




















































































































































The town's population increases four to five times during the summer. Chatham has witflln it a 
number of ponds so there is quite a bit of waterfront property. On a typical fall morning, ten or 
more small boats will be in one of these ponds with someone clam raking. Many sail boats and 
pleasure boats are anchored or docked in these ponds as well. 

6.3.1.2.4.1. Chatham's rv:heriq 

Chatham's fishing community is divided between two ports, Chatham Harbor on the east coast of 
the town, and Stage Harbor on the south side of town. The Chatham Wharfinger estimates that 
9QG/o of the fleet resides in Chatham Harbor. Sixty-five vessels have docking permits in Chatham 
Harbor, and forty-five or so fish year round, be said. The Chatham Harbor fleet is made up of 
gill-netters, draggers, tub trawlers (longlinets), a Scottish seiner, and lobster boats. 
Groundfishing is the mainstay of this fleet ... 

Chatham Harbor has a fifty foot limit on boats. Due to the small boat size, most vessels make day 
trips or take a short trip between two or three days. The Chatham Wharfinger mentioned that the 
boats have to go further and further offshore to the grounds and therefore even the smaller boats 
are making overnight trips. The boats in Chatham are owner and &rnily operated. 

The crew sizes vary depending on the gear. Gill-netting boats and draggers carry a three person 
crew, and tub trawlers carry a one or two person crew. Most boats work on the share system, 

. but some may pay crew members by the trip. Stage Harbor does not have the SO' boat limit, and 
during the summer 60 - 70 foot boats dock in this harbor. 

The total landed value offish in Chatham in 1992 was around $11 million. Groundfish and 
,.; shellfish -bay scallops, quahogs, and mussels- comprise the majority of the landed value for 

Chatham, accounting for over 800/e of the landed value ... 

6.3.1.2.4.2. Dock Space 

Chatham has a town dock called •The FtSh Pier. • Boats using the pier tie up to moorings out in 
the water. Fishermen must have a permit to unload their fish at the town docks and they pay for 
the permit by paying a fee per pound of fish landed. 

The town has made the fish pier a tourist attraction. The tourists can come to the pier and buy 
fresh fish on the spot. In this way the town fosters a working relationship between the fishing 
industry and the tourist industry. The tourists know they will get fresh fish at the pier. 

Commercial fishermen are beginning to have a problem with recreational fishermen. Mooring 
spaces are in short supply. However, this problem is not serious yet. 

Not all fishermen use the town dock, some dock their boats in water near their homes for 
instance. One informant bought a place 2S-30 years ago. FJSbennen have also used boatyards in 
the area to work on their boats, but the last boatyard with a railway to haul out boats is to be sold 
off soon. After this yard is gone, the fishermen will have to hire someone to come in and haul out 
their boats. 

Chatham Harbor is not a deep water port; therefore all the boats are under SO foot. Half the fleet 
longlines for codfish. Chatham bas SO or so boats that go year round. The draggers are relatively 
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new to this area, coming in within the last 1 S to 20 years. 

One infonnant interviewed for this study bas a small inshore dragger. He said that there is not 
enough squid to target because the fishing boats of the mid-Atlantic states place tremendous 
pressure on the stocks. The whiting is gone too, he said. He recalls that some used to say that the 
fishennen would start targeting skates but be says there are no skates inshore anymore either. 
There are still skates on Georges·~ however; be remarked. 

One· fishery be feels that has saved some Cape Cod fishermen is a new dogfish fishery. One 
infonnant said that the fishery may be in trouble because the boats are targeting pregnant females. 

6.3.1.2.4.3. Scottish Seines 

One man fishes a Scottish seine out of Chatham. He is catching whiting and flounder, with a boat 
just under fifty feet. This is a new fishery to the area. Currently only one boat is doing this in 
town. 

6.3.1.2.4.4. Madcets 

In the 1940's and 1950's there was one fish buyer who owned all the boats in Chatham and he was 
the only fish dealer in town. Other buyers came in and made fishermen independent. Before that 
fishennen relied on this one owner for loans. 

