
Working towards healthy, self-sustaining populations 
for all Atlantic coast fish species or successful 

restoration well in progress by 2015restoration well in progress by 2015

U d t f 2010 Fi l L diU d t f 2010 Fi l L diUpdate of 2010 Final LandingsUpdate of 2010 Final Landings
February 7, 2012February 7, 2012February 7, 2012February 7, 2012



P d R lProposed Rule

Reduce 1A Sub-ACL 26,546 by 1,878 to 24,668 mt in 2012
Reduce 1B Sub-ACL 4,326 by 1,638 to 2,724 mt in 2012.
NEFMC PDT concluded that methodologies are appropriate.



Add d IIAddendum II

Once a final total catch for a fishing year is 
determined, during the subsequent fishing year 
using the best available information (including 
VTR reports to account for incidental catch in 
other fisheries), ACL/Sub-ACL overage would 

result in a reduction of the corresponding 
ACL/sub-ACL for the fishing year after the 

final total catch is tallied.  The deduction will 
be equal to the amount that was exceeded.



Amendment 5 to the Amendment 5 to the 
Atlantic Herring FMP:Atlantic Herring FMP:

Measures to Address River Measures to Address River 
H i B t hH i B t hHerring BycatchHerring Bycatch

Lori Steele, NEFMC Staff, Herring PDT Chair

ASMFC Shad/River Herring Board, February 7, 2012



A5 Timeline
Draft EIS appro ed Sept 2011 NEFMC meeting• Draft EIS approved Sept 2011 NEFMC meeting

• Preliminary Draft EIS submitted late November
• Formal Draft EIS submitted late January 2012
• Amendment 5 comment period Mar-Apr 2012
• Public hearings March 2012
• Final selection of measures April 2012 Council p

Meeting
• ASMFC Spring Meeting, May 2012p g g y
• Completion/submission of Final Measures/FEIS 

ASAP, May/June 2012, y
• Implementation January 1, 2013 2



Goals and Objectives
GOAL (AMENDMENT 5)
To develop an amendment to the Herring FMP to improve catch 
monitoring and ensure compliance with the Magnuson-Stevensmonitoring and ensure compliance with the Magnuson Stevens 
Act (MSA)

OBJECTIVES (AMENDMENT 5)OBJECTIVES (AMENDMENT 5)
1. To implement measures to improve the long-term monitoring 

of catch (landings and bycatch) in the herring fishery;
2. To implement other measures as necessary to ensure 

compliance with the MSA;
3. To implement measures to address bycatch in the Atlantic3. To implement measures to address bycatch in the Atlantic 

herring fishery;
4. In the context of Objectives 1 -4 (above), to consider the 

h lth f th h i d th l f h ihealth of the herring resource and the role of herring as a 
forage fish and a predator fish throughout its range 3



Fi h M P

Amendment 5 Alts Under Consideration
• Fishery Management Program – Regulatory 

Definitions, Admin/General Provisions, Carrier Vessels, 
Transfers at Sea Trip Notifications Dealer ReportingTransfers at Sea, Trip Notifications, Dealer Reporting, 
Mackerel Open Access Permits

• Catch Monitoring At-Sea – Allocation of Observer• Catch Monitoring At-Sea – Allocation of Observer 
Coverage on LA Vessels, Maximizing Sampling, Net 
Slippage, Maximized Retention Experimental Fishery

• Measures to Address River Herring Bycatch –
Monitoring/Avoidance, Protection, Trigger-Based 
Approaches

• MWT Access to Groundfish Closed Areas –
Observer Coverage, CAI Provisions, Closed Areas

4



Amendment 5 Alts Under Consideration

5



River Herring Alternatives
(Section 3 3)

• Spatial Management Alternatives 
• Link to management goals and

(Section 3.3)

• Link to management goals and 
measures/options under consideration
Diff t b l t d i• Different measures may be selected in 
different areas, depending on goals

