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Attempts to develop a coastwide management program for 
the American lobster, Homarus americanus, began in the early 
1970s with hopes "to stem further declines in stock abundance 
and to improve economic and social resource value" (Lobster 
Scientific Committee, January 1974). A comprehensive State/ 
Federal Lobster Management Program was established in August 
1972 with federal administrators and scientists from eleven 
coastal states (Maine throuqh North Carolina) and the National 
Marine Fisheries Service. A Northeast Marine Fisheries Board 
was created to coordinate the development and implementation 
of coastwide management practices, to insure a viable fishery, 
and to enhance the benefits from the resource. These goals 
were to be achieved by: 1) application of biological, and 
economic information in management decisions; 2) development 
of an adequate legal, political,· and institutional framework 
for the implementation of management decisions: and, 3) de
velopment of monitoring, enforcement, and evaluation capa
bilities to determine the impact of management decisions on 
lobster population and user groups. 

A Policy Committee (also known as the Lobster Sub Board), 
composed of state fishery administ�ators and the Regional 
Director of NMFS, provided overall program guidance to facil
itate implementation of decisions through existing legal and 
institutional channels. A Scientific Cormnittee, composed of 
scientists from each of the states and NMFS, formulated lob
ster management strategies and coordinated program operations. 
By involving all the concerned states, it was anticipated 
that uniform regulations could be developed and implemented 
for the good of the resource and fishery. 

Through a review of existing regulations, the Scientific 
Committee identified such problems as "catch declines,.- exces
sive capitalization, and intensive exploitation in segments 
of the lobster fishery". By working with the four basic 
elements of the fishery (control of fishing effort, uniform 
state regulations, reciprocal enforcement of state regula
tions, and licensing of fishermen and primary dealers), the 
Scientific Committee formulated ten management precepts which 
were expected to be implemented by individual states. These 
precepts were: 

1) A program shall be developed to effectively control
total fishing effort on the lobster resource;

2) Reciprocal enforcement among states shall be
effected;

3) All states shall establish a uniform minimum legal
carapace length of 3 1/2 (emphasis added) inches
with no state at less than 3 3/16 inch carapace
length by January 1, 1976;



4) No maximum size limit shall be imposed on the
lobster fishery;

5) All states shall enact uniform laws prohibiting the
possession of egg-bearing or scrubbed lobsters;

6) All states shall enact uniform laws prohibiting the
landing of lobster meat;

7) All states shall enact uniform laws prohibiting the
notching of female lobsters;

8) All states shall enact uniform laws prohibiting the
possession of detached tails, claws or parts of
lobsters;

9) All lobster traps shall incorporate an escape vent
of a size adequate to minimize retention of sub
legal lobsters;

10) All fishermen and primary dealers shall be licensed
and shall be required to keep daily records of
their activities on forms provided by the licensing
agency.

By 1977, these precepts had undergone minor revision, 
and on implementation had met with either partial or no 
success (see table). In that year, however, passage of the 
Fishery Conservation and Management Act (now MFCMA or Magnu
son Act} caused a major change in and new considerations for 
lobster management. 

The Magnuson Act gave to newly established Fishery 
Management Councils the responsibility for development of 
management plans and policies for species in the Fishery 
Conservation Zone (FCZ) and to NMFS, the enforcement of regu
lations which would implement the provisions of plans and 
policies. An offshore lobster fishery, made Council consid
eration of a plan appropriate, and the geographic range of 
lobster brought it under the jurisdiction of both the Mid
Atlantic and New England Fishery Management Councils. This 
latter situation, as it turned out, accelerated New England 
Council involvement in lobster management. 

In December 1977 William Gordon, then Regional Director 
of NMFS, announced that the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council had requested lead Council status for development of 
a lobster management plan. The Mid-Atlantic Council had made 
the request to solve a fixed versus mobile gear conflict 
occurring off of New Jersey. 
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Lobster m:magcmc-nt prccc-pts of the Statc-Fedcrnl rrQRrrun. nml their status c,f implcmcutat ion ;as of !;<-pt. '77 

Precert 

1. A program shall be developed to effectively control
fishing_effort on the l_obster resource.

2. Reciprocal enforcement between States shall be
effected

J. All States shall establish a uniform minimum
legal carapace length of 3-1/2 inches with no
State less than 3-3/16 inch carapace length by
January 1, 1976.

4. Ma,dmum s I ze 1 imft sha 11 not be imposed on the
____ 1 ob�_tcr f lshery.

s. All States shall enact unifonn laws prohibiting the

____ possession of egg-bearing or scrubb�d lo�sters.

6. 

,. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

All States shall enact uniform laws prohibiting the 
landing of lobster meat. 

All States shall enact uniform laws prohibiting the 
notching of female lobst�rs. 

All States shall enact uniform laws prohibiting the 
possession of detached tails, claws or parts of 
lobster. 

All lobster traps shall incorporate an escape vent 
of a she adequate to minimize retention of sublegal 
lobsters. 

All fishermen and primary dealers shall be licensed 
and sh�11 be required to keep dally records of their 
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legend: 
I Implemented 
P Partially implemented. Regulations conforming to the intent of the precept are 1n effect but may be less 

restrictive than ts requtred to fulfill the tntent of the precept. 
O Defeated. legislative proposals to implement the precept were defeated in the legislature or died in 
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NA No Action; Management agency has not at'tempted to implement the precept. 
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Regarding the State/Federal Plan, Thomas Morrissey, 
NMFS project leader for the Lobster Management Plan, was to 
draft the bulk of the Plan and submit it to the Scientific 
Committee. The Scientific Connnittee and Sub Board were to 
review and revise the Plan. The first draft was expected by 
February 1978 and was to be submitted to the lead Council 
designated by the Secretary of Commerce. The New England 
Council had requested the Sub Board to prepare a Plan and 
wanted the question of lead Council to be addressed after
wards. It did, however, see no valid argument to prevent 
the New England Council from obtaining lead Council status 
(see October 25 and 31, 1977 letters). 

In June 1978, a draft of the Lobster FMP prepared by the 
Lobster Sub Board was made available. A summary of the draft 
and discussion questions and answers are included here. The 
final Plan, incorporating all of the precepts of the draft, 
was accepted at the Northeast Marine Fisheries Board meeting 
of October 17, 1978 and sent to both the New England and Mid
Atlantic Councils for adoption. The Board voted to recommend 
that the New England Council be made lead Council (see letter 
November 7, 1978) and hoped the Plan.would be implemented 
"in a timely manner" (note four years later the Plan, or a 
version of it, still had not been implemented). 

On February 8, 1979 the New England Council was given 
the lead by Terry L. Leitzel, then Assistant Administrator 
for Fisheries (see correspondence). The Mid-Atlantic Council 
did not object to this designation provided that a Plan be 
completed for submission to the Secretary of Conunerce by the 
end of 1979, the Mid-Atlantic Council be involved in its 
development, and joint hearings be held on the Plan. 

In June 1979, the New England Council Lobster Oversight 
.Cammi ttee met and reviewed the Northeast Marine Fisheries 
Board FMP objectives. The Committee formulated new objec
tives which were more consistent with requirements set forth 
in the MFCMA. Those objectives were: 

Long-term objective 

The overall objective of the Plan shall be to manage 
the American lobster resources so as to generate over 
the period of the Plan the greatest possible joint eco
nomic and social net benefits from its harvesting and 
utilization. 

Short-term objectives 

a) Promote conservation and wise use of the resource;

b) Minimize regulations and associated management
costs, subject to attainment of the overall
objective;
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New England fu!gtonal Fishery Management Council 
Peabody Oihce Bldg., One Ne1,1,bury Street, Puboay MA. 01960 - 617-535-5450 

MEMO 

To: 

From: 

John C. Bryson, Executive 
Director, Mid-Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council 

Spencer Apollonio, Executive Director 

October 25, 1977 

Subject: I.OBSTER MANAGEMENT 

This office has today received a copy of your memo of August 31, 1977 
to the State-Federal Management Board on the subject of lobster management. 
It states that at the joint Council meeting in December, 1976, lead 
responsibility for the development of a lobster plan was assigned to the 
Mid-Atlantic Council. 

I can find no record of that decision in the minutes of either the 
November 22-23 meeting of this Council, which tentatively discussed lead 
responsibilities, nor of the December 15-16 joint Council meeting. The

latter minutes specifically state that, "It was decided to leave the 
management of lobster to the State/Federal Program". 

The Mid-Atlantic criteria for pr,iorities for management plans received 
in this.office ear�ier this year does not include lobsters. 

We noted the motion on lobsters made by Bill Gordon at your Council 
meeting on August 10; Mr. Gordon entered the following motion: 

•r would make a motion that this Council endorse the preparation
of a lobster plan by a sub board appointed by the State/Federal
Sub Board." The motion was seconded and carried.

However, we did not attach great significance to this brief comment because

it has always been our understanding that the State/Federal Board is 
supposed to be working on a lobster program. 

We have received no other written or verbal communication on lobster 
management. It is therefore a surprise to learn that the Mid-Atlantic 
Council has lead responsibility. With the great preponderance of lobster 
landings in the New Ewlgland area, clearly there is great interest in lobster 
by this Council, and I am sure it will want to be actively involved in the 
development of a lobster plan. 

Therefore it is important that this question of lead responsibility 
and inter-Council working relations for lobsters be clarified as rapidly 
as possible. It will be on the agenda for the November 9-10 meeting of 
this council. 

PP 

cc: NERFMC Members 
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MID-ATLANTIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

ROOM 211 !5 FEDERAL BUILDING 

NORTH a NEW STREETS 

DOVER. DELAWARE 19go1 

NO\I Z ,911 

OAYIO H t-4.&IIIT .->MN C. l�VSON. P(. 

ELLIOT J GOLDMAN 

TO: Spencer Apollonio, Executive Director NEFMC 

FROM: John C. Bryson, Executive Director MAFMc),c/� 

SUBJECT: Lobster Management 

DATE: October 31, 1977 

Ea1cv,.,.• o,,.,., 

The references you made to the action on the Lobster plan are quite cor
rect except that you received a copy of a memo from the Regional Director to 
F-31 outlining tentative FMP responsibility. (Copy attached) 

Your reflection that the State/Federal Sub-Board is to work on the plan 
is also correct. However, I would hope that you are not laboring under the 
impression that the State/Federal Sub-Board will solve this problem without 
guidance and perhaps a push. If I'm not mistaken that body has been discussing 
lobster for many years without significant accomplishments being made. I 
believe each State Director was to seek certain changes in State Law as the 
Sub-Board agreed on. To the best of my knowledge the only state successful 
was in the Mid Atlantic region. In fact, many states didn't even introduce 
measures. 

We are presently far enough into our plans that we can devote the 
necessary amount of time to work with the Sub-Board to prepare a plan. 

There is no intent to by-pass New England Council, and your views will 
always affect any plan we prepare. 

Lobstering is becoming a very important fishery to this region and the 
off-shore fishery is growing rapidly. If we are to always prepare the plans 
that show the greatest area catch (not landings) then perhaps we need to re
evaluate other species such as scallops. 

I do not feel that lobster should become an inter-council issue. I 
think this council has demonstrated we do not take a provincial outlook when 
preparing plans and can adequately supervise the preparation of a Lobster 
FMP to the benefit of both regions. 

JCB/chm 

cc: William Gordon 
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NATIONAL MAa:;INE 

FISHEAIES SEAVICE 

��'l'�te:!J 
�<&i6fl{Stl 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

14 ELM STREET 
GLOUCESTER. MASS. 01930 

November 29, 1978 

LOBSTER MANAGEMENT PLAN PREPARED 

The Northeast Marine Fisheries Board announced recently it has adopted a comprehensive 
plan for management of the fisheries for American or northern lobsters along the 
Atlantic seaboard. 