New technology bas improved business for Chatham fishermen. One fisherman said the ceUular 
phone has saved him at least $2000 per year because he can can to get a buyer as soon as he finds·. 
out a boat is coming in. The quality of the seafood they catch has also improved due to plastic 
liners and refrigeration or ice, including the addition ofRSWs or refrigerated seawater systems on 
the boats ... 

Most of the fishermen in Chatham are independent, but they have people they sell fish to year 
after year. However, they are not legally obligated to sell to one buyer. If they do not like the 
price theY are offered they go elsewhere. 

6.3.1.2.4.S. Social Nature oftbe FISbety 

All the boats in Chatham are owner operated. Kinship used to be a very important factor in the 
fishing communities and people here had the traditional New England reserve towards 
newcomers. However one informant thinks that this does not exist very much anymore in 
Chatham. Now only twenty percent of the fishermen were actually born in Chatham. Everything 
bas changed since one informant moved to Chatham in 1960. "This [building that we were sitting 
in]." be said, "is the last fishing shanty in town. In the old days fishermen had more time to sit 
around and talk and drink but not anymore." 

6.3.1.2.4.6. Ale. Etlmicity. and Gender 

One informant is second generation Portuguese. Other people have ties with Nova Scotia. 
Women have fished on boats and in fact one woman is a partner in a trap company and plans to 
run her own boat in the future ... " 
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6.3.2. Impacts of the proposed regulations 

Fishermen either operate in specialized fisheries seeking particular species using specialist gear, or 
they operate in a multi species generalized fishing mode. The first group of fishermen typically 
operate from larger fishing centers, such as Gloucester or New Bedford, on larger vessels which 
range widely seeking target species. The second group of fishermen fish closer to home ports 
such as Chatham and Newpo~ on smaller vessels harvesting fish as seasons and opportunities 
offer. Haddock are a relatively small part of all trips of which they form part of the catch (Table 
26). Further, the data in the paragraphs above suggest that haddock catches are a relatively minor 
portion of earnings for most fishermen, although loss of even S percent of revenue could place 
boats and small- or medium-sized vessels at financial risk. 

Table 26. Haddock as a Percentage of Total Landings, All Gears, 1992: 
Percent by Trip Level ofHaddock Within Ports 

CITY 1-SOO lbs 1-750 lbs 1-4,000 lbs 

% % % 

Gloucester 9 10 24 

New Bedford 11 13 38 

Boston 12 IS 29 

Portland 6 7 14 

Newport 6 7 16 

Chatham 6 N/A N/A 

6.3.2.1. Status Quo 

The Status Quo or "No Action" alternative would consist of the aurent provisions of Amendment 
S to the Multispecies Plan (AmendmentS, SEISIIRFA; September, 1993): no possession limit, a 
expansion in size of the Area II closure effective immediately, and an expansion in time of the 
Area II closure effective in 1996. Thus, the primary difference between the status quo and this 
Amendment revolves around the question of trip limits. Lack of a possession limit would 
encourage vessels to remain in areas where a few concentrations of haddock still remain, and 
would anger the many fishermen who feel the government bas been extremely lax in its protection 
of haddock, and who have protested the re-opening of Area II in June of 1993 and the failure to 
re-close Area I in March of 1994 - in both cases because of the danger to spawning aggregations. 
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6.3.2.2. Expanded Time/Area for Area II. Opening of Area I. and a Pounds Per Trip 
Possession Limit 

6.J.l.l.l. Cbaage ia Areas I aad H 

It is estimated that the extension of Closed Area II in time (January through June) and area, which 
would occur under all scenarios including the status quo, will likely have a minimal impact on 
most fishermen's earnings and employment. It will be the larger, specialized vessels from the 
larger ports most likely to be impacted, but there is insufficient information available on the 
fishery and fishing practices to provide more than an estimate. 

Gloucester fishermen dislike the expanded area more than the expanded time. In previous years, 
vessels would fish along the edge of Area IT, picking up stragglers. The expanded area eliminates 
that possibility, in part becaUse the edge is now in deeper waters than previously. With this area 
off limits, some large vessels are fishing further inshore and competing with the smaller boat fleet. 
This has caused some tensions on the docks. 

