimp Price/Canned Clam Price 1.72 1.49 Z.23
Processed Preaded Shrimp (d$/1b) .83 1.05 1.24%
Processed Breaded Strips (d%/ib) N/A .70 riiks
Rreaded Shrimp P ]LPIPPGHQed Strips Price NS A 1.49 L.78%
Sea Scallops (d$/1b) .67 1.03 1.34
Sea Scallop Price/Surf Clam Ex-vessel Price 9.4 11.7 1z2.1
Gulf Shrimo (d$/1b) w57 .50 .71
Sulf Shanmn Price/Surf Clam Fx-vesssl Prics 5.1 5,7 4,7
Finfish Index 1004 230 46
Surf Clam Index 1004 137 44h
Finfish Index/Surf Clam Index 1 1.7 1
Hard Clam Price (d$/1n) .69 .20 1.00
Hard Clam Price/Surf Clam Ex-vassel Price 9.6 10.2 6.6

d$ = deflated $ (1967 = 100). #* = 1982 estimate. # = 1967,
Table 28." Supply and Demand Indicators

1965 1974 1983

SURF CLAM EX-VESSEL PRICE (d$/1b) .08 .08 .15
TOTAL SURF CLAM REVENUE (d$ in millions) 3.5 7.7 B.4
TCTAL OCEAN QUAHOG REVEMNUE (d$ in millicns) N A N/A 3.5
TOTAL CLAM SUPPLY (Ibs in millions)
Beginning Frozen Inventories N/ A z 5
Surf Clam Landings 38 96 56
Ocean Quahog Landings - 1 35
Hard Clam Landings 15 15 14
Soft Clarm Landings 11 10 8
Imports 2 5 11
Total 66 1729 123
Lbs per capita . 34 .61 .56

d$ = deflated $ (1967 = 100).¢

1/27/86 6L
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Table 29. Surf Clam (5C) and Ocean Guahog (OR) Landings (bu), Ex-vessel Yalue

(% and deflated 1967 §), Price (3/bu and deflated 1967 $/bu); and

Per Capita Landings (bu), by Quarter, 1975-1984

Surf Clams

Ocean Qauhogs

Fer Capita

l.anding
(bu)

Ex-vessel YValue

Price Landing

(%)

(d%)

(%)

(dS)  (bu)

Ex=-vessel Value

Price

%)

(d$)

)

(d$)

SC
{(hu)

OQ
(bu)

1318215
1379488
1158941
1253146

698838
657876
857472
672538

732498
957006
728803
577730

585605
679213
527674
507109

473194
544266
578140
644183

AA3807
597501
627535
5603565

603004
J0186Y
565546
587733

793147
681143
679213
733829

774313
750103
B70553
844417

1154154
1086157
941684
962894

2944200
3409835
3039485
3140649

3611582
5236109
3065083
£400895

7156566
8386755
5573071

4275589

4319906
47384146
5018035
4746789

ang14a4
5218961
5691207
4175325

5407775
4575965

5126101
TT6L4720
5545793
4748411

6352264
6387117
6450495
£264360

6198580
5943156
6522383
5647395

8532141
9367135
7975860
8613403

1719742
1971002
1720140
1758482

2012023
2875403
4376062
3441341

3TEL632
4321177
2855451
2168655

2138567
3261608
2375563
2197587

1827353
2251493
2580262
1587000

1479285
1999592
19815395
1676205

1782371
2640061
1872345
1605277

2129488
2139071
2150155
2086033

2062755
1914359
2140591
1348574

2762104
3007105
2565410
2783905

unpub. NMFS data.
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Table 30. Quarterly Price and Ex-Yessel Yalue Impacis of Alternative
Management Strategies Based on Quarterly Surf Clam Price Modsl®

Gluarterly Cateh

Case Base Nantucket Shoals (CGeorges Bank Total Price Ex-Vessel Value
1 1,061,000 - - 1,061,000 $8.725 $ 8,753,250
Z 1,061,000 - 2,500 1,063,500 8.24 8,763,240
3 1,061,000 - 10,000 1,071,000 8.19 8,775,506
4 1,061,000 - 30,000 1,091,000 2.08 5,818,498
5 1,061,000 - 120,000 1,181,000 7.58 8,957,117
6 1,061,000 7,000 - 1,068,000 B.21 5,768,673
7 1,061,000 28,000 - 1,809,000 2.09 8,314,39
a8 1,061,000 56,000 - 1,117,000 7.94 8,867,762
9 1,061,000 7,000 10,000 1,078,000 g.15 8,791,058

10 1,061,000 28,000 30,000 1,119,000 7.93 8,871,242
11 1,061,000 56,000 120,000 1,237,000 7.27 8,998,074
1z 1,061,000 14,000 1,075,000 8.17 8,784,459
13 1,061,000 28,000 1,083,000 8.09 1,814,399
14 1,061,000 140,000 1,201,000 7.47 8,975,734
15 1,061,C00 20,006 1,081,000 8.14 8,797,554
14 1,061,000 40,000 1,101,000 g.03 8,828,333
17 1,061,000 200,001 1,241,000 7.14 9,004,390
* The model is discussed in Section DGAL. The variables are:

SCP = surf clam price ($ per bu) in nominal terms.’

SCL = surf clam landings in bu.

DPY = per capita disposable personal incorme in 1972 dollars.

DL =1 for 1976 quarters 3 and & and 1977 guarters 1 and 23 slse D,

The equation iss STP = -0.00000554 X 5CL + 0.0046%9 X DPY 1+ 2,52 X D1 - 2.14

Base casz. Base catch = mean quarterly catch, 1st 3 quarters of 1984.

 cateh + 10% quarterly quota at low end of Georges Bank OV.

Base catch + 40% quarterly guota at low end of Georges Bank OV.

Base catch + 10% quarterly quotz at high end of Ceorges Bank OV,

Pase catch + 40% guerterly guotz at high end of Georges Bank OV,

Base catch + 28% bimonthly guota at low end of Mantocket Shoals OV,

e catch + 28% bimanthly guota at current Nantucket Shoeals quota (100,000 bu).
Base catch + 28% bimonthly guota at high end of MNantucket Shoals Y,
Base catch + 28% bimonthly quota at low end of Mantucket Shoals OV + 40% guarterly guots
at low enc of Georges Bank QY.

10. Base catch + 28% bimonthly quota at current Nantucket Sheals quota (100,000 bu) + 10%
guarterly guote at high end of Georges Bank OY.

11, Base catch + 28% bimonthly guota at high end of Nantucket Sheals OV + 40% ouarterly guota
at high end of Georges Bank OY.

12. Base catch + 28% bimonthly qucta at law end of OV (50,000 bu) if Nantucket Shoals and
Georges Bank not divided and operate under Nantucket Shoals rules.

12. Base catch + 28% bimonthly quota at current queta (100,000 bu) if Nantucket Shoals and
Georges Bank not divided and operate under Nantucket Shoals rules.

14. Base catch + 28% bimonthly guota at high end of QY (500,000 bu) if Nantucket Shoals and
Georges Bank not divided and operate undsr Mantuckst Shoals rules.’

15, Base catch + 40% quarterly guota zt low end of OY (56,000 bu) if Nantucket Shoals and
Georges Bank not divided and operate under Georges Bank rules.”

16. Base catch + 40% quarterly quota at current queta (100,000 bu) if Mantucket Shoals and
Georges Bank not divided and operate under Georges Bank rules.

17. Base catch + 40% querterly quota at high end of OV (500,300 bu) if Mantucket Shnals and
Zeorges Bank not divided and operate under Georges Bank rules.
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Table 31. Cetaceans and Turtles Found in Survey Area

Est. Minimum

Nurmnber Endan- Threat-
Scientific name Common name in Study Area aered ened
LARGE WHALES
Balasnoptera physalus fin whale 1,102 s
Mzgentera novasangliae humpback whale 684 X
Balaenoptera acutorostrata minke whale 162
Physeter catodon sperm whale 300 s
Eubalaena glacialis right whale 29 X
Balaenoptera horealis sei whale 109 Pt
Urcinus orca killer whale unk
ShALL WHALES
Tursiops truncatus bottlenagse dolphin 6,254
Glnbicenhala spo. nilot whales 11,448
Lagenorhynchus acutus Atl. white-sided dolphin 24,237
Phocoena phocoensg harbor porpoise 2,246
Grampus griseus grampus (Risso's) dolphin 106,220
Delphinus delphis saddieback dolphin 17,608
Stenella spp.’ spottad doiphin 2,376
Stenella coerulecalba striped dolphin unk
Lagenorhynchus albirostris white-beaked dolphin unk
Ziphius cavirostris Cuvier's beaked dolphin unk
Stenella longirostris spinner dolphin unk
Steno bredanensis rough-toothad dolphin unk
Delphinapteras lzucas heluga unk
Mesoplodon spp.” heaked whales unk
TURTLES
Carelia caretia Inggoerhead turtls 4,017 X
Dermaochelys coriaces leatherback turtle 836 K
Lepidochelys kempl Kemp's ridley turtle unk e
Chelonia mydas green turtle urk X

Saurce:

1/27/86

University of Rhode Island, 1981,
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Distribution of surf clam catches
during NEFC clam surveys of the
Nantucket Area, mid-1970s through 1982.
Source: Murawski and Serchuk, 1983a

Figure 7.
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MEAT WEIGHT PER TOW——KILOGRAMS
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Figure 8. Mid-Atlantic Area Surf Clam Biomass
(meat weight per tow in kg) 1965-1984.
Source: Murawski, personal communication
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Figure 11

MA AREA SURF CLAM ONLY CLASS 1 BUSHELS/VESSEL,

1979-1984,
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Figure 12

MA AREA SURF CLAM ONLY CLASS 2 BUSHELS /VESSEL,

1979-1984 .,

Bushels
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Figure 13

MA AREA SURF CLAM ONLY CLASS 3 BUSHELS/VESSEL,

1979-1984.
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Figure 14

MID-ATLANTIC AREA SURF CLAM ONLY CLASS 1 VESSELS CPUE,

1979-1984 ,

Bu/Hour
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Figure 15

MID-ATLANTIC AREA SURF CLAM ONLY CLASS 2 VESSELS CPUE,

19796-1984,

Bu/Hour
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Figure 16
MID-ATLANTIC AREA SURF CLAM ONLY CLASS 3 VESSELS CPUE, 1979-1984,

Bu/Hour
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Figure 18.

MID-ATLANTIC AREA SURF CLAM ACTIVE VESSELS,

.

1979-1984

vessels
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Figure 19
MA AREA SURF CLAM ONLY ACTIVE CLASS 1 VESSELS,

1979-1984,

of Vessels
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Figure 20
MA AREA SURF CLAM ONLY ACTIVE CLASS 2 VESSELS,

1979-1984.
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Figure 21

MA AREA SURF CLAM ONLY ACTIVE CLASS 3 VESSELS, 1979-1984.

of Vessels
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Figure 22"

MID-ATLANTIC AREA SURF CLAM ALLOWED HOURS,

1979-1984,

Hours
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Figure 23

MA AREA SURF CLAM ONLY CLASS 1 ALLOWED HOURS USED,

1979-1984
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Figure 24

MA AREA SURF CLAM ONLY CLASS 2 ALLOWED HOURS USED,

1979-1984
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Figure 25

MA AREA SURF CLAM ONLY CLASS 3 ALLOWED HOURS USED,

1979-~1984 .

QO rre

TRI ¢ o o o . s o O 0 O P . e T
< reee s e . o o, ke . s A i 80 A . o
Rl e T 2
i - — =TT T T T L TR IC R

PIIIR - sk: mb wle e . a0, Wt T, B S %

< e

o e o Al . PO U . 4

REVp T » o

DI o st okt e T

- e v e e =

R o i o e i s 3

s

o o o a0

a

. e e e

Z BT

Q

) Gty

< ST

o . . T i

By -~

Vi S, - - g’

-, S 1

[l =« i i

- Y -

o RApepy

o DR p——w—

T e
) (e ————— e T

0 o

7 e ———————p—peg—
O st g ——————— -
() (Rossqegepepesme= e e e e e s e -

< EETEE Ty

el A v o s 3

e

[ e e o e

e it A S O Y

o s g

LI R o e o e e s 10 1

p o s . Y

=

o
VY . S s g W s e s, . -

4“3::;4:1;11:1

= oI

- ., S i g e i s 8
&Jn.&‘a)l s g s
. . ')'_1- e e A e i b o

0 T i e
iz e e S A S A A, o o S
QO ey o o o e s i G WP R e E—
[RD T - o s s g e o g i -+
[ o i i T T - oy b e i o 4 e i i 4
B s oo i i v T = -

1) Qoo e— s ey g p e
= - e e T et o e 22
ol — i e o e ot yoyegn e

S gy oo
(B PR i i e e o im S m—
) e e e A e T e g et e
) gy omm——" ¥

7 e T

O [rempeerepam et ———————— >

O Iy

o e

0 g sy

o, s . . 4o A o e e e e . g
Ol o o s ot s o oo o Yl e B
[ i it s et . s . e S By S o o ok

Bl e e e e e o e ! -

LSO = o o i i o - s

o

P -~ i .t e - s . o 2 oAk

o

-

v -1

=S}

90.0 4

80.04&
70.0 4
60-01>

88

50.04

40.0.L

30.0 44

Month

unpub, prelim. NMFS loghook data.

Source



Figure 26

MA AREA SURF CLAM ONLY CLASS 1 FISHING HOURS/VESSEL,

1979-1984 ,

Hours
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Figure 27

MA AREA SURF CLAM ONLY CLASS 2 FISHING HOURS/VESSEL,

1979-1984,

Hours
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Figure 30

1975-1984,

NOMINAL AND DEFLATED,
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Figure 31 Consumer Price Index, 1965-83 (1967 = 100)
‘Source: USDC, 1984d.
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Figure 32.  Wholesale Price Index Crude 0il, 1$65-83
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Source: USDC, 1984d.
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perscon) Source: USDC, 1984 d.
Figure 34. Civilian Resident Population, 1965-83 (Relative to

1865 Population, Millions) Source: USDC, 1984 4,
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Figure 36.
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Figure 37. Processor Prices of Canned Chowder and Juice, Breaded Clam Strios,
and €anned Whole and Minced Clams. Source: USDC, 1984 d.
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Figure 40. Ex-vessel prices of Sea Scallops (SS), Hard Clams (H), Gulf Shrimp (GS),
Fluke (F), Cod (e), and Surf Clams (#—e—s) Source: USDC, 19844d.
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APPENDIX L ALTERNATIVES TO AMEMDMENTS #4 AND #6

This appendix containg a descrintion and evaluation of the alternatives, presented for public
hearings; considered but not adopted for Amendments #4 and #6 to the Surf Clam and Ocean
Quahog FMP.

AMENDMEMNT #4 ALTERNATIVES
1. TAKE ND ACTION AT THIS TIME
Description
No action would mean that the Mantucket Area maximum quota would be 100,000 bu.
Analysis of Beneficial and Adverse Impacts

As a conssguence of the existing management structure in the New England Area and the current
iow exploitation rate, the objectives of the FMP are not being fully achieved in the New England
Area, In particular, displaced fishing effort in 1983 into the New England Area from the Mid-
Atlantic Area effectively preempted a year-round fishery by MNew England operators and resulted in

econcmic dislocation, contrary to the intent of abjective #2.

Finally, the low exploitation rate comnmensurate with a maximum 100,000 bu quota, coupled with
the age composition of the stock decrease yield per recruit. In kesping with objective #5, recent
analysis (Murawski and Serchuk, 1983a) of the the New England Area resource mdmﬂﬂ:es that an
ﬂxplmt tian ratc conm%ent with a 100,000 to 237,000 bu maximum cuota is appropriate. As a
consequence of the foregoing, the micnt of this amendment iz to remedy thoss as g}@e“% of the
management pk_‘@gmm which are inconsistent with the attainment of the FMP Ob}fi"t“ the New
Fngland Area. Therefars, the Council rejects the alternative of not taking action to ‘_mend the
FMP in view of the management issues raised shove.

2. QUOTA DISTRIBUTION

zaeription

Quotas are now used Tor the MNew England and Mid-Atlantic Arsas, and for other fisheries, to
control total fishery remavals. As an ultimate control of fishing mortality, they have wvalue.
Changes in resource sbundance can be reflected if, as is now the case, cuntas ars adjustable within
ranges defined for the fisheries. Distribution of the quots over the f]SLHﬂO] vear can also serve the
goal of avoiding lenathy closures and thus sffectively addresses the potential closure problem: of
the New England Area. Queotas are usually administered and enforced through some form of effort
restriction, such as fishing time, trip limits, vessel allocations, or closurs.

Analysis of Beneficial and Adverss Impacts

This alternative management program provides, if correctly administersd, sufficient control
rmechanisms to prevent the fishery from exceeding the annual guota.

The principal economic impact of the existing rmanagement program was felt severely in 1983 when
the fishery was closed for six months. Extended clogurss such as the one which occurred in 1983
are clearly unaceeptable to local operators and processors. Only operators who can move to other
fisheries or other Areas can operate under such a reoime.  Surf clam vessels are not readily
adaptable to other fisheries, and the limited entry program in ths Mid-Atlentic ailows only
historical participants the opportunity to shift Areas.

Distributing the annual guota across gquarters, two-month periods or monthly would reduce the
length of the closures to some period of time within the desired distribution modes.

Managers are no happier imposing lenothy closures than fishermen are in the fishery being closed.
Closures increase the risk of political intervention to reopen the fishery, thus voiding credibility

1/27/8¢6 App 11



and conservation objectives. Closures slso increase the probability that operators will violate the
orogram to maintain some income flow, increasing the cost of enforcement. Although any of the
identified selected modes of quota distributions will reduce the length of closures compared to
1583, distributing the quota alone could still result in numerous, relatively shorter clasures which
are costly to industry and to the government.

3. QUOTA DISTRIBUTION, AND TIME RESTRICTIONS
Deseription

Quotas are now used for the MNMew England and Mid-Atlantic Areas, and for other fisheries, to
control total fishery removals. /\s an ultimate control of fishing mortality, they have value.
Changes in resource abundance can be reflected if; as is now the case, quotas are adjustable within
ranges definsd for the fisheries. Distribution of the quota over the fishing year can also serve the
goal of avoiding lengthy closures and thus effectively addresses the potential closure problem of
the New England Area. Quotas are usually administered and enfaorced throuah some form of effort
restriction, such as fishing time, trio limits, vessel allocations, or closure,

Current requiations in the Mid-Atlantic fiqhev‘y require restricting the number of allowable wor “v”mu
hours par W’@e" so that quotas will not be exceeded. In the New Ennoland Area, fishing time
restrictions under the original FMP have been optional for the Regional Dirsctor, althwugn the
fishery must close when the guota is caught. Under fishing time restrictions, differences among
operators and vessel capabilities can lead to differences in total harvest, thus allowing for some
incentives. However, restricting fishing time creates incentives to increase harvesting capacity to
maxirmnize potential revenues. Since fishing time provides an indirect linkage to total remaovals,
cortrol of the fishery within quotas is complicated. Enforcement of fishing time must be done by
continual monitoring of at sea activity. This is costly and freguently frustrated. In the New
onglang Ares, where long stzaming times and unpredictable weather are common, controlling
Tishing time leads, as it did in 1983, to an untenable operating climate. Another dimesnsion which
must be considerad in the New Enaland Arsza which makes fishing tirne restrictions particularly
troublesome is tLlc!:) unilike the Mid-Atlantic Arsa, the location and extent of surf clam ;)u;_wula'tions

e

are still not fully known and same fishermen find it necessary to spend considerable time searching.
Analysis of Beneficial and Adverse Impacts

This alternative managem ent program p:mvd g, if correctly administersd, sufficient control
mechanisms to prevent the fishery from exceeding the annual guota.

The addition of fishing time effort restrictions to any selected guota distribution neriod would not
necessarily decreass the number or lengtH of necessary closures. There are practical Hmitations to
the use of fishing time restrictions in the New England Arza stemming from the need to allow for
an economic trip for vessels, and ‘thls praoblem is made maore difficult by the existence nf vessels
within the fishery with dramatically different performance capabilities. Experience from 1983 in
the New England Area dernonstrates that even a severs time restriction such as 17 hours per week
is not effective in constraining the harvest aiven a relatively sinall annual quota and performance
capabilities of some vessels.