As adopted by the Board, the lobster management plan incorporates the views and 
concerns of lobster fishermen and dealers expressed at more than 20 informal public 
meetings held recently in the lobster-producing states to discuss proposed lobster 
management measures. The plan calls for an increase in "the legal minimum size of 
lobster that may be taken by the fishermen and the development of long-range programs 
designed to reduce current high levels of lobster fishing effort and excessive rates 
of exploitation of the resource. In addition, the plan calls for the incorporation 
of openings in the construction of lobster traps to allow small lobsters to escape 
and the prohibition of the landing of lobster parts and meat, a practice which 
unnecessarily reduces the value of the landed product. 

Under the plan, the minimum legal size limit for lobster would be increased to 3-3/16
inches.carapace length (about one pound) in all areas by 1981, and eventually to 
�-1/2 inches (about 1.25 pounds), which the Board determined is the optimum minimum
size for all areas based on presently available information. The plan calls for a
series of 1/16 inch annual increases in the size limit toward the optimum minimum size.

However, due to uncertainties regarding the precise affects a 3-1/2 inch size limit
may have on the fishery and the market, the plan calls for additional studies before
the size limit is increased to greater than 3-3/16 inches and evaluation of each
incremental increase in the minimum size.

The Northeast Marine Fisheries Board is comprised of fishery administrators from each 
of the ten coastal states and the National Marine Fisheries Service. The Board was 
formed in 1972 under auspices of the National Marine Fisheries Service's State-Federal 
Fisheries Management Program to provide a unified approach to management of fishery 
resources that cross jurisdictional boundaries between the states and between the 
states and the Federal Government. Under the Program, funding is provided for the 
conduct of special management oriented research projects, in addition to expenses for 
meetings of scientists and fishery administrators to review and analyze the results 
of research and to evaluate strategies for management of the resource. 

The plan will be presented to the ten coastal states of Maine through Virginia and 
to the New England and Mid-Atlantic Regional Fishery Management Councils for their 
endorsement. Upon endorsement by each of the parties, the plan will provide the 
basis for coordinated management of the inshore fisheries, which are under the 
jurisdiction of the states, and the offshore fisheries, which are under federal 
jurisdiction. 

X X X X X X X X 

ror addttional information, contact the ofrice �f the Regional Director, 14 Elm Street, 
Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930 -- Telephone (617) 281-36 00 



SUMMARY 

Introduction 

The American lobster (Homarus anericanus} 1s one of the n:>st 
important of the nation's fishery resources, ranking first among 
the fisheries of the Northwest Atlantic seaboard and fifth nation
ally in landed value in 1976. It provides income for approxfmately
17,000 persons employed in lobster fishing and directly-related
industries and is the economic foundation of nu�erous fishing 
com.unities in New England. An additional 12,000 or more persons
utilize the resource directly in recreational fishing, while the
highly aesthetic character of the fishery and its product indirectly 
contributes in a substantial way to the general well-being of the 
nation's citizens. 

Important fisheries for ��erican lobster presently occur within 
the territorial waters of the seven coastal states of ·Maine through 
New Jersey and �1ithin the geo')raphical areas of authority of the 
New England and Mid Atlantic Regional Fishery Management Councils. 
A unified managf:'rr,ent program consistent �,ith the national standat"ds 
for fishery conservation and management and involving each of the 
above states and Regional Councils is proposed. These proposals are
grounded in the belief that a cooperative approach to the development 
and implementdtion of this plan among the management agencies concerned 
should provide the best opportunities to make better decisions concern-
ing use of the resource. This approach should ensure adequate consicer
ation of the diversity in the social and economic features of the industry 
and result in optimum benefits to both users and consumers of the resource. 

Areas, Fisherie�, and Stocks Involved 

Maine is the leading lob�ter producing state, accounting for about 
60% of the total U.S. catch, annually. Massachusetts is second, 
accounting for about 20% of the U.S. catch, followed by Rhode lslcnd 
where about 10% of the U.S. catch is landed. New Ha�pshire, Cc,r.nec�icut, 
New York, and New Jersey account for about l't. of the U.S. catch., col1cct
ively; and Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia collectively land abOJt 1:: 
of the catch. 

Available information indicates there is a sfngle stock of k��rican 
lob;ter in the Northwestern Atlantic area. Estimates of the proportion 
of the U.S. catch taken within state territorial \•iaters range from 73 to 
88:, depending on source. A great majority of the catch (98� or more) of 
Ma�ne, New Hampshire, and Connecticut is taken within state territorial 
\•:aters. However, the majority of the catch of Rhode Island (80%), New 
York (60%), and New Jersey (90%), and a substantial proportion of the 
catch of �assachusetts (40%) is taken in the U.S. Fishery Conservation 
Zone (FCZ). The entire catch of Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia is 
taken in the FCZ. 

Management Probiems 
. . 

The problems of management of the American lobster fishery resource 
addressed in the draft plan are summarized briefly as follows: 

(a) Current minimum size limitations are substantially smaller
than the size providing maximum yield fn weight per recruit
and, in most areas, are smaller than the size at which a
substantial proportion of female lobsters are mature. There
is a need to increase the size limits to improve the catch
per recruit and to prevent depletion of the brood stock from
heavy exploitation of i11V:1ature lobsters. These needs require
reconciliation with current market demand relative to lobster
size and with potential short-tenn loss of utch resulting
from fncreases in the minimum sfze limits.

., 

(b) Current.high levels of fishing mortalfty on the lobster
resource call for management aimed at regulation of the
catch. There is a need to reduce the fishing mortality
rates in order to increase the yield from the fishery and
to reduce dependence of the fishery each year essentially
on a single size group of newly recruited lobsters. These
needs require reconciliation with social and cultural features
of the industry and consideration of potential adverse social
and economic impacts of catch regulation with current high
levels of effort in the fishery.

(c) Other problems of management of the lobster fishery resource
call for management aimed at reducing conflicts between fixed
and mobile gears, reducing lobster injury and mortality
associated with use of certain gears, and elimination of
fishing and marketing practices that unnecessarily reduce the
value of the product.

Provisions of the Manaqe�ent Plan 

A. Oetimum Yield

Available information indicates that more efficfent utilization
of the resource may be achieved by increasing the mfnimum size limits 
and by decreasing fishing mortality and fishing effort. 

· Current minimum size limits for lobster range from 3-3/32 to 3-3/16
inches carapace length. Present yield estimates indicate the appro�riate 
minimum size at harvest for maximum catch per recruit is between 4-6 
inches carapace length, depending on area. However, the economic diffi�ult
ies entailed in rr,arketing only very large lobsters precludes setting the 
minimum size limit at the size at first harvest that will provide the 
maximum catch per recruit. 

�--

The approach taken in the draft plan involves consfderatfon of a uniformoptimum minir:ium size limit based on biologic consideratfons (yield perrecruit, abundance of brood stock) modified by relevant social andeconomic considerations. 

The optimum size limit for lobster based on bfologfc, social, and 
economic considerations is 3-� inches carapace length. The average 
size of lobster in the catch with 3-� inch minimum size limit is consist
ent with current market demand as indicated by present price/size 
differentials in the market. Increasing the_mini�um size to 3-� inches
will increase the abundance of brood stock and will increase the catch 
by 7-33%, depending on area, as a result of the increase in average size 
of lobsters in the catch. 

Consistent with this determination, a minimum size limft of 3-3/16 
inches carapace length is proposed for all areas for 1980. Thereafter, 
the minimum size should be increased 1/16 inch each year until a size 
limit of 3-1/2 inches has been attained. This strategy will result in 
attainment of the optimum minimum size limitation within a reasonable 
time frame at a minimum of social and economic cost. 

Available estimates of mortality rates for American lobster 
indicate the fishing mortality rates (F) are unusually high in 
co�parison with other fisheries. Levels of fishing mortality greater 
than F � 0.80 are usually excessive for all finfish fisheries, leading 
to severe reductions in stock size and recruitment failures. Available 
estimates of current fishing mortality rates for the lobster fishery 
commonly are in excess of F s 2.0. 00 



Recent yield estimates indicate the appropriate levels of fishing 
mortality for maximum yield in weight per recruit for A�erican lobster 
are between F = 0.15 and F = 0.30, depending on area and the minimum 
size limits. In the major lobster producing areas. reducing the cur�ent 
fishing mortality rates by 60% will increase the catch betw�en 4-17:, 
depending on area. However, given present high levels of effort and 
participation in the fishery. catch regulations designed to re<!uce tr.e 
fishing mortality rates would result in severe social and ec0nc�ic 
dislocations. The approach taken in the draft plan is to defer until 
1980 the setting of F levels for the lobster fishery in order to provide 
time for public discussion of the issues and alternatives relating to 
the regulation of lobster fishing effort and fishing mortality. In the 
interim, it will be necessary to control new entry into the fishery to 
prevent further increases in participation and the dissipation of the 
benefits of the proposed increases in the minimum size limitations. 

8. 0tht::r Management Measures Specified by the Plan

The drjft plan specifies certa1n additional management measures
which may be appropriate. They are as follows: 

(1) Protection of berried female lobsters

To allow the taking of berried lobster would reduce the
anticipated benefits of the optimum size limitation hhile
serving no useful purpose. In view of the low rate of
natural mortality among lobsters, prohibition of the taking
of berried lobsters essentially only delays harvesting until
the eggs have hatched. Any loss due to natural mortality
during the protected period will be offset by growth of
spent females that escape the fishery long enough to molt.

(2) Prohibition of landing of lobster parts and meat

Since there is no satisfactory method of relating meat to
lobster size and berried condition, to allow the landing
of lobster meat would provide a means for circumvention of
minimum size and berried female prohibitions.

The practice of removing claws and tails of lobster aboard
the fishing vessel and discarding the body shell results in
a reduced weight and a greatly reduced unit value of the landed
product. Lobster parts commonly bring prices 30-50 percent
below the price per pound commanded for whole, live lobster.
Since holding systems capable of storing live lobster for
extended periods can be installed aboard fishing vessels at
low cost, there is little, if any. justification of the
practice of "�napping" lobster parts to facilitate storage of
the catch.

(3) Gear construction and marki�uirements

The incorporation 0f escapement openings or vents in the
construction of trap gear will reduce lobster injury and
mortality associated with trap fishing. The prescribed vent
dimensions will minimize the retention of sublegal-sized
lobsters, with no loss of legal catch and a minimum of loss
of incidental catch.

--- - --

Requirements for the marking and reporting of trap gear are 
proposed to reduce gear conflicts in the offshore fishing 
areas. In addition, foreign fishing regulations promulgated 
under the Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 
(PL9�-265} to prevent damage to domestic fixed gear by foreign 
vessels have been incorporated in the plan. In view of the 
inter-fishery nature of the gear conflict problem, ft wou1d not 
be appropriate to establish in this plan requirements to limit 
do�estic fixed and mobile gear fishing to reduce gear conflicts. 
Relevant sections of any comprehensive plan of limitations 
adopted by the Regional Councils for the FCZ or'by the states 
for the territorial sea� may be incorporated in a future revision 
of this plan. 

(4) licensing and reporting requirements

Under the plan, all fisher.:ien and primary dealers would
be licensed and would be required to keep daily records
of their tctivities on fonns or logbooks provided by the
licensing agency.

Any fishennen or vessel wishing to take lobster within the
territorial waters of a state, or to land lobster in a state
would be required to possess a license to do so issued by
the state. Similarly. a federal pennit would be required
to take lobster within the Fishery Conservation Zone.

Primary dealers would be required to possess a license fssued
by the state in which the lobsters purchased from fishermen
are landed.