• Options for applying to Category A/B/C/D 
permit holders

Alternative 1 – No Action
Alternative 2 – RH Monitoring/AvoidanceAlternative 2 RH Monitoring/Avoidance
Alternative 3 – RH Protection 6



Herring Vessels

Table 51  Number of Vessels by Atlantic Herring Permit Category, 2008-2010

Year

2008 2009 2010

A 45 45 42
Herring 
Permit
Category

B 5 4 4
C 58 55 55g y
D 2,409 2,394 2,258

7



Alternative 2: River Herring Monitoring/Avoidance
(Section 3 3 2)

• Monitor river herring bycatch and encourage 
avoidance

(Section 3.3.2)

avoidance
• Areas based on at least one observed tow of 

river herring catch greater than 40 poundsriver herring catch greater than 40 pounds 
2005-2009

Option1 – 100% Observer Coverage
Option 2 – Closed Area I Sampling ProvisionsOp o C osed ea Sa p g o s o s
Option 3 – Trigger-Based Monitoring
Option 4 – SMAST/MA DMF Project

8



Alternative 2: River Herring Monitoring/Avoidance
January/FebruaryJanuary/February

9



Alternative 2: River Herring Monitoring/Avoidance
March/AprilMarch/April

10



Alternative 2: River Herring Monitoring/Avoidance
May/JuneMay/June

11



Alternative 2: River Herring Monitoring/Avoidance
July/AugustJuly/August

12



Alternative 2: River Herring Monitoring/Avoidance
September/OctoberSeptember/October

13



Alternative 2: River Herring Monitoring/Avoidance
November/DecemberNovember/December

14



Alternative 3: River Herring Protection
(Section 3 3 3)

• Protect river herring in areas where 
fishery encounters are most likely

(Section 3.3.3)

fishery encounters are most likely
• Areas based on at least one observed tow 

f i h i t h t th 1 233of river herring catch greater than 1,233 
pounds 2005-2009

Option1 – Closed Areas
Option 2 Trigger Based MonitoringOption 2 – Trigger-Based Monitoring

15



Alternative 3: River Herring Protection
January/FebruaryJanuary/February

16



March/April
Alternative 3: River Herring Protection

March/April

17



September/October
Alternative 3: River Herring Protection

September/October

18



November/December
Alternative 3: River Herring Protection

November/December

19



Trigger-Based Monitoring/Protection Options
Alternatives 2 and 3Alternatives 2 and 3 

Apply monitoring/avoidance or protection measures in a 
trigger area only, when a catch trigger is reachedtrigger area only, when a catch trigger is reached

20



River Herring Catch Caps
Section 3 3 5Section 3.3.5

• Placeholder to be considered by the Council 
after ASMFC completes a stock assessmentafter ASMFC completes a stock assessment

• Can be implemented in the future through a 
f k dj t t ifi tiframework adjustment or specifications 
process

• Consistent with MA Council approach for 
setting catch caps through specifications in 
the future

• Catch trigger options in Amendment 5 lay the gg p y
technical groundwork

21
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Catch Monitoring Program
Many measures proposed for catch monitoring 
program will address river herring bycatch.

• Quota monitoring and reporting provisions
• Reporting requirements for federally-• Reporting requirements for federally-

permitted dealers (3.1.6)
I d b (3 2 1)• Increased observer coverage (3.2.1)

• Maximized retention experimental fishery 
(3.2.4)

• Measures to maximize sampling and p g
address net slippage (3.2.2 and 3.2.3)

23



Section 3.1.6
Reporting Requirements for Dealers

• Option 1: No Action
• Option 2: Require to Accurately Weigh All Fishp q y g

• Sub-Option: If dealers do not sort by species, they 
would be required to document (annually) how they 
estimate the relative composition of a mixed catch