The possibility of numerous closures results in the potential for continuing unnecessary high costs

to government and industry. Further, a very high level of monitoring, data collection and

nrojection analysis would be necessary to implement an equitable fishing time restriction program.
AMAENDMENT 6 ALTERMATIVES

1. TAKE MO ACTION AT THIS TIME

Description

No action would mean that the FMP would make no provision for fishing for surf clams on the

Georges Bank beds separate from the provisions in effect for the New England Area. The problem

concerning multiple landings on one day in the Mid-Atlantic Area would cantinue.

1/27/86 Ppp 12



Analysis of Deneficial and Adverse Impacts

Maintaining the status quo would mean that any fishing on Georges Bank would count against the
New Fngland Area quocta. The New England Area OY and, conseguently, quota were developed
from data primarily from Nantucket Shoals. Hence, catches from Georoes Bank, when added to
catches from Nantucket 5Shoals, coulc reach levels that would trigger effort limitations on the
zntire area when such measures might not be justified based on catches from Nantucket Shoals
alone. Such effort restrictions could be a disincentive to fishing on Georges Bank as a result of the
cost of fishing operations on Georges Bank.

Mo action would also mean that the maximum allowable surf clam guota would be less than that
whirh is biologically accentable based on the best available scientifie information. That is, the
surf clams now known to exist on Georges Bank would not be accounted for in the New England
Area quota. The effect would be that the maximum allowable eatch would be between 25,000 and
300,000 bu (the Georges Bank Arsa OQV) less than hiologically allowable, which in turn would mean
that potential income to fisharmen would be reduced by the value of the Georges Bank OY. The
MNantuckst Area OV is 25,000-200,000 hu and the Mid-Atlantic Area OY is 1. 9.2.9 million bu, sn the
total OY (including the Georges Banlk Area) is 1.85-3.40 million bu, with the Georges Bank Area
contributing 1.4%-8.8% of the total. At the 1984 average ex-vessel price of $.49/ib ($8.29/bu), the
value of the Geonrass Bank OY would be $208,000-$2,499, 000.

Not addressing the prablem of multisle landings on a given day in the Mid-Atlantic Area would
maintain one factor contributing to reduced fishing times and would also make enforcement more
difficult.

Z. DIVIDE THE NEW ENGLAND AREA INTO THE NANTUCKET AND GEORGES BANK AREAS
WITHOUT MOMTHLY OR QUAE LTER \L\f QUDTAS FOR THE GEDRGES BARL AREA

Description

This alternative is the sams as the proposed Arnendment axcent that there would be no quarterly

guctas Tor the Georges Bank Areas l.e., there would only be an annual gquota
Analysis of Benzficial and Adverse Impacts

The tmpacts of this alternative would be the same as thoss of the nroposed Amendment (Section
KILR.) except for the difference hetween gquarterly and only an annusl guota for the Georges Bank
Arsa.

Using the quarterly orice model discussed in Section DX AL, with the assumptions set forth in Table
30, and assuming the entire Georges Bank guota could be ta.l\em in one quarter, the surf clam price
would be $8.11/bu at the low end of the DY (25,000 hu) with an ex-vessel value of $8,808,166:
$7.70/bu at the current Mew England Area quota (100,000 bu) with an ex-vessel value of $8,934,062,
and $6.59/bu at the high end of the OY (300,000 bu) with an ex-vessel value of $8,965,111. That
compares to the base case (no landings from the Nantucket Shoals or Georges Bank Areas) which
nroduces a price of $8.25/bu and an ex-vessel value of $3,753,250 (Tabls 30).

It is not unreasonable to assurme that the entire maximum annual Georges Bank quota could be
taken in one quarter since the caich from that Area was 266,528 bu (Table 9) during the third
quarter of 1984. Landings from the Georges Bank Area aver aged about 20,000 bu/week while the
fishery was operating at its peak during 1984 (July through September). During that period landings
from the Mid-Atlantic FCZ Acea were 518,000 bu (compared to a total during the period of 253,000
from Georges Bank) and the Mid-Atlantic Area was closed for three weeks.

Using proposed 1925 guctas as an example, the Georges Bank quota represents 9% of the combined
Mid-Atlantic, Nantucket, and Georges Bank quotas (2,650,000, 200,000, =and 300,000 bu,
respectively). On an annual basis, it is unlikely that the f’;eomes Bank quota would negatwﬂly
impact pricss in the other two Areas. However, preliminary 1984 data through Cetober indicate
that lanqus from the Mid-Atlantic Area averaged about 215,000 bu/month. If the entire 300,000
bu maximum Georages Bank quota were taken in one month (m‘ even a substantial portion of 300,000
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bu), it is possible that prices to the fishermen could ke depressed throughout the entire fishery.

3. DIVIDE THE NEW ENGLAND AREA INTO THE NANTUCIKET AND GEORGES BAMNK AREAS
WITH MONTHLY QUOTAS FOR THE GEORGES BAMNL AREA

Description

This alternative is the same as Alternative 2, but no more than 100,000 hu could be harvestad from
the Georges 3ank Area in any one month. The Regional Director would be requirad to close the
surf clam fishery in the Georges Bank Area for the remainder of any month during which 100,000
bu was harvested and when the annual quota was harvested.

Analysis of Benaficial and Advarse Impacts
This altarnative is intended to address possible impacts that unconstrained fishing on Georges Bank
could have on the aurf clam market. Landings from the Georges Bank Area averaged about 20,000
bu/week while the ﬁshery was operating at its peak during 1984, During that period (June tihrough
September) landings from the Mid-Atlantic Ares were 518,000 bu (PGmDaJBd to a total during the
period of 253,000 from Georges Bank) and the Mid-Atlantic Area was closed for three weeks.

The tradeoff sssociated with this alterpative is to keep management associated costs to the
industry as low as possible to minimize disincentives to fishing in the O GLI‘QBS Bank Arsa while
reducing the chances of the Georges Bank fishery impacting negatively on fishermen who cannot or
do not participate in it.

This alternative is based on the concept that adding a maximum maonthly cateh limit to the regime
is prefzrable to a situation that could possibly depress sx-vessel prices. The price impact would
llkﬂ“}/ ne temporary, with the degree and duration dependent on the extent to er ~f the market was
oversupplied relative te overall demand. However, it is unlikely that any ex-vessel price redustion
genarated by large short term catches would significantly change final produce prices.

also assumes that the 100,000 bu/month maximum catch, when added to the potential maximum
catch from the Nantucket Area, could supply processor demand during any period when the Mid-
Atlantic Area f"ulg”% be closed. During the twno week closure during Sepiember 1984 the CGeorges
Bay ‘< catch was about 43,000 bu, when there were no limits sxcept the research desion on the
Georges Bank fishary.
A statistically acceptable monthly surt clam price modsl has not been developed. However, if the
quarterly model (Secuuns KILAL XILB.; and above, and Table 33) iz apolied to this alternative
along with the assumption that the maximum allowed cateh (100,000 bu) is taken for three
suecessive months (thus equalling 300,000 bu), the outcome is the same as for alternative 2.
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ENMVIROMMENT AL ASSESSMENT ON AMEMNDMENT #6 TD THE
SURF CLAM AND OCEAN QUAHOG FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN (FMP)

L INTRODUCTION

The original FMP was approved in November 1977 for the period throuch September 1979.
Amendment #1 extended it through 31 December 1972. Armendment #2 extended it through the
end of 1981, Amendment #3, approved 13 November 1281, extended the FMP indefinitely.

Amendment #4 was initiated in response to a clesure of the New England Area to surf clam fishing
during the second half of 1983. On 21 July 1983 the New England Council sent a letter to
Secretary of Commerce Malcolm Bsldrige requesting Secretarial action to reopen the NMew England
Area surf clam fishery. The Mid-Atlantic Council passed a motion in August 1987 recommending
that the Sescretary not accept the proposal of the Mew England Council. After receiving a letter
from Secretary Baldrige on & September 1983 denying implementation of emesrgency action to
reopen the surf clam fishery in the New England Area, wark was begun to investigate methods for
avoiding an extended closurs in 1984. In November 1933 the Mid-Atlantic Council passed a motion
authorizing work with the NMew England Touneil ".l. to accomplish a management system for the
New England Area involving trip limits, quarterly quotas, or similar strategies to insure fishing
throughout the year ...'. A proposed Amendment #4 wag drafted by the New England Council staff
in cooperation with NMFS staff and hearings were held on 21 and 22 March 1984 (see Appendix T8
for sumrmaries). At a joint meeting of the New England and Mid-Atlantic Councils in May 1984
representatives of the surf clam industry from both New England and the Mid-Atlantic praesented
revisions to the proposed regime. The Mid-Atlantic Council passed a motion to "adont Amendment
#4 to the Surf Clam and Ocean Quahog FMP ag amended to provide that any unharvested portion of
s bimonthly allocation be added to the immediately following bimonthly allecation rather than
being pro rated over all remaining bimonthly perinds and that trip and weekly lirmits be by vessel
classes Dased on relative fishing power using the following ratios: Class 1 = 1.0, Class 2 = 1.8, and
Class 3 - 2.4, and that NMFS use a rulemaking procedure to implement the Amendment on an
emergency hasis.” The MNew England Ceouncil voted at the same mesting to adopt the Amendment.

The provisions of Amendment #4 were implamented on an emergency bhasis for 180 days beginning 1
July 1984, during which time the Amencment was finalized by the New England Council and
submitted for Secretarial approval. Howsever, it was determined that the document was not
structurally complete for review.

Amendment #5, appraved 28 February 1985, revised the surf clam minimum size limit orovisions,
extended the size limit throughoui the entire fishery, and instituted 2 requirement that csges be
tagged.

This Armendment (#6) was begun in October 1985 following an exploratory fishery conductsd on
Georges Bank as a result of emergency requlations published 2 August 1984 (49 FR 30946-30948),
primarily to address problems associated with the development of a surf clam fishery on Georges
Bank (Section IV.B.2). At its October 1984 meeting the Council voted to divide the New Sngland
Area intc the Nantucket Snoals and Georges Bank Areas;, the dividing line being 69 degrees
longituds, At the same meeting the Council voted to apprave ravising Amendment #4 sgo its
provisions apnlied to that portion of the New England Area west of €2 degrees longitude.

In response to the Council's recommendaticn that Amendment #4 be ravised to apply only te that
portion of the MNew England Area west of 62 degrees, the Mew England Council held a hearing on 11
December 1984 (Appendix [I1).

At its December 1984 meeting the Touncil adopted the provisions of Amendment #6. The
Amendment was adopted by the Council for hearings in January 1985, with hearings held 18 and 19
February 1985 (Appendix [iI. The Council adopted Amendment #6 for Secretarial approval at its
March 1985 meeting. At that time Amendment #4 had still not been found structurally complete.
Given the relationship between the provisions of Amendments #4 and #6, the decision was made to
abandoned Amendment #4 and combine the provisions of Amendment #4 with Amendment #6 in
this document. The combination of Amendments #4 and #6 did not change any substantive
provisicns of either Amendment.
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In order to facilitate documentation, the rejected alternatives for both Amendments are presented
separately in Appendix I and the public hearing summaries are presented separately in Appendix 111

The Council was notified via a letter of 25 July 1985 that NMFS had partially approved Amendment
#6. The letter from Acting Regional Director Richard H. Schaefer to Council Thairman Robert L.
Martin stated in parts

"The measuras in Amendment 6 that I disapproved are the Nantucket Shoals Area bimonthly
guota guidelines and effort control measures, the ane landing per day restriction applying to the
Mid-Atlantic Area, the provision prohibiting the Regional Director from subdividing allowable
fishing hours when the hours are set at 1Z or less, and the portion of the notification nrovisien
prohibiting vessels that have fished in a notification zone from returning to fish in the same
notification zone within that calendar month. The disapproval of the bimonthly guidelines for
Nantucket Shoals rermnoved the basis for adjusting the quotas between bimonthly periods when
harvest either exceeds or falls short of quota. Therefore, this provision, while not specifically
disapproved, can not be implemented on Nantucket Shoals at this tims."”

This revised version of Amendment #6 replaces the bimonthly quotas with quarterly guotas and
eliminates the weekly landing limits for the Nantucket Shoals Area. It clarifies th quota
adjustment provisions for the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas. Finally, it p esents
additional justification for the one landing per trip provision. The other disapproved provisions
(prohibition on subdividing allowed fishing times under certain conditions and portions of the
notification system) have been deleted from the Amendment.

IT. PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

This Amendment to the rwshefy tManagement Plan for the Atlantic Surf Clam and Ocean Quahog
Fisheries (FMP), prepared by the Mid-Atlantiz Fishery Management Council (Touncil), is intended
tos (1) divide the New F;nglano Area into the Nantucket Shoals and Georaes Pank Areas, (2) revise
the Optimum Yield (OY) and management regime for the Nantucket Shoals Area, (3) sstablish an
OY and rnanagement regime for the Ceorges Bank Area;, and (4) revise the effort limitation
pravisions regulating the Mid-Atlantic Area surf clam fishery. The management unit iz ail surf
clams (Spisula smldxasxma) and all ocean guahogs (Arctica islandica) in the Atlantic fishery
conservatinn zone (FC7). The chjectives of the "MP are:

1. Rejﬂ_". d the surf clam populations to allow eventual harvest approaching the 50 million pound
level, which Is the estimate of maximum sustainable yield over the range of the resource; bazed
on the average vearly cateh from 1960 to 1976.

. Minimize economic dislocation to the extent possible consistent wit

efficiency in the fishery.

h abjective 1 and encourage

. Prevent the harvest of ocean quahogs from exceeding maximum sustainable yield and dirsct the
fishery towsrd achieving Optimum Yield.”

4. Provide the greatest degrees of fresdom and flexibility to all harvesters of these resources
consistent with the attainment of the other objsctives of this Plan.

5. Opntimize yield per recruit.
6. Increase understanding of the conditions of the stocks and fishery.”

The FMP currently contains two management areas for surf clams: the Mid-Atlantic Area and the
New Enagland Ares. The dividing line between the Mid-Atlantic and New England Areas is the ling
that begins at 41018'16.249" north latitude and 71054'28.477" wesi longitude and proceeds S
37022'32.75" E to the point of intersection with the ocutward boundary of the FCZ. The Amendment
defines the Nantucket Shoals Area as that portion of the New England Area west of 697 and the
Georges Dank Area as that portion of the New England Arees sast of 690,

The New England Area was originaily delinzated to gather information on the surf clam resource in
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the ahsence of comprehensive research data gathersd by the Northeast Fisheries Center (NEFC).
It was decided that the delineation of an arsa with no limitation on entey and with a quota and
management measures separate from those operating in the Mid-Atlantic Area would encourange
fishing in the New England Area and that such fishing would supply information on the extent of
the surf clam resource in the MNew England Area. A fishery was initiated and NEFC prepared a
stock assessment (Murawski and Serchuk, 1983a) concentrating on the western portion of the area
(Nantucket Shoals). This assessment resulted in the specification of QY in the Nantucket Shoals
Area as 25,000 - 200,000 bushels (bu), an increase over the 25,000 -100,00C bu specified for the
New England Area. The annual guota is set fellowing the procedures established in the FMP
(MAFMC, 1931).

Management of the Nantucket Shoals Area is based on dividing the annual quota into quarterly
quotas as follows: 20% for January through March, 30% for April through June, 30% for July
through September, and 2C% October through December.” If the actual catch of surf clams in any
guarterly period falls more than 5,000 bushels short of the specified guarterly quota, the Regional
Director will add the amount of the shortfall to the succeeding quarterly quota.® If the actual catch
of suri clams exceeds the guarterly quota, the Regional Director will subtract the amount of the
excess from the succeeding guarterly quota. The Regional Direcior shall publish a notice in the
Federal Register whenever any quarterly quota for surf clams is adjusted as described above. Ths
shortfall or excess will carry over from the last quarter of one yesr to the first quarter of the next
yvear except that no more than 10% cof the annual quota meay be carried over tc the next year. No
catch restrictions shall be applied to the fishery until 50% of the quarterly guota has been landed.
The Regional Director will monitor landings from the MNantucket Shoals Area and will determing
gither when the 50% point has beer reached or when that point will likely be reachsd. The
Fegional Director will thersupon consult with the Councils in the selection of trip limits to control
catch adeqguately to keep the fishery open for the balance of the quarter. Trip limits will be
established by vessel class as follows: for Class 1 vessels, trip limits may not be less than 224
bu/trip; for Class 2 vessels, trip limits may not be less than 416 buftrip for Class Z, and for Class 3
vessels, trip limits may not be less than 768 bu/trip. Trip limits must maintain a fixed ratio of 1.0
1.8: 3.4 for Class 1, 2, and 3, regpectively. In the svent that trip limits are not sufficient to keep
landings to within the quota levels, the Regional Director may close the fishery until the beginning
ot the next guota pericd. Once initial trip limits have been established in consultation with the
Councils, the Regional Director will notify the Councils in advance of any propossd action to
Turther soecify trip limits or close the fishery. The Regional Director will consider any comments
received by the Councils or the public before implementing any adjustments in the Mentucket
Shoals management program.’

During 1284 vessals began a surf clam fishery on Ceorges Bank. This led to research using NMFS
and commercial vessels that resulted is a stock assessment (Murawski and Serchuk, 1984L) for
Georges Bank which suggested a maximum annual cateh of 300,000 bu.” The surf eclam fishing
grounds on Georges Bank are a substantial distance from shors. If the New Encland Area OY were
increased te reflect the Georges Bank assessment, it is probable that all of the increased catch
would come from MNantucket Shoals; leading to over fishing in that Area. Hence, it is necessary to
partition the New England Area.

The OV for the Georges Bank Area is 25,000 to 300,000 bu.” The annual quota is set following the
procedures established in the FMP and is divided into quarterly quotas, with the first and fourth
guarters (January-March and October-December) each allocated 10% of the annual quota and the
second and third quarters (April-June and July-Sentember) each allocated 40% of the annual guota.
If the actual catch of surf clams in any quarterly period falls more than 5,000 bushels short of the
specified quarterly gquonta, the Regional Director wiltl add the amount of the shortfall to the
succeeding quarterly quota. If the actual catch of surf clams excesds the quarterly guota, the
Reaqional Director will subtract the amount of the excess from the succeeding guarterly quotz. The
Regional Director shall publish a notice in the Federal Register whensver any guarterly quota for
surf clams is adjusted as described above. The shortfall or excess will carry over from the last
guarter of ane year to the first quarter of the next year except that no more than 10% of the
annual quota may be carried over to the next year.

Management of the Mid-Atlantic Area is based on the current FMP, except that the effort
lirnitations are rnodified by this Amendment to add the provision that vessels may land surf clams
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only one time during an authorized fishing period.
The surf clam minimum size limit anplies in all three Areas.

The permit eligibility requirerments for the New England Area continue unchanged for both the
MNantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas; specifically, vessels with permits issued pursuant to the
moratorium on entry of vessels into the surf clam fishery and vessels with permits to fish only in
the New England Area may both fish in both the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas.
However, it is the Council's intent that vessels with permits to fish only in the NMew England Area
accrue no rights to participate in any future vessel allocation system that may be developed to
replace or supplement the moratorium on entry of vessels into the surf clam fishery as a
consequence of such vessels fishing in the New England Area.

Vessel owners or operators rmust notify NMFS in advance if they intend te fish for surf clams in a
Motification Zone. For vessels authorized to fish in both the Mid-Atlantic and New England Arsas
(i.e., with permits issued pursuant to the moratorium) with home ports in the Mid-Atlantic Aresa,
the Nantucket Shoals or Georges Banlc Arsas are Notification Zones. For vessels authorized to fish
in both the Mid-Atlantic and New England Areas (l.e., with permits issusd pursuant to the
moratorium) with home ports in the New England Area, the Mid-Atlantic or Georges Bank Areas
are Notification Zones. ror vessels authorized to fish only in the New England Area, the Genrges
Bank Area is a Mot fication Zone. Home port is that specified on the vessel's permit application.
Vessels may not fish in more than one Area on any day. If an operator intends to change the
vessel's Area of fishing, NMFS must be notified in advance.