Chatham fishermen are neutral with regard to the Area II expansion, and believe that Area I 
should be closed as well- to protect the small spawning accumulations. Similarly, Boston 
fishermen say that the expanded size of Area II hurts only the poachers, and that Area I should 
remain closed because of small spawning aggregations. Further, they approve of the extension in 
time of Area II, to protect the spawning population. A compromise position calls for a return to 
the old Area II borders, but coupled with either a permanent closure of this restricted Area II or • 
an opening triggered only by a survey showing that the spawning aggregations had definitely 
dispersed. Portland, because haddock is such a small part of their income, are more worried that 
expansion of Area II will limit their fishing grounds for cod than they are about haddock. Like 
Chatham, they are generally in favor of any closures which protect spawning stock and juvenile 
haddock. It was a Portland vessel which drove the April effort to close Area I due to 
aggregations of small haddock. 

6.3.2.3. Possession Limits 

The Areas II time/area closure would be coupled, in all cases but the status quo, with some level 
of possession limit. Below, four alternative possession limits are examined: 0 lbs, 500 lbs, 750 lbs, 
and 4,000 lbs. 

None of the possession limits will greatly impact processing or wholesaling employment in the 
principal ports and processing centers. For instance, a 500 lb cap will yield landings of some 
1, I 00 metric tons/annum of haddock if all465 vessels which landed in 1992 continue landings. 
The impacts of this drop would be greatest in Boston and Gloucester, but few jobs are likely to be 
at risk since the proportion of haddock landings to other landings is already smaJ~ and since 
substitutes (other species) and complements (IDlported haddock) are available. 

6.3.1.3.1 •. Zero Pouessioa Umit: 

Given the fact that cod and pollock are still mainstays of much of the otter trawl fleet, and that 
haddock, cod, and pollock are found in conjunction, a 0 lbs possession limit would inevitably lead 
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to discards. Initial landings data for January, February and March of 1994, for instance, show a 
monthly average of 54 trips of 1-500 1bs in New Bedford, of20 trips in Gloucester (with only 
80% of data available), of 21 trips in Boston, and of at least 8 trips in Portland (only Georges 
Bank data available). To achieve a 0 lbs possession limit, fishermen would have to stay out of 
groundfishing altogether or to consistently discard haddock. Either of these scenarios would lead 
to considerable ill will against the government. The former would also have strong economic and 
social dislocation effects. The latter would also lack conservation value. 

6.3.2.3.2. SOO Lb. POSielliH Limit: 

The average haddock catch from Georges Bank in 1992 of 522 lbsltrip is marginally more than 
the trip limits proposed in this amendment. Further, the average haddock catch from all areas 
combined was 462 lbsltrip. Thus a 500 lb/trip cap proposed is not seen as having a significant 
impact on earnings and employment for the majority of fishermen and vessels, although the 26 
vessels (estimated employment of 130-150 fishermen) whose vessel revenues from haddock 
caught on Georges Bank exceeded 10 percent in 1992 would be significantly impacted. 

Reactions of fishermen to this limit vary by port, according to NMFS port agents. In Gloucester, 
a 500 lb limit seen as only contributing to discards, because vessels which find cod and haddock 
together will often stay for the cod even if it means throwing haddock overboard. Boston 
fishermen, on the other band, say that with a 500 lb limit they will move away from an area if they 
begin catching larger amounts of haddock, but would stay on the grounds if a larger limit were 
granted. New Bedford fishermen feel haddock are so scarce that these regulations are very far 

·down on their list of worries. They would, however, like to preserve the right to take large tows 
when they are found. Portland fishermen have similar sentiments. Chatham fishermen believe that 
500 lbs sl}ould be the maximum possession limit; given that no trips from Chatham in 1992 
exceeded -500 lbs, this is an easy position for them to take. Newport fishennen are concerned that 
a 500 lb ~ will encourage high grading. 

