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MAFMC Comment Guide 
 

Please consider comments relative to the 3 core areas of action in the document: 

 

1) EFH and HAPC Designations (for NEFMC Managed Resources) 

a. Action proposes EFH (text plus map coverage) and HAPC 

designation for NEFMC managed resources 

 

2) Spatial Management Alternatives (see below for more detail) 

a. Habitat Management Alternatives 

b. Spawning Management Alternatives 

c. Dedicated Habitat Research Areas 

 

3) Framework Adjustments and Monitoring 

a. Action proposes a planned approach to area management revisions, 

additional monitoring data requests identified, and specific additional 

frameworkable items identified 
 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Spatial Management Alternatives: The following highlights impacts expected from the 

alternatives and options (based on Volumes 3 and 4) for the MAFMC managed resources. 

This is a summary. See Volumes 3 and 4 for full details.  
 

Impacts on the following valued ecosystem components for the MAFMC were evaluated as 

neutral across all the Spatial Management Alternatives in all sub-regions and will not be 

discussed further in this section: clam resource, bluefish resource and fishery, 

mackerel/squid/butterfish resource, dogfish resource and fishery, tilefish resource and fishery. 

Rationales and discussions surrounding these determinations can be found in Volume 3. 

 

Management Options for Habitat Management Alternatives 

Option 1: No mobile bottom-tending gear (MBTG) 

Option 2: No MBTG - hydraulic clam dredges exempted 

Option 3: Ground cables with 20 cm elevating disks spaced at 5 fathoms, max length 45 

fathoms/side. Dredges permitted 

Option 4: Eliminate ground cables and cap bridles at 30 fathoms/side. Dredges permitted 

Option 5: Complete restrictions on use of gears capable of catching groundfish 

 

Comments on the suite of management options (gear restrictions and modifications)? 
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Eastern Gulf of Maine Alternatives 

1. No action (there are currently no habitat management areas) 

2. Large Eastern Maine and Machias (*Preferred, as a closure to mobile bottom-tending 

gears and gears capable of catching groundfish – Options 1 and 5) 
3. Small Eastern Maine, Machias, and Toothaker Ridge 

 

Impacts on the following MAFMC resources were evaluated as neutral across all alternatives: 

mackerel/squid/butterfish fishery, and summer flounder/scup/black sea bass resource and fishery. 

Alternative 2 and 3 implemented as a closure to mobile bottom-tending gear (Option 1 or 2) and 

other gears capable of catching groundfish (Option 5) is expected to have slightly positive 

impacts on seabed habitats and various managed resources. Under the action alternatives (Alt. 2 

or 3), selecting options 1, 2, and 5 would be expected to have slight positive impacts on seabed 

habitat and various managed resources. Slightly negative economic and social impacts are 

expected in the clam fishery due a prohibition on toothed/dry clam dredges via Option 1 or 2 

(Option 2 would exempt hydraulic dredges, not the type of dredges used along the Maine coast). 

Selecting Option 2 over Option 1 is of little practical benefit as the hydraulic dredges that would 

be exempted under this alternative do not fish in this area. 

 

Central Gulf of Maine Alternatives 

1. No action: Cashes Groundfish and Habitat, Jeffreys Bank Habitat 

2. No Habitat Management Areas 

3. Modified Cashes, Modified Jeffreys Bank, Ammen Rock, Fippennies Ledge, Platts Bank 

4. Modified Cashes, Modified Jeffreys Bank, Ammen Rock (*Preferred, as a closure to    

MBTG – Option 1) 

 

Impacts on the following MAFMC resources were evaluated as neutral across all alternatives: 

monkfish resource and fishery, clam fishery, mackerel/squid/butterfish fishery, and summer 

flounder/scup/black sea bass resource and fishery.  

 

Western Gulf of Maine Alternatives 

1. No action: WGOM groundfish and habitat closures (*Preferred) 

2. No Habitat Management Areas 

3. Large Bigelow Bight, Large Stellwagen  

Large Bigelow Bight, Small Stellwagen, Jeffreys Ledge 

4. Small Bigelow Bight, Small Stellwagen, Jeffreys Ledge 

5. Large Stellwagen 

6. Make roller gear area a habitat measure (7a) (*Preferred), or apply in an alternative area 

(7b) 

7. Shrimp trawl exemption area (*Preferred) 

 

Impacts on the following MAFMC resources were evaluated as neutral across all alternatives: 

clam fishery, mackerel/squid/butterfish fishery, and summer flounder/scup/black sea bass 

fishery. 

 

Georges Bank Alternatives (*No Preferred Identified) 

1. No action: CAI and CAII groundfish and habitat closures 
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2. No Habitat Management Areas 

3. Northern Edge 

4. Northern Edge and Georges Shoal GMA 

5. Northern Georges GMA, Georges Shoal 1 MBTG 

6. EFH Expanded 1 (6A) or 2 (6B) 

7. Georges Shoal 2 MBTG, EFH South MBTG 

8. Northern Georges MBTG 

 

Impacts on the following MAFMC resources were evaluated as neutral across all alternatives: 

mackerel/squid/butterfish fishery and summer flounder/scup black sea bass fishery. Impacts of 

the alternatives in the Georges Bank sub-region are more extreme (i.e., highly positive or 

negative) and strongly contrasting across VECs than for any other sub-region (see Volume 4).  

Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6A, 7, and 8, without exemptions for hydraulic dredges under option 2, are 

expected to have slightly negative to negative impacts on the clam fishery. With these 

exemptions, these sets of areas have neutral impacts on the clam fishery. 