L. ALTERMATIVES

This section contains a description and evaluation of tha alternatives; presented for aublic
hearings, considered but not adopted for Amendments #4 and #6 to the Surf Clam and Ocean
Huahog FMP.

AMENDMENT #4 ALTERNATIVES
1.” TAKE NO ACTTION AT THIS TEAE
Description
MNo action would mean that the Mantuckest Area maximum quota would be 100,000 bu.
Anazlysis of Beneficial and Adverse Impacts

As a consequence of the existing management structure in the New Fnaoland Area and the current
low exploitation rate, the objectives of the FMP are not being fully achieved in the New England
Area. In particular, displaced fishing effort in 1283 into the New England Area from the Mid-
Atlantic Area effectively preempted a year-round fishery by New England operators and resulted in
economic dislocation, contrary to the intent of objective #2.

Finally, the low exploitation rate commensurate with a maximum 100,000 bu quota, coupled with
the age composition of the stock decrsase yield per recruit. In keeping with chjective #5, recent
analysis (Murawski and Serchuk, 19832a) of the the New England Area resource indicates that an
exploitation rate consistent with a 100,000 to 237,000 bu maximum quota is appropriate. As a
consequence of the foregoing, the intent of this amendment is to remedy those aspects of the
ranagement program which are inconsistent with the attainment of the FMP objectives in the New
England Area. Therefore, the Council rejects the zlternative of not taking action to amend the
FMP in view of the management issues raised sbove.

2.," QUOTA DISTRIBUTION
Description
Quotas are now usad for the New England and Mid-Atlantic Areas, and for other fisheries, to
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control total fishery removals.® As an ultimate control eof fishing mortality, they have value.
Changes in resource abundance can be reflected if, as is now the case; quotas are adjustable within
ranges defined for the fisheries.” Distribution of the quota over the fishing year can also serve the
goal of avoiding lengthy closures and thus effectively addresses the potential closure problem of
the New England Area. Quctas are usually administered and enforced through some form of effort
restriction, such as fishing time, trin lirnits, vessel allocatinns, or closure.

Analysis of Beneficial and Adverse Impacts

This alternative management program provides, if correctly administered, sufficient contral
mechanisms to prevent the fishery from exceeding the annual quota.

The principal economic impact of the existing management program was felt severely in 1983 when
the fishery was closed for six manths. Extended closures such as the one which ocecurred in 1983
are clearly unacceptable to local operators and processors.” Only operators who can move to other
fisheries or other Areas can operate under such a regims. Surf clam vessels are not readily
adaptable to other fisheries, and the limited entry program in the Mid-Atlantic allows only
historical participants the opportunity to shift Areas.”

Distributing the annual quota across quarters, two-month periods or monthly would reduce the
length of the closurss to some period of time within the desired distribution mode.

Managers are no hapoier imposing lengthy closures than fishermen are in the fishery being closed.
Closures increase the risk of political intervention to reopen the fishery, thus voiding credibility
and conservation objectives.” Closurss also increase the orobability that operators will vielate the
prograrn to maintain some income flow, increasing the cost of enforcament. Although any of the
identified selected modes of quota distributions will reduce the length of closures compared to
1983, distributing the guecta alone could still result in numerous, relatively shorter closurss which
are costly to indusiry and to the governmant.”

3. GUOTA DISTRIBUTION, AND TiME RESTRICTIONS
Description

Cuotas are now used for the New England and Mid-Atlantic Areas, and for other fisheries, to
control total fishery removals, As an ultimate control of fishing mortality, they have value.
Changes in resource abundance can be reflected if, as is now the case, nuctas are adjustable within
ranges defined for the fisheries. Distribution of the quota ocver the fishing vear can also serve the
goal of aveiding lengthy closures and thus effectively addresses the potential closure problem of
the MNew England Ares. Quotss are ususlly administered and enforced through some form of effort
restriction, such as fishing time, trip [imits, vessel allocstions, or closure.

Current regulations in the Mid-Atlantic fishery require restricting the number of allowable working
hours per week so that quotas will not be exceeded. In the New England Area, fishing time
restrictions under the original FMP have heen optional for the Reqgional Director, although the
fishery must close when the quota is caught. Under fishing time restrictions, differences among
operators and vessel capabilities can lead to differences in total harvest, thus allowing for some
incentives. However, restricting figshing time creates incentives to increase harvesting capacity to
maximize potential revenuss. Since fishing time provides an indirect linkace to total removals,
control of the fishery within gueotas is complicated. Enforcemsnt of fishing time must be done by
continual monitoring of at sea sctivity. This is costly and fregusntly frustrated. In the New
ngland Area, where long steaming times and unpredictable weather are common, controlling
fishing time leads, as it did in 1983, to an untenable operating climate. Another dimension which
must be considered in the New England Area which makes fishing time restrictions particularly
troublesome is that, unlike the Mid-Atlantic Area, the location and extent of surf clam populations
are still not fully kinown and some fishermen find it necessary to spend considerable time searching.

Analysis of Beneficial and Adverse Impacts

This alternative management program provides, if correctly administered, sufficient control
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mechanisms to prevent the fishery from exceeding the annual guota.’

The addition of fishing time effort restrictions to any selected guota distribution period would not
necessarily decrease the number or length of necessary closures.” There are practical limitations te
the use of fishing time restrictions in the New England Area stemming from the need to allow for
an economic trip for vessels, and this problem is made more difficult by the existence of vessels
within the fishery with dramatically different performence capabilitiss. Experience from 1983 in
the New England Area demonstrates that even a severe time restriction such as 12 hours per week
is not effective in constraining the harvest given a relatively small annual gunta and pesrformance
capabilities of some vessels.

The possibility of numerous closures results in the potential for continuing unnecessary high costs
to government and industry. Further, a very high level of monitoring, data collection and
projection analysis would be necessary to implement an equitable fishing time restriction programs.

AMENDWENT #6 AL TERNATIVES
1L TAKE NO ACTION AT THIS TIME
Descrintion

No action would mean that the ¥MP would make ne provision far fishing for surf clams an the
Georges Sank beds separate from the provisions in effect for the New England Area. The problem
concerning multiple landings on one day in the Mid-Atlantic Area would continue.

Analysis of Beneficial and Advsres Impacts

Maintaining the status quo would mean that any fishing on Seorges Bank would count against the
New England Area guota. The New Encland Area OV and, consequently, duota wers developed
from data primarily from MNantuckst Sheals. Henee, catchss from Georges Bank, when added to
catches from Mantucket Shoals, could reach levels that would trigger sffort limitations on the
entire area when such measurss might not be justified hased on catches from MNantucket Shoals
alone. Such sffort restrictions could be a disincentive to fishing nn Georgss Bank as 2 result of the
cost of fishing operations on Georges Pank.

No action would also mean that the maximum allowable surf clam quota waould be less than that
which is biclogically acceptable bassd on the best available scientific information. That is, tha
surf clams now known to exist on Georges Rank would not be accounted for in the New Enoland
Area gucta. The effect would be that the maxdimum allowable catch would be between 25,000 and
300,000 bu (the Georges Bank Area OV) less than biclogically allowsahle, which in turn would mean
that potential income to fishermen would be reduced by the value of the Georges Bank OY. The
Nantucket Area OY is 25,000-200,000 bu and the Mid-Atlantic Area OY is 1.8-2.9 million bu, so the
total OY (including the Georges Bank Area) is 1.85-3.40 million bu, with the CGeorges Bank Area
contributing 1.4%-8.8% of the total. At the 1984 average ex-vessel orice of $.49/1b($8.29/bu), the
value of the Georges Bank OV would be $208,000-$2,499,000.

Not addressing the problem of multiple landings on a given day in the Mid-Atlantic Area would
maintain one factor contributing to reduced fishinag times and would alsc make enforcemesnt more
difficult,”

Z." DIVIDE THE NEW ENGLAND AREA INTD THE NANTUCKET AND GEORGES BANK AREAS
WITHOUT MONTHLY OR QUARTERLY GUOTAS FOR THE GEORGES BAMK AREA

Description

This alternative is the same as the proposed Amendment except that there would be no quarterly
guotas for the Georges Bank Area; l.e., there would only be an annual quota.
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Analysis of Beneficial and Adverse Impacts

The impacts of this alternative would be the same as those of the proposed Amendment (Section
XILB.) except for the difference betwesen quarterly and only an annual quota for the Georges Bank
Area.

Using the quarterly price model discussed in Section IX.A.4, with the assumptions sat forth in Table
30, and assuming the entire Georges Bank quota cculd be taken in one quarter, the surf clam price
would be $8.11/bu at the low end of the OY (25,000 bu) with an ex-vessel value of $8,808,166;
$7.70/bu at the current New England Area gquota (IDU 000 bu) with an ex-vessel value of %$8,934,069,
and $6.59/bu at the high end of the OY (300 006 hu) with an ex-vessel value of $8,965,111. That
comparas to the base case (no landings from the Nantucket Shoals or Georges Bank Areas) which
oraoduces a price of $8.25/bu and an ex-vessel valus of $8,753,250 (Table 30).

it is not unrsasonable to assume that the entire maximum annual CGeorges Bank quota could be
taken in one quarter since the cateh from thet Area was 266,528 bu (Table 9) during the third
qunrter of 19684, Landings from the Georges Bank Ares dveraged about 20,000 bu/week whils the

ishery was operating at its peak during 1984 (July through September). During that period landings
‘fmm the Mid-Atlantic FCZ Area were 518,000 bu (compared te a total during the period of 253,000
from Georges Bank) and the Mid-Atlantic /M‘ea was closed for three weeks.

Using proposed 1285 guotas as an example, the Georces Bank quoia repressnis 9% of the combined
Mid-Atlantic, Nantucket, and Georges Bank guotas (2,650,000, 200,000, and 300,000 by,
respectively). On an annual basis, it is unmlikely that the Georges Bank guotz would negatively
impact prices in the other two Areas.” However, prelirhinary 1984 dats through Getober indicate
that landings from the Mid-Atlantic Area averaged zbout 216,000 bu/month. If the entire 300,000
bu maximum Georges Bank guota were taken in one month (or sven a substantial portion of 300,000
bu), it is possible that prices to the fishermen could be depressed throughout the entire fishery,

3. DIVIDE THE NEW ENGLAND AREA INTD THE NAMT UJC AET AMND GEORGES BANK AREAT
WITH MONTHLY GIUIOTAS FOR THE CGEORGES BANK ARE

Description

This alternative is the same as Alternative 2, but no more than 100,000 bu could be harvested from
the Georges Bank Area in any ons month. The Regional Director would bs required to close the
surf clam fishery in the Georges Bank Area for the remaindsr of any month during which 100,000
bu was harvested and when the annual qunta was harvested,

Analysis of Beneficial and Adverse Impacts

This alternative is intended to address possible impacts that unconstrained fishing on Georges Bank
could have on the surf clamm market. Landings from the Georges Bank Area averaged about 20,000
buf/week whilzs the fishery was operating at its peak during 1984. During that period (June through
September) landings from the Mid-Atlantic Area were 518,000 bu (compared to a total during the
period of 253,000 from Georges Bank) and the Mid-Atlantic Area was closed for three weeks,

The tradecf{ associated with this alternative is to keep managerment associated costs to the
industry as low as possible to minimize disincentives to fishing in the Georges Bank Area while
reducing the chances of the Georges Bank fishery impacting negatively on fishermen who canneot or
do not participate in it.

This alternative is based on the conecept that adding a rmaximum monthly catch limit to the regime
is preferable to a situation that could possibly deoress ex-vessel prices. The price impact would
likely be temparary, with the degree and duration dependent on the extent to which the markest was
oversupplied relative to overall demand. However, it is unlikely that any ex-vessel price reduction
gensrated by large snort term catehes would significantly change final produce prices.”

It also assumes that the 100,000 bu/month maximum catch, when added to the potential maximum
catch from the Nantucket Area, could supply procsssor demand during any period when the Mid-
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Atlantic Area might be closed. During the two week closure during September 1984 the Georges
Bank catch was about 43,000 by, when therz were no limits except the research design on the
Georges Bank fishery.”

A statisticelly acceptable monthly surf clam price model has not been developed. However, if the
quarterly model (Sections XiLA.4, XIL.B., and above, and Table 30) is applied to this alternative
along with the assumption that the maximum allowed cateh (100,000 bu) is taken for three
successive months (thus equalling 300,000 bu), the outcorne is the same as for alternative 2.

V. ENVIROMMENT AL BMPACTS

The environmental impacts of the management regime instituted in the original FMP were
described in the Environmental Impact Statement accompanying the FMP, and in the Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statements or Environmental Assessmants accompanying the Amendments.

Dividing the Areas

Dividing the New England Area into ths Mantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas would mean that
fishing in the Nantucket Shoals Area could continue without anv negative impacts fram fishing in
the Georges Zank Area, and vice versa. The management systerns in the two Areas are different
because of the different management aobjectives of the two Areas. The Nantucket Shoals Area is
being managed to keep the fishery open for as much of the year as possible. The Georges Bank
Area is managed to achieve a compromise between keeping the fishery open for as much of the
year as possible, consistent with safety, while als providing an arsa where fishing may occur with
minimal controls during periods when the Nantucket Shoals or Mid-Atlantic Areas may be either
closed or gperating under severe rastrictions.” The pesitive impact of the division is that the leve!l
of regulation imposed on the fishermen will be no greater than that considered nacessary for each
Arsa.

If the division were not implementad it can be assumed that the entire Naw F“ns:gl nd Area would be
controlled either by the rules proposed for the Nantucket Shoals Area or the rules prooosed for the
Georges Bank Area; in which event the Georges Sank Ares would be subjected to maore regulation
than is considered necessary or the MNantuckst Shoals Aresa would be subjected to less. Both of
these situations have negative impacts. Application of the NMantucket Shoals Ares rules throughaout
the entire New England Area would mean fishermen in the Seorges Bank Area would be subject to
different quarterly gquotas and potentially to trip limits.” Converssly, application of the propossd
Georges Bank rules to the entire Mew England Area would mean the entire Area would be subject
to different quarterly guotas ard no limitations short of closurs, potentially leading to outcomes
not consistent with the objectives for the Area. Additionally, allowing the combined OYs to be
harvested from either area could lead to excessive harvests from one of the areasg i.e., if the
divided Areas were not specified but the DY increased as proposed, the annual quots could be as
great as 500,000 bu, which could legally be taken from Nantucket Shoals (where the maximum
catch should only be 200,000 bu) or from Georges Bank (where the maximum catch should be only
300,000 bu).t

It is not possible to quantify the costs and benefits of dividing the Arsa. However, some
guslitative observations may be made.

1. If the entire New England Area were operated under the MNantuckst Shoals Area rules, the OV
and quota range would be 50,000- SUO,UDU bu. Since most of the harvest of the Nantucket Sheals
resource occurred in 1983 and for the Georges Bank fishery in 19849 it is not pessible to directly
compare potential harvest patterns with historical performance. However, in 1984 the Georges
Bank fishery alone took almast 90,000 bu per month for three months (Table 9), a harvest rate
that would trigger trip limits sven at the maximum gquota level. Hence, it is not unreasonable
to conclude that applying the Nantucket Shoals Area rules to the entire New England Area
would very likely lead to an excessive level of regulation on the fishery in the Georges Pank
Area; with resultant increased costs to industry and government to sperate under and
administer, respectively, the increased level of control.”

2, If the entire New England Area were operated under the Georges Bank Area rules the OY range
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would again be 50,000-300,600 bu, with a guarterly quota distribution of 10%, 40%, 40%, and
10% of the annual guota. At the minimum gquota levsl the quarterly guotas would be 5,000 hu,
20,000 bu, 20,000 bu, and 5,000 bu. At the current level the guarterly guotas would he 10,000
bu, 40,000 bu, 40,000 bu, and 108,000 by, At the maximum rate the guarterly quotas would be
50,000 bu, 200,000 bu, 200,000 bu, and 50,000 bu. Given the problems in combining historical
statisticg for the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas and recognizing that the Georges
Bank fishery operated for only one complete guarter in 1984 (during which the catch was
266,538 bu; Table 9), closures might be expected if the July-September 1984 performance is
r‘upeated@ While closures are cuntewplﬂted for the Georges Bank Ares, they should be seen as
negative impacts vis-a-vis the Nantucket Shoals Area.

3. The price impacts of various gucta levels with separate and joint Areas using the price equation
ciscussed in Section IX and assuming a catch absent the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank
Areas quotas equal to the average quarterly ecatch for the first-three guarters of 1984
(1,061,000 bu), and a per capita disposable income equal to that of the third quarter of 1984
($4,961), suggest = price decrease and gross revenue increase for any catch over the base level
(Table 30). If the minimum catch in the lowest quarter for the Georges Bank Area (2,500 bu)
and no catch from the Nantucket Shosls Area is assumed, the price is predictad by the model to
decrease by $.01/bu and ex-vessel valu¢ to increase by about $10,000 relative to those
guantities in the absence of any catch from either Nantucket Shoals or Georges Bank. At the
other extrerns, If it is assumed that the New England Area is not divided and the pronosed
Georges Bank rules apply, at the maximum quarterly queta level (200,000 bu), the surf clam
price would be $7.14/bu and ex-vessel value would be $9,004,290. That range of prices is not
considered significant since actual guarterly prices have ranged from $6.68 to $8.84/bu during
1583 and 1984. Any price Impact of the Deorges Bank cateh would decrease as the Mid-
Atlantic Arez guota and catch increase and as 2 greater poriion of the Mantucket Shoals Area
quota is landed. It must also be noted that the Georges Bank catch during the third quarter of
é@g& /Was more than double the maximumn quarterly gucta and the third guarter price was
$8.467bu.

4. Government costs would increase because of creating the two Areas as B resy ult of tha need to

know where vessels were fishing. L<ﬂ0wledqe of the Arez in which fishing is occurring is
necessary to assure the reliability of catch statistice so that appropriate measures could be

implemented as required to avoid overﬂsnmqo
OY for the MNantucket Shoals Area

Quotas established for the New England Arsa in previous iferations of the FMP were based on
lirnited survey information and a lack of significant fishing activity, which rmade it difficult to
assess the potential comrmercial yield from the fishery.

During the last quarter of 1982 and the beginning of 1983 fishing activities increased substantially.
Resource distribution and sbundance was traced, survey data were collected and analysed, and =
stock assessment was produced during the summer of 1983 (Murawski and Serchulk, 19 L.)”) The
survey, conducted in the Nantuckst Shosls ares, concluded that about 10% of the total surf clam
resource biomass and 5% of the numbers was located in that Ares. Applying the 10% figure to the
biomass in the Mid-Atlantic, and basing a guota on the same assumptions used to fix the guota in
the Mid-Atlantic, results in a conclusgion that the upper bound of the OV range for the Nantucket
Shoals Area may safely be established as 200,000 bu.” The resource in the Nantucket Shoals Area is
somewhat differsnt from that in the Mid-Atlantic because the rough bottom topography, shallow
depths, and strong currents complicate fishing activity. The current resource is generally older,
slightly faster growing, and vyields slightly more meat for similar sized clams than in the Mid-
Atlantic. There has been sssentially no recruitment during the last five to six vears.

The effect of doubling the allowable guota should be significant to the few FCZ fishermen who are
permitted to fish only in the New England Area, in that it will significantly increase possible
fishing onportunities. The economic effect of the increased quota on the surf clam mduswy is
likely to be far less significant.” The maximum Nantuckst Shoals Area annual aquota (200,000 bu) is
only 6.8% of the maximum Mid-Atlantic Area gquota. If the Georges Bank maximum annual guota is
added to the maximum Mid-Atlantic Area annual quota, then the maximum Mantucket Shoals Area
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annual quota is enly 6.2% of the total.’
Mantucket Shozsls Area Quarterly Quotas

Gluotas are now used for the New Enagland and Mid-Atlantic surf clam fisheries, and in other
fisheries, to control total fishery removals. As an ultimate control of fishing mortality, they have
value. Changes in resource abundsnce can be reflected if quotas are adjustable within ranges
defined for the fisheries. Distribution of the quota over the fishing year can also serve the goal of
avoiding lengthy closures and thus effectively addresses the potential closure prablem of the New
England fishery. Quotas are usually administered and enforced through some form of effort
restriction, such as fishing time, trip iimits, vesse! allocations, or clasure.