Primary dealers would be required to record each purchase
of lobsters from fishennen. Fishermen would be required
to record their catch and fishing effort on a daily basis.
The reco�d keeping forms or logbooks would be returned to
the licensing agency on a monthly basis.

\.0 



Q. 

A. 

DISCUSSION 

QUESTIONS & ANSWERS 

RELATIVE TO THE DRAFT FISHERY 

MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE 

AMERICAN LOBSTER FISHERY 

Does the proposal of a single overall lobster plan mean there will 
be federal regulation of the entire lobster fishery? 

No. The proposal calls for state and federal regulatfon of the

fishery. Under the plan, each state involved would continue to be

responsible for management of the fishery within its territorial 
waters. Beyond the state waters, 1n the Fishery Conservation Zone. 
manager.1ent would be by the National �:arine Fisheries Serive according 
to policies and regulations established by the New England and Mid 
Atlantic Regional Councils. These policies and regulations, along 
with those the state would follow, will be contained in the final 
version of the plan. 

Q. Why should there be a single overall plan for the lobster fisheries?

A. Available information indicates there is a single stock of lobster
in the Northwestern Atlantic area. The lobster stock crosses the
geographical boundaries separating management jurisdiction between
the individual states, between the states and the Federal Governrr.ent,
and tetween the U.S. and Canadian Governments. The Fishery Conserva�ion
and Management Act of 1976 prescribes, among other things, that an
individual stock of fish be managed as a unit throughout its ra�ge, to
the excent practicable. Effective management of the resource ideally
requires the adoption and implementation of a single overall plan, since
the conservation and management measures for one area may influence the
success of measures for another area.

Q. Which states are involved in the unified management program proposed in
the draft plan?

A. In addition to the two Regional· Councils, there are seven states involved
in the propoied program: Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
Connecticut, New York, and New Jersey. These are the states that have
lobster fisheries within their territorial waters.

Q. }!ho estabiished the policies and regulations contained in the draft plan.
that the states wil 1 fol 1 ow? •

A. The draft plan has been prepared by the Lobster Sub Board of the Northeast
Marine Fisheries Board. As membership of the Sub Board includes an
official representing the fishery management agency of each of the states
iovolved, the states have had the major role in formulating the policies
and regulations contained in the plan thus far. Eventually, the plan will
go to the Regional Councils for their input.

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

PREPARED BY THE fiORTHEAST 

MARINE FISHERIES BOARD, 

LOBSTER Sus BOARD 

JUNE, 1978 

How \IOUld the plan be implemented? 

First, the plan must be adopted by all the partfes. tt..t 1s. each of 
the seven states involved and the two Regional Councils concerned. 
Following its adoption, implementation will require promulgation of

the recorrr.tended re9ulations by each of the states involv�. for the 
inshore fisheries, and by the Secretary of C�1Vllerce for the fisheries 
within the Fishery Conservation Zone. 

Suppose that the plan is not adopted by all the parties. or that one 
or more of the parties fail to implement the recorrmended conservation

and rr�nagement measures. What would happen then? 

A. Obviously, the proposal of a unified managem�nt progra� would have

failed in either case. If the problem was with the recomr..ended
conservation and management measures, these could be examined for
possible modification. Assuming acceptable modification could not
be developed, it would be necessary to explore alternative approaches
to management of the resource. The alternatives to the proposed
unified program presently are not clear. Under authority of the
Fishery Conservation and Management Act, the Secretary of COllUllerce
may assume responsibility for regulation of a fishery within the
territorial waters of a state in certain instances. h'hether this
would apply in the case of the lobster fishery is subject to legal
interpretation of the relevant provisions of the Act.

Q. What laws or regulations are recorrmended in the current draft plan?

A. The draft plan recommends a moratorium on the number of vessels or men
employed in the fishery, a uniform minimum size limit of 31s inches
carapace length, protection of berried lobsters, prohibition of the
landing of lobster parts and meat, and incorporation of escape vents
in the construction of trap gear. The plan recoIT111ends also uniform
marking and reporting requirements for trap 9ear in the offshore areas,
licensing of all fishermen and primary dealers. and a logbook system
for reporting catch and effort.

Q. Does the draft plan recolT'mend quotas or catch limits for the lobster fishery?

A. No. The need for reductions in the fishing mortality on the lobster
resource is discussed in the plan, but the conclusion reached is that
reguiation of the lobster catch ideally should be tied in with a program
to ;egulate effort. The plan does recommend serious public discussion
over the next year or two of how best to accomplish this.

.. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Does the draft plan rec()lllr.end trap limits? 

No. While the plan points up the need for control· of lobster fishing 
effort and the benefits of trap de-escalation, the view taken in the 
discussion in'the plan is that limitation of the number of traps a inan 
can fish is a socio-economic neasure best decided on a local level. 
possibly by the fishennen groups. This topic could be included in future 
public discussions of catch and effort regulation. 

Why does the plan recorrvnend a moratorium on the number of vessels and r.en 
in the fishery? 

The purpose of the moratorium would be to prevent any substantial increase
in the numbers of fishennen while efforts are undeniay to develop a 
program to regulate fishing effort. In addition, the benefits of the 
proposed increase in the gauge size could be dissapated by increases in 
the numbers of fishermen. It would be only fair to the men who are in 
the fishery at the time the gauge is increased to try to prevent this 
from happening . 

What does the term fishing mortality rate mean, and why should the 
current fishing mortality rates be reduced? 

Put sim?lY, it means how fast lobsters are being killed or removed by
fishing. To reduce the current rates simply means to slow the process 
down. One affect of the current high rates of mortality is that the 
fishery in most areas is dependent each year on the abundance of 
lobsters in one narfow size group of sublegals that will molt into 
legal size. This is a dangerous position to be in, and it will continue 
even with a increase in the.minimum size limits. Slowing the removal 
process down, hm-1ever, will result in a wider size distribution of legal 
lobsters and reduce the dependence on the recruit size group. An additional 
benefit is that the total yield in pounds also will increase. 

�!nat \1oul d be the affect on the fisherman of the reco1TI11ended increase 
in the minimum size limit? 

There \'JOuld be an im.':lediate loss of catch with a gauge increase, lasting 
until the lobsters grow to the new minimum size. This short-term loss 
of catch \-1ould be greatest in areas where there are fewer lobsters 
lorser than the change in the gauge size. With a 1/16 inch increase 
in the gauge, the loss of catch would last until the next molt. Over 
the year, there would be no noticeable loss of catch. Assuming the 
gauge is increased at the start of the year, the affect on the catch 
would be similar to having a poor spring season. 

Even if the gauge is increased only 1/16 inch at a time. won"t the 
recor.rr�nded 3½ inch size limit put fishennen in areas where there 
are only small lobsters out of business? 

There is no reason to believe this would happen. lhe size distribution 
of lobsters in an area is related mainly to the fishing pressure. �here 
the pressure is high, most of the lobsters are caught soon after they molt 
into legal size and very few survive the fishery long enough to molt again. 
Under current fishing conditions, if you shift the size limit up or dowr:i. 
the size of lobsters in the population will shift accordingly. If there 
are any areas where only small lobsters are found in nature. so called 
"nursery areas," then it would be best not to fish such areas. 

Will a 3½ inch size limit hurt the market because of the large size of 
lobsters in the catch? 

It shouldn't. For one thing, the average size o·f lobsters in the catch 
in most areas will increase only to about 1½ pounds with a 3-½ inch size 
limit. For another, current prices paid in relation to lobster size 
indicate the lobsters in the catch will be in the size range that is in 
greatest overall demand. 

Q. 

A. 

Why should the gauge be increased even in areas where there is plenty of 
berried lobsters with the present minimum size limit. such as in Long 
Island Sound? 

First, increasing the gauge to 3½ inches will increase the catch between 
7 to 33%, depending on area. Second, we don't know how many berried 
lobsters is plenty. Mortality of baby lobsters may vary tremendously 
bebeen areas,_ and an area such as Long Island Sound may require many 
more berried lobsters t�an another area to prod�ce sufficient nu�bers of 
larval lobsters to support the fishery. Weighing the potential advantages 
and disadvantages, it makes sense to increase the gauge in all areas. 

Q. Will the recom.T.ended escape vent re½uirernents for traps result in loss
of incidental catch that may be important to fishennen in some areas?

\ 

A. Round escape vents, which are an option under the plan. have beeri shown
to be effective in retaining incidental catch of crabs. The effect of
venting on incidental catch of other species has not been studied. At
some locations, important quantities of blatk sea bass are taken in lobster
trd?S- It is likely the smaller size fish will escape through the p�oposed
vent openings. �hether this will substantially reduce the catch of market
size fish is not known. The escapement from traps of the smaller size
fish possibly would be beneficial in the long run. In addition. sea bass
have been shm�n to be serious predators of entra?ped lobsters. and letting
the s�aller size fish out of traps could further reduce lobster injury and
mortality associated with fishing.

Q. Why does the plan recorrmend prohibition of the landing of lobster
parts and meat?

A. Prohibition of the landing of lobster meat 1s necessary to prevent
circumvention of minimum size and berried female requirements. As
regards to lo�ster parts, there is little, if any, justification of
the practice of snapping tails and claws at sea, which results in a
greatly reduced value of product relative to the landed value of whole.
live lobster. Systems adequate for at sea storage of live lobster may
be installed aboard lobster fishing vessels at low cost. Given present
high levels of effort and exploitation in the lobster fishery.
economically inefficient methods and gears should pe prohibited.

Q. Is the issue of lobster imports from Canada de?ressing prices received
by U.S. lobster fishermen addressed in the plan?

A. The issue of whether Canadian imports depress prices received by U.S.
lobster fishermen only recently was raised, and it was not possible
to evaluate the situation on the basis of the limited information
available. It will be necessary to initiate studies to obtain the
needed information for inclusion in a future manage�ent plan. Of
particular concern to fisherw�n is whether the imports may actually
benefit domestic fishermen by their stabilizing affect on the market.
which may in turn sustain demand for lobster and result in a higr.er
average annual price paid for the product.

Q. Who will enforce the regulations recorm:ended in the draft plan and will
there be any improvement in enforcement?

A. There will be no change in the present basic system of enforcement. The
states will continue to have responsibility for enforcement of lobster
regulations within their territorial waters. The. plan points up a need
for improvement of state law enforcement programs and the coordination of
state and federal enforcement activities. With federal regulations for
the offshore fishery, there will be an increase in federal enforce�ent
activities relative to lobster. With this increase in activity o�d the
coordination of state and federal efforts, there should be a general
improvement in the enforcement of lobster regulations.
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November 7, 1978 

Chairman 

Allen E. Peterson, Jr., Ch.airman
Northeaat Marine Fisheriea Board 
Leverett Saltonstall Building 
Government c�uter 
100 Camoridge Street 
Boston, MA 02202 

New England Fishery Management Co1.mcil 
c/o Spencer Appolonio, Executive Director 
Peabody Office Building, One Newbury Street 
Peabody, MA 01960 

Dur Mr. Chairman: 

The Northeast Marine Fisheries Board has completed preparation of 
a comprehensive management plan for the American lobster fishery 
resource. The plan was developed on the basis that there is a 
single stock of American lobster in the northwestern Atlantic area, 
and addresses problems of lobster management both within the terri
torial seas of the lobster-producing states and within the Fishery 
Conservation Zone. 

At its meeting of October 17, 1978 the Board voted to refer the 
plan to both the New England and the Mid-Atlantic Regional Councils 
for adoption. The Board voted also to rec0111D1end that the New England 
Council be designated the lead Council, and that the Council proceed 
in a timely manner to forward the plan to the Secretary for imple
mentation; however, the Board fully acknowledged these are matters 
to be decided by the Councils. 

On behalf of the Northeast Marine Fisheries Board, I am pleased to 
transmit these recommendations and the Fishery Management Plan for 
American Lobster. 