 

Great South Channel/SNE Alternatives (*No Preferred Identified) 

1. No action: NLCA and NL habitat closure 

2. No Habitat Management Areas 

3. Great South Channel and Cox Ledge 

4. Great South Channel East and Cox Ledge 

5. Nantucket Shoals and Cox Ledge 

6. Nantucket Shoals West MBTG closure, Great South Channel gear modification area, Cox 

Ledge 

 

Alternative 2 would remove existing management areas. The negative impacts on seabed habitats 

and large mesh groundfish are only slight, due to the generally neutral impacts associated with 

Alternative 1/No Action. The removal of management areas would provide some flexibility in 

fishery access, resulting in slight positive economic benefits but slight negative social benefits in 

the long-term, which could accrue in the mackerel/squid/butterfish, summer flounder/scup/black 

sea bass, and especially clam fisheries. 

 

Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6, without exemptions for hydraulic dredges under option 2, are 

expected to have slightly negative to negative impacts on the clam fishery (see volume 4). With 

these exemptions, these sets of areas have neutral impacts on the clam fishery. While an 

exemption for hydraulic clam dredges (Option 2) would mitigate impacts on that fishery, the 

overall economic impacts of each alternative varies depending on the amount of non-hydraulic 

clam dredging. In addition, many of these alternatives have scallop dredge activity in those areas 

which tends to drive the overall economic impacts for an alternative.  
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Management Options for Spawning Area Alternatives 

Option A: Closed to commercial gears capable of catching groundfish 

Option B: Closed to commercial and recreational gears capable of catching groundfish 

Option C: Scallop dredges exempted from spawning areas (Georges Bank Alternatives 2 and 3 

only) 

 

See Volume 3 for detailed analysis of impacts. Many types of fishing gears are currently 

prohibited in the Nantucket Lightship Closure Area, Closed Area I, and Closed Area II year 

round, and in the Georges Bank Seasonal Closure from May 1 to May 31 for common pool 

vessels only.  

 

Under Georges Bank/SNE Spawning Alternatives 2 and 3, the Nantucket Lightship Closed Area 

and the Georges Bank Seasonal Closure would be eliminated. In addition, Closed Area I and II 

would only have these gear prohibitions in place during 2.5 months of the year (February-April 

15) as opposed to year round. In summary, there is the potential for neutral to slight positive 

impacts on the bluefish, spiny dogfish, butterfish, longfin squid, summer flounder, scup and 

black sea bass fisheries because of increased access. There would also be neutral to slight 

negative biological impacts. Clam dredges would be exempt from spawning closures. Therefore, 

biological and fishery impacts from the spawning closures for surfclams and ocean quahogs are 

expected to be neutral. 

 

Comments on the suite of management options? 

 

Gulf of Maine Spawning Alternatives 

 

1. Alternative 1/No Action (*Preferred) 

a. Year-round Cashes Ledge, WGOM groundfish areas 

b. Sector rolling closures 

c. Common pool rolling closures 

d. GOM Cod Spawning Protection Area 

 

2. Alternative 2 

a. Sector rolling closures 

b. GOM Cod Spawning Protection Area 

c. Massachusetts Bay Spawning Area (new) 

3. Alternative 3 (*Preferred) 

a. Massachusetts Bay Spawning Area (new) 

 

Georges Bank/SNE Spawning Alternatives 

 

1. Alternative 1/No Action 

a. CAI, CAII, NLCA year round 

b. May seasonal closed area 

 

2. Alternative 2 (*Preferred) 

a. CAII 



5 

 

b. CAI 

c. All areas Feb 1 – Apr 15 

d. NLCA and May closure removed 

 

3. Alternative 3 

a. CAII 

b. CAI North 

c. All areas Feb 1 – Apr 15 

d. NLCA and May closure removed 

 

Dedicated Habitat Research Areas (DHRAs) 

1. No DHRA designations 

2. Eastern Maine DHRA closed to MBTG (*Preferred) 

3. Stellwagen DHRA: maintain current restrictions throughout, i.e. no MBTG, no longlines, 

gillnets; additionally no recreational groundfishing in reference sub-area.  

Option A: Southern Ref Area  

Option B: Northern Ref Area (*Preferred) 

Option C: No Ref Area 

4. Georges Bank DHRA closed to MBTG (*Preferred) 

5. Sunset provision (*Preferred) 

 

Comments on DHRA alternatives including the sunset provision? 

 

Dedicated habitat research areas would be closed to mobile bottom-tending gears (Alternatives 2 

and 4), or mobile bottom-tending gears and other demersal gears capable of catching groundfish 

(Alternative 3).  

 

The only DHRA that is in close proximity to the commercial fisheries for surfclam and ocean 

quahog is the Georges Bank DHRA. This area is currently closed to all mobile bottom-tending 

gears, including clam dredges. Recently, the clam fishery has expanded onto Georges Bank 

given an exemption area from a previous PSP closure. However, the Georges Bank DHRA 

boundaries remain within the PSP closure. This means that in the short term, the DHRA would 

have neutral impacts on the clam fishery. If the exemption area is expanded, Alternative 4 would 

have a slight negative impact on the clam fishery. The biological impacts on the clam resource 

would be neutral.  

 

The butterfish, longfin squid, and summer flounder, scup, black sea bass fisheries overlap with 

the Georges Bank DHRA. However, the extent of overlap of these fisheries, relative to the total 

extent of the fishery, is small. Therefore, the fishery impacts are expected to be neutral to slightly 

negative. Biological impacts would be neutral to slight positive. The impacts on the spiny 

dogfish fishery are expected to range from neutral to slight negative, depending which research 

areas are implemented. Bottom otter trawl catches of spiny dogfish would be restricted in all 

DHRAs, but this is expected to have a smaller impact on the fishery as this gear contributes a 

small amount of overall landings. Biological impacts would be neutral to slight positive.  