It is interesting that Boston and New Bedford, for whom the 500 lb limit would encompass a 
smaller percentage of trips than Gloucester, are in favor or generally indifferent to this level. (See 
Table 27 below.) This is probably related to Gloucester's stronger history of fishing on Georges 
Bank, and the fact that it is the Georges Bank vessels which will receive the strongest economic 
impacts. It may also indicate a stronger cultural or social attachment to the haddock fishery or 
that fishing ground. •Murawski indicates that certain areas of Georges Bank off the northern New 
England coast continue to be fished - especially by Gloucester fishermen - even though other 
areas are currently more productive (S. Murawski, NMFS FINEC pers. com.). Historical data 
(Goode &. Collins, 1887) and port agents in Gloucester confirm that Georges is a favorite fishing 
area for Gloucester boats. In addition, Miller&. VanMaanen (1981:36) note: •Many of the 
Gloucester boats have fished the same grounds for years and their charts reflect this fact for they 
are full of markings indicating safe lanes and alleys. • [Fmally,] Weighout summary trip files show 
that percentage of trips to the NOAAINMFSINEFSC statistical areas encompassing Georges 
Bank by vessels by principal port for Gloucester show a significant rise in trips to Georges Bank 
statistical areas between 1972 and 1982, but no significant (at a9>.05) movement between 1982 
and 1992- when stocks were dropping (Table 27). [This is not to say, however, that tradition is 
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followed blindly.] With respect to draggers, Gloucester port agents add that, despite favoring 
Georges Bank. the lower concentrations offish there in the past 12-15 years have meant that 
Gloucester boats today are also found frequently on Jeffreys Ledge and Stellwagen Bank." (Clay 
1993:3) 

T~LE 27. Percentage of trips to Georges Bank, 1972, 1982, and 1992 

GLOUCESTER 1972 1982 1m 

Georges Bank Trips 23 88 73 

Total Trips 71 203 192 

Georges Bankffotal 32% 44% 38% 

6.3.2.3.3. 750 Lb. Poaessioa UmJt: 

Because this catch level is above the aurent average, but not by much, it would have similar 
constraining power to the 500 lb limit. Most trips would be unaffected, but fishennen would still 
be unable to take advantage of large "pockets" of haddock. Gloucester fishermen feet the 
difference between 500 and 750 lbs is insignificant. Perhaps half of the Gloucester fleet would 
view the small increment as a gesture of goodwill on the part of managers; the other half would -
see the addition of a few "crumbs" as almost an insuJt. They would, however, fish up to the 750 
lb limit were it approved. Boston fishermen, however, dislike the 750 lb limit. At 500 lbs they 
will steam away from concentrations of haddock. At 750 lbs there begins to be a temptation to 
stay. Chatham fishermen are vehemently opposed to any limit over 500 lbs. Newport fishermen 
like 750 lbs because it would limit high grading; they rarely catch much over 500 lbs per trip, but 
this wouid give a cushion. 

6.3.2.3.4. ..000 Lb. PGUeiSion Limit: 

This possession limit would allow fishermen to take advantage of the occasional good catch of 
haddock. To bring up a tow with 2-4,000 lbs of haddock, and then have to throw the majority 
overboard is seen as waste. Once the fish are dead, most fishermen believe they should be able to 
keep them. Throwing dead fish overboard is not conservation. On the other hand, a possession 
limit this large would encourage fishermen from all ports to stay in areaS where concentrations of 
haddock are found. Thus, fishing mortality is likely to be higher - even though the average trip 
would probably be unaffected by this high a limit. Of the ports discussed, only Gloucester 
strongly favored a possession limit of2,000 lbs or more. In Gloucester, as can be seen from 
Tables 28 and 29 below, while 81% of trips brought in 500 lbs or less, 43% of landings came 
from the 6% of trips that brought in over 4,000 lbs each. 
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Table 28. Haddock Landings, All Gears, 1992: Percent by Trip Level ofHaddock 
Within Ports 