The members of the Board are c011111itted to working toward adoption 
of the plan by their respective states. We look forward to 
adoption of the plan by the New England and Mid-Atlantic Regional 
Councils. 

Respec:J:fully submitted, 

� / ,;-· -1
,,,

J1;;_t 1 �,;A Ii.'.,,: J/.{-n,,--c 4 
�- Allen E. Peterson, Jr., Chatt4n�m� 

Northeast Marine Fisheries Board 

enc. 
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Hr. Allen E. Peterson, Jr. 
Chairman, New England Fishery 

Management Council 
Peabody Office Building 
One Newbury Street 
Peabody, Massachusetts 01960 

Dear Allen, 

FC:3 8 1979 

Thank you for your letter of January 19, 1979, regarding the 
designation of the lead Council in developing the fishery manage
ment plan for American lobster. I am pleased to designate the 
New England Council the lead Council for the lo�ster management 
plan under Section 304(f)(l)(A) of the Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act of 1976. Only the New England Council will have a 
formal vote of approval on the plan submitted to the Secretary; 
however, the Secretary will consider any corrments on the plan re
ceived from the Mid-Atlantic Council. 

understand that you may not be able to complete preparation 
of the plan by the end of 1979. However, your assurance that the 
Council will proceed as rapidly as possible is appreciated. John 
Bryson, on behalf of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council, 
acknowledged that the proposed schedule may be too tight but 
emphasized the intention of ·the Mid-Atlantic Council that the plan 
be completed as soon as possible. 

Slncerely yours, 

l1 c,:z" 
Assistaryt Administrator 

for F•sheries 

F36/DL 
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c) Provide for the collection of accurate and
consistent social, economic, and biological
data required to monitor effectively the per
formance of the fishery relative to the overall
objective;

d) Minimize social and cultural dislocations in
the lobster industry to the extent possible;

e) Encourage adoption of compatible management
regulations and coordination of management
efforts among all concerned agencies;

f) Increase the yield per recruit from all com
ponents of the lobster stock; rates and extent
of increases shall be consistent with relevant,
social and economic considerations.

In August 1979 the Council opted to form a Plan Develop-
ment Team (.PDT) "to facilitate timel"y development of a lobster 
FMP". The PDT was to perform a technical rewrite/reorganiza-
tion of the Lobster Plan developed by the NEM.FB and required 
economic impact analyses associated with specific options for 
increases in minimum size lengths as well as further elabora-

14 

tion of the implications associated with various alternative 
management strategies. The PDT was to be given general technical 
direction by the Council staff and to be supervised by the Lobster 
Oversight Committee. 

Committee-proposed objectives were also reviewed by the 
Council at these August meetings. The Council asked the 
Committee to readdress its objectives particularly the sub
objective "increase the yield per recruit from all components 
of the lobster stock; with rates and extent of increases being 
consistent with relevant social and economic considerations". 
Before adopting this objective, some Council members wanted 
more analyses on impacts of increased minimum size on the 
industry. 

During October and November the Lobster PDT and Commit
tee did readdress the objectives and needed economic analyses 
of any size increase to 3 1/2" minimum carapace length. 
After lengthy discussions the Committee and PDT agreed to 
recommend the following objectives and statements on policy 
issues and considerations. 

Objectives: "The objective of the Lobster FMP shall be 
to manage the total American lobster (Hornarus americanus) 
resources so as to insure the perpetuation ot tne species 
at a population level which will minimize the possibility 
of recruitment failure while allowing maximum utilization 
when and where possible. In its efforts to accomplish 



this objective, the management effort should consider 
the need to minimize social, cultural, and economic 
dislocations which may result from provisions of this 
FMP II

. 

Policy issues and considerations: "The American lobster 
resource comes from diverse offshore and inshore waters 
in such quantities as to suggest unique management chal
lenges. This fact, coupled with the fact that the data
base available from statistical and biological sources 
is not historically strong, indicates that management 
of this resource must go forward with great caution and 
flexibility. 

It is the intent of the New England Fishery Manage
ment Council to promote harmonious use of the resource 
among the various components of the American lobster 
fishery; also to promote compatibility of conservation 
and management measures employed by the various politi
cal entities having jurisdiction over the resource." 

At November meetings the Council debated the Committee/ 
PDT recommendations and statements and revise them. They 
became: 

The lobster resource (Homarus americanus) comes 
from diverse offshore and inshore waters in such 
quantities and qualities as to suggest unique 
management challenges. This fact, coupled with 
the fact that the data base available from statis
tical and biological sources is not historically 
strong, indicates that management of this resour.ce 
must go forward with great caution and flexibility. 

The objective of the Lobster FMP shall be to 
manage the total American lobster resources so as 
to minimize the possibility of recruitment failure 
while allowing maximum utilization when and where 
possible. 

In its efforts to accomplish this objective, 
the management efforts should consider the need to 
minimize social, cultural and economic dislocations 
which may result from provisions of this FMP". 

The Council agreed with the Committee/PDT to initiate 
a study dealing with impacts associated with an increase in 
the lobster minimum size. Interestingly, during December 
Maine Commercial Fisheries published a summary of pertinent 
work already performed by Dr. James Acheson and Robert 
Reidman. The article is included here. 

l



Uniwenity of Maine 
" 

Uniwtdity ol Nn Hampahire -
Sea Grant Program 

Fisheries. Issues 

The MalM/No, Hampshin Sn Grvtt hOfNM t, &Uint thiJ JPOCt to lkllfflbe marine 
"�h wit/ch is !Hinr dune •t the two institutlon1. This month the arncle is wri1ten 
by Dr. James Achewn, an anthropologrst, and Robert Reidman, an economics maten 
candidate, both frura the Uruvenity uf MaiM at Orono. The artide is a summary of 
a slUd_v which tMy are just completin1, 

Do We Want to Get to 31/2" From Here? 

Many of the most knowledgeable bio
liaisls fanular with the lobster industry 
in New England arc conYlllccd 1h11 1he 
lobslcr 1s being badly ONer explo11ed, 
and 1h11 1here 1s I wnous danger of 
iJTvru11Cnl stock faalure. A wide vanc1y 
uf conservation measures have been pro
posed. The measure favored most con
ststen1ly by biolog1s1s rs to raise the mm• 
rmum legal srze of lohslers from J 3/16 
rm:hes tu J ½ inches. The current J 3/16 
law 1ll11ws over '10% ol lhe female loh-
slers 10 be l·augh1 before rhey are ma1ure 
enough 10 lay eggs even once. This measure, 
h1olutz1sls bdieve, would gr early in.:rease 
the numhcr of hreedm� tcnralcs. which 
would rcsull in 11,real m.:rea,cs m number 
of eAAS tn lhe waler, and ul11ma1ely an 
mcrea,e m 1he lohsrer car.:h They also 
heheve 1ha1 an m.:rease 111 lhe legal 
measure would allow lobsler� 10 grow 
larger so rhar 1he rural we1gh1 of lhe 
lubsler ,arch would increase. 

f1Shermen, on rhe \I.hole. are nol con• 
vmc.:ed of rhe wisdom of lhe 3 ½ inch 
proposal. They kno"' lhar a very large 
number of lohslers cJughr are jus1 over 
1he legal measure which. in rhcir minds. 
means 1ha1 JU increase m 1he measure 
would grearly reduce 1heir CJlchcs and 
incomes. The h1olog1s1s counter wuh lhe 
argumenls 1ha1 rhcy would nul raise 1he 
legal measure to 3 ½ inches m orre year. 

In IQ77, 78. a team of social sc1en11s1S 
from 1he University of Maine galhered 
dala to inves11�a1e 1h1s 1s\ue. An analysis 
ur 1he dara we cullec1ed mdicales 1ha1 
raising 1he legal measure l/l61h 01 an inch 
each year for five years would resull in 
smaller numbers of luh,rers caughl, a de• 
clme m 1he 101al weight of rhe carch, \Ind 
1 decrease in income ru rhe lubs1er mdus1ry. 
Afrer lhe measure has reached 3 ½ inches, 

however, 1here would mos1 likely be a 
permanent decrease m 1he numben or 
lobsters caugh1, but an in.:rea,e m 1oral 
w1eghl of ca1<.:h, and an mcieao;e m 1he 
inc.:ome 10 lhe lohs1er md11s1ry. 
The da11 used m I hts sl udy were collected 

by some six so,;ial sc1en11s1s who rode 18 
lohs1er hoals operarm� m 1he Muscongus 
II.iv re�111n nf Mame <1111111� July and A111tus1 
111 1977, November and L>ece1nbcr 1477, and 
April and MJy 1978. 
There are rwu clllkal 4uc,11un, 1ha1 were 

addressed. F1rsi. whal will happen 10 lhe 
stLes and we1gh1 ol lob,1er, m rbe ca1ch as 
I he legal measure is mcrcased by Iii 6th of .. 
an inch for five consecu11ve v�ars? /In lhe 
Srh year, rhe legal measure would hy 3 'h 
inches. I Secondly, given I hese .:han�es 1n 
lulal landed we1gh1, whar will happen 10 
fishermen· s income'! These arc lwu sep
arale issues. and amwenng rhem required 
two scpar;ite compurer s1mula1ion models. 
specially prepared fur 1be purpose 

Question I: Changes in Sizes and 
Wei�ta of Lobsten 
An analysis of the dala mdicaled lhar 

58.9% of lhe lobsters we measured were 

under J ½ inches. This means that if the 
lep.l measure were raised overnighl from 
J J/16 inches to J � inches 1lmusr 60% 
of the lobsters now caugh1 would be 
illegal. No responsible orficial has even 
proposed such I one shot increase, but 
this figure underlines some1hing many 
fishermen are fully aware of-namely, that 
the J ½ inch measure is not a mmor change. 
Even though 60 percent of the lobsters 

in our sample were be1ween :l 3/16 and 
J ½inches. we cannot conclude tlut each 
l/l61h increase would reduce I he ca1,h by 
12% each year over a five year pemMl. 
Several addnronal factors had to be iaken 
into account m our pro1ec1roni. First. rhe 
lobs1ers spared by an increase in 1he measure 
wrll be in rhe waler for an ex.Ira year. so 
lhat more will die of na1ural causes. �cond. 
rhose 1ha1 survive wrll be larger. Third, 
during 1he years when rhe measure is in• 
creased. a large numh.:r of females tlut 
had been 1mma1ure will hear egg1 and 
1hus canno1 be legally laken. finally, a few 
lobs1ers. shghrly larger rhan rhe new legal 
size will escape rrom uaps through ven1s. 
All ur lhese faclors had 10 he taken mro 
a.:counl m ,ons1rnc1mg 1he model 10 pre
dicl rhe changes m lhe st,e and we1gh1 of 
lubs1ers ii' lhe legal size rs increased over 
five years. 

1 The dala which we obtained ourselves 
by measuring 1hese 8605 lubs1ers we feel 
is very accurate. lluwever, we did have 
10 use some addi1ional informa11un on 
escapmenr from traps, natural mor1ah1y 
and egg-bearing females. These amcles 
we look from biology where lhere rs 
d1sagreemen1 m rhe hlerarure. We chose 
numbers on su.:h factors as na1ural mor• 
1ali1y, e1c. which the mos1 experienced 
regard as reasonable. The results are 
summarized m Table I below. 