• Sub-Option: If dealers do not sort by species, they 
ld b i d t d t (f h l diwould be required to document (for each landing 

submission) how they estimate the relative 
composition of a mixed catchcomposition of a mixed catch

• Sub-Option: Require federally permitted Atlantic 
herring dealers to obtain vessel representative g p
confirmation of SAFIS transaction records to 
minimize data entry errors at the first point of sale24



Alternatives to Allocate Observer Coverage 
on Limited Access Herring Vesselson Limited Access Herring Vessels

1 Targets/priorities for allocating coverage
(Section 3.2.1)

1. Targets/priorities for allocating coverage
2. Provisions/process for 

reviewing/allocating/prioritizing coverage
3 Options for funding observer coverage3. Options for funding observer coverage
4. Provisions for utilizing service providers 

d th i i i i ifiand authorizing waivers in specific 
circumstances that may prevent 
deployment of an observer

25



ALTERNATIVE

PRIORITIES/ 
TARGETS FOR 
ALLOCATING 
OBSERVER DAYS

PROCESS FOR 
REVIEWING/ 
ALLOCATING 
DAYS

FUNDING OBSERVER SERVICE 
PROVIDERS/WAIVERS

ADDITIONAL 
COMMENTS

SBRM • No Action (Federal

ALT 1: NO 
ACTION

• SBRM
• CAI and other 

areas/times 
required in A5

• No Action 
(SBRM)

No Action (Federal 
funds, subject to 
resource 
limitations and 
priorities)

No Action (N/A)

N A ti O ti 1 N • Herring PDT analysis

ALT 2: 100% 
OBSERVER 
COVERAGE

• 100% of 
declared herring 
trips for A/B/C 
vessels

• No Action
• SBRM process 

plus additional 
days required 
on A/B/C 
vessels

• Option 1: No 
Action

• Option 2: Federal 
and Industry 
Funds

• Consistent with 
scallop/groundfish 
regs; option to 
include States as 
service providers

Herring PDT analysis 
evaluates NEFOP 
observer coverage 
and provides input re. 
certification for States 
that may provide sea 
sampling servicessampling services

ALT 3: 
REQUIRE 
SBRM

• SBRM coverage 
levels would be 
mandated as 
minimum levels– • No Action

• Herring PDT analysis 
evaluates distribution 
of LA herring vessels SBRM 

COVERAGE 
LEVELS AS 
MINIMUM

minimum levels
no reprioritizing

• CAI and other 
areas/times 
required in A5

• No Action 
(SBRM) Same as Alt 2 Same as Alt 2 across current SBRM 

fleets to identify the 
fleets to which this alt 
applies

H i PDT l i

ALT 4: 
ALLOCATE 
COVERAGE 
BASED ON 

• 30% CV for 
haddock/herring 
and 20% CV on 
for RH catch 
estimates for 
A/B/C vessels

• Option 1: 
Supplemental 
NEFSC/SBRM 
Analysis

• Option 2: Same as Alt 2 Same as Alt 2

• Herring PDT analysis 
shows example of 
supplemental 
analysis that can be 
provided to the 
Council to determine 

COUNCIL 
TARGETS

A/B/C vessels
• CAI and other 

areas/times 
required in A5

Herring PDT 
Supplemental 
Analysis

priorities when 
allocating observer 
days on LA herring 
vessels 26



Measures to Maximize Sampling and Address Net Slippage
(Section 3.2.2)

SLIPPAGE = Unobserved catch, i.e., catch that is discarded prior 
to being observed, sorted, sampled, and/or brought on board the 
fishing vessel. Slippage can include the release of fish from afishing vessel.  Slippage can include the release of fish from a 
codend or seine prior to completion of pumping or the release of 
an entire catch or bag while the catch is still in the water.