CITY 1-500 1-750 lbs 1-4,000 lbs > 4,000lbs ALL 
lbs 

% % % % TOT. LBS 

Gloucester 7 9 27 43 1860115 

New Bedford 9 13 49 51 1260086 

Boston 16 24 59 41 647063 

Portland 21 26 64 36 525293 

Newport 25 27 74 26 58895 

Chatham 100 0 0 0 20276 

Table 29. Haddock Trips, All Gears, 1992: Percent by Trip Landings Level of 
Haddock Within Ports 

CITY 1-500 1-750 lbs 1-4,000 lbs > 4,000 lbs ALL 
lbs 

% % % % TOT. 
-. ·:. TRIPS 

Gloucester 81 84 94 6 1905 

New 63 69 91 9 1057 
Bedford 

Boston 67 n 95 5 746 

Portland 85 89 98 2 1296 

Newport 90 91 99 1 183 

Chatham 100 0 0 0 1925 
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7. Relationship to Applicable Law 

7 .1. Environmental Assessment 
--

7. 1.1. Analysis of Environmental Impacts 

Environmental impacts were estimated according to NOAA Administrative Order 216-6 regarding 
the determination of environmental significance. The seven criteria in Section 13(b) and 
evaluation of the proposed action according to these criteria are presented below. Additionally, 
effects of groundfish fishing activity, or the lack thereof in certain instances are discussed in the 
final environmental impact statement for Amendment S to the Fishery Management Plan for the 
Northeast Multispecies Fishery: 

a. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to jeopardize the long-term productive 
capability of any stocks that may be affected by the action? 

The proposed actions are intended to reverse the declining stocks of haddock and to 
provide further protection for cod. Continued declines that could occur under the status 
quo alternative will jeopardize the available spawning stock reducing the likelihood of 
rebuilding. The proposed action will not jeopardize the long-term productive capability 
of the haddock stocks. The proposed action to extend the closed area will benefit those 
groundfish species taken along with haddock in those areas. 

b. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to allow substantial damage to the ... 
ocean and coastal habitats? 

None of the alternatives would contribute to ocean or habitat damage. The closure 
alternative would reduce vessel activity and any potential damage to the northern edge of 
Georges Bank. 

~- Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to have a substantial adverse impact 
on public health? 

None of the alternatives would have any substantial impact, positive or negative, on 
public health or safety. 

d. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to affect adversely an endangered or 
threatened species or a marine mammal population? 

None of the alternatives are expected to have an impact on endangered or threatened 
species or on any population of marine mammals. 

e. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to result in cumulative adverse effects 
that could have a substantial effect on the target resource species or any related stocks 
that may be affected by the action? 

The proposed action is expected to provide short-term protection to the stocks of 
haddock located off the New England coast. Inaction would allow the further depletion 
of these historically important resources. 
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f Are the environmental impacts of the proposed action controversial? 

The depletion of the haddock stocks through overfishing could lead to possible stock or 
market collapse. The continued overfishing of this historically important species would 
be considered controversial. 

g. Social and economic factors. 

There are no significant social and economic consequences of any of the alternatives, 
including the economic and social impacts descn'bed in Chapter 6, that would have a 
significant impact on the human environment. 

7.1.2. Finding QfNQ. Significant ln:mlg 
In view of the discussion and analysis presented above, it is hereby determined that the proposed 
action to establish emergency regulations to implement a 500 pound possession limit of haddock 
for all vessels permitted in the northeast multispecies fishery and fishing in the EEZ, extend the 
closure of Closed Area IT to January through June in 1995, and exclude scallop dredge gear from 
Closed Area IT during closure of the area would not significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment with specific reference to the criteria contained in NAO 216-6, implementing the 
National Environmental Policy Act. Accordingly, the preparation of a supplemental 

·environmental impact statement on this proposed action is not necessary. 

·Assistant Administrator 
for Fisheries, NOAA 

7.2. Regulatory Impa~ Review 

7 .2.1. Rationale for the Proposed Action 

Date 

The proposed actions include imposition of a 500 pound possession limit for all vessels permitted 
in the northeast multispecies fishery and fishing in the EEZ, an extension of Closed Area IT to the 
period January through June in 1995, and a prohibition on possession of haddock by scallop 
dredge vessels fishing in the EEZ during the January through June period. 