These results indicare thal al 1he end of 
the firsl year. rhe number of lobs1ers m 
1he carch would drop by 11.7 percent and 
1he we1gh1 or 1he carch would drop by 
9.2 percent. In 1he second year, 1here 
would be a IJ.7 pen:enr decrease in num• 
bers, bul only an 8.0 percenl rn werl!hl be• 
cause some of the lobsters caughl would be 
larj!er. In rhe thrrd, fourth and fif1h years, 
lhcre would Jga,n he losses III hnlh nnm· 
hers and wc1gh1. In rhe s1x1h year, after 
rhe measure has reached -� !6 inches. 1hcre 
would be a loss of 1.1.1 percenl in numhers, 
but a t>.4 percen1 increase in we1gh1. The 
resulls of the s1.1uh year indicale lhc per• 
manenl change 1ha1 would occur as 1he 
measure 1s increased from 3 J/16 inches 
tu J 'h in.:he,. lliere would be no add
lillonal gains ellpec1ed rn lhe seventh, 
erghlh, or ninrh years. 

As 1he measure is increased from J 3/16 
inches 10 J ½ m,hes, the number of egg-
bearing females would double, according 
10 our estima1es. While lhese females can• 
nol be legally caugh1, they would un-
douh1edly produce an increa!le m the 
number of eggs m 1he waler. In 1he far 
fu1ure 1here 1s a poss1bili1y thal this would 

Table 1 

Most likely Change in Numbers and Weight of lobsters Caught With en 
Incremental Annual Increase in the legal Measure 

Increase in Minimum Percent Change From 
legal Carapace Length Current landings 

Ye• From To Numben Weight 

1 3 3/16 3 1/4 -11.7 -9.2 
2 3 1/4 3 5/16 -13.7 -8.0 
3 3 5/16 3 3:8 -16.2 -7.2
4 3 3/8 3 7/16 ·-20.3 -7.!l
5 3 7/16 3 1/2 -21.8 -5.9 

ft Remaint It 3 1/2 -13.2 +6.4
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produce an increase in lobster calches. 
Whe1her or not 1his long-run rncrease in 
catch would occur u impossible to predict 
wilh any degree of accuracy. 

It Is critical to understand 1h11 no1hiq 
can be predicted from these figureulone 
about the ellecl of an mcreue in the legal 
measure of fishermen's income. To assess 
the economic effect of an increase in the 
measure, we must combine this biolufl:ical 
infurmallun w11h e,unomrc miurmatmn 
on factors governing 1he supply and 
demand fur lobsters. After all, the Income 
I fisherman euns IS determined nul jusl by 
1he number 01 luhs1ers he catches, but 1he 
pnce he receives fur 1hem. 

Question 2: Chan� in Incofflft 

To de1ermrne posSJble clunges in lobs1er 
pnces if rhe minimum legal size were raised 
required anorher separale economic model 

;which 100k into account many ra,rur� in• 
lluencing 1h; demand for lobslers Ill the 
United Stales as a whole. The pnce lisher
men receive depends ulrimarely on 1he 
amounr 1ha1 people in lhe na1ron are willing 
10 pay for I hem. This demand for lubs1ers 
is c.:unnecred wuh a 101 of factors which go 
far bevund rhe confines of Maine. This 
modci demonstra1ed 1lu1 1hree factors 
were mos I SJgni ficant. 

First. 1he level of nallonal income was very 
impurlanl. As 1s rhe case wirh many goods, 
if people have more money to spend, they 
are willing 10 pay a higher price. Second, 
the pnce or scallops. clJms. rock lobs1er 
tails, and halibul was also important. If 
1he price of rhese subsli1u1ahle goods goes 
up, lhe amounl of lobs1er demanded rises. 
Third. and mosl 1mpor1an1, was the pnce 
of lobs1er nself. 

Our economic model takes the informauon 
on changes in lobster ca1ches (see Table I), 
and hnks II wilh infurm11ron on demand 
for lob\lers 10 c1lcul11e changes m pnces 
and revenue ro fishermen for each change 
m 1he legal measure. The resulls are 
summarized in Table 2 below. 
The da11 m Table 2 ind1c11es that there 

\lo'rll he 1 /ou m total f'fl'mue II.I the lubuer 
industry in all [ii¥ yt11n that the measurr is 
lK'ing ini rcascd. In 1he firsl year rhe loss 
m revenue 10 1he Maine ll•bsler induslry 
wrll be 2.42 mrlhon dollars as 1he legal 
measure is increased from J 3/16 inches to 
J ¼ inches. In 1he second year, revenue 
will he only 2.10 million dollars less 1han 
1hc baseline figure. Similar losses will occur 
in 1he 1hird. fourth. and fifth years. In the 
sixth i·car, after the measu" has reached 
3 t,, inches there will be a permanent gain 

of l.59 million du/Ian to the Maine lolmrr 

indwtry, wluch wul ocnu every yetU the,p. 
after. In terms of percenrage, this represents 
1 4.5% pin in Mame lobsrer mdusrry revenue 
resulting from an increase m 1he measure 10 
3 � inches Three things need to be slreued 
here. I. 1liew are estimates of g11n and 
losses 10 lhe indus1ry n I whole, and they 
do not predict what income to any given 
faherman mgtht be. 2. Also, T•ble 2 
cun11ins da11 on what we believe will 
must likelv occur if the leul measure 
rs raised incremen1ally o� 1 r 1ve year 
period. This table combines rhe most 
Ii/eel)' biol0ttrc1I results wrth lhe most 
rca�onable econom1C model. 
J. We are USJn� real fi1mres from 1977 as 

m example or whal would luve hap�d 
,n 1ha1 year. Our figures on revenues and 
landing\ are not applicable to any O(her 
year. There rs no way one can predict 
exacl landin11S or rn-enue s to fishermen 
in IQRI or 1'190 or anv orher vear m the 
fu1ure when 1he leµI mea.suie mr�ht 
possibly he increased. llowever. our data 
gives a,elear picture of general I rends. 

We are reasonably certain 1ha1 as lhe 
measure 1• increased bv I/16th inch mlet'Ylls
lhere would be a drop·

m numhers of
lobsters caugh1, 1 drop in lhe tural landed 
weigh1, and declininl! revenues 10 the 
indus1ry. The results of our modehng 

indicale 1ha1 there will be increases 1n 
both landed weight and •-Rues ro --
fishermen af1er the measure reaches J � 
inches. llowever, we are far less certal• 
of lhese lasl results. 

Our additional reserval ion needs to be 
mentronned. Several fishermtn have 
sugges1ed the possibility 1hal "chicull 
lobs1ers" are more m1rke11ble than 
larger lobsters. since they are still cheap 
and affordable by 1he average perwn. 
If 1his is true, an increase rn the measure 
would malce allepl I high percentage of 
lhe most easily marke11ble animals 
and consequenl ly lusse, to fishermen in 
1he firsl rive years would be more severe 
1lun we have predicted. However, every 
bi1 of da11 we have indicates rhrs as noe 
true. The mos I highly preferred lobtte,. 
1he ones w11h the hiithest prices•• 11'9 thoa 
between I.J.l lbs. and 1.75 lbs. Thne ■rt 
dinner lobsters. ones for which a res-
11uran1 owner can charge I premrum price. 
The J ½ measure would certainly brifll 

losses to 1he induslry during the five ycan 
1he measure rs being rai,ed. It would also 
probably brin1 lung 1erm gains once 1he 
J.S inch measure has been reached. The 
critical quesl ion is are the short lerm loass.
worth the econororc ,nd biological gains. 
Do we really want to get there from here?

Table 2 
Changes in Revenue to Fishermen as the Legal Lobster M..,,. Is 

Increased from 3 3/16 Inches to 3 1/2 Inches 

Year Legal landings Price Revenue RevenUII ,.... 

Measure Change 

1 3 1/4 16,789 195.2 32.77 -2.42 . -4.t 

2 3 5/16 17,011 194.6 33.10 -2.10 �-0 
3 3 3/8 17,159 194.1 33.31 -U!8 -6.3 
4 3 7/16 17,029 194.5 33.12 -2.07 -6.t 
5 3 1/2 17,399 193.5 33.e& -1.53 -4.4 

6 31/2 19,673 187.0 36.78 +1.59 ♦-.,5

1. 'fear indicates the number of years after the start ol the incremental incr11w ln � 
lobster measure.
2. /.,mdings are c1tcuf1ted in millions of pounds. ft is critical to 1t0te thlll these figu,N 
are not I predication of actual landings which will oocur as the manure is increased. 
These are relative figures, which assen relative chanve, from a baseline figure I 1977 land
ings da1a) assuming 111 other factors remain th1 same, and only the ieg.1 meewre chengn. 
3. Prire is m cents per pound, and 1gam is I relative meawr1. Note that 1978 prlCft
were used as I baseline. 
4. Rc1·cnue is simply landings multiplied by price and is e,,:prnwd In millions of 1978 
dollars. 
5. Revenu, Or� is 111....-ct In mitllonl of 1971 .,.__ 
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A new wrinkle was introduced into the FMP process in 
December of 1979. As part of a new process (NOAA Directive 
21-24 implementing provisions of Executive Order 12044) for
determining the range of issues to be considered by the
Council and for identifying those issues significant to the
development and implementation of the FMP/EIS, a work plan
had to be written as part of a scoping process. Only after
the scoping process was completed, could the Council prepare
a draft FMP/EIS for public review and comment. A Co�ncil
approved work plan was completed and sent to Terry Leitzel
on March 28, 1980 (see March 28, 1980 letter of transmittal).

Regarding the increase in minimum legal size, the work 
plan raised a series of issues which the Council had to 
address. These were: 

-Whether an increase in size distribution of the catch
would have adverse effects on the marketability of
lobsters;

-Whether a large size limit would afford unfavorable
market advantage to small imported and cultivated
lobsters;

-Whether a large size limit would cause a substantial
shift in the geographical distribution of the catch;

-Whether the attractive size of sublegal lobsters with
the larger size limit would result in widespread and
large scale illegal harvesting which might be counter
productive in meeting the objective of the FMP;

-Whether the artificial rearing and release of lobster
larvae was a viable alternative in support of the
·objective of the lobster FMP;

-Whether adequate enforcement of existing laws regarding
minimum legal sizes and scrubbing of egg-bearing lob
sters would be a viable alternative in support of the
objective of the FMP.

Throughout the spring, the Lobster Committee and PDT 
worked on various sections of the draft Plan; e.g., manage
ment issues and objectives, statement of the problem, and 
description of the fishery. 

On August 15, 1980 the Council received formal notifica
tion that the work plan was approved (see August 12 letter). 
The Council also learned of some NMFS concerns regarding 
"key" lobster management issues (see July 31 memo), and it 
decided to send letters to the states (New Jersey and New 
Hampshire) with lobster minimum sizes lower than 3 3/16" to 
request them to move towards that size. 
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New England Fishery Management Council 

617-535-5450

Peabody Office Building 
One Newbury Street 

Peabody. Massachusetts O 1960 

FTS 8-223-3822 

March 28, 1980 

Mr. Terry L. Leitzell 
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries 
NOAA/NMFS 
Page Building Two 
3300 Whitehaven Street 
Washington, DC 20235 

THRU: Allen E. Peterson, Jr., Regional Director 
NOAA/N�FS/Northeast Reaion 

Dear Terry: 

Enclosed please find a Work Plan for the development and imple�entation 
of a Fishery Management Plan for the American lobster resources 
off the east coast of the United States. This Work Plan is being 
submitted by the Council for the approval of the Administrator in 
accordance with the procedura 1 requirements of NOP.A Directive 21-
24 which implements the provisions of Executive Order 12044. 

The FMP described in the Work Plan is a reflection of several 
months of intensive discussions by the Lobster Oversight Committee 
within the Council aimed at developing a management philosophy-
that recognizes the concerns of the political entities having 
jurisdiction over the various segments of the total American 
lobster fishery. rn addressing those concerns, the Lobster Over-
sight Committee has been guided by policy established by the 
Northeast Marine Fisheries Board as enunciated in the lobster 
management plan developed under the State-Federal Partnership 
Program. The interests of the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council have been addressed throu�h voting representation within 
the Lobster Oversight Committee. 