Fish that cannot be pumped and that remain in the net at the• Fish that cannot be pumped and that remain in the net at the 
end of pumping operations are considered to be operational 
discards and not slipped catch.  Observer protocols include 
documenting fish that remain in the net in a discard log before 
they are released, and existing regulations require vessel 
operators to assist the observer in this process.  Management p p g
measures in this amendment to address this issue and improve 
the observers’ ability to inspect nets after pumping to document 
operational discardsoperational discards.

• Discards that occur at-sea after catch brought on board and 
sorted are also not considered slipped catch.

27



Measures to Maximize Sampling 
and Address Net Slippage

• Measures to Maximize Sampling – Safe Sampling 
Station, Reasonable Assistance, Notification 

pp g

, ,
Requirements, Communication, Visual Access to 
Codend

• Released Catch Affidavit for Slippage Events
• Closed Area I Sampling Provisions (All fish must 

be pumped across the deck for sampling, 
including operational discards)

• Catch Deduction and Possible Trip Termination for 
Slippage Events
Alt ti f M i i d R t ti E i t l• Alternative for Maximized Retention Experimental 
Fishery 28



Section Measure Measure Description CM Goals
/Objectives Metj

3.2.2 Additional Measures to Improve/Maximize Sampling At-Sea
3.2.2.1 Option 1: No Action
3.2.2.2 Option 2: Implement  Additional Measures to Improve Sampling

Sub-Option 
2A

Requirement to provide at-sea Observers with a safe 
sampling station, a safe method to obtain samples, 
and a storage space for baskets and sampling gear

Sub-Option Requirement to provide at-sea Observers with 
reasonable assistance to enable Obser ers to carrp

2B reasonable assistance to enable Observers to carry 
out their duties

Sub-Option 
2C

Requirement to provide Observers notice when 
pumping may be starting and when to allow sampling 
of the catch, and when pumping is coming to an end.

Sub-Option 
2D

Requirement for an Observer on any vessel taking 
on fish wherever/whenever possible

Sub-Option
2E

In pair trawl operations, additional communication 
requirement between boats if fish are being pumped 
to both vessels to keep the Observer informed of2E to both vessels  to keep the Observer informed of 
catch.

Sub-Option 
2F

Requirement to provide and assist NMFS certified 
Observers in obtaining visual access to the codend
(or purse seine bunt) and any of its contents after 
pumping has ended before the pump is removed

3.2
Catch pumping has ended, before the pump is removedCatch 

Monitoring 
At-Sea: 

More Detail 13
29



S ti M M D i ti CM Goals/Section Measure Measure Description Objectives Met
3.2.3 Measures to Address Net Slippage
3.2.3.1 Option 1 No Action Status Quo in Fishery

3.2.3.2 Option 2 Require Released Catch Affidavit for Slippage 
Events

3.2.3.3 Option 3 Closed Area I Sampling Provisions

3.2.3.4 Option 4 Catch Deduction (and Possible Trip 
Termination) for Slippage Events

Sub-Option 
4A

Catch deduction and possible trip termination

S b O i Cl d I i i i h h d d i dSub-Option 
4B

Closed area I provisions with catch deduction and 
possible trip termination

Sub-Option 
4C

Closed  area I provisions with trip termination only 
(10 Events)

Sub-Option Closed area I provisions with trip termination onlySub-Option 
4D

Closed area I provisions with trip termination only 
(5 Events)

3.2
CatchCatch 

Monitoring At-
Sea: 

More Detail 14
30



Section Measure Measure Description Goals/Objectives Section Measure Measure Description j
Met

3.2.4 Maximized Retention Alternative (Experimental Fishery)
3.2.4.1 Alternative 1 No Action Status Quo in Fishery

3.2.4.2 Alternative 2
Evaluation of Maximized Retention 
Through the Annual Issuance of 
Exempted Fishing Permits

Unclear

3.2
Catch 

Monitoring 
At-Sea: 

More Detail 

15
31
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Impacts of Measures Under Consideration
Impacts of Measures to Address River Herring Bycatchp g y