The rationale for the choice of a 500 pound possession limit is that the proportion of trips in 
which the trip limit constrains landings is probably about 1 5%; there appears to be a significant 
level of control over the catch of haddock, and an ability on the part of fishermen to meet,·but not 
exceed small trip limits if fishermen move from areas where haddock are encountered after 
reaching the trip limit; the foregone catches due to discards from trips exceeding the trip limit is 
smal~ particularly given the conservation benefit of preserving the historically low haddock 
resources; and because of the uncertainty with regard to the effect of trip limits, and in light of 
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evidence of continued declines in the stocks, a risk averse management strategy is most prudent. 

Extension of Closed Area II to the period January through June contributes significantly to 
ha~dock savings as does a prohibition on possession of haddock by scallop dredge vessels during 
the period of the Area II closure. 

Although there are some anticipated shortfalls in ex-vessel revenues due to restrictions on 
haddock possession, extension of the closed area to trawl vessels, and a prohibition on haddock 
retention by scallop dredge vessels for the period January through June, these losses will be more 
tJwi offset by future gains in revenue (and presumably profit) should the measures prove effective 
in enhancing the probability of haddock stock recovery and rebuilding. 

None of the possession limits will greatly impact processing or wholesaling employment in the 
principal ports and processing centers. Few jobs are likely to be at risk since the proportion of 
haddock landings to other landings is already small, and since substitutes (other species) and 
complements (unported haddock) are available. 

7.2.2. Impact .QD .~mAll~ 

All of the vessels participating in the New England Groundfish FI.Sbery may be considered •small 
entities". The population of groundfish vessels potentially fishing for haddock is defined as the 
1,650 vessels holding otter trawl permits in 1992. As noted in the description of the fisheiy in • 
(Chapter 4), the analysis of the alternatives (Chapter 5), and the economic and social impacts of 
the proposed actions (Chapter 6), fewer than 20.4 of the population of potential haddock fishing 
vessels depend on haddock for more than 100.4 of their annual revenu~ and fewer than 7% 
depend on haddock for over 5% of their annual revenues. Since none of the proposed alternatives 
appear to decrease total revenues for more than 200.4 of the population of small entities by more 
than 5%, the alternatives are not considered to have a significant economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. 

7.2.3. Regu]atoty Flexibility Act 

The final regulatory flexibility analysis, contained herein, concludes that this rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities. As a result, a Regulatory 
Flexibility Analysis was not prepared. 

7.2.4. Executive Order 12866 (Cost-Benefit) 

Based on the findings of the regulatory impact.review, the Assistant Administrator determined 
that this rule is not a significant regulatory action requiring a regulatory impact analysis under 
Executive Order 12866. 
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7.3. Consistency with the National Standards 

Section 30l(a) of the Magnuson Fisheries Conservation and Management Act requires that any 
fishery management plan or amendment to that plan be consistent with the following national 
standards. 

1. Conservation and management measures shall prevent overjishing while achieving, on a 
continuing basis, the optimum yield from each fishery for the United States fishing industry. 

The· suite of proposed measures are designed to prevent continued overfishing of the Gulf of 
Maine and Georges Bank haddock stocks. 

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

Appendices 1 through 6 contain the bulk of the scientific information available at the time of this 
Amendment. In addition the NEFMCs SEIS for Amendment S to the Northeast Multispecies 
FMP contains useful information, including data useful for Social Impact Analysis. Last, the 
NMFS landings databases were examined for information on catch and revenue distributions. 

3. To the ertent practicable, an individual stock of fish shall be managed as a rmit throughout its 
range, and inte"elated stoclcs of fish shall be managed as a unit or in close coordination. 

The proposed measures are designed to more effectively manage two haddock stocks: the Gulf of 
Maine resource and Georges Bank resource. Management measures chosen are comprehensive -
and coordinated. -

.. 
4. Conservation and management measures shall not discriminate between residents of different 
states. ljJt becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges among wuious United 
States fishennen, such allocation shall be (A) fair and equitable to all such fishermen; (B) 
reasonobly calculated to promote conserw1tion; and (C) carried out in such a manner that no 
particulilr individual, corporation, or other entity acquires an excessive share of such privileges. 