The record of public input in the Lobster FMP develop�ent process 
has been very substantial beginning with numerous public meetings 
held under the auspices of the State-Federal Program. Public 
participation has continued in the present setting at the Corrmittee 
level and was solicited with respect to issues to be considered in 
the development of the Fr1P at a scoping meeting held on January 
14, 1980. In addition, the Council has engaged members of the 
scientific community as well as its staff and that of the Mid
Atlantic Council to serve on a plan development team with invited 
public participation. 

The Council is pleased to submit this Work Plan for the Lobster 
FMP and awaits its early approval by the Administrator so that the 
FMP development process may proceed in a timely manner. 

Very truly yours, 

��
Douglas G. Marshall 
Executive Director 
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Augu•t 12, 1980 

Mr. Douglas Marshall, Executive Director 
New England Fishery Management Council 
Suntaug Office Park 
Route l 
Saugus, MA 01906 

Dear Doug: 

14 - B/27/B'J

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oc•an1c and Atmosph•ric Adm1niatrat1011 
NATIONAL MARINE HSt-tl:AIES SEAIIICt 

14 Elm Street - federal Building 
Gloucester, MA 01930 

In his memorandum obtaining Administrator Frank's concurrence in the preparation 
of an FMP for American lobster, Terry Leitzell said he intended to provide a 
number of col!Dllents on the Work Plan to the Council through my office. I have 
received those comments and would like to pass them on to you for your consideration. 

I understand that the Council plan will address, in some fashion, the issues of 
effort management and changes in the gauge size, even if only to set the stage 
for more comprehensive treatment as more information becomes available. If this 
is the case, some of the concerns raised in these comments may have been dis-
placed by the ongoing work of the Council, the Oversight Committee, and the 
Plan Development Team. I would, however, urge that these comments be brought to 
the attention of the Council or its Committee so that any areas lacking clarity 
or con�ensus can be explained or resolved as quickly as possible. 

It is apparent with a plan that will involve as much cooperation and coordination 
in implementation as the Lobster FMP that sound operational guidelines should be 
formulated to assure successful application. I know the Council is working on 
this aspect of management in addressing, for example, data collection strategies, 
and hope that workable operational guidelines for all aspects of the r.1P can 
result from such discussions. 

Sincerely, 

�?:f.. Peterson, 
/

u

lRegional Director 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Nac,onal Oc�an1c and Acmo!lpher1c Adm1n1scrat1on 
N,n10n11, Marin@ P-1!int!'r•� �M"v,ce 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

\l\lnn.t19t011. 0 C. 0:0235 

ll\D Ktbi�.1 
Rf,CEIVE.1o1 

AUG 2 21980 

FINER-Allen E.we n 
/; 

F - Terry L. Lei
�/ 

. . . . 

Work Plan for A
U

ican Lobster Fishery Management Plan (FMP) 

1 

The subject work plan was approved by the Administrator on July 8, 1980. The 
approval was based upon-general satisfaction with the work plan, but, more importantly, 
en the r.eed to begin F :\1P development. Inherent in this judgment is a recognition that 
the American !ubster fishery is in need of coorcE!" ... �.:d management throughout its r��:;�. 

Although the approval process concerning the work plan was lengthy, I am 
optimistic tr.at F'.\f P development can proceed rapidly because much of the background 
v,ork elready hds been done under the State/Federal effort. Since the State/Federal plan 
was endorsed by State consensus, I am quite hopeiul that the FMP proposed management 
r:iessures and regulations will be readily acceptable to the States and implemented by 
them. This hope is bolstered by our information that the Council's Lobster Oversi�ht 
Committee already has agreed to propose establishment of a 3-3/16" minimum carapace 
length, and that portions of the F:-S:P already have been c:-afted. Reco�1zing that the 
work plan has been approved, and Fi\IP development is underway, I want to oifer the 
following suggestions and comments on the work plan. I would like these items to be 
considered in the draft FMP developmental process. 

First, I note that the objective of the FMP is "to manage the total American 
lobster (Homarus americanus) resources •••• " Yet, in the discussion of alt�rnative 
management strategies It is clear the Council intends to consider "various alternative 
schemes whereby the minimum size limit applicable to the FCZ would be adjusted •••• " 
Doe s this imply a singular focus on the FCZ for management regulations? If·so, I would 
be concerned as agency_polic:y is to devt>lop proposed mana£e;ement measures for th� 
fishery throughout its range regardless of jurisdictional boundaries. The draft Fl\lP 
should address a size limit which would be applicable to the resource throughout its 
range, not just for the FCZ component. 

Second, the State/Federal plan addresses the need to "Develop regional programs to 
cl'ntrol lobster fishing effort nnd regulate lobster fishing mortality rates." However, the 
work plan's section on alternative management strategies is silent on effort management 
strstegies. This concerns me because effort has tripled ov�r the past 20 ye_ars, whlle 
catch actually has declined since the early 1960's to the point where there 1S some 
concern about recruitment failure. At a minimum, l think the FMP should address the 
need for effort managP.ment to indicate that such management strategies were 
considered. 

Third, an issue listed on pa�e 7 or the work plan. "whether requirements on the 
fneorporation of escapement openings in trap gear will have serious adverse impacts on 
the Catch of other species of importance to certain sectors of the fleet," raises concern 
about the definition of the management unit under National Standard No. 3. If, in fact, 
there are important incidental species to the trap fishery, should they be included 
explicitly in the management unit? As the work plan indicates that the mana!;ement unit 
will be restricted to lobster only, this point should be addressed in the draft FMP. 

Fourth, although not required (and, as such, not mentioned in the work plan), I urge 
that the Council give thoroui;h consideration to the 11framewor1<" FMP concept in 
developing the plan. Application of the framework concept seems particularly appro
,priate in this instance because the Council intends to adopt, in essence, the same 
propa;ed management measures as suggested in the State/Federal plan. In the State/ 
Federal plan, a minimum carapace len�h of 3-3/16" is suggested with annual 1/16"' 
increases until a 3-1/2" carapace minimum is achieved in all areas. As I mentioned 
earlier, I have been advised informally that the Lobster Oversight Committee plans to 
recommend a :-:,; 16" carapace length initially. I r,resume they may intend to 
recommend similar incremental annual increases. lf so, I believe such intentions should 
be stated clearly in the craft Fi\lP so that size limits may be chan'ied annually without 
formal amendment. Application of the framework concept, especially where a simil-'lr 
plan already has received consicerable public review and has been endorsed by the 
concerned States, seems to be particularly appropriate and beneficial. 

Finally, I believe the Council should include some description or what specific 
action.! will be required to implement the Fl\lP effectively, i.e., an operational plan. This 
will ensure acknowledgement by all reviewers of what is involved in approving the plan, 
and will assist in formin!; the necessary jud�ment concerning cost of plan 
Implementation. This information is valuable si nce imolementation and plan 
maintenance costs are becoming more important as criteria in evaluating plans as NMFS 
resources become more restricted. 
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During summer and fall the Committee and PDT began in 
earnest tneir development of management strategies. They 
also addressed data needs, gear marking requirements, a 
market study to evaluate anticipated impacts of an increased 
minimum size beyond 3 3/16", an enforcement policy, and 
definition of optimum yield. 

Optimum yield was defined at an October 2, 1980 Committee 
meeting. According to a summary of the meeting, 

"The intent of the Lobster Oversight Co,mmittee is 
that the management system for American lobster not 
incorporate a specific, quantified OY, but rather that 
OY be defined as the annual domestic catch that 
results from the implementation of the Lobster 
Management Program. The specific provisions of the 
management program for American lobster, which in
clude a number of conservation measures and a mini
mum carapace length of 3 3/16" are designed to pro
vide for full utilization of the resource while 
assuring its perpetuation through avoidance of 
recruitment failure." 

At an April 9, 1981 meeting, in keeping with arguments 
presented by the staff/PDT, the Committee revised Lobster 
Plan objectives. According to the staff/PDT: 

1) To •� .. minimize the possibility of recruitment
failure ... " implies the capability of specifying
the minimum necessary spawning stock size. Knowl
edge of such a stock constraint is not immediately
forthcoming.

2) The need to promote the adoption of compatible
management measures among all political jurisdic
tions within the U.S. lobster fishery should be
stated explicitly in the management objectives.

The new revised objective became: 

"The objective of the Lobster FMP shall be to 
manage the American lobster (Homarus americanus) 
resource so as to reduce the possibility of re
cruitment failure and to promote the adoption of 
compatible management measures throughout the 
management unit which are designed to improve 
conservation of the resource. The management 
program should be sensitive to the need to mini
mize social, cultural and economic dislocation 
which may result from provisions of this FMP." 
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The Council voted to accept this revised objective at 
its April 1981 meeting. 

For the remainder of the summer, fall, and early winter 
the PDT worked on the Plan to ready it for submission to the 
Committee and Council for their review and approval. During 
this time period the Lobster Committee was restructured, and 
new members reevaluated the Plan's objective. 

The Plan Development Team completed its work in January 
of 1982, and subsequent tasks were assigned to the Council 
staff with an expectation that an initial Council review 
could occur in July. During January the new Committee en
dorsed the policy decisions made by.the former Committee. 
However, the objective was again revised somewhat, and the 
definition of OY was made clearer. 

The objective (endorsed by the Council at its January 
meeting) became: 

"The objective of the Lobster FMP· shall be to 
manage the American lobster (Homarus americanus) 
resource so as to promote the adoption of compati
ble management measures throughout the management 
unit which are designed to improve conservation 
of the resource and to reduce possibility of re
cruitment failure. The Management Program should 
be sensitive to the need to minimize social, cul
tural and economic dislocation which may result 
from provisions of this FMP". 

OY was defined as "the annual domestic catch that results 
from the implementation of the Lobster Management Program for 
American lobster, including a number of conservation measures 
and a minimum carapace length, which is designed to provide 
for full utilization of the resource while reducing the possi
bility of recruitment failure." 

Endorsed policy decisions were: 

1) There shall be a uniform minimum carapace length of
3 3/16" throughout the range of the American lobster

2) The FMP shall not consider in the FCZ:

a) a maximum size limit
b) at this time, trap limits or regulation of

trap size or construction material
c) a license moratorium
d) a license limit
e) closed seasons
f) closed areas
g) restriction of diving or recreational use of

the resource
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3) There shall be no foreign fishery (no TALFF) for
lobster nor retention of any by-catches of lobster
(prohibited species)

4) The Lobster Oversight Committee will not support
resource enhancement by the use of hatchery and the
regulation of hatcheries shall be reserved to the
states concerned

5) Landing or possession of mutilated lobsters, lobster
parts or meat in or from the FCZ is prohibited

6) Landing or possession of egg-bearing lobsters or
lobster from which eggs have been forcibly removed
in or from the FCZ shall be prohibited

7) There shall be a permit required to harvest lobsters
in the FCZ

8) The Council shall include in the Lobster FMP an
escape vent requirement specified to be consistent
with the minimum size limit which is approved for
the FCZ.