MNantucket Shoals Ares Control Measures

The Amendment replaces the control of fishing time with trip landing limits for the Nantucket
Shoals Area. Control of fishing time is used in the Mid-Atlantic Area. Control of fishing time was
not effective in 1983 as a means of slowing harvest to avoid lenogthy closures in the New England
Area because the FMP did not allow imposition of lirits until half of the guota had been taken and,
given the small maximum quota (100,000 bu), there was not encugh qucta left to allow reasonable
fishing periods once the half way ooint had been reached. In 1983, fishing time was restricted on 1
April to 12 hours per week after over 64,000 bu (loghock data) of the 180,000 hu annual quota was
taken. Despite this time reduction over 24,000 bu (loghsook data) were taken during the next
quarter, leading to a closure of the fishery effective 1 July and lasting for the next six months.
The logbook data cited above de not sum to the 100,000 hu gucta bzcauss of incomplete reportings
however, the actual catch was far in excess of 100,000 hu.

Additional problems with fishing time include the difficulty of monitoring at sea activity for
enforcement purposes. [lshing time rnust be enforced by vessel inspection or overflight. With
small amounts of availsble time, and with so rmuch of the New England fishery occourring near State
waters, detection and confirmation of violations is difficult.” Weather conditions in Mew England
are subject to rapid changes. Vessels fishing in the area work out of ports which require steaming
times of as much as 12 hours each way to the grounds and back. Reduction of time to 12 hours
increases the probability that fishermen will not be able to complete a trip because bad weather
intervenes. Operators who must steam 24 hours round trip for only 12 hours of fishing are
understandably frustrated.

Landing limits can be enforeed at the dock by inepection. Operators gain latitude in deciding when
to fish, and how rnany trips to take. Trip limits alsp act as a direct translation between the cuota,
which is established in bushels, and a control mechanism, alsc stated in hushels.” The indirect
linkage between bushels and fishing time is avoided, increasing the possibility that management
action may have its desired control effect.

The management strateay for the Nantucket Shoals Area is intended to increase the probability of
spreading catch throughout the fishing year. The bimaonthly cuotas have been established; and will
oz reviewsd by the Council annually to make clems available at times and places when the industry
has indicated dermand will be greatest.

The ratio between the trip limits, L.2., 1.0 for Class 1, 1.8 for Class 2, and 3.4 for Class 3 were the
average relative fishing power for Mid-Atlantic Area surf clem vessels based on logbook data for
1982 and 1983. It was necessary to use Mid-Atlantic Area data because of the extremely limited
amount of NMantucket Area loghook data.’

Very limited logbook data also make it difficult to evaluate the minimum trip (not less than 224
bu/trip for Class 1, nat less than 416 bu/trip for Class 2, and not less than 768 bu/trip for Class 3
vessels) landing limits. Analysis by class is nat possible because of the limited data.

These minimurmns were established in recognition that closure of the fishery may be preferable to
lzaving the fishery technically open, but with harvest restrictions so stringent as to preclude an
economically viable fishery. The propesed minimum  values were proposed by industry
representatives. Since cost data are not available, it is impossible to assess whether the proposed
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minimums would, in fact, assure profitable cperations.

Trip limits, determined relative to vessel class, can be fixed at a level to spread catch out over
time.” Operators gain flexibility to take trips as weather permits, and to take as many trips as they
can. The minimum trip limits by vesssl class are established at levels where performance is
profitable to ensure that operators do not suffer through periods of de-facto closure, where the
costs of gperation cannot be defrayzd by the expected returns. Like other alternmatives, ecanomic
pnerformance is limited by the total guota.

Guarterly Guotas for the Georges Bank Area

The quarterly quotas are intended to distribute fishing in the Georges Bank Area through as much
of the year zs feasible in light of the steaming distance to the fishing grounds coupled with weather
conditions. The concept of keeping the fishery operating throughout the year has been a kay
consideration in the FMP since its inception. This is considered a desirable gozl in order &o
stabilize employment for fishermen and processing plant workers and to provide for an
uninterrunted supply of product to processors in both New England and the Mid-Atlantic.

The quarterly quotas represent a campromise position betwesen monthly guotas and only an annual
quota. Monthly quotas would theoretically allow harvesting over a longer portion of the vear,
which might not be desirable in the CGeorges Bank Area because of weather conditions. With only
an annual quots, stability in terms of landings from one period to the next would be reduced

The allocation distribution (10% each for the first and fourth and 40% each for the second and third
quarters) is abmqwed to avoid fishing during maonths when weather conditionz are likely to be
adverse (thus make it more cifficult to catch the last of the quota) while still distributing the cateh
throughout the vear as much as pasgible. Using the limits of the OY range, the first and fourth
quarter quotas would be 2,500-3C,000 bu and the second and third quarter quotas wouid be 10,000-
120,000 bu. A Class 3 vessst can carry 50-100 cages, or 1,920 3,200 bu. Based on availabls
aggessment information (Murawski and Serchuk, 1984b), the most likely quota for the Gﬂomcs Bank
Area is at the maximum end of the OV, l.e., 30” 300 D"un At that guota, and assuming only Tlass 3
vessels fished and they had an avsrage capacity of B0 cages (2,560 bu), during the m"at and nuunh
quarters they could make twelve trips and during the second and third guariers thay could make 47
trips.

Unconstrained fishing on Georges Bank theoreticelly could have negative impacts on the surf clan

market. lLandings from ths Ceonrqes Bank Arez averaged sbout 20,000 by fweelk while the f “"nery
was mﬂratmg at its neak during 1984 (July- %mtm‘nb@r) During that oeriod landings from the Mid-
Atlantic FCZ Area were 518,000 by (cmmmamo te a total during the peuod of 23)7090 from Genrges
Bank) and the Mid-Atlantic Area was closed for three weeks. The averane price was $8.62/bu
during the second quarter (when cnly 90,00C bu were landed from Ceorges Bank) and $8.46/bu
during the third guarter.

Using the price eauation discussed in Section [X and assuming a catch absent the Georges Bank
gquota equal to the average guarterly catch for the first three quamus of 1984 (1,061,000 bu), a per
capita disposable incoms egual to that of the third quarter of 1984 ($4,961), and adding the
maximum Georges Bank guarterly quota (120,000 bu), the eguation predicts a price of $7.58/bu and
ex=vessel value of $8,257,117. If the Georges Bank catch is excluded the predicted price is

8.25/bu and ex-vessel value is $8,753,250. At the smallest quarter at the lower end of the quota
range with price would be $8. /Mbu \mth ex-vessel value equal to $8,763,240 (Table 30). That range
of prices is not considered significant since actual qumrterl‘y prices hﬂve ranged from $6.63 to
&8 gul'/bu during 1983 and 1984. Any price impact of the Georges Bank catch would decrease as the
Madm,&.tlantm Area guata and catch increase and as a qxeater partion of the Nantucket Ghoals Area
gucta is landed. It must alsc be noted that the Georges Bank catch during the third guarter of 1984
was more than double the maximurn quarterly quota and the overall third quarter price was
$8.46/bu (Table 29).

Motification Requirsment

The FMP contains no declaration requirement. Emeraency regulations implementing the orovisions
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of Amendment #4 were put into effect on 1 July 1984 for a period of 180 days.” The emergency
requlations included a requirement that owners or operators of vessels intending to fish in the New
England Area notify NMFS in writing of such intention before they intend to begin fishing (49 FR
27157). This Amendment would reinstitute that provision in a modified form consistent with the
thres defined Areas. The impact of the proposed declaration requirement is minimized relative to
the impacts of the lapsed emergency provision by the exceptions based on permit type and home
port. The exceptions are based on the assumption that most Mid-Atlantic based vassels will Tish in
the Mid-Atlantic Area most if not all of the time and that most of the New FEngland based vessels
will fish in the Nantucket Shoals Area most if not all of the time. Therefore, declarations must be
made only for the exceptions to those situations.’

While it is impossible to estimate the number of declarations that might be mads, it is possible to
outline some parameters of possible declarations. There are 148 vessels permitted pursuant to the
moratorium and 362 vessels permitted to fish only in the New England Area (Table 13). In 1983,
113 vessels made at least one trip for surf clams in the Mid-Atlantic Area, 57 of them Class 3 and
43 Class 2 (Table 8).' While data are not available nn the number of New England only vessels that
have actually fished, logbook data indicate that only twelve vessels in 1983 and ten vessels in 1934
fished in the Nantucket Shoeals Area. During both years only two vessels that did not have permits
to fish in the Mid-Atlantic Area filed logbooks (a reguirernant far fishing in the FCZ). Seventeen
vessels, fiftesen from the Mid-Atlantic, participated in the Georges Bank fishery during 19284 (with
about 400,000 bu of landings). The nattern has been that the Mid-Atlantic vessels go to Nantucket
Sheoals or Georges Bank and fish for a time, then return to the Mid-Atlantic, but do not frequently
shuttle back and forth. It is expected that this pattern will continue in the near future because of
the distances involved and the location of processing plants.” As long as the current time based
regime continues in the Mid-Atlantic Area and sssuming current stock conditiens and demand, the
Mid-Atlantic Area will be operating under sesvere effort Hmitations, which may grovide an
incentive for more Mid-Atlantic based vessels to fish in the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank
Arezas at least during some portion of the year. Therefore, the experience during the recent past
could be considerad the lower limit of possible declarations. Theoretically, the upper limit is the
entire Mid-Atlantic fleet, but such an event is virtually impossible because: (1) it is unlikely thai
the Class 1 vessels could travel to and consistently fish in the Georgss Bank Area, (2) the caost of
travel between the Mid-Atlantic Area and the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas, (3) the
nesd to find and availability of dock space in New Enaland, (&) and the cost of transnorting the
clame from New England to Mid-Atlantic processing plants.”

The number of closures in the Mid-Atlantic Area will be the maost likely incentive for interest in
Mid-Atlantic based vessels fishing in the Nantucket Shoals and Gsorgss Bank Aresas. Reduced
allowed time in the Mid-Atlantic Area coupled with sustained demand will probably lead to more
intensive use of vessels in the Mid-Atlantic Area during the times when fishing is allowed, with
vessels making the trip to the Nantucket Shosls and Georgss Bank Areas primarily to assure that
the processors have a supply of clams if the Mid-Atlantic Area fishery is closed svan with reduced
allowed times.

The emergency regulations provided in part that all vessel owners or operators had to declars their
intent to fish in the New England Area. Since Mew England based vessels generally do not file
loghooks, there are no data on where the New England vessels f sh. According to NMFS records
only five vessels (all Mid-Atlantic based) filed letters of intent to fish in the New England Area as
of 14 Novernber 1984 (excluding letters of intent that were filed to fish under ths special research
program on Georges Bank) under the emergency regulations. However, it is understood that most
New England based vessels fish in the Nantucket Shoals Area if they fish in the FCZ. Only six New
England vessels have permits to fish in the Mid-Atlantic Area. Two New England vessals fished on
Georges Bank during 1984.  Therefore, it seems reasonable to conclude that the declaration
requirement will have a positive impact on New England fishermen relative toc the emergency
regulations.”

The Amendment's requirement that Mid-Atlantic based vessel operators declare their intent to fish
in the Nantucket Shoals and Georgss Rank Areas represents no change from the provisions of the
emergency regulations that operators declare their intent to fish in the New England Area.
However, this Amendment adds the requirement that they also declare when they return. The
tradeoff associasted with this Amendment is te keep management asscciated costs to the industry

1/27/86 EA 12



as low as possible to minimize disincentives to fishing in the Georges Bank Area while reducing the
chances of the Georges Bank fishery impacting negatively on fishermen who cannct or do not
participate in it.

It must be remembered that the entire management system requires accurate reporting of catch by
Area. The systemn is designed to meet the needs of sach of the Areas by charging restrictions to
meet current conditions; e.g., varying allowed fishing times in the Mid-Atlantic, trip landing limits
for Nantucket Shoals, and no limitations but closure for Georges Bank. Timely catch data
assignable to sach Area are critical to making this system work. The notification requirermsnt is
designed to facilitate enforcement and reporting by providing a mechanism for checking a vesssl's
logbook reperts against information on where the vessel was supposed to be fishing and informing
enforcement officers of which rules a vessel is fishing under on a given day. No negative impacts
are anticipated from the notification requirements.

fMid-Atlantic Area Landing Restriction

Effort limitations in the Mid-Atlantic Area are currently in terms of the nuomber of hours a vessel
may Tish during & specified time period and in practice have been a certain number of hours each
week (although the FMP allows hours per month and hours ner quarter).” Catch rates during 1984
led to closures in June, July, September, and December and a reduction from twelve hours per
weelk to six hours every other week effective 18 November. Tertain vessels that fish heds clase to
shore (generally off New Jersey) have reportedly been making mere than sne trip during a twelve
hour day; which is considered a significant factor contributing to the reduction to six hours svery
other week. Multinie landings on one day complicate enforcement and may result in a more rapid
narvest rate, leading to decreased allowed fishing time or closures, thereby negatively impacting
vessels that do not aperate out of ports close enough to the beds to enable them to rmake more than
one trip per day as well as the vessels than can make multinle landings. This preoblem was also
identified by the United Shellfishermen’s Assceoiation through comments made at the hearings on
Amendment #5 and by the Naticnal Fisheries Institute at the September 1984 meeting of the
Council. Hence, this Amendment adds the provision that vessels may land surf clams only ons time
during an authorized time period.” More than one landing per period tends to maks enforcement
more difficult because it encourages viclations of the fishing hour limitations. The fishery has
been operating at six or twelve hours of fishing per perisd (Table 17) and it is unlikely that this
situation will change in the forseesble future. Tt order to increase harvests it is possible that
fishermen will land more than one time during a period by beginnina earlier than allowad and/or
fishing later than allowed. Enforcing fishing time s exiremely expensive since It requires at sea
effort, but must be done rigorously to insure the intsgrity of the FMP. The possibility of legal
multiple landings would increase the enforcement cost bescauss of the greater probability of
viglations of the starting and snding times. Clams landed illegally have a negative impact
throughout the fishery since they sceeleraie the rate at which the quota is harvested, leading to
further reductions of allowed fishing time. Evidence of infringement on starting and stooping
times was presented to the Regional Director in 1984 when dual landings were being made.

In addition, the limitation of one landing per fishing period should allow the Regional Director to
establish longer fishing periods. This should not incrsase the rate at which the guota is harvested
while providing the fishermen the time they nesd to be more selective in the heds they fish, thus
tending to decrease the capture (landing or discard) of sublegal clams. This is true if it is agsumed
that vessels are currently landing their carrying capacity at allowed fishing times which have not
exceeded six hours since MNovember 1984. If the boats are bsing filled in six hours or less, then
extending the allowed time to, for example, twelve hours, while allowing only one landing would
double the time available to fish for the same quantity of clams, therzby providing the opportunity
for fishermen to be more selective in their fishing arsas, hence reducing discards and the landing of
sublegal clams.

Surt Clam Mintonumn Size Limit

There were two actions (Amendments #4 and #6) which had the effect of extending the surf clam
minimum size limit throughout the entire management area. The surf clam minimum size limit
was to be extended to the New England Area pursuant to Amendment #4 and was part of that
Armendment when it was taken to public hearings and when it was finally adopted by both the Mid-
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Atlantic and Mew England Councils.

Amendment #5, and the regulations implementing it, included a mechanism for adjusting the surf
clam minimum size limit and were written to apply to the entire managsment areg, l.e., both the
Mid-Atlantic and New England Areas.

The draft of Amendment #6 also stated that the size limit would be in effect in the New England
Area as a result of Amendrnent #4 and contemplated that the limit would, therefore; apply to the
Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas created in that Amendment within the Mew Encland
Area. Howevem after the hearings on Amendment #6 it was determined appropriate to combine
Amendments #4 and #6. It was also determined that the size limit would be a part of Amendment
#6 as Amendments #4 and #6 were merged. Amendment #6 was adopted by the Mid-Atlantic
Council on that basis on 7 March 1985,

According to vessel operators and to rescurce surveys conducted in the Nantucket Shoals and
Georges Sankc Areas, most of the surf clams which have been harvested and which ars available for
harvest are of sizes greater than 5.25". Very few surf clams smaller than 4.75" were captured,
indicating that recruitment in the past 5 tn & years has bean relatively poor (Murawski and Serchulk,
1983a). QOver en extended period of time, as exploitation rates increase and recruitment OCours, a
greater proportion of the resource may be below the current minimum size. [t is irmnpossible to
predict when this will occur.” If recruitment does not ocecur, the resource will eventually be
depleted. With the current size distribution of clams in the Areas, imposing the size limit in the
Nantucket Shoals and G Ceorges Bank Areas should have a negligible effect on landings in the present
or immediate future. The measure will’ protect any small clams which might be produced;
ennancing their yield and ensuring that they can spawn a number of times before they are
harvested.

Managerment Costs

The Amendment rnakes three changes to the FMP: it es Laahsn s 2 managemsnt regime for the
Nantucket Shoals Aress it establishes a rnanagement renime for the Georges Bank Areas and it adds
the trip restriction to the Mid-Atlantic Area surf clam fis e?y

Management costs will increase as a function of administering the quar ez‘ly guota system with trip
limits in the Nantucket Shoals Area relative to the effort limitations previpusly in effect.
However, the guartsrly quota systern should achieve the objective of E eping the fishery open year
round, whereas the annual quota and effort limitations did not.

Menagement costs will increase simply as a function of the need to manage the new Georges Bank
fishery. The issue is whether the proposed regime results in the smallsst possible cost increase
given the objectives of the FMP and the benefits that accrue from the Georges Bank fishery., The
incremental increase in government adminisirative costs relative to setting guotas and monitoring
the fishery should be insignificant. The declaration system will add administrative costs, but they
must be compared to the enforcement advantadge that results from the system, since without the
declaration systeim enforcement would be virtually impossikle.”

The trip limitation in the Mid-Atlantic Area surf clam fishery should not increese costs but rather
increase enforcement effectiveness. The provision clearly adds ancther requirement, but the result
is that all of the landing related requlations (especially the size limit) ars easier tc enforce.
Tradeoffs Betwesn the Beneficial and Adverse Impacts of the Proposed Armmendment

The benefits of the proposed Amendment are:

1. The maximum quantity of surf clams that may be landed is increased by 400,000 bu (100,000 bu
as a result of the OV increase for the Nantucket Shoals Area and 300,000 bu as a result of the
3Y for the Georges Bank Area).” Fishermen's revenues would increase by the value of that
catch, which at the average 1984 price would be nearly $3.3 million.”

2. Dividing the New England Area into the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas enables the
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surf clam fishery on Geerges Bank to be carried out with fewer regulations than those that may
be imposed on the Nantucket Shoals Area as a result of this Amandment.

3. The surf clam landing restriction in the Mid-Atlantic Area (one landing per authorized fishing
period) should improve enforcernent effectiveness.”

4. The Amendment should not increase administrative costs because data collection and fishing
permits all exist under the current FMP. However, enforcement of the guarterly landing limit
in the Nantucket Sheals Area and the Georges Bank Area regirme may increase costs that cannot
be presently estimated.

The adverse impacts includes

1. The surf clam landing restriction in the Mid-Atleriz Area rmay result in negative irnpacts o
those fishermen who have been landing more than one tirme during an authorized fishing period.
No data are available to identify how many fishermen have besn operating in this fashion.
Howsver, virtually the entire industry has requested this provision.”

Effect on Endangered Species and on the Coastal Zone

Neither the Amendment or the alternative would constitute an action that “may affect”
endangered cor threatened species or their habitat within the meaning of the regulations
implementing Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973. Thus, consultation procedures
under Ssction 7 will not be necessary on the Amendment.’

Also, the Amendment will be conducted in a manner consistent, to the maximum extent
practicable, with the Coastal Zone management Programs within the meaning of Section 307(c)(1)
of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 and its implementing regulations. A determination
that this action is consistent with the approved State coastal zons management pragrams has been
prepared by the Council and submitted for review to each of the State coastal zone management
agencies.

Effzcts on Flood Plains or Wetlands

The Amendment or its alternative will not adversely affect flood plains or wetlands, and trails and
rivers listed or eligible for listing on the National Trails and Nationwide Inventory of Rivers.”