The proposed measures do not discriminate between residents of different states, nor is there any 
explicit allocation objective in proposing protection measures for two severely depleted stocks. 

5. Conserw1tion and management measures shall, where practicable, promote efficiency in the 
utilization of fishery resources; except that no such measures shall have economic allocation as 
its sole purpose. 

To the extent possible, the proposed regulations do not promote inefficiency in the utilization of 
fishery resources nor is economic allocation intended. 

6. Conserw1tion and management measures shall take into account and allow for variations 
among, and contingencies in, fisheries, fisheries resources, and catches. 

To the extent practicable, especially with regard to the choice of a risk-averse management 
strategy, variations among and contingencies in fisheries have been taken into account. 
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7. Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, minimize costs and avoid 
unnecessary duplication. 

Th_e management measures chosen are those that minimize costs, that is the sum of both the short 
terin costs to the industry due to shortfalls in landings revenue and the long term costs, should 
inaction, or too limited action, lead to continued declines in resource heaJth and abundance. 

7 .4. Endangered Species Act (Section 7) Consultation 

The Regional Director determined that fishing activities conducted under this rule will not affect 
endangered or threatened species or critical habitat under the Endangered Species Act. 

7 .5. Consistency with Coastal Zone Management Act 

The NMFS determined that this rule does not affect the coastal zone of any state with an 
approved coastal management program. This determination was submitted for review by the 
responsible state agencies under section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act. The state 
agencies agreed with the this determination. 

7.6. Paperwork Reduction Act 

This rule does not contain a collection-of-information requirement for purposes of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act. 

7. 7. Executive Order ll6ll (Federalism) 

This rule does not contain policies with federalism implications sufficient to warrant preparation 
of a fedetalism assessment under Executive Order 12612. 

7 .8. Marine Mammal Protection Act 

The Regional Director has determined that fishing activities conducted under this rule will have no 
adverse impact on marine mammals. 
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8. List of Agencies and Persons Consulted in Formulating the Proposed 
Action 

8.6. L Federal Agencies: 

National Marine Fisheries SeiVice 

U.S. Coast Guard 

New England Fishery Management Council 

8.0.2. · ~Agencies: 

Through participation on the New England Fishery Management Council: 

CoMecticut Department of Environmental Protection 

Maine Department of Marine Resources 

Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries 

New Hampshire Department ofFish and Game 

Rhode Island Department of Marine Resources 

9. List of Preparers 
National Marine Fisheries SeiVice, Northeast Region, Northeast Fisheries Science Center 
and the Office of Fisheries Conservation and Management, incorporating information 
provided by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center, NMFS, the Groundfish Plan 
Development Team, NEFMC. and the New England Fishery Management Council. 
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Fig•Jre 3 

GEORGES BANK HADDOCK 
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Figure 4 

Spring Survey - Haddock, Catch per tow, 1982 -
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F1gur.e 5 

Spring Survey - Haddock, Catch per tow, 1989 - 1992 
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Figure 6 

GULF OF MAINE HADDOCK 
LANDINGS & SURVEY ABUNDANCE 
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FALL RESEARCH SURVEY CATCHffOW 
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NORTHEAST GROUNDFISH LANDINGS 
LANDINGS & VALUE- 1960 
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NORTHEAST GROUNDFISH LANDINGS 
LANDINGS AND VALUE IN 1992·. 
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MONTHLY HADDOCK LANDINGS 
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Estimated Landings and Discards at Various Trip Limits ~~ 
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GEORGES BANK HADDOCK 
ANNUAL LANDINGS BY VESSEL -'92 
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GEORGES BANK HADDOCK 
LANDINGS BY TRIP - 1994 
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?igure 18 

Haddock Sea Sample Tows - 1992 
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Haddock Sea Sample Tows - 1993 
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11. Appendices 

11:.1. Analysis of 5,000 pound limit and 4,000 pound trip limits (NEFSC, 11/5/93) 
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