• Coincidence of River Herring/Shad
• River Herring Catch Comparison• River Herring Catch Comparison
• Migration Patterns/Assessment of the 

Monitoring/Avoidance AreasMonitoring/Avoidance Areas
• Assessment of the Protection Areas

I t f S ti l Cl d T i• Impacts of Spatial Closures and Triggers on 
Herring Fishery

Mapping fishing effort relative to proposed• Mapping fishing effort relative to proposed 
monitoring/avoidance/protection areas

• Projections re. when triggers may be reachedProjections re. when triggers may be reached

• Impacts on VECs 35



Impacts of Measures Under Consideration
Impacts of Measures to Address River Herring Bycatch

Table 159 River Herring Catch Comparison for 2010 Data

Impacts of Measures to Address River Herring Bycatch

2010 River Herring Catch

Fishery Catch (lbs ) Source

Table 159  River Herring Catch Comparison for 2010 Data

Fishery Catch (lbs.) Source

Maine Directed Alewife Landings 1,342,293 Maine DMR

All Fleets (estimated) 531,314 * NEFSC( ) ,

Directed Herring Fleet (estimated) 165,915 ** Herring PDT

* High of 3.6 mil lbs. in 1997 (1989-2010)

** High of 1.9 mil lbs. in 2007 (2005-2010)

36



Impacts of Measures Under Consideration
Impacts of Measures to Address River Herring BycatchImpacts of Measures to Address River Herring Bycatch

Are there any adjacent fishery-based areas?
Are there any adjacent survey based areas?

Table 161 Comparison of River Herring Monitoring/Avoidance for January-February

Are there any adjacent survey-based areas?
Does the fishery-based area overlap a survey-based area?

Table 161  Comparison of River Herring Monitoring/Avoidance for January-February
(Fishery-Based Areas) with Winter Survey-Based Areas

Monitoring/Avoidance Areas
January - February

Map reference G J K L O P Q S T U X Y Z

Quarter-degree square 42704 41694 41712 41711 40723 40714 40713 40732 40731 40722 39733 39724 39723

How many observer 

tows were greater than 
40 lbs of river herring?

1 5 31 43 1 5 3 3 8 3 12 4 2

Are there any adjacent 

fishery-based areas?
NO NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Are there any adjacent 
winter survey-based 

areas?

NO NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Does the fishey-based 
area overlap a survey-

based area?

NO NO NO NO YES YES YES NO NO YES YES NO NO

37



Impacts of Measures Under Consideration
Impacts of Measures to Address River Herring BycatchImpacts of Measures to Address River Herring Bycatch

Figure 108  Trawl Effort (ABC only) and Monitoring Areas, January – February

38



Impacts of Measures Under Consideration
Impacts of Measures to Address River Herring Bycatch

Table 180  Fishing Time (%) Inside and Outside the Monitoring Areas

Impacts of Measures to Address River Herring Bycatch

Table 182  Herring Catch (%) Inside and Outside the Monitoring Areas

39



Impacts of River Herring Bycatch Measures
Impacts of Trigger-Based Management Approaches

Figure 131  Probability of Southern New England (Max) Trigger Being Exceeded with 100% Observer Coverage

Impacts of Trigger Based Management Approaches

Area
SUB-OPTIONS

3A (Max) 3B 
(Median) 3C (Mean)

T bl 4 S b O ti f Ri H i(Median)
CC 1,159,700 93,400 269,600

GOM 294,000 92,400 127,100

Table 4  Sub-Options for River Herring
Catch Triggers (Pounds)

SNE 729,500 585,000 478,500

Figure 131  Probability of Southern New 
England (Max) Trigger Being Exceeded with 

100% Observer Coverage

40



Impacts of Measures Under Consideration
Impacts of Measures to Address River Herring Bycatch
 