List of Agencies and Persons Consulted in Formulating the Proposed Action

In preparing Amendment #4, the New England Council consulted with NMFS Northeast Regional
Office, NMFS Northeast Fisheries Center, the Mid-Atlantic Council, Maine State Planning Office,
Massachusetts Executive Office of Envircnmental Affairs, New Hampshire Office of State
Planning, Connecticut Coastal Zone Management Program, Virginia Council on the Environment,
North Carolina Office of Coastal Management, Maryland Department of Natural Resources,
Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control, Rhode Island Coastal
Resources Management Council, New York Division of Local Government and Community Services,
and New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection. Individuals contacted were Ted Blount,
Warren, RI; Ben Brayton, Kenyon, RI; Roger L. Brayton, Bradford, RI; Robert Frost, Warren, RI;
Harry Livingston, Wellfleet, MA; Francis Manchester, Tiverton, Rl; Alexander Smith, Westport,
MA.,

In preparing Amendment #6; the Council consulted with NMFS, the Fish and Wildlife Service, the
Department of State, and the States of New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland,
and Yirginia through their membership on the Council. In addition to the States that are members
of the Council, Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Connecticut will be
consulted through the Coastal Zone Management Program consistency process. A list of the
agencies and persons sent copies of the Amendment; including the EA and RIR, and notice of the
public hearings is £xhibit A to this EA.
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List of Preparers of Environmental Assessment and Plan Amendment

Amendment #4 was prepared by a team of fishery managers and scientists with special expertise in
the surf clam resource. The n=ed for management and range of alternative solutions was
determined frorn a variety of sources including NEFC assessments and several NEFMC Surf Clam
Oversight Committee meetings during the last several menths. The Surf Clam/Ocean Quahog
Oversight Committee was Raobert Smith, James Costakes, and William Lund. Assisting the
Committee was Guy Marchesseault, NEFMC Staff; Sharon Lake, NEFMC Staff: Richard Ruais,
NEFMC Staffy lLouis Goodreau, NEFMC Staff; Salvatore Testaverde, NMFS, Northeast Regional
Office; and Steven Murawskl, NMFS; Northeast Fisheries Center

Findings of No Significant Environmental Impact

For the reasons discussad above, it is hereby determined that neither approval and implementation
of the proposed action nor the alternative would affect significantly the quality of the human
environment, and that the preparation of an enviranrnental impact statement on the Amendment is
not required by Section 102(2)c) aof the National Environmental Policy Act nor its implementing
regulations.

Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, NOAA " Date
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APPENDIX Wl. PUBLIC HFEARITNG SUMMARIFES AND PUBLIT COMMENTS
AMENDMEMT #4
721 Warch 1984, Wakefield, RI

Mr. Cronan called the mesting to order at 7:10 pm after distribution of the summary document
describing the proposed draft Amendment. Also present were Mark Blake (CT Dept. of Marine
Fisheries), Clay T. Jester (American Original Corp.), Roger Brayton (F/V Ellie B), Ben Brayton (F/V
Jayce Judith), Scott Fryer (F/V Mark & Bruce), Frederick Blount (Biount Seafood Corp.), P. J.
George (F/Y / Nancy Ann), Richard Allen, Alexander Smith (F/V Sherry Ann Dale), and John Gates
(URI Depta of Resource Ecommms)

Attorney Clay T. Jester read the comments of the American Original Corporation (copy attached)
who felt that the netice of the public hearing in the 7 March 1984 edition of the Federal Reqgister
did not provide adequate acdvance notification regarding the measures subject to consideration to
allow for public response. Mr. Jester also commented that any trip catch limits or weekly catch
limits subject to consideration must be adjusted to teke into account vessel characteristics and
historical participation of vessels in the fishery.

ivir. Ted Blount, a major New Enoland surf clam processor and member of the New England Surf
Clam Advisory Panel, stated his total support of the proposad amendment and noted that it seems
to be a start in the right dirsctinn,

Mr. Roger Brayton, Captain of the surf clamming vessel Ellie B and New England Surf Clam
Advisory Panel member, schoed Mr. Blount's support of the proposed Amendment. Mr. Brayton
doss not believe that this Amendment answers all the problems of the New England surf olam
fishery, but he feels that it is the best management program oresented to date.

Mr. Ben Brayton, _,aptam of the surf clamming vessel Joyce Judith and New England Surf Clam
Advisory Pansl member, also stated that this propaosed management program is the hest he has seen
so far.

tr. Richard Allen, a Rhode Island fishermarn and reoresentative of the Atlamt‘ir‘ Offshore
Fish Wpr:n"s Assaeiation, voleced his opinion that throu qh its history the Surf Clam and Ocean
Suahog Fishery Managemsnt Plan has heen one of the biggest disgraces of the Counmlsa M, Allen
suogPstec that the Councils consider no quots managernent but rather use other measures such as a
minimum sizs,

Mr. Blount commented that the culling measure in the Surf Clam Plan is the biggest anti-
conservation method we could have and that it is a terrible waste of the resource.

The meeting weas adjourned at 3:00 pm.

22 March 1984, Dover, DE
A public hearing was held on Amendment #4 to the Fishery Management Plan for Surf Clams and
DOcean Quahogs on 22 March 1984, The hearing was held in the Federal Building, Dover; Delawars.

The hearing officer, Harry M. Keene (MAFMT member) convened the hearing at approximately
10:07 am. Also present were Charlie Frishie (Maryland Tidewater Administration), Bill Brey

(NMFS), and staff members John Bl“*ysom7 David Keifer, Steven Freese, and Nancy Weis. 5ix
mambers of the public ware present: F. Michael Parkowski (American Original € lm“narrzﬂr,lon)y John

Devnew (Sea Harvest, Inc./ISTC), Clay T. Jester (Amarican Original Co rporal‘cmn), Robert M. Fisler

(Atlantic Clam Corp.), Ann P. Marvin (American Original Corporation), and David H. Wallace
(Wallace and Associates).

Mr. Keifer summarized the Amendment.

Mr. Parkowski read a statement into the record (attached). He also stated he had not received the
Amendment for prior review. He asked what were the reported landings from vessels other than
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the Mid-Atlantic vessels in the New England Area for 1932 and 1983, Mr. Brey replied in 1983
there was a total of about 114,000 busheis reported and about 72,000 bushels wers from
Mid-Atlantic boats. He did not remember the 1282 figures. Mr, Par‘kows < asked if the balance
reported was from boats only with New England licenses. Mr. Brey replied yes.

Mr. Wallace asked what the procedures were for implementation of this propased Amendment,
from the public hearing though Implementation and if there was any accelerated schedule proposed.
Mr. Bryson replied he did not know what agreementis may have been made with NMFS. Mr., Wallace
asked if it was logical to presume that the New Enaland fishery will operate under the basic
assumptions it did last year with the one possible change that they will set effort restrictions in the
Region almost immediately if there is any effort. Mr. Bryson replied he could not answer the
questicn.

Mr. Parkaowslki asked what was the rationale for the break down in numbers for the periods. Mr.
Keifer replied the Amendment stated it was divided to reflect historical seasonal removals. Mr.
Brey ccmmented 1983 was the first year it was tracked. Mr. Parkowski cornmented generally there
ssemed to be a lack of information on cateh throughout the year. Mr. Brey stated New England
was rzluctant to make reports.  Mr. Parkowski asked how could this be bhased on historical
information when thers was none.

Mr. Weene closed the hearing at 10:21 am.

11 December 1984, Danvers, MA
Mr, Robert Smith opened the public hearing on Amendment #4 to the Surf Clam end Decean Quanog
FMP at 11:30 an Arnendrent #4 would more specifically define the New England Area as
Southern Mew Enqlawﬁ/\iantueket Shoals, west of 690 latitude, for the purpose of the 200,000 by
quota in that Area. Little comment was received since the ?ndu try was In agreement that this was
the way to procesd. 'i he hearing was closed at 11536 am.

AMERDRMENT #

18 February 1985, Salisbury, MD

The nu"um began at 7:05 pm. Vice Chairman ﬂc%«s Savage, MAFMC, was the moderator. John
.arysong d ieifer, and Thomas Hoff of thes MAFMC staff were present along with Bill Brey of
NMIEFS and 11 members of the public,

Mesars, Savage and Keifer reviewed the Surf Tlam and Ocean Quahog Amendment #6 and the
procadures for the hearing.

David Wallace, representing United Shellfishermen's Association, sumnmarized a prepared statement
(attached), which supported Amendment #6 and e mressed their concern over the nresently rapidly
developing over-capitalization of the guahog 1"1'iustryo They wish to see no new additional vessels
allowed into the fisherv. They would like a guahog vessel moratorium incorporated into
Amendment #6 if possible.

Sam Quillen of MNanticoke Seafood Corporation supported the poesition of the United
Shellfishermen's Association.

Donald Leonard of .3 Lsonard & Sons alsg supported the position taken by the United
Shellfishermen's Association. Additionally, he recommended withdrawal of permits on a
progressive scale for flagrant violation of time fished or working in closed areas, not for undersized
clams.

Ann Marvin, American Original, made a statement by telephone that she represented 33 boats, all
of which supported the preferred alternative tn Amendment #64.

Yice Chairman Savage officially closed the hearing at 7:35 pm. Five Hearing Attsndance Records
were completed; all favored the preferred alternative.
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19 February 1985, Cape May Courthouse, N.J

The hearing began at 7:15 om. Captain David Hart, MAFMC, was the moderator. Thomas Hoff and
Deborah Hill of the MAFMT staff were present, along with 15 members of the public.

Messrs, Hart and Hoff reviewed the Surf Clam and Ocean Quahog Amendment #6 and the
procedures for the hearing.

Robart Nicholson of Doxsee Food Corporation stated that he would like to see a moratorium on
guahog boats.

Rick Traber, President of United Shellfishermen's Association, read a prepared statement
(attached) which supported Amendment #6 and expressed their concern over the pressntly rapidly
developing gross over-capitalization of the quahog industry. They wish to see no new additional
vessels allowed into the fishery.

. Michasl Parkowski, representing American Original, expressed their support for the preferred
alternative and expressed the hope that the time regquired to notify NMFS of a change in area
fished be reasonable, perhaps a 48 hour notice rather than weeks or months.

Two reprssentatives of Shoffler & Sons expresssd their opinion that the one trip/time period was
not fair, and that theres should be a vessel allocation system with equal quota for each boat.

r stated that he would like to see a solution to the
ircumstances in which to fish.

Charles MeTall of the Tammy Dee/Culf Ran
effort restrictions which would provide safer

gs
C

Eirik Kirkeberq af Tirik's Dock supported the preferred alternative and stated he would not like to
see aqual per boat quotas.

Captain Hart officially closed the hesaring at 7:45 pm. Five Hearing Attendancs Records were
completed with thres respondents favoring the nreferred slternative and two supporting taking no
action at this time.

19 February 19385, Galiles, RI

The public hearing was cslled to order at aporoximately 7:00 om by Council member Harry
M. Keene. Dthers present were Mr, Rich Ruails, New England Council staff; Mr. Robert Smith,
New Fnaland Council repres cﬂ‘ativeg Mr, Roger :La Rrayton, F/V Fllie Bs Mr. George Richardson,
Blount Seafood Corporation; Mr. Clay Jester, American Originals Mm David J\rqllar89 United
Shellfisharmien's Association; and Mr. David Weifer and Ms. Carnl Stevenson, Mid-Atlantic Council
staff.

Mr. Keifer briefly summarized Amendmeant #6.

Mr. Jester stated that American Original supported Amendment #6 and in addition urges that the
Amendmeant be enacted as an emergency measurs in order to aveid the possibility of a closure as a
result of the existing quota system.

]

Mr. Smith stated that the Mew England Council endorsed Amendment #6.

Mr, Wallace read a statement into the record preoposing a moratorium an the ocean quahog fishery
and certain permit requirements (See Attachment).

Mr. Ruais provided New England Couneil staff's comments and stated that sven though the New
England Council had been involved in the decision to split the New F"mjlamd rescurce area into 2
areas, and also in the decision that sstablished the )UU@UU bushel quota for 1785, they didn't want
this to prejudice the Council's ability to work with the Mid-Atlantic Council through Amendment
#7 to develop a more appropriate long term management system for Georges Bank and Nantucket.
He stated that the New England Council had a long term position that had been on the record for
some time and did not want anybody te think that they are prejudicing that by agreeing to
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Amendment #6 at this time.

He further stated that it was the staff's views regarding the way the notification system weas set
up, that if a New England vessel was fishing on Georges Bank and decided to go to the Nantucket
Area, they would then not be allowed to return to Gecrges Bank to fish during the remainder of any
one month. They do not feel that it is appropriate given their proximity to both areas and stated
that it wouldn't be unreasonable for a New England vessel to even fish both Areas in a given day.
He said they didn't feel any reason for New England vessels to be precluded from fishing on
Georges Bank should they decide to make a trip closer to home for whatever reason.

Mr. Ruais stated that in the Amendment the notification requirement said that you had to notify
"orior to beginning fishing" and that he thought it was an actual 7 days notification period. He said
that then you wouldn't need to worry about any type of reporting problems with the New England
vessels and that it would clearly limit the number of times they could switch between Areas.

He then commented that New England vessels that have permits to fish in both the New England
and Mid-Atlantic Areas, that the Mid-Atlantic Area becomes the Notification Area for those
vassels and said that it may be redundant with the reguirement that New England vessels that
wanted to fish in the Mid-Atlantic had to sesk an authorized fishing period.

Mr. Ruais concluded his comments by saying that the staff would like to see some Tlexibility
provided within the Amendment should improved assessment information show that it was
necassary to increase ths quota beyond 200,000 bushels without having to use the amendment
approach. He also stated that on establishing the annual quota for the Geornes Pank Area, that the
MNew England Council should be given an appropriate formal consultation role and that it should be
50 stated in the Amendment.

The hearing weas concluded at approxd
at the hearing, sl of

nately 7:30 pm. There wers 4 sttendancs records collected

-
which favored the oreferred alternative.

£

<<
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PUBLIC HEARING
Dover, Delaware
March 22, 1984
Surf Clam/Ocean Quahog Fishery Management Plan --
Plan Amendment No. 4

Comments of the American Original Corporation

The American Original Corporaﬁion has a substantial interest
in matters involving the Surf Clam/Ocean Quahog Fishery Manage-
ment Plan as it affects the New England area in that the company
through its subsidiaries holds twenty (205 New England Surf Clam
licenses for its vessels which engage in surf clam fishing.

Notice of this public hearing was provided in the March 7,
1984 edition of the Federal Register., The informatioﬁ provided
regarding the proposed amendment set forth only one specific
fact, namely that the maximum guota was proposed to be increased
from 100,000 bushels to 200,000 bushels, The balance of the in-
formation indicated only generally that some unspecified manage-
ment measures would be adjusted to control harvest rate to remain
in line with some unexplained "traditional New England fishery
practices". These indefinite and unspecified measures purported-
ly are for the purpose of preventing an extended closure of the
fishery. Some contemplated measures identified are trip catch
limits or weekly catch limits. This vague summary in no way pro-
vides adequate notification of the contemplated measures which

would allow for reasoned public response. Likewise, the informa-



tion provided does not allow for any reasonable opportunity for
the public to determine the environmental, resource, and socio-
economic impacts of the measures being contemplated by the agency.
Accordingly, objection is hereby made that this proceeding is a
nullity in that adequate advance notification has not'been provid-
ed regarding the measures subject to consideration.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, it is noted for the record
that the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council at its January
11-12, 1984 meeting held in Easton, Maryland, adopted a recommen-
dation that the annual guota for surf clams in the New England
area be increased from 100,000 bushels to 200,000 bushels with
such catch to be distributed throughout the calendar year in six
bi-monthly periods. No mention was made in the recommendation
for use of trip catch limits or weekly catch limits.

With respect to any trip catch limits or weekly catch limits
which "may" be subject to consideration the following information
is provided regarding American Original vessels which partici-
pated in the New England surf clam fishery during calendar vears
1982 and 1983,

From the period May 1982 through October 1982 five different
vessels fished for surf clams. The amount of catch taken by
these vessels ranged from approximately 600 bushels per trip for
the smaller vessels to approximately 2,000 bushels per trip for
the largest vessel. 1In the period between February 1983 to May
1983 seven different vessels were involved in surf clam fishing

and experienced catches which ranged from approximately 550 bush-



els per trip to approximately 2,200 bushels per trip. These vary-
ing catch levels reflect such factors as vessel size, dredge
size, pump capacity, carrying capacity, vessel maintenance, crew
performance and skill of the vessel master. The level of catch
achieved can be further related to the amount of capitalization
and operating costs associated with the vessel., 1In effect, it is
necessary for more capital intensive vessels with higher operat-
ing costs to have a larger catch rate in order to economically
survive. Thus, any trip catch limits or weekly catch limits sub-
ject to consideration must be adjusted appropriately to take into
account vessel characteristics and historical participation of
vessels in the fishery.

It is important to note that with respect to the New England
surf clam fishery substantially all of the reported landing in
the FCZ during 1982 and 1983 resulted from fishing activities
conducted by vessels primarily located in the Mid-Atlantic Region.
In effect, the traditional New England surf clam fishery in reali-
ty consists of vessels from the Mid-Atlantic Region. Although
the information provided in the notice of proposed plan amendment
is too vague to adequately determine the measures subject to con-
sideration, conversations at management council meetings and surf
clam committee meetings clearly suggest that an attempt is being
made to preclude larger vessels in the Mid-Atlantic Reg_ion f rom
participating in the New England fishery to the benefit of a few
New England based vessels which heretofore have not reported

catch in the FCZ. Prior correspondence dated December 8, 1983



directed to the NMFS Northeast Regional Office which addressed
these concerns is attached hereto. Any measures adopted which
would have the effect of preventing a vessel with a New England
licence from economically participating in the fishery because of
its size clearly would be in violation of the national standards
set forth in the Magnuson Act. Under 16 U.S.C.S. §1851(a)(5) it
is clearly set forth that:

"Conservation and management measures shall, where

practicable, promote efficiency in the utilization of

fishery resources; except that no such measure shall

have economic allocation as its sole purpose , . ."
Likewise, uniform trip catch limits or weekly catch limits for
all vessels which disregard vessel characteristics and historical
catch would violate the provisions of 16 U.S.C.S. §1851(a)'(4)
which read as follows:

"Conservation and management measures shall not discrim-

inate between residents of different States. If it

becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privi-
leges among various United States fishermen, such allo-
cation shall be (A) fair and equitable to all fisher-

men; (B) reasonably calculated to promote conservation;

and (C) carried out in such manner that no particular

individual, corporation, or other entity acquires an

excessive share of such privileges."

Oon the basis of the foregoing, it is submitted that there
has been a failure in the referenced notice to adequately identi-
fy and explain the measures subject to consideration to allow for
reasoned public comment. In any event, the historical participa-
tion of vessels such as those of the American Original fleet can-
not be ignored and any measures adopted cannot arbitrarily dis-
criminate against such larger vessels in favor of smaller vessels

based in the New England area which vessels heretofore have not

reported catch landings from the FCZ.



/ LAW OFFICES

PARKOWSKI, NOBLE & GUERKE 8
PROFESSIONAL ASSQCIATION -
118 WEST WATER STREET
P.Q. BOX 308
DOVER. DELAWARE 109503

F. MICHAEL PARKOWSKI
q]
JONN W NOULE December 8, 1983
1 BARRY GUERKE
CLAY T. JESTER
BONNIE M. BENSON

302-678-3262

James E. Douglas, Jr., Acting Director
Northeast Region

National Marine Fisheries Service

14 Elm St.

Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930

Re: Surf Clam Management Plan -
New England Area

Dear Jim:

In recent months a number of proposals have been suggested with
respect to Surf Clam Management in the New England area. At the last
meeting of the Mid-Atlantic Council held on November 16-17, considerable
discussion took place at both the Surf Clam Committee level and the
Council level regarding proposals for adoption on an emergency basis of
certdin restrictions pertaining to surf clam fishing in the New Lngland
area. Further discussions and proposals on the matter were also
addressed on December 5th at a joint meeting of Council representatives
held in Boston. With respect to the various control measures which
have been discussed, several proposals would have the effect of pro-
hibiting out-right or preventing from a practical standpoint the
participation o% vessels in the American Original fleet which have

been involved in fishing activities in the New England area during
1982 and 1983. '

Within the referenced timeframe, seven different vessels in the
American Original fleet engaged in fishing for surf clamg in New
England, which fishing represents a significant portion of the over-
all historical catch. In disregard of such established fishing interest
and participation, several proposals recently made have been designed
exclusively for the purpose of preventing fishing activities by these
vessels either through outright restriction or practical limitation.