At a February 17, 1982 Lobster Oversight Committee 
meeting, with a participating advisory subpanel, the topic 
of a request for a proposal for the design of a sampling 
technique and questionnaire to be used in the lobster market
ing study was designed. The staff was charged to solicit 
bids for the proposal. Another issue, raised for the first 
time and destined to occupy a great deal of Committee and 
Council time, was the notching of lobsters. According to 
minutes of the meeting, Council member Edward Blackmore 
requested: 

"That the Committee consider including in the FMP 
a provision that would require other states to 
observe and respect the Maine program of notching 
the tails of berried females and not thereafter 
harvesting them. He made it clear that he was not 
asking that other states require notching by their 
fishermen, nor that any fishermen be required to 
notch in the FCZ, but only that no female notched 
pursuant to Maine's program would be allowed to be 
harvested. It was argued by the chairman that the 
issue would be looked at by the Plan Development 
Team and that the Committee would then discuss the 
issue further." 
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The Plan Development Team was reconvened to address the 
V-notching issue. At a March 3 meeting it concluded, 

1) The PDT could find no evidence to indicate the
degree to which V-notching is a useful conservation
measure. It probably helps the resource to the
extent that it gives some protection to sexually
mature females

2) The PDT believes that a complete regional prohibi
tion in the FMP on the possession of v-notched
lobster will have minimum negative effects on
fishermen

3) The PDT is aware of no documented evidence of
increased mortality in the natural environment from
V-notching

4) Therefore the PDT would support inclusion of the
proposed possession prohibition in the FMP since,
recognizing current Maine law, it relates to the
FMP objective of promoting compatible management
measures. However the PDT does not believe that
this would provide a major conservation benefit,
or that it could substitute ultimately for a larger
minimum size.

A v-notching requirement was eventually incorporated 
into the Plan subject to one limitation which is described 
below. 

The Draft Lobster Plan was presented to the Council at 
June 1982 meetings. The presentation given at the meeting 
by then Committee Chairman Robert Jones is excerpted here: 

"Lobster management was one of the first species 
looked at by state-federal management. The state
federal program developed a management plan and was 
accepted by the states. The Plan was then turned 
over to the New England Council for the FCZ. The 
Plan is expected to be available for review at the 
July meeting. The intent of the New England Council 
was not to reinvent the wheel but to utilize the 
work done on the state-federal plan. 

The objective of the Plan is t o  manage the American 
lobster (Homarus americanus) fishery so as to reduce 
the possibility of recruitment failure and promote 
the adoption of compatible management measures 
throughout the management unit. These measures 
shall be designed to improve conservation, and 
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provide for full utilization of the resource, while 
at the same time acting to reduce the risk of a 
stock-induced failure in future recruitment. The 
management program shall be sensitive to the need 
to minimize social, cultural, and economic disloca
tion that may result from provisions of this Plan. 
This means we will develop a plan consistent with 
state regulations. 

The management unit for the American lobster resource 
is from the shoreline to the outer boundary of the 
FCZ, but adopted management measures are intended 
to apply in the FCZ. 

Optimum yield is the annual domestic catch that 
results from the implementation of the lobster 
management program for American lobster, including 
a number of conservation measures and a minimum 
carapace length, which is designed to provide for 
full utilization of the resource while reducing 
the possibility of recruitment .failure. 

There are measures that have been approved by the 
Council. They are: 

(1) Minimum Size Limit

There shall be a uniform minimum carapace
length of 3 3/16" throughout the range of
the American lobster in the FCZ.

The Council has the possibility of increasing cara
pace length but, if changes are determined to be 
necessary, it will be done by plan amendment. 

(2) Lobster Mutilation - Parts and Meat

The landing or possession of mutilated
lobsters, lobster parts or meat, in or
from the FCZ shall be prohibited.

(3) Scrubbing of Egg-bearing Lobsters

The landing or possession of egg-bearing
lobsters or lobster from which eggs have
been forcibly removed in or from the FCZ
shall be prohibited.

(4) Escape Vents

The Council shall include in the Lobster
FMP an escape vent requirement specified
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to be consistent with the minimum size 
limit which is approved for the FCZ. 

(5) Lobster License for the FCZ

There shall be a license required to
harvest lobsters in the FCZ.

(6) Foreign Fishing

There shall be no foreign fishery (no
TALFF) for lobster, nor retention of any
by-catches of lobster (prohibited species)
in or from the FCZ.

The V-notching matter was addressed and resolved. 
V-notching is utilized in Maine whereby lobster
fishermen place a V-notch in the tail of egg
bearing lobsters. There was a request that the
Council Plan recognize the program in Maine. It
was determined that the Plan will have a provision
that will prohibit the·possession of V-notched
lobsters in the Gulf of Maine. There are a number
of items that the Council determined that were
appropriate. They are:

(1) No maximum size limit;

(2) no consideration for trap limits or size;

(3) no license moratorium;

(4) no closed season or areas;

(5) no restrictions for diving or recreational
use; and

(6) no support for enhancement by hatcheries.

During the development of the state-federal plan, 
it was indicated that an increase in the carapace 
size might be necessary for a biological stand
point. There was a concern on the impact on the 
market. The state-federal program recommended a 
market study to look at the review of the impact 
of a possible increase in carapace size. We 
accepted that and are going forward with that. We 
have contracted with a consultant to develop the 
mechanism for this study. That group will be 
designing the study mechanism and has asked for 
information from each of the states relevant to 
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the dealers. Once the mechanism is developed for 
the survey, we will request the individual states 
to conduct this work. It will not be completed by 
the time the present draft Plan is complete and 
will not be included in the Plan. The market study 
is designed to get a handle on the impact of a 
possible future increase in the carapace size." 

The Draft Plan was reviewed by the Lobster Advisory 
Subpanel on July 26, 1982. A list of recommended changes 
was assembled, and the Subpanel recommended that the Council 
adopt the Draft FMP (with the changes) for public hearing. 
The Draft was approved by the Council at its July meetings. 
The reader is referred to minutes of that meeting for details 
of Council discussion. 

Public hearings on the Draft Plan were held in October 
and November. At the hearings the Plan's summary and dis
cussion questions and answers were distributed (both included 
here). Also, see cartoons. 

In November 1982 the Council received NMFS comments on 
the Draft Plan. The cover letter is included here. The 
Regional Director expressed his disappointment with the Plan 
which fell short of his expectations. The Regional Director 
felt: 1) the Council disregarded management strategies 
central to the state-federal plan; 2) the plan would have no 
effect in most of the range of the fishery; 3) the plan 
should do more than just close a loophole in state regula
tions; 4) the Plan did not give adequate treatment of fish
ery scientists' concern for the future of the lobster re
source. The Regional Director was also concerned over how 
the Plan would be enforced and the discriminatory nature of 
the V-notch provision. 

The Mid-Atlantic Council also expressed some concern 
with the Plan. Specifically, that Council wanted a minimum 
tail segment length of 1 1/16" for the sixth abdominal seg
ment for detached tails in addition to 3 3/16" carapace 
length for whole lobsters in the mid-Atlantic area. The 
Mid-Atlantic Council felt that the New England Plan could 
accommodate the parts fishery in New Jersey if this provision 
were included. 

The Lobster Oversight Committee met on December 29, 1982 
to revise the Draft Plan in keeping with comments received 
at 14 public hearings in the New England and Mid-Atlantic 
areas. Comments from NMFS, the Mid-Atlantic Council and 
New Jersey were also considered. The Committee decided on 
9 revisions to the final Lobster FMP, and the Council 
approved those revisions at its January 1983 meeting. The 
revisions were: 
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MRICAN LOBSTER FIS�RY MANAGDENT PLAN 

SU�RY 

The New En;iland Fishery Management Council has prepared the American 
Lobster Fishery Management Plan (the FMP) unaer the authority of the Magnuson 

Fishery Conservation and Management Act. The FMP supports the fishery 
management efforts of the States by implementing a unified regional program 
within the waters under the jurisdiction of the federal government. These 

measures are based t...pon the recorrrnenaations of the Northeast Marine Fisheries 
Boara, which have already been aaopted by the majority of lobster-producing 
states. By extenaing estaolished management practice to the Fishery 
Conservation Zone (FCZ), the FMP serves to enhance the efficacy of lobster 
management througnout the region. 

A loOster management program is necessary because the resource is fished 
very intensively throughout its range, resulting in only a small fraction of 
American loOsters surviving long enough to reproduce once. Such a conoition 
in the resource increases the risk of recruitment failure and stock collapse, 
and jeopardizes the continuation of a viable fishery. Although catch has 
remained relatively constant in the American Lobster fishery, catch per unit 
of effort has been on a steady decline for more than twenty-five years. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 

The fishery management unit for this FMP is the American lobster resource 
in the FCZ off the Northeast coast of the United States. The measures of the 
FMP are considered appropriate for all components of the resource, including 
those under state and other national jurisoictions, but will apply under this 
FMP only to fishing activity for lobster in the FCZ. 

OOJECTIVE 

To support and promote the development and implementation, on a continuing 
basis, of a unified, regional management program for.American lobster 
(Homarus americanus), which is designed to promote conservation, to reduce 

the possibility of recruitment failure , and to allow full utilization of 
the resource by the United States industry. The management program should 
be sensitive to the need to minimize social, cultural and economic 
dislocation. 

MANAGEMENT MEASI.RES 

Optimun Yield: That amount or American lobster harvested under the 
conservation and management measures specified in the American lobster fishery 
management program. TALFF and JVP equal zero. 

Minimum Size: A minimun carapace length of 3-3/16 inches is established for 
all lobsters caught within the FCZ. 

Mutilatea Lobsters: The landing or possession of lobster parts and meat is 
pronibitea. 

Berried Females: The landing or possession of berried female lobsters, or 
female lobsters from wnich eggs have been forcibly removed, is prohibited. 

Escape vents: All lobster traps must be constructed to as to contain one of 
the followin;i: (1) a rectahgular escape vent with an unobstructed opening not 
less than 1-3/4 inches {44.5 nvn) by 6 inches (152.5 nvn); or (2) two circular 
escape vents with an unobstructed opening not less than 2-1/4 inches (52.2 nvn) 
in diameter; or (3) such other vent as the Regiohal Director may find ls 
consistent wltn the above. 

Gear Conflicts: Fishermen will be required to comply with gear conflict 
regulations currently under development. 

V-Notching: Possession of v-notched lobsters ls prohibited north and east of
a line beginning at a point 43°06'N, 70°34'W; thence to a point 42°00'N,
69°J5'W; thence due east along the 42nd parallel to the outer limit of the FCZ.

Permits and Data: Permits for flsning for lobsters are required, and the 

J-tier data collection system is adopted. However, the Regional Director ls
encouraged to work with the States in each of these areas to minimize 

umecessary duplicative buraens. 

ALTERNATIVES AND THEIR IMPACTS 

Several alternatives were examined and analyzed before the Council 
selected the proposed management program. These included a "no action" 
alternative and dlffereht specifications of a minimum legal carapace length 
for the FCZ. In addition, the set of management measures recommended by the 

Northeast Marine Fisheries Board were carefully reviewed and accepted by the 

Council as reflecting the best current scientific judgement for conserving the 
lobster resource, and in particular, for the purpose of addressing the 
articulated concern for recruitment overfishing. 

Specific conclusions of the biological ahd economic analyses of the 
management program are: 

l. Within the regions of major production in the domestic American
lobster fishery, the great bulk of landings result from exploitation 

or the.newly recru1tin;i year class. The fact that recruitment among
lobster populations has persisted under such lntehse exploitation may
possibly oe explainea by a biological subsidy {in the form or
recruitment) from outside the traditionally exploited coastal
populations. Exploitation levels amon;i offshOre (FCZ) lobster
populations are , at present, prooably less than half as intensive as
within the inshore populations. Should all components of the lobster
resource come unaer equally heavy exploitation without benefit of
measures to insure tne reproauctive potential of the stocK in all
areas (perhaps most importantly in the FCZ), then the continued
viability of the overall resource may be in significant jeoparay.

2. Because of a long history of very intensive exploitation in all
coastal lobster fisheries, minor increases of the currently regulated
minimun carapace lengths may have significant short-term impacts
(less than one year) on catch in one or more fishery components of
the overall resource complex. States having a significant
participation in the offshore lobster fishery may incur substantially
lower overall short-term impacts from similar management restrictions
because of the history of less intensive exploitation in the offshore 

fishery.