41
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A5 Timeline – What’s Next?
Draft EIS appro ed Sept 2011 NE Co ncil• Draft EIS approved Sept 2011 NE Council 
meeting
P li i D ft EIS b itt d l t N b• Preliminary Draft EIS submitted late November

• Formal Draft EIS submitted late January 2012
• Amendment 5 comment period Mar-Apr 2012
• Public hearings March 2012
• Final selection of measures April 2012 Council 

Meeting
• Completion/submission of Final Measures/FEIS 

ASAP, May/June 2012
• Implementation January 1, 2013
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Examination of issued related to 
Atlantic herring spawning and 

managementmanagement

Matt Cieri on behalf of the Technical 
Committee



BackgroundBackground

• Section initiated a review of spawningSection initiated a review of spawning 
regulations and management

• TC took a look at the issues and developed a• TC took a look at the issues and developed a 
white paper based on Section discussions

E i d h i i f ll i• Examined the issues via conference call in 
January

• Brought up a number of issues and questions 
which were further analyzed



First things FirstFirst things First

• Issue of smaller fish spawningIssue of smaller fish spawning

• Generally seen across the fishery 
All A– All Areas

• Spawning is at the same age (mostly)

• Size at age has decreased

• Implications for current spawning regulationsp p g g



Percentage of mature females by age 2005‐2010 Area 1Ag y g
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Mean total length (in mm) of age three females caught in area 1A 
during the spawning season (Aug –Oct)
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Percentage of spawning or developing females (> 10% GSI or > 
ICNAF stage 3) Aug –Oct. by year in Area 1A, for fish 23‐24 cm g ) g y y ,

total length. Note: from commercial samples. 



Percentage of spawning or developing females (> 10% GSI or > ICNAF 
stage 3) Aug –Oct. by year and length bin from commercial samples. g ) g y y g p
Note blank cell are because of “no data” while zeros are calculated

Total Length (cm) 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 average 
2000-2011

21-22 0 20 10
22-23 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 4
23-24 0 4 6 10 21 11 7 18 0 13 18 25 1123 24 0 4 6 10 21 11 7 18 0 13 18 25 11
24-25 31 16 38 13 27 23 9 19 0 19 12 30 20
25-26 39 28 49 30 38 42 15 20 11 18 30 40 30
26-27 70 36 65 42 59 57 29 26 24 7 27 55 41
27-28 87 76 85 66 67 72 41 35 47 29 37 80 60
28-29 94 84 90 77 74 74 62 50 51 46 44 69 68
29-30 96 96 96 89 84 81 71 68 59 64 64 68 78
30-31 98 100 100 92 86 94 72 84 73 83 69 100 88
31-32 100 100 100 100 100 95 73 90 85 100 100 100 95
32 33 100 100 100 83 100 50 0 67 5532-33 100 100 100 83 100 50 0 67 55
33-34 100 100 100



Proportion of females mature 1987‐2011: all areas

Note: as forked length from NMFS bottom trawlNote: as forked length from NMFS bottom trawl



TC questions and further analysisTC questions and further analysis

• Do less than 24 cm fish spawn earlier thanDo less than 24 cm fish spawn earlier than 
larger spawners?

– Generally “No”: Fish in the same area develop 
along the same timeline regardless of sizealong the same timeline regardless of size

M l t d t t t t 4 i t f l– Males tend to stay at stage 4 prior to females 
reaching full maturity



TC questions and further analysisy
• Do the default spawning dates overlap with 
peak spawning times?peak spawning times?
– Difficult to tell as fishing activity is halted as an 
area approaches spawning timespp p g

– Generally the current regulations seem to be 
working well.