For example, one proposal involved the establishment of a dredpge size
limit which would have the effect of preventing all of the referenced
vessels from fishing in the New England area. A second suggestion
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James-E. Douglas, Jr.
December 8, 1983
Page Two

involved the establishment of a trip limit or a per vessel quota

which completely disregards such obvious factors as vessel capitali-
zation, harvesting capability, vessel master skill, operating expense,
and, most importantly, historical catch. It is particularly disturbing
to note that these proposals are being discussed openly in terms of
attempting to preserve the New England fishery exclusively for the
Lenefit of a select few New England based vessels and processors which
heretofore have had a lesser involvement in the fishery than the
American Original fleet and processing facilitices.

With respect to the proposal dealing with gear restrictions, it
should be noted that no resource benefit would derive from such action.
Under the national standards for fishery conservation and management
as set forth in 16 USCS §1851(a)(5), it is clearly set forth that:

"Conservation and management measures shall,
where practicable, promote efficiency in the
utilization of fishery resources; except that
no such measure shall have economic allocation
as its sole purpose..."

The proposal to establish an arbitrary dredge limit size for the pur-
pose of precluding an historical participant in the fishery violates

both the efficiency standard and the economic purpose restriction of
the referenced provision.

With respect to the imposition of a per vessel allocation system
or trip limit which is not based on historical catch, it is clear
that any such measure would violate the national standard as set
forth in 16 USCS §1851(a)(4), which provides as follows:

"Conservation and management measures shall not
discriminate between residents of dJifferent states.
If it becomes necessary to allocate or assipn fish-
lng privileges among various United States [ishor-
men, such allocation shall be (A) fair and equitable
to all such fishermen; (B) reasonably calculated to
promote conservation; and (C) carricd out in such
manner that no particular individual, corporation,

or other entity acquires an excessive share of such
privileges."

The imposition of trip limits or per vessel allocations which are not



James E. Douglas, Jr,
December 8, 1983
Page Three

historically based and which are biased in favor of small New England
vessels would represent a prohibitive form of discrimination. In
addition, such allocation or assignment of fishing privileges would
not be fair and equitable, would not be designed to promote conser-
vation, and would have the effect of carrying out or shifting an
excessive share of the fishing privilepe from larger more efficient
vessels to smaller vessels.

With respect to the foregoing, it is also important to emphasize
that these proposals take the form of a request for Secretarial
emergency action under the provisions of 16 USCS §1855(e). Under
such provision, emergency action can only be taken when:

--.an emergency exists involving any fishery..

Under any conceivable set of existing facts, it is clear that an
emergency does not exist with respect to the surf clam resource in
the New England area. It is also important to emphasize that the Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Council will not even be in a position to consider
this matter until its January meeting, at which time the closure of
the New England area will cease and fishing again will be able to be
undertaken by those dissatisfied with the closure, Certainly no
justification exists for avoidance of the normal plan amendment pro-

cedure with respect to these controversial and legally challengable
proposals, '

It has been indicated that the objective with respect to the New
England surf clam fishery is to allow the fishery to remain open
throughout the year. Such objective could be readily achievable
through adoption of an overall quota broken into quarterly or other
periodic amounts with the ability reserved to the National Marine
Fisheries Service to impose effort restrictions il warranted by the
race of catch. 1In effect, it seems entirely possible to adopt for
New England a management approach which is compatible to that being
exercised in the Mid-Atlantic region, thereby avoiding the controversy
and challenge which is sure to surround any cxclusionary measure.

The American Original Corporation would not be opposed to the develop-
ment of a reasonable system which allowed the fishery to be open through-
vut the year and which did not exclude either outright or from a
practical standpoint the simple opportunity to participate in fishing
dcetivities. !



.Jaﬁes E. Douglas, Jr,
December 8, 1983
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It is hoped that in addressing these issues both the affected
Councils and the National Marine Fisheries Service will put this
matter in perspective and recognize that the New England surf clam
resource has heretofore not been appreciably harvested and that
controlled harvesting on a fair and equitable basis is something
which should be promoted. It is submitted that if the American
Original fleet had not utilized the available New England surf clam
resource in the past two years, substantial portions of the quota
would have gone unharvested without deriving economic benefit to
anyone,

Your consideration of the foregoing stated concerns and objections
to certain of the proposals would be appreciated as these matters
come before you and the Councils in the near future.

Sincerely yours,

I'. Michael Parkowski

FMP/phb

cc: William Gordon, Assistant Administrator for Fisherioes

Joel MacDonald, Esq., General Counsel .

John Bryson, Executive Director, Mid-Atlantic Fisheries Council

Douglas Marshall, Executive Director New England Fisheries Manapement
Council

John M. Cronin, New England Fishery Management Council

Robert Smith, New England Fishery Management Council

Russell Cookingham, Chairman, Surf Clam Committee, Mid-Atlantic
Fisheries Council '

David Hart, Member, Surf Clam Committee

George Krantz, Member, Surf Clam Committee

Rick E. Savape, Vice Chairman, Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management
Council

William Pruitct, Member, Surf Clam Committec

Robert T. Cooper, Member, Surf Clam Committee

Richard H. Schaefer, National Marine Fisheries Service

bee:  Ann Marvin, President, The American Original Corporation
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APPENDIX TV, REGULATORY MPACT REVIEW
L INTRODUCTION
A. Purpose

The purpose of this document is to present an analysis of the proposed regulations for Amendment
#6 (Amendment) to the Surf Clam and Dcean Quahog Fishery Management Plan (FMP). This doc-
ument has been prepared in compliance with the procedures of the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) to implement Executive Order (E.0.) 12291. The document also contains an
analysis of the impacts of the Plan relative to the Requlatory Flexibility Act and the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980.

The original FMP was approved in November 1977 for the period through Ssptember 1979.
Amendment #1 extended it through 31 December 1979. Amendment #2 extended it through the
end of 1981. Amendment #3, approved 13 Navember 1981, extended the FMP indsfinitely.

Amendment #4 was initiated in response to a closure of the New Fngland Area to surf clam fishing
during the second half of 1983. On 21 July 1983 the New England Council sent a letter to
Secretary of Commerce Msalcolm Baldrige requesting Secretarial gction to reopen the New England
Area surf clam fishery.” The Mid-Atlantic Council passed a motion in August 1983 recommending
that the Secretary not accept the propoesal of the New England Council. After receiving a letter
from Secretary Baldrige on 6 September 1983 denying implementation of emergency action to
reopen the surf clam fishery in the New England Area, work was begun to investigate methods for
avoiding an extended closure in 1984. In November 1983 the Mid-Atlantic Council passad a motion
authorizing work with the MNew England Council "... to accomplish a management system for the
New England Area involving trip limits, guarterly quotas, or similar strategies to insure fishing
throughout the year ...". A proposed Amendment #4 was drafted hy the New England Touncil staff
in cooperation with NMFS staff and hearings were held on 21 and 22 March 1984 (see Appendix 111
for summaries). At a joint meeting of the New England and Mid-Atlantic Councils in May 1984
representatives of the surf clam industry from both New England and the Mid-Atlantic presented
revisions to the proposed regime. The Mid-Atlantic Council passed a8 motion to “adopt Amendment
#4 to the Surf Clam and Ocean Quahog FMP as amended to provide that any unharvasted portion of
a birnonthly allocation be added to the immediately following bimonthly alldgeation rather than
being pro rated over all remaining bimonthly periods and that trip and weekly limits be by vessel
classes based on relative fishing power using the following raticss Class 1 = 1.0, Clasgs 2 = 1.8, and
Class 3 - 3.4, and that NMFS use 2 rulemaking procedure to implement the Amendment on an
emergency basis.”” The New England Council voted at the same meeting to adopt the Arnendment.

The provisions of Amendment #4 were implemented on an emergency basis for 180 days beginning 1
July 1984, during which time the Amendment was finalized by the MNew England CTouncil and
submitted for Secretarial approval. However, it was dstermined that the document was not
structurally complete for review.’

Amendment #5; approved 28 February 1985, ravised the surf clam minimum size limit provisions,
extended the size limit throughaout the entire fishery, and instituted a reguirement that cages be
tagoed.

This Amendment (#6) was begun in October 1985 following an exploratory fishery conducted on
Georges Bank as a result of emergency requlations published 2 Auqust 1984 (49 FR 30946-30948),
primarily to address praoblems associated with the development of a surf clam fishery on Georges
Bank (Section IV.B.2). At its October 1984 meeting the Council voted to divide the New Enqland
Area into the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas, the dividing line being 69 degree
longitude. At the same meeting the Touncil voted to approve revising Amendment #4 so 1ts
provisions applied to that portion of the New England Ares west of 69 degrees longitude.

In response to the Council's recommendation that Amendmsnt #4 be revised to apply only to that
portion of the New England Area west of 69 degrees, the New England Council held a hearing on 11
December 1984 (Appendix 11,
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At its December 1984 meeting the Council adopted the provisions of Amendment #6. The
Amendment was adopted by the Council for hearings in January 1985, with hearings held 18 and 19
February 1985 (Appendix III). The Council adopted Amendment #6 for Secretarial approval at its
March 1985 meeting. At that time Amendment #4 had still nat been found structurally complete.
Given the relationship between the praovisions of Amendments #4 and #6; the decision was made to
abandoned Amendment #4 and combine the provisions of Amendment #4 with Amendment #6 in
thiz document.” The combination of Amendments #4 and #6 did not change any substantive
provisions of either Amendment.

In order to facilitate documentation, the rejected alternatives for both Amendments are presented
separately in Appendix I and the public hearing summaries are presented separately in Appendix [l

The Council was notified via a letter of 25 July 1985 that NMFS had partially approved Amendment
#56. The letter from Acting Regional Director Richard H. Schasfer to Council Chairman Rabert L.
Martin stated in part:

"The measures in Amendment 6 that 1 disapproved are the Nantucket Shosls Area bimaonthly
quota guidelines and effort control measures, the one landing per day restriction applying to the
Mid-Atlantic Area, the provision prohibiting the Regional Director from subdividing allowable
fishing hours when the hours are set at 12 or less, and the portion of the notification provision
prohibiting vessels that have fished in a notification zone from returning to fish in the same
notification zone within that calendar month. The disapproval of the bimaonthly guidelines for
Nantucket Shoals removed the basis for adjusting the guotas betwsen bimonthly periods when
harvest either exceeds or falls short of guota. Therefore, this provision, while not specifically
disapproved, can not be implemented on NMantucket Shoals at this time."”

This revised version of Amendment #& replaces the bimonthly guotas with gquarterly guotas and
gliminates the weskly landing limits for the MNantuckst Shoals Area.” It clarifies the quota
adjustment provisions for the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas. Finally, it presents
additional justification for the one landing per trip provision. The other disapproved provisions
(prohibition on subdividing allowed fishing times under certain conditions and portions of the
notification system) have been deleted from the Armendment.

The management unit is maintained as all surf clams (Spisula solidissima) and all peean quahors
(Arctica islandica) in the Atlantic FCZ.

B. Description of User Groups

The fishery is described in Sections VIIT and X of the Amendment.

. Problems Addressed by the Amendment

The problems to be addressed are discussed in Section IV of the Amendment.

D. Management Objectives

The objectives of the FMP are:

1. Rebuild the surf clam populations to allow eventual harvest approaching the 50 million pound
level, which is the estimate of maximum sustainable yield over the range of the resource, based

on the average yearly catch from 1960 to 1976,

Z. Minimize economic dislocation to the extent possible consistent with objective 1 and encourage
efficiency in the fishery.

3. Prevent the harvest of ocean quahogs from exceeding maximum sustainable yield and diract the
fishery toward achieving Optimum Yield.

4. Provide the greatest degrees of freedom and flexibility to all harvesters of these resources
consistent with the attainment of the other objectives of this Plan.
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5. Optimize vield per recruit.
6. Increase understanding of the conditions of the stocks and fishery.
E. Provisions of the Amendment

The FMP currently contains two management areas for surf clams: the Mid-Atlantic Area and the
New England Area. The dividing line between the Mid-Atlantic and New England Areas is the line
that begins at 41018'16.249" north latitude and 71054'28.477" west longitude and proceeds S
37622'32.75" E to the point of intersaction with the outward boundary of the FCZZ, The Amendment
defines the Nantucket Shoals Area as that portion of the New England Area west of 692 and the
Georges Bank Area as that portion of the New England Area east of 699,

The New England Area was originally delineated to gather information on the surf clam resource in
the absence of comprehensive research data gathered by the Northeast Fisheries Center (NEFC),
It was decided that the delineation of an area with no limitation on entry and with a quota and
management measures separate from those operating in the Mid-Atlantic Arsa would encourage
fishing in the New England Area and that such fishing would supply information on the extent of
the surf clam resocurce in the New England Area. A fishery was initiated and NEFC prepared a
stock assessment (Murawski and Serchuk, 1983a) concentrating on the western portion of the area
(Nantucket Shoals). This assessment resulted in the specification of QY in the Nantucket Shoals
Area as 25,000 - 200,000 bushels (bu), an increase over the 25,000 -100,000 by specified for the
New Enaland Area. The annual quota is set following the procedures established in the FMP
(MAFMC, 1981),

Management of the Nantuckst Shoals Area is based on dividing the annual guota into guarterly
quotas as follows: 20% for January through March, 30% for April through June; 30% for July
through September; and 20% October through December. If the actual cateh of surf clams in any
guarterly period falls more than 5,000 bushels short of the specified quarterly quota, the Regional
Director will add the amount of the shortfall to the succeeding quarterly guata. If the actual cateh
of surf clams exceeds the quarterly quota, the Regional Director will subtract the amount of the
excess from the succeeding quarterly guota. The Regional Director shall publish a notice in the
Federal Register whenever any quarterly gquota for surf clames is adjusted as described abovs. The
shortfall or excess will carry over from the last guarter of one year to the first quarter of the next
vear except that no more than 10% of the annual quota may be carried over to the next year., No
cateh restrictions shall be apolisd to the fishery until 50% of the guarterly guota has been landed.
The Regional Director will monitor landings from the Nantucket Sheoals Area and will determine
either when the 50% point has been reached or when that point will likely be reached. The
Regional Director will thereupon consult with the Councils in the selection of trip limits to control
catch adequately to keep the fishery open for the balance of the guarter. Trip lirnits will be
established by vessel class as follows: for Class 1 vessels, trip limits may not be less than 224
bu/trip; for Class 2 vessels, trip limits may not be less than 416 hu/trip for Class 2, and for Class 3
vessels, trip limits may not be le¢s than 768 bu/trip. Trip limits must maintain a fixed ratio of 1.0s
1.8: 3.4 for Class 1, 2, and 3, respectively. In the event that trip limits are not sufficient to keep
landings to within the guota levels, the Regional Director may close the fishery until the beginning
of the mext quota period. Once initial trip limits have been established in consultation with the
Councils, the Regional Director will notify the Councils in advance of any proposed action to
further specify trip limits or close the fishery. The Regional Director will consider any comments
received by the Councils or the public before implementing any adjustments in the Nantucket
Shoals management programs

During 1984 vessels began a surf clam fishery on Georges Bank., This led to research using NMFS
and commercial vessels that resulted is a stock assessment (Murawski and Serchuk, 1981'»53) for
Gegorges Bank which suggested a maximum annusl catch of 300,000 bu. The surf clam fishing
grounds on Georges Bank are a substantial distance from shore. If the New England Area OV were
increased to reflect the Georges Bank assessment, it is prohable that all of the increased catch
would come from Nantucket Shoals, leading to over fishing in that Area. Hence, it is necessary to
partiticn the New England Area.

The QY for the Georges Bank Area is 25,000 to 300,000 bu. The annual quecta is set following the
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pracedures established in the FMP and is divided into quarierly guctas, with the first and fourth
quarters (January-March and October-December) each allocated 10% of the annual quota and the
second and third quarters (April-June and July-September) each allocated 40% of the annual quota.
If the actual catch of surf clams in any quarterly period falls mere than 5,000 bushels short of the
specified quarterly guota, the Regional Director will add the amount of the shortfzall teo the
succeeding quarterly guota. If the actual ¢atech of surf clams exceeds the guarterly auota, the
Regional Director will subtract the amount of the excess from the succeeding quarterly guota. The
Regional Director shall publish a notice in the Federal Register whenever any quarterly queta for
surf clams is adjusted as described above. The shertfall or excess will carry over from the last
quarter of one year to the first quarter of the next year except that no more than 10% of the
annual guota may be carried over to the naxt year.

Management of the Mid-Atlantic Area is based on the current FMP, except that the effort
limitations are modified by this Amendment to add the provision that vessels may land surf clams
only one time during an authcrized fishing period.

The surf clam minimum size limit anplies in all three Areas.

The permit eligibility requirements for the New England Area continue unchanged for both the
Nantucket Shoals and Georgss Bank Areas; specifically, vessels with permits issued pursuant to the
moratorium on entry of vessels into the surf clam fishery and vesssls with permits te fish only in
the New England Area may both fish in both ths MNantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas.
However, it is the Council's intent that vessels with permits to fish only in the New England Area
accrue no rights to participate in any future vessel allocation system that may be developed to
replace or supplement the moratorium on entry of vessels into the surf clam fishery as a
conseguence of such vessels fishing in the New England Area.”

Vessel owners or operators must notify NMFS in advance if they intend to fish for surf clams in a
Notification Zone. For vessels authorized to fish in both the Mid-Atlantic and New England Areas
(i.e., with permits issued pursuant to the moratorium) with home ports in the Mid-Atlantic Area,
the Nantucket Shoals or Georges Bank Arsas ars Notification Zones. For vessels authorized to fish
in both the Mid-Atlantic and New Fngland Areas (i.e., with permits issued pursuant to the
moratorium) with home ports in the New England Area, the Mid-Atlantic or Georges Bank Areas
are MNotification Zones. For vessels authorized to fish only in the New England Ares, the Georges
Sank Area is a Notification Zone. Home port is that specified on the vessel's permit application.
Yessels may not fish in more than one Area on any day. If an operator intends to change the
vessel's Arsa of fishing, NMFS must be notified in advance.

. REGULATORY BMPACT AMNALY SIS
H.A. Dividing the Areas

Dividing the New England Area into the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas would mean that
fishing in the Nantucket Shoals Area could continue without any negative impacts from fishing in
the Georges Bank Area, and vice versa., The management systems in the two Areas are differsnt
because of the different management objectives of the two Areas. The Mantucket Shoals Area is
being managed to keep the fishery open for as much of the year as posgible. The Georges Bank
Area is managed to achieve a compromise betwesen keeping the fishery open for as much of the
year as possible, consistent with safety, while also providing an area where fishing may ocecur with
minimal controls during psriods when the Nantucket Shoals or Mid-Atlantic Areas may be either
closed or operating under severe restrictions.” The positive impact of the division Is that the lsvel

of reculation imposed on the fishermen will be no greater than that considered necessary for each
Area.

If the division were not irnplemented it can be assumed that the entire New England Area would be
controlled either by the rules proposed for the Nantucket Shoals ‘Area or the rules proposed for the
Georges Bank Area; in which event the Georges Bank Area would be subjected to more regulation
than is considered necessary or the MNantucket Shoals Area would be subjected to less. Both of
these situations have negative impacts.” Application of the Nantucket Shoals Area rules throughout
the entire New England Area would mean fishermen in the Georges Bank Area would be subject to
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different quarterly quotas and potentially to trip limits. Conversely, application of the proposed
Georges Bank rules to the entire New England Area would mean the entire Area would be subject
to different quarterly quotas and no limitations short of closure, potentially lsading to outcomes
not consistent with the objectives for the Area. Additionally, allowing the combined OYs to be
harvested from either area could lead to excessive harvests from one of the areas; i.e.; if the
givided Areas were not specified but the OV increased as proposed, the annual quota could be as
great as 500,000 bu, which could leqgally be taken from Nantucket Shoals (where the maximum

catch should only be 200,000 bu) or from Georges Bank (where the maximum cateh should be only
300,000 bu).