– Some indication that Downeast and Mid‐Maine 
are spawning later  than defaults

• Not significantly so about 5 Days• Not significantly so…about 5 Days

– Could be changed: but may overlap other areas 
more stronglyg y



S i Cl D 2005 2011

Close Open Close Open Close Open

Spawning Closures Dates 2005 ‐ 2011
Easterm Maine Western Maine MA/NH

Default 15‐Aug 12‐Sep 1‐Sep 29‐Sep 21‐Sep 19‐Oct
2011 25‐Aug 21‐Sep 4‐Sep 1‐Oct 16‐Sep 13‐Oct
2010 15‐Aug 11‐Sep 1‐Sep 28‐Sep 1‐Oct 28‐Oct2010 15 Aug 11 Sep 1 Sep 28 Sep 1 Oct 28 Oct
2009 25‐Aug 22‐Sep 17‐Sep 14‐Oct 21‐Sep 18‐Oct
2008 17‐Aug 14‐Sep 5‐Sep 3‐Oct 21‐Sep 19‐Oct
2007 11 Aug 8 Sep 13 Sep 11 Oct 24 Sep 19 Oct2007 11‐Aug 8‐Sep 13‐Sep 11‐Oct 24‐Sep 19‐Oct
2006 28‐Aug 25‐Sep 1‐Sep 1‐Nov 15‐Sep 13‐Oct
2005 22‐Aug 18‐Sep 2‐Sep 20‐Sep 21‐Sep 19‐Oct



TC questions and further analysis

• Are regulations necessary (or practical) to address 
vast differences between sampled herring takenvast differences between sampled herring taken 
in the northern and southern range of spawning 
areas on the same dates?areas on the same dates?
– Some differences found between MA‐DMF and ME 
DMR samplingDMR sampling.

– Maybe an issue of fish in the northern part of the 
MA/NH area more mature then southern areasMA/NH area more mature then southern areas

– May be a need to adjust the MA/NH and W. ME 
Spawning area boundaryp g y

– TC can examine more fully if warranted



TC questions and further analysisTC questions and further analysis

• Do the current spawning closure regulations p g g
effectively protect local populations from 
extinction/extirpation?  Could the regulations be / p g
improved upon?
– “The TC agrees that these measures are highlyThe TC agrees that these measures are highly 
effective to protect spawning fish when aggregated 
for spawning.”

– Some improvement and standardization needed



TC questions and further analysisTC questions and further analysis

• Should the goals of the spawning closures beShould the goals of the spawning closures be 
clarified or expanded?

– More of a management issue then technical

– Some clarification is probably necessary



TC questions and further analysisTC questions and further analysis

• Is it appropriate to sample a non‐directedIs it appropriate to sample a non directed 
trip?  Would directed‐only be definable or 
practical?practical?
– Non‐directed trips are important especially as the 
directed fishery is closed out of the areas duringdirected fishery is closed out of the areas during 
that time

– Non‐directed trips provide some window (though o d ec ed ps p o de so e do ( oug
limited) on the progression of spawning



TC questions and further analysisTC questions and further analysis

• How many samples are necessary?How many samples are necessary?
– Current regulations require “at least two samples 
of 50 fish or more in either length category takenof 50 fish or more, in either length category, taken 
from commercial catches during a period not to 
exceed seven days apart”

– TC suggests that this be increased to two 100 fish 
samples instead of two 50 fish samples



TC questions and further analysisy

• Do the spawning regulations provide sufficient 
guidance for standardized regulations amongguidance for standardized regulations among 
states?

G ll “N ” Di i i h l i– Generally “No”: Discrepancies in the regulations 
among states. 

Need to standardi e– Need to standardize

– Has worked well due to cooperation between 
MA NH and ME sampling personnelMA, NH, and ME sampling personnel

– But is not codified: As personnel change this could 
be an issuebe an issue



TC summary Recommendations

• To initiate an addendum to address spawning 
management including:management including:
– Goals and Objectives
– Adjust size of fish analyzed downwardAdjust size of fish analyzed downward
– Examine the default dates for E. & W. Maine area

• If desired

– Address the MA/NH and W. Maine spawning area 
boundary

– Standardize sampling protocol and regulations 
among states.
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