It is not possible to guantify the costs and benefits of dividing the Area. However, some
gualitative observations may be made.

1. If the entire New England Area were operated under the Nantucket Shoals Area rules, the OY
and guota range would be 50,000-500,000 bu. Since most of the harvest of the Nantucket Shoals
resource occurred in 1983 and for the Georges Bank fishery in 1984, it is not possible to directly
compare potential harvest patterns with historical parformance. However, in 1984 the Georges
Bank fishery alone took almost 90,000 bu per month for three months (Table 9), a harvest rate
that would trigger trip limits even at the maximum quota level. Hence, it is not unreasonable
to conclude that applying the Nantucket Shoals Area rules to the entire Mew England Area
would very likely lead to an excessive level of regulation on the fishery in the Georges Bank
Area, with resultant increased costs to industry and government to operste under and
adrminister, respectively, the increased lgvel of control.

2. If the entire New England Area were operated under the Georges Bank Area rules the OY range
would again be 50,000-500,000 bu, with a guarterly guota distribution of 10%, 40%, 40%, and
10% of the annual quota. At the minimum quota level the quarterly guotas would be 5,000 bu,
20,000 bu, 20,000 bu, and 5,000 bu. At the current level the quarterly guotas would be 10,000
bu, 40,000 bu, 40,000 bu, and 10,00C by.” At the maximum rate the guarterly quotas would be
50,000 bu, 200,000 bu, 200,000 bu, and 30,000 bu. Given the problems in combining historical
5totvshcs for the Mamu“mt Shoals and Georges Bank Arsas and recognizing that the Georges
Bank fishery operated for only one mmplbte quarter in 1984 (during which the catch was
266,538 bu Table 9), closures might be cxperﬁted if the July-September 1984 performance is
repeated. While closures are contemnplated for the Georges Bank Area, they should be seen as
negative impacts vis-a-vis the Nantucket Shoals Arza.

3. The price impacts of various quota levels with separate and joint Areas using the price equation
discussed in Section DX and assuming a catch absent the Nantuckst Shoals and Geornges Bank
Arsas quotas equal to the average quarterly catch for the first three quarters of 1984
(1,061,000 bu), and a per capita disposable income equal to that of the third guarter of 1984
($4,961), suggest a price decresse and gross revenue increase for any catch over the base level
(Table 30). If the minimum catch in the lowest quartar for the Georges Bank Area (2,500 bu)
and no catch from the Nantucket Shoals Area is assumed, the price is predicted by the model to
decrease by %.01/bu and ex-vessel value to increase by about $10,000 relative te those
gquantities in the absence of any catch from either MNantucket Shoals or Georges Bank. At the
other extreme; if it is assurned that the New England Area is not divided and the proposed
Georges Bank rules apply, at the maximum quarterly quota level (200,000 bu), the surf clam
price would be $7.14/bu and ex-vessel valuz would be $2,004,990. That range of prices is not
considered significant since actual quarterly prices have n"anqed from $6.68 ta $8. 84/[31. during
1983 and 1984. Any price impact -of the Georges Bank catch would decrease as the Mid-
Atlantic Area quota and catch increase and as a greater portion of the Nantucket Shoals Area
guota is landed. It must also be noted that the Georges Bank cateh during the third quarter of
1984 was more than double the maximum quarterly quota and the third guarter price was
$8.46/bu.

4. Government costs would increase because of creating the two Areas as a result of the need to
know where vessels were Tishing. Knowledge of the Area in which fishing is occurring is
necessary to assure the reliability of catch statistics sg that appropriate measures could be
implemented as required to avoid overfishing.
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i.B.” OY for the Nantucket Shoals Area

Quotas established for the New England Area in previous iterations of the FMP were based on
limited survey information and a lack of significant fishing activity, which rmade it difficult to
assess the potential commercial yield from the fishery.

During the last cuarter of 1982 and the beginning of 1983 fishing activities increased substantially.
Resource distribution and abundance was traced, survey data were collected and analysed, and a
stock assessment was produced during the summer of 1983 (Murawski and Serchuk, 1983a). The
survey, conducted in the Nantuckst Shoals arsa, concluded that about 10% of the total surf clam
rescurce biomass and 5% of the numbers was located in that Area. Applying the 10% figure to the
biomass in the Mid-Atlantic, and basing a guota on the same assumptions used to fix the quota in
the Mid-Atlantic, results in a conclusion that the upper bound of the OY range for the Nantucket
Shoals Area may safely be established as 200,000 bu.” The resource in the Nantucket Shoals Area is
somewhat different from that in the Mid-Atlantic because the rough bottom topography, shallow
depths, and strong currents complicate fishing activity. The current resource is generally older,
slightly faster growing, and yislds slightly more meat for similar sized clams than in the Mid-
Atlantic. There has been essentially no recruitrment during the last five to six years.

The effect of doubling the allowabie guota should be significant to the few FCZ fishermen who are
permitted to fish only in the New England Area, in that it will significantly increase possible
fishing opportunities. The economic effect of the increased cquota on the surf clam industry i
likely to be far less significant. The maximurn Nantucket Shoals Area annual quota (200,000 bu) is
only 6.8% of the maximum Mid-Atlantic Area quota. If the Georges Bank maximum annual quota is
added to the maximum Mid-Atlantic Area annual quota, then the maximum Nantuckst Shoals Ares
annual guota is only 6.2% of the total.

H.C. Mantucket Shoals Area Quarterly Quotas

Quotas are now used for the New England and Mid-Atlantic surf clam fisheries, and in other
fisheries, to control total fishery removals. As an ultimate control of fishing mortality, they have
value. Changes in resource abundance can be reflected if quotas are adjustable within ranges
defined for the fisheries. Distribution of the guota over the fishing vear can also ssrve the gozal of
avoiding lengthy closures and thus effectively addressss the potential closure problem of the New
Tngland fishery. Quotas are usually administered and enforced through some form of effort
restriction, such as fishing time, trip limits, vesssl allocations, or closure.

D, Nantucket Shosls Area Tontrol Measures

The Amendment replaces the control of fishing time with trip limits for the Nantucket Shoals
Area. Control of fishing time is used in the Mid-Atlantic Area.” Control of fishing time was not
effective in 1983 as a means of slowing harvest te avoid lengthy closures in the New England Area
because the FMP did not allow imposition of limits until half of the quota had been taken and,
given the small maximum gqueta (100,000 bu), there was not enough guota left to allow reasonable
fishing periods once the half way point had been reached. In 1983; fishing time was restricted on 1
April to 12 hours per wesk after over 64,000 bu (lsgbook data) of the 100,000 bu annual quota was
taken. Despite this time reduction over 24,000 bu (logbook data) were taken during the next
quarter; leading to a closure of the fishery effective 1 July and lasting for the next six rmonths.
The logbook data cited above do not sum to the 100,000 bu guota because of incomolete reportings
however, the actual catch was far in excess of 100,000 bu.

Additional problems with fishing time include the difficulty of monitoring at sea activity for
enforcement purposes. Flishing time must be enforced by vessel inspection or overflight. ‘“With
small amounts of available time, and with so much of the New England fishery occurring near 3tate
waters, detection and confirmation of violaticns is difficult. Weather conditions in New England
are subject to rapid changes. Vessels fishing in the area work out of ports which require steaming
times of as much as 12 hours each way to the grounds and back. Reduction of time to 12 hours
increases the probability that fishermen will riot be able to complete a trip bescause bad wesather
intervenes. Operators who must steam 24 hours round trip for only 12 hours of fishing are
understandably frustrated.
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Landing lirnits can be enforced at the dock by inspection. Operaters gain latitude in deciding when
to fish, and how many trips to take. Trip limits also act as a direct translation between the quota,
which is established in bushels, and a control mechanism, als stated in hushels. The indirect
linkage between bushels and fishing time is avoided,; increasing the pessibility that management
action may have its desired control effect.

The managernent strategy for the Nantucket Shoals Area is intended to increase the probability of
spreading catch throughout the fishing year. The bimonthly guotas have been established, and will
be reviewed by the Council annually to make clams available at times and places when the industry
has indicated demand will be greatest.f

The ratio between the trip limits, .., 1.0 far Class 1, 1.8 for Class 2, and 3.4 for Class 3 were the
average relative fishing power for Mid-Atlantic Area surf clam vessels based on logbock data for
1987 and 1983. It was necessary to use Mid-Atlantic Area data because of the extremely limited
amount of Nantucket Area logbook data.

Very limited logbook data alse make it difficult to evaluate the minimum trip (not less than 224
buftrip for Class 1, not less than 416 bu/trip for Class 2, and not less than 768 bu/trip for Class 3
vessels) landing limits. Analysis by class is not possible because of the limited data.

These minirmums were established in recognition that closure of the fishery may be preferable to
leaving the fishery technically open, but with harvest restrictions so stringent as to preclude an
economically viable fishery. The proposed minimum velues were proposed by industry
representatives. Since cost data are not available, it is irmmpossible to assess whether the proposed
minimums would, in fact, assure profitable operations.

Trip limits, determined relative to vessel class, can be fixed at a level to spread catch out over
tims. Operators gain flexibility to take trios as weather permits, and to take as many trips as they
can. The minimum trip limits by vessel class are establ ghed at levels where performance is
profitable to ensure that operators do not suffer through periods of de-facto closure; where the
costs of aoperation camnot be defrayed by the expected returns. like other alternatives, sconomic
performance is limited by the total quota.”

LE. Quarterly Quotas for the Georges Bank Area

The guarterly guotas are intended to distribute fishing in the Georges Hank Area through as much
of ths year as feasible in light of the steaming distance to the Tishing grounds coupled with weather
conditions. The concept of keeping the fishery operating throughout the year has heen a key
consideration in the FMP since its inception. This is considered a desirable goal in order to
stabilize employment for fishermen and processing plant workers and to provide for an
uninterrupted supply of product to processors in both New England and the Mid-Atlantic,

The quarterly quotas represent a compromise position between monthly quotas and only an annusal
quota. Monthly quotas would theoretically allow harvesting over a longer portion of the year,
which might not be desivable in the Georges Bank Area because of weather conditions. With only
ap annual quota, stability in terms of landings from one pericd to the next would be reduced.

The allocation distribution (10% each for the first and fourth and 40% each for the second and third
guarters) is designed to aveid fishing during months when weather conditions are likely to be
adverse (thus make it more difficult to catch the last of the quota) while still distributing the catch
throughout the vear as much as possible. Using the limits of the OY rangs, the first and fourth
guarter quotas would be 2,500-30,000 bu and the second and third quarter quotas would be 10,000-
120,000 bu. A Class 3 vessel can carry 60-100 cages, or 1,920 -3,200 bu. Based on available
assessment information (Murawski and Serchuk, 1984b), the most likely qunta for the Georges Pank
Area is at the maximum end of the OY, lL.e., 300,000 bu. At that quota, and assuming only Class 3
vessels fished and they had an average capacity of 80 cages (2,560 bu), during the f rst and fourth
quarters they could make twelve trips and during the second and third quarters they could make 47
trips.

Unconstrained fishing on Georges Bank theoretically could have negative impacts on the surf clam
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market. Landings from the (Georges Bank Area averaged about 20,000 hu/week while the fishery
was operating at its peak during 1984 (July-September). During that period landings from the Mid-
Atlantic FCZ Area were 518,000 bu (compared to a total during the period of 253,000 from Georges
Bank) and the Mid-Atlantic Area was closed for three weeks. The average price was $8.62/bu
during the second quarter (when only 90,000 bu were landed from CGeorges Bank) and $8.46/bu
during the third quarter.

Using the price equation discussed in Section IX and assuming a catch absent the Georges Bank
gucta equal to the average guarterly catch for the first three guarters of 1984 (1,061,000 bu), a per
capita disposable income equal to that of the third quarter of 1984 ($4,961), and adding the
maximum Georges Bank quarterly quota (120,000 bu), the equation predicts a price of $7.58/bu and
ex-vessel value of $8,957,117. If the Georges Bank catch is excluded the predicted price is
$8.25/bu and ex-vessel value is $8,753,250. At the smallest quarter at the lower end of the quota
range with price would be $8.24/bu with ex-vessel value equal ta $8,763,240 (Table 30). That range
of prices is not considered significant since actual quarterly prices have ranged from $6.68 to
$8.84/bu during 1983 and 1984, Any price impact of the Georges Bank catch would decrease as the
Mid-Atlantic Area quota and catch increase and as a greater portion of the Nantucket Shoals Area
quota is landed. Tt must alzo be notad that the Georges Bank cateh during the third quarter of 1984

was more than double the maximum cuarterly quota and the overall third guarter price was
$8.46/bu (Table 29).

ILF. Hotification Reguirernent

The FMP contains no declaration requirement. Emergency regulations implementing the provisions
of Amendment #4 were put into effect on 1 July 1984 for a period of 180 days. The ermergency
reqgulations included a requirement that owners or operators of vessels intending to fish in the New
Frgland Area notify NMFS in writing of such intention before they intend to beqin fishing (49 FR
27157). This Amendment would reinstitute that provision in a modified form consistent with the
three defined Areas. The impact of the proposed declaration requirement is minimized relative to
the impacts of the lapsed emergency provision by the exceptions based on permit typz and home
port. The exceptions are based on the assumpticn that most Mid-Atlantic based vessels will fish in
the Mid-Atlantic Area most if not all of the time and that most of the New England basad vessels
will fish in the Nantucket Shoals Area most if not all of the time. Therefore, declarations must be
made only for the exceptions to those situations.

Yhile it is impossible to estimaie the number of declarations that might be made, it is possible to
outline sormnme parameters of possible declarations. There are 148 vessels permitted pursuant to the
moratorium and 362 vessels permitted to fish only in the New England Area (Table 13). In 1983,
113 vessels made at least one trip for surf clams in the Mid-Atlantic Area, 57 of them Class 3 and
43 Class 2 (Table 8). While data are not avsilable on the number of New England only vessels that
have actually fished, logbook data indicate that only twelve vessels in 1983 and ten vessels in 1984
fished in the Nantucket 5Shoals Area. During both years only twao vessels that did not have permits
to fish in the Mid-Atlantic Area filed logbooks (a requirerment for fishing in the FCZ). Seventeen
vessels, fifteen from the Mid-Atlantic, participated in the Georges Bank fishery during 1984 (with
about 400,000 bu of landings). The pattern has been that the Mid-Atlantic vessels go to Nantucket
Shoals or (Georges Bank and fish for a time, then return to the Mid=-Atlantic, but do not frequently
shuttle back and forth. 1t is expected that this pattern will continue in the near future because of
the distances involved and the location of processing plants. As long as the current time based
regime continues in the Mid-Atlantic Arez and assuming current stock conditions and demand, the
Mid-Atlantic Area will be operating under severe effort limitations, which may provide an
incentive for more Mid-Atlantic based vessels to fish in the Nantuckst Shoals and Georges Bank
Areas at least during some portion of the year. Therefore, the experience during the recent past
could be considered the lower limit of possible declarations. Theoretically, the upper limit is the
entire Mid-Atlantic fleet, but such an event is virtually impossible becauses (1) it is unlikely that
the Class 1 vessels could travel to and consistently fish in the Georges Bank Ares, (2) the cost of
travel between the Mid-Atlantic Area and the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas, (3) the
need to find and availability of dock space in New Epgland, (4) and the cost of transporting the
clams from New England to Mid-Atlantic processing plants.

The number of closures in the Mid-Atlantic Area will be the most likely incentive for interest in
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Mid-Atlantic based vessels fishing in the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas. Reduced
allowed time in the Mid-Atlantic Area coupled with sustained demand will probably lead to more
intensive use of vessels in the Mid-Atlantic Area during the times when fishing is allowed, with
vessels making the trip to the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas primarily to assure that
the processars have a supply of clams if the Mid-Atlantic Area fishery is closed even with reduced
allowed times.

The emergency regulations provided in part that all vessel owners or operaters had to declare their
intent to fish in the New England Area. Since New England based vessels generally do not file
logbooks, there are no data on where the New England vessels fish. Accerding to NMFS records
anly five vessels (all Mid-Atlantic based) filed letters of intent to fish in the New England Area as
of 14 November 1984 (excluding letters of intent that were filed to fish under the special research
program cn Georges Bank) under the emergency regulations. However, it is understood that most
New England based vessels fish in the Nantucket Shoels Area if they fish in the FCZ. Only six New
England vessels have permits to fish in the Mid-Atlantic Area. Two New Enaland vessals fished on
Georges Bank during 1984. Therefore, it seems reascnable to conclude that the declaration
requirement will have & positive impact on New England fishermen rslative to the emergency
regulations.

The Amendmeant’s requirement that Mid-Atlantic based vessel operators declare their intent to fish
in the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas represents no change from the provisions of the
emergency regulations that operators declare their intent to fish in the New England Area.
However, this Amendment adds the requirement that they alsc declare when they return. The
tradeoff associated with this Amendment is to keep management associatad costs to the industry
as low as possible to minimize disincentives to fishing in the Georges Bank Area while reducing the
chances of the Gearges Bank fishery impacting negatively on fishermen who cannot or do not
participate in it.

[t must be remembered that the entire management systern requires accurate reporting of catch by
Area. The systemn is designed to meet the needs of each of the Areas by changing restrictions to
meet current conditions; e.9., varying ailewed fishing times in the Mid-Atlantic, trip landing limits
for Nentucket Shoals, and no limitations but closure for Georges Bank. Timsly cateh data
assignable to each Area are critical to making this system work. The notification requirement is
designed to facilitate enforcement and reporting by providing a mechanism for checking a vessel's
logbook reports against information on where the vessel was supposed to be fishing and informing
enforcement officers of which rules 2 vesssl iz fishing under on a given day. No negative impacts
are anticipated from the notification requirements.

EZ. Mid-Atlantic Area Landing Restriction

Effort limitations in the Mid-Atlantic Area are currently in terms of the number of hours g8 vesssl
may fish during a specified time period and in practice have beean a certain number of hours each
week (although the FMP allows hours per month and hours per quarter). Catch rates during 1984
led to closures in June, July, September, and December and a reduction from twelve hours per
week to six hours every other week effective 18 November. Certain vessels that fish beds close to
shore (generally off New Jersey) have reportedly been making more than one trip during a twelve
hour day, which is considered a significant factor contributing to the reduction to six hours every
other week. Multiple landings on one day complicate enforcement and may result in a more rapid
harvest rate, leading to decreased allowed fishing time or closures, thersby negatively impacting
vessels that do not operate out of ports close enough to the beds to enable them to make more than
one trip per day as well as the vessels than can make multiple landings. This problem was also
identified by the United Shellfishermen's Association through comments made at the hearings on
Amendment #5 and by the National Fisheries Institute at the September 1984 meeting of the
Council. Hence, this Amendment adds the provision that vessels may land surf clams only one time
during an authorized time period. More than one landing per peried tends to make enforcement
more difficult because it esncourages violations of the fishing hour limitations. The fishery has
been operating at six or twelve hours of fishing per period (Table 17) and it is unlikely that this
situation will change in the forseeable future. [t order to increase harvests it is possible that
fishermen will land more than one time during a period by beginning earlist than allowed and/or
fishing later than allowed. Enforcing fishing time is extremely exnensive since it requires at sea
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effort, but must be done rigorously te insure the inteqrity of the FMP. The oossibility of legal
multiple landings would increase the enforcement cost because of the greater probability of
violations of the starting and ending times. Clams landed illegally have a negative impact
throughout the fishery since they accelerate the rate at which the quota is harvested, leading to
further reductions of allowed fishing time. Evidence of infringement on starting and stopping
times was presented to the Regional Director in 1984 when dual landings were being made.

In addition, the limitation of one landing per fishing period should allow the Regional Director to
establish longer fishing periods. This should not increase the rate at which the queta is harvested
while providing the fishermen the time they need to be more selective in the beds they fish, thus
tending to decrease the capture (landing or discard) of sublegal clams. This is true if it is assumed
that vessels are currently landing their carrying capacity at allowed fishing times which have not
exceeded six hours since Movember 1984. If the bhoats are being filled in six hours or less, then
extending the allowed time to, for example, twelve hours, while allowing only one landing would
double the time available to fish for the same quantity of clams; thersby providing the opportunity
for fishermen to be more selective in their fishing areas, hence reducing discards and the landing of
sublegal clarns.

KB, Surf Tlam Minimum Size Limit

There were two actions (Amandments #4 and #6) which had the effect of extending the surf clam
minimum size limit throughout the entire management area. The surf clam minimum size limit
was to be extended to the New England Area pursuant to Amendment #4 and was part of that
Amendrment when it was taken to public hearings and when it was finally adopted by both the Mid-
Atlantic and New England Councils.

Amendment #5, and the regulations implementing it, included a mechanism for adjusting the surf
clam minimum size limit and were written to apply to the entire managesment ares; i.8., both the
Mid-Atlantic and New England Areas.

The draft of Amendment #6 also stated that the size limit would be in effect in the New England
Area as a result of Amendment #4 and contemplated that the limit would, therefore, apply to the
Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas creatsd in that Amendment within the New England
Area. However, after the hearings on Amendment #6 it was determined appropriate to combine
Amendments #4 and #6. It was also determined that the size limit would be a part of Amendment
#6 as Amendments #4 and #6 were merged. Amendment #6 was adopted by the Mid-Atlantic
Zouncil on that basis on 7 March 1985,

According to vessel operators and to resource surveys conducted in the MNantucket Shoals and
Georges Bank Areas, most of the surf clams which have been harvested and which are available for
harvest are of sizes greater than 5.25". Very few surf clams smaller than 4.75" were captured,
indicating that recruitment in the past 5 to 6 years has been relatively poor (Murawski and Serchuk,
1983a). Over an extended perind of time, as exploitation rates increase and recruitment occurs, a
greater proportion of the rescurce may be below the current minimum size. It is impossible to
predict when this will occur. If recruitment does not occur, the resource will eventually be
depleted. With the current size distribution of clams in the Areas, imposing the size limit in the
Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas should have a negligible effect on landings in the present
or immediate future. The measure will protect any small clams which might be produced,
enhancing their yield and ensuring that they can spawn a number of times before they are
harvested.

L. Management Costs

The Amendment makes three changes to the FMP: it establishes a management regime for the
Nantucket Sheoals Areas it establishes a managerent regime for the Georges Bank Arsa; and it adds
the trip restriction to the Mid-Atlantic Area surf clam fishery.

Management costs will' increase as a function of administering the quarterly quota systemn with trip
limits in the Nantucket Shoals Area relative to the effort limitations previously in effect.
However, the quarterly quota system should achieve the objective of keeping the fishery open year
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round, whereas the annual quota and effort limitations did not.

Management costs will increase simply as a function of the need to manage the new Georges Bank
fishery. The issue is whether the proposed regime results in the smallest possible cost increase
given the objectives of the FMP and the benefits that accrue from the Georges Bank fishery. The
incremental increase in government administrative costs relative to setting quetas and monitoring
the fishery should be insignificant. The declaration system will add administrative costs, but they
must be compared to the enforcement advantage that results from the system, since without the
declaration system enforcement would be virtually impossible.

The trip limitatien in the Mid-Atlantic Area surf clam fishery should not increase costs but rather
increase enforcement effectiveness. The provision clearly adds another requirement, but the result
is that all of the landing related regulations (especially the size limit) are easier to enforce.

Hl. Discussion of the Benefits and Costs of the Amendment
E.O. 12291 requires that a benefit-cost analysis of all propoesed regulations be performed.
M.A. Costs

Management costs are discussed abave in section ILH. The only fishery rost that has besn
identified is that associated with the notification system, which, as discussed in section IL.F should
he minimal in the agdgregate because of the small number af vessels likely to be involved and which
should be insignificant individually since, while the system has not been designed as yet, at least it
would inveolve only two telephone calls per trip to 2 Notification Zone and at worst it would involve
two latters per trip to a Notification Zone.

IM.5. Benefits
The benefits of the Amendment are discussed in section I, The Amendment increasses the
maximum allowable surf clam catch by up to 300,000 bu which would vield a revenus increase of
about $2.5 million at 1984 prices and ailow fishermen te ecatch that increased quota with minimal
reguiations (quarterly quotas and the notification reqguirement). The notifications requirement and
Mid-Atlantic Arsa surf clam landing restriction should improve enforcement and administrative
effectiveness.

LT, Benefit - Cost Conclusion
The benafits of the proposed Amendrent ares

1. The maximum quantity of surf clams that may bhe landad is increased by 400,000 bu (100,800 bu
as a result of the OY increase for the Nantucket Shoals Area and 300,000 bu as a result of the
OY for the Georges Bank Area). Fishermen's revenues would increase by the value of that
catch, which at the average 1984 price would be nearly $3.3 million.”

2. Dividing the New England Area inte the Nantucket Shoals and Georges Bank Areas enables the
surf clam fishery on Georges Bank to be carried out with fewer requlations than those that may
be imposed on the Nantucket Shozls Area as a result of this Amendment.

3. The surf clam landing restriction in the Mid-Atlantic Area (one landing per authorized fishing
period) should improve enforcement effectiveness.

4. The Amendment should not increase administrative costs because data collection and fishing
permits all exist under the current FMP. However, enforcement of the guarterly landing limit
in the Nantucket Shoals Area and the Georges Bank Area regime rmay increase costs that cannot
be presently estimated.

The adverse impacts includes

1. The surf clam landing restriction in the Mid-Atlantic Area may result in negative impacts on
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those fishermen who have been landing more than one time during an authorizad fishing period.
No data are available to identify how many fishermen have been operating in this fashion.
However, virtually the entire industry has requested this provision.

The Council has concluded that the benesfits out weigh the costs.

V. Other E.0. 12291 Requirements

E.0. 12291 requires that the following three issues be considered:

1. Will the Plan have an annual effect on the economy of $100 million or mare.

2. Will the Plan lead to an increass in the costs or prices for consumers, individual industries,
Federal, State, or local government agencies or geographic regions.

3. Will the Plan have significant adverse effects on competition;, employment, investment,
a 3 . - o - p y 9 - &
productivity, innovation, or on the ability of WS based enterprises to compete with foreign
based enterprises in domestic or export markets.

The Amendment should not have an annual effect of $100 million or more since the total fishery
had a value of only $25 million in 1983 and since 1950 has never axceeded $27 million.

The Amendment should not lead to an increase in the costs or prices for consumers; individual
industries, Federal, State, or local government agencies or geographic regions. [t is expected that
the governmental costs of implementing the Amendment will be similar to those experienced in
enforcing the current FMP. Council and NMFS administrative costs would increase slightly
because of the need to set quotas for three rather than two Argas. NMFS enforcement costs should
increase because aof the need to monitor three rather than two Areas, put the amount of the
increase is reduced through the notification requirement. Enforcement costs should decrease (or at
least effectiveness improve) through the surf clam landing restriction in the Mid-Atlantic Area.
Industry costs should increase slightly as a result of the notification requirement, but this cost is
minimal relative to the potential valus of the increased quota.

The Amendment should not have significant adverse effects on competition, employment,
investment, productivity, innovation, or on the ability of US based enterprises to compets with
foreign based enterprises in domestic or export markets. It should have no impact on competition,
employment, investment, innovation, or foreign compsetition. It should have a positive impact on
nroductivity because of the increased allowable catch.

¥. Impacts of the Plan relative to the Regulatory Flexibility Act and the Paperwork Reduction Act
of 1280.

The Regulatory Flexibility Act requires the examination of the impacts on small businesses; small
grganizations, and small jurisdictions. The impacts of the Amendment do not favor large
businesses over small businesses. Both large and small businesses can benefit from the delineation
of the Georges Bank Arsa and the Mid-Atlantic Area surf clam landing restriction and equally
share the costs of the notification system and any costs that may result from the Mid-Atlantic
Area surf clam landing restriction.

The Paperwork Reduction Act concerns the collection of information. The intent of the Act is to
minimize the Federal paperwork burden for individuals, small business, State and local
governments, and other persons as well as to maximize the usefulness of information collected by
the Federal government. This Amendment does not change the FMP's permitting and reporting
requirements and, therefore, has no impact relative to the Paperwork Reduction Act from that
standpoint. The notification systein has not been designed in detail, so paperworlk impacts cannot
be specifically identified. However, in the aggregate they cannot be significant because of the
probable small number of vessels involved (RIR section ILF). Impacts on individual vessel owners
or operatars involve notifying NMFS twice each tirne they fish a Notification Area, which at least
would mean two telephone calls and at most mean two letters.
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Billing Code 3510-22
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
50 CFR Part 652

[DPocket MNo. 1

ATLANTIC SURF CLAM AND OCEAN QUAHOG FiSHERIES

AGENCY: MNational! Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS, NOAA, Comnerce).
ACTION: Proposed rule,

SUMMARY: NOAA issues a proposed rule Lo implement conservation and management
measures as presctibed in the proposed Amendment #6 (Amendment) to the Fishery
Management Plan for the Atlantic Surf Clam and Ocean Quahog Fisheries (FMP). The
rule establishes quarterly quotas and effort control measures for the Nantuckast
Shoals Area. The rule also adds a requirement in the Mid-Atlantic Area surf clam
Fishery that surf clams may be landed only one time during an authorized fishing
period.

DATE: Comments on the proposed rule must be received on or before [insert date 30
days after publication in the FEDERAL REGISTER].

ADDRESSES: Comments on the proposed rule, the Amendment, or supporting documents
should bea sent to Mr. Richard Schaefer, Acting Regional Director, National Marine
Fisheries Service, Northeast Regional Office., 14 Elm Street, Gloucester, MA 01930-
3799. Mark the outside of the envelope "Comments on Surf Clam and Ocean Quahog
Plan.'t

Copies of the Amendment, the environmental assessment, and the draft regulatory
impact review/initial regulatory flexibility analysis are available from Mr. John
C. Bryson, Executive Director, Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council, Room 2715
Federal Bullding, 300 South New Street, Dover, DE 19901,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACTs Bruce Nichols, (617) 281-3600, ext. 273.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATIOM:
BAC KGROUMD

The Amendment was prepared by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
{Council) in consultation with the New England Fishery Management Council. A
notice of availability for the proposed Amendment was published in the FEDERAL
REGISTER on April 25, 1985 (50 FR 16326). The proposed rule with request for
comments was published in the FEDERAL REGISTER on May 29, 1985 (50 FR 21910). A
final rule implemenzting those portions of the Amendment approved by the Secretary
of Commerce were published in the FEDERAL REGISTER on August 14, 1985 (50 FR
32707). Copies of the Amendment ars available from the Council upon reqguest at the
address given above., The Amendment revises management measures for surf clams.

This proposed rule would implement provisions of the Amendment that were not
implemented previously.

The regulations implementing Amendment 6 to the FMP were published on August
14, 1985 (50 FR 32707). The regulations contain at 652.21 provisions that
establish surf clam quotas for the Nantucket Shoals Area and at 652,22 provisions
for management of the surf clam fishery in the Nantucket 5hoals Area. The quota
range for the Nantucket Shoals Area is 25,000 to 200,000 bu, The annual quotas are
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set following the procedures established in 652.21 paragraph (a)(1).

The proposed rule will divide the annual quota for the Nantucket Shoals Area
into quarterly quotas with trip landing 1imits imposed by the Regional Director
after Fifty percent of a guarterly harvest quota has been caught in order to
minimize the chances of closures. The first and fourth quarters (January-March and
October-December) are each allocated 20% of the annual quota and the second and
third quarters {April-June and July—-September) are each allocated 30% of the annual
quota. The unused portion of any quarterly quota is transferred into the next
quarter, except no more than ten percent of the annual quota may be carried over
from one year to the next if it has not been harvested.,

Management of the Mid-Atlantic Area surf ¢lam fishery is based on the current
FMP except that 552.7 is revised to add the provision that vessels may land surf
clams only onz time during an authorized fishing period.

CLASSIFICATION

Section 304{a)(1)(C)(ii) of the Magnuson Act, as amended by Pub., L. 97-453,
requires the Secretary of Commnerce (Secretary) to publish regulations proposesd by a
Council within 30 days of receipt of the FMP and proposed regulations. 4t this
time the Secretary has not determined that the FMP these rules would implement is
consistent with the national standards, other provisions of the Magnuson Act, and
other applicable law. The Secretary, in making that determination, will take into
account the information, views, and comments received during the comment period.

The Council prepared an environmental assessment (EA) for this Amendment which
analyzes the consequances of this action. The Assistant Administrator concluded
that there will be no significant impact on the human environment. A copy of the
EA is available from the Council at the address listed above,

The NOAA Administrator determined that this proposed rule is not a 'major ruléel
requiring a regulatory impact analysis under Executive Order 12291, This
determinazion s based on the draft regulatory impact review (RIR) prepared by the
Council which demonsitrates positive net shori=term and long—term economic benefits
to the fishery under the proposed management measures. A copy of this review may
be ohtained fram the Council at the address listed above.

This proposed rule is exempt from the procedures of E.0. 12291 under Section
8(a)(2) of that order. Deadlines imposed under the Magnuson Act, as amended by
Pub. L. 97-453, require the Secretary to publish this proposed rule 30 days after
its receipt. The proposed rule is being reported to the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget with an explanation of why it is not possible to follow
review procedures of the order.

The Council prepared an initial regulatory fiexibility analysis as part of the
regulatory impact review which concludes that this proposed rule, if adopted, would
not have a significant effect on small entities. A copy of this analysis may be
obtained from the Council at the address listed above.

This proposed rule does not contain a collection of information requirement
subject to the Paperwork Reduction Act.

The Council determined that this rule will be implemented in a manner that is
consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the approved coastal zone
management (CZM) programs of Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode lIsland,
Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, and Maryland. This
determination has been submitted for review to the responsible State agencies under
Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act.
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List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 652
Administrative practice and procedure, Fish, Fisheries, Reporting requirements.

Dated:

Signature Block

For the reasons set out in the preamble, NOAA proposes to amend 50 CFR Part 652
as set forth below:

PART 652 — [AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 652 reads as follows:
AUTHORITY: 16!LS°C,1801‘E£ 5€q.

2. Section 652.7 is amended by revising subparagraphs (a){3) and {a){(4) and
adding {a)(5), paragraph {n) is redesignated as (o), and a new paragraph (n) is
added to read as followss

5652.7 Prohibitions.
(a) % % *%
{3) On days of the week in which fishing for these species is not authorizeds
(4) Without having provided the notice required by 5652.5(b)(7); or

(5) In excess of applicable trip landing limits.

{n) No person or vessel may land surf clams more than one time during an
authorized period in the Mid-Atlantic Area.

5. In 8§652.21, paragraphs (b) and {c) are revisad by adding the following
sentences to the ends thereof:

§652.21 Catch quotas.

B R
EI S S LY

{b) * % & This annual quota will be divided into quarterly gquotas, the
quarters and proportion of the quota being January 1 — March 31, 20 percents April
1« June 30, 30 percent; July 1 ~ September 30, 30 percent; and October t -
December 31, 20 percent. Each fishing quarter will begin on the first Sunday of
the new calendar quarter. If the actual catch of surf clams falls more than 5,000
bushels short of a quarterly guota, the Secretary will add the amount of the
shortfall to the succeeding quarierly quota. If the actual catch of surf clams
exceeds a quarterly quota, the Secretary will subtract the amount of the excess
from the succeeding quarterly quota. The last quarterly period would be carried
over to the first quarterly period of the next year except that no more than 10
percent of the annual quota may be carried over into the next vear,

(c) * * % |f the actual catch of surf clans falls more than 5,000 bushels
short of a quarterly quota, the Secretary will add the amount of the shortfall to
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the succeeding quarterly quota. |If the actual catch of surf clams exceeds a
quarterly quota, the Secretary will subtract the amount of the excess from the
succeading quarterly quota. The last quarterly period would be carried over to the
first quarterly period of the next year except that no more than 10 percent of the
annual quota may be carried over into the next year.

daaba W,
X oW W

b
-
b

5. In 8652.22 paragraph (b){2) is revised to read as follows:
§652,22 Effort restrictions.

(b) Surf clams: Nantucket Shoals Area.

P A .
w W W W W

{2) Management measure adjustments. (i) The Regional Director will monitor
the rate of harvest using logbook and other available information. if the Regional
Director determines that harvests will remain within the gquarterly guotas, no
action will be taken. When harvest reaches, or is likely to reach, 50 percent of
any quarterly quota, the Regional Director will consult with the Councils to
determine the range of trip landing limits to control catch adequately to keep the
fishery open for the balance of the quarter. The Secretary may impose trip landing
1imits, provided those limits are not less than the following:

{A) Vessals between 0 and 50 gross registered tons (Class 1), 224
bushels/trip.

(B) Vessels between 51 and 100 gross registered tons (Class 11), 415
bushels/trip.

(C) Vessels greater than 101 gross registered tons (Class 11i), 768
bushels/trin.

{ii) The closure provisions specified in paragraph (d) below may be invoked by
the Secretary, as required, without consulting the Council.

(iii) Once initial trip 1imits have been established in consultation with the
Councils, the Regional Director will notify the Councils in advance of any proposed
action to further specify trip 1imits or close the fishery.

{iv) The Regional Director will consider any comments received from the

Councils or the public before implementing any adjustments in the management
program.
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APPENDIY VI. ABBREVIATIONS AND DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

Act (MFCMA) - the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976, as amended, 16
LISC 1801 et seq.

bushel (bu) - a standard unit of measure presumed to hold 1.88 cubic feet of surf clams or ocean
aguahogs in the shell (1 bu. of offshors surf clams = 17 1bs. of meats) (1 bu. of ocean guahogs = 10
lbs. of meats).

cage - a standard unit of measure presumed to hold 32 bu. of surf clams or ocean quahogs in the
shell. The outside dimensions of a standard cage generally are 3' wide, 4' long, and 5" high.

CFR - Code of Federal Regulations.

Council MMAFMC) - the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council.

CPUE - catch oer unit of ffort.

Fishery Conservation Zone (FC7) - the 7 n he territorial sea of the LS, the inne:
Fishery Conservation Zons (FUCZ he zone contiguous to the territorial sea of the US, the inner
boundary of which is a line coterminous with the seaward beoundary of sach of the coastal States
and the outer boundary of which is a line drawn in such a mannar that sach point on it is 200

nautical miles from the baseline from which the territorial sea is measured.

Georges Benk Area - that portion of the New England Area east of 690 W. longitude.

GRT - gross registered ton,

Mid-Atlantic Area - that portion of the FCZ south of the line that qus at 41015'14,242% north
latitude and 71954'28.477" ; ves; longitude and procesds 5 37022'3Z, 7 " E to the point of intersection
with the outward boundary of the FI27Z.

MEY - maximum sustainable yield. The lar j“st average catch of yield that can continuously be

taken from a stock under existing environmental conditions.
MNantucket Aresa - that portion of the New England Area west of 690 W, longituds.

natural rmortality - deaths from all causes except fishing, including pradation, senility, epidemics,
pollutinn, =te.

MEFC - the Northsast Fisheries Center of the NMFS,
MNew England Area - that portion of the FIZZ north aof the line that beogins at 41913°16.24%7 north
latitude and 71054'28.477" west longitude and proceeds 37022“ 2.75" T to the point of intersection

with the outward boundary of the FCZ.

NMFS - the National Marine Fisheries Ssrvice of the National Oceanic and Atmospherie Admini-
stration (NOAA).

Notification Area - an Aresa within which a vessel may not fish for surf clams pricr to the vessels
owner or oparator notifying the Regional Director pursuant to this FMP.

OY - Optimum Yield.

Regional Director (RD) - the Regional Director, Northeast Region, NMFS,

stock assessment - the NMFS yearly biological assessment of the status of the resources. This
document provides the official estimates of stock size, spawning stock size, fishing mortalities,

recruitment, and other parameters used in this Plan. The data from these assessments shall
constitute the "best scientific information currently available™ as required by the Act.
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Territorial Sea - marine waters from the shoreline to 3 miles seaward.
USDC - US Department of Commerce.
year-class - the fish spawned or hatrhed in a given year.

vield per recruit (VPR) - the expected yield in weight from a single recruit.
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