3. By contrast, the potential benefits from the standpoint of average 

long-term resource productivity which may be achieved through
regulated increases in the minimum carapace length may be 

substantial, particularly in the offshore fishery and in segments of
the New Jersey coastal fishery.
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4. Current fishing practices within the coastal New Jersey fishery
relating to the lanoing of lobster parts, a practice which is thought
to primarily involve sub-legal size classes, has oeen shown to
drastically reduce the productivity that is potentially availaole
from that resource component. Moreover, the heavy exploitation of
sexually immature lobsters within the coastal New Jersey fishery is
probably sustained only through recruitment from offshore sourc�s.

5. 

6. 

Implementation of the proposed 3-3/16 inch minimum carapace length
ano non-butchering at sea management measures is expected to have
primarily local effects. The proposed carapace length is currently
in effect in all lobster producing states except New Hampshire and
New Jersey, ana thus the majority of states will not be impacted by
this measure. All lobster producing states except New Jersey
currently regulate the posession or landing of butchered lobsters.
The combination of measures will affect New Jersey and New Hampshire
in varying degrees aepenaing upon whether these states adopt
consistent measures for their coastal fisheries.

New Hampshire, landing virtually all of its lobsters from state
waters, will not be directly impacted by the FMP. If New Hampshire
increases its legal minimum ln the same time frame as proposed in the
Ft-f' for the FCZ (i.e., 1983), a maximum one-year revenue i�act of
-1� or -1� is possiole. New Jersey, however, derives a
consideraole proportion of its landings from the FCZ. Thus, the
implementation of a 3-3/16 irch carapace length measure in the FCZ
will have a more direct effect on New Jersey landings. Further,
because a considerable proportion of New Jersey landings are
sub-legals butchered at sea, the effective minimum carapace length of
landeo lobsters is certainly less than the regulated 3-1/8 inches.
Therefore, if New Jersey were to aoopt the proposed measures for its
coastal water fishery in the same time frame as indicated in the FMP,
the maximum one-year revenue !�act could approacn -60%.

The only other measure in the FMP that may have an economic impact is 
the requirement for escape vents in traps that are fished in the 
FCZ. The only states involved in the FCZ fishery that do not already 
require escape vents are New York, New Jersey, Connecticut and New 
Hampsnire. For these states the impact of this measure is expected 
to be a one-time installation cost, which, depending upon the method 
of compliance, is likely to be insignificant. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Why the need for a Council Plan?

There is reason to be concerned about the future outlook for 
the American lobster resource. Catches in recent years (1978-
1980) have been the highest in history. Over the past thirty 
years, total landings have increased by about 40%, while at 
the same time total effort has increased four-fold. Fishing 
mortality rates in this fishery may be the highest for any 
marine fishery in the United States. Available data suggests 
that current high harvest levels have resulted from increased 
effort rather than any discernible evidence of improved resource 
abundance. To the contrary, catch per unit of effort has 
declined steadily for the past thirty years. Also, all avail
able biological and fishery information indicates that only a 
small fraction of the American lobster which are harvested 
from inshore areas survive long enough to reproduce even once. 
Such a condition in the resource increases the risk of recruit
ment failure and stock collapse, and jeopardizes the continuation 
of a viable fishery. 

Since states are already managing lobster, why does the Council 
need to get involved too? 

A Council role in regulating fishing in the FCZ portion of the 
coastal fishery (i.e., beyond three miles) is necessary. Although 
States have the predominant interest in the fishery and the 
ability to regulate their vessels in the FCZ, they do no.t have 
the ability to regulate vessels from other States. Two States 
in the New England and mid-Atlantic area, for example, have yet 
to adopt the minimum size regulation which was recommended by 
the Northeast Marine Fisheries Board. In addition, increased 
mobility of vessels and adverse circumstances in other fisheries 
have increased the likelihood that vessels from other regions 
may enter the fishery and not be subject to regulation in the 
FCZ by any of the States in the Northeast. Thus, even in a 
management program which relies heavily on the States for policy 
development, the States need the Council's assistance in imple
menting those policies in the FCZ. 

Is there any other benefit to the Council getting involved? 

The council, as a federally-created representative of regional 
management interests, is also an appropriate forum to develop 
sound regional management policy, even if the States will be 
the principal jurisdictions with political responsibility for 
adopting and implementing that policy. Council participation 
in policy development gives that policy greater chance of success 
within the various States. Thus, while the Council recognizes 
that the States must take the lead in setting policy to guide 
management of the lobster fisheries, it will be able to assume 
a role as a proponent of management policy that is in the best 
interests of the region as a whole and the nation: and can 
provide a forum within which that policy can be developed. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Whatever happened to the State/Federal Lobster Management 
Plan written in 1978? 

Since 1972, the Northeastern States along the Atlantic seaboard 
have cooperated under the auspices of the National Marine 
Fisheries Service's (NMFS) State-Federal Fisheries Management 
Program to coordinate lobster conservation and management 
measures among the lobster-producing States. In 1972 a policy 
group, which came to be known as the Northeast Marine Fisheries 
Board, was formed to provide overall policy guidance for fish
ery management programs developed under the State-Federal Program 
in �ne Northeast Region of NMFS. Upon completion of a plan in 
1978, the Board referred the plan to concerned States for con
sideration and implementation under their respective fishery 
management systems, and to the New England and mid-Atlantic 
Fishery Management Councils for implementation under the Ma�nuson 
Act. 

All states agreed to work toward implementation of common 
precepts that were developed under the program. The present 
emphasis within the State/Federal program is to work as quickly 
as possible towards the minimum carapace length of 3-3/16 inches 
in order to have a uniform minimum size. At present, New 
Hampshire and New Jersey have yet to adopt 3-3/16 inches as a 
minimum size, and operate under a 3-1/8 inch minimum size. In 
addition, New Jersey allows the landing of lobster parts, which 
may well come from lobsters of even smaller sizes. New York 
also allows the landing of tails, but imposes a minimum size 
requirement on them which correlates with the 3-3/16 inch 
requirement. 

What regulations are recommended in the Council's Draft Lobster 
Plan? 

The Draft Plan recommends: 

Minimum Size: A minimum carapace length of 3-3/16 inches is 
established for all lobsters caught within the FCZ. 

Mutilated Lobsters: The landing or possession of lobster parts 
and meat is prohibited. 

Berried Females: The landing or possession of berried female 
lobsters, or female lobsters from which eggs have been forcibly 
removed, is prohibited. 

Escape Vents: All lobster traps must be constructed to as �o 
contain one of the following: (1) a rectangular escape vent 
with an unobstructed opening not less than 1-3/4 inches (44.5 mm) 
by 6 inches (152.5 mm); or (2) two circular escape vents with an 
unobstructed opening not less than 2-1/4 inches (52.2 mm) in 
diameter; or (3) such other vent as the Regional Director may 
find is consistent with the above. 
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Gear Conflicts: Fis�ermen will be required to comply with gear 
conflict regulations currently under development. 

V-Notching: Possession of V-notched lobsters is prohibited
north and east of a line beginning at a point 43° 06'N, 70 ° 34'W:
thence to a point 42 ° 00'�, 69 ° 3S'W; thence due east along the
4tnd parallel to the outer limit of the FCZ.

Permits and Data: Permits for fishing for lobsters are required, 
and the 3-tier data collection svstem is adopted. However, the 
Regional Director is encouraged to work with. the States in each 
of these areas to minimize unnecessary duplicative burdens. 
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Q. Why did the Council recommend a 3 3/16 inches minimum carapace
length?

A. Adoption of this minimum size underscores the Council's basic
approach to lobster management: to support the States by
joining as part of a cooperative regional management effort.
This is possible since the States have already implemented the
basic management recommendations of the Northeast Marine Fish
eries Board, and those recommendations are consistent with the
Council's policy of promoting measures designed to improve
conservation of the resource and reduce the possibility of
recruitment failure. The Council expects that the minimum size
will be enforced through a possession limit.

The principal impacts of this measure will be in New Jersey 
and New Hampshire, particularly the former since most landings 
there come from the FCZ. Further, allowing the landing of parts 
means that there is virtually no effective minimum size regula
tion currently in New Jersey. This measure clearly puts the 
federal government in step with the overwhelming majority of 
State conservation programs, and is a signal to the other States 
that regulatory action is needed to conserve a valuable regional 
fishery. It is the Council's view that all jurisdictions should 
adopt and enforce this measure. 

Q. Did the Council consider a larger size limit:

A. Yes. However, it was decided that a larger minimum size may 
be more appropriate in the future, and indeed the Council may 
be a proponent of such a change. The recommendation of the 
Northeast Marine Fisheries Board actually was to establish the 
minimum size for lobsters ultimately at 3 1/2 inches. However, 
there are uncertainties regarding the possible effects this 
size could have on the catch by geographical area and on the 
demand for lobster. Meanwhile, the need for uniformity reauires 
adoption of the 3 3/16 minimum size for the FCZ. 

Q. Why are there no recommendations for limitations on catch or
effort?

A. Limitations on entry, total catch and the number of traps have not
been included in this FMP. Each of these carries significant
costs, and would require a more sophisticated understanding of 
the dynamics of the lobster fishery than is currently available.

-All of these, however, may be candidate measures for future
management, and should continue to be looked at in that light.

Q. Why has the Council recommended a prohibition on possesion of
V-notched lobsters in part of the FCZ.

A. The Council does not want to possibly negate Maine's long
standing industry-supported and fishermen-funded V-notch program
by allowing the retention of V-notched lobsters caught oy fish
ermen from other states outside Maine's territorial sea. Without
a prohibition in the FMP on take of V-notched lobsters in the
FCZ in the designated area, fishermen,from other states could

.harvest great numbers of such lobsters in areas outside Maine's
territorial sea and thus effectively negate Maine's longstanding
program with risks that are considered significant by Maine
and her lobster �ishermen.

Because the impacts on lobstermen from other states are 
likely to be minimal or non-existent and because of the·great 
importance Maine attaches to this program in its own management 
efforts, the Council has elected to make this provision applic
able to a large part of the Gulf of Maine. 

Maine has had a v-notching program for more than 40 years. 
The program has its foundations in State statutes, which �rovide 
that part of the receipts from lobster license sales goes to 
the purchase of females that become berried while being held 
in pounds, to compensate the pounds for lobsters which they would 
not under State law be able to sell. The State then notches 
these lobsters, plus other females lobsters it purchases. In 
addition, aside from the State's efforts, many fishermen also 
notch berried females which they harvest in their traps. It is 
unlawful to possess a lobster which has been notched. 
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Maine lobstermen widely support the program and are con
vinced that it provides significant benefits to the resource. 
The rationale for their support is that a berried female is 
a proven "brood stock" lobster that will, if not harvested, 
continue to contribute to future spawning and ultimately 
recruitment in the resource. Maine fishermen strongly feel 
that v-notching is an appropriate complement to other management 
m: conservation measures. They also strongly feel that, given 
the present minimum carapace length standard, the V-notch 
program provides some additional level of assurance of continued 
reproduction in the stock. 

Q. What is the purpose of the prohibition on possession of lobster
parts?

A. This measure is essential to ensure the enforceability of the
minimum size measure. It is adopted and enforced in every State
except New Jersey and New York. The circumstances in New Jersey,
compounded by very high fishing mortality rates, only underscore
the need for this measure.

The problem is greatest in New Jersey. Although New York 
allows the landing of lobster parts, the practice has become 
more prevalent in New Jersey in recent years. It can be reason
ably assumed that parts landed are from lobsters smaller than 
the minimum size, which in New Jersey is only 3 1/8 inches. 
Because of this practice, i� can be argued that there is no 
effective minimum size regulation in New Jersey. As a result, 
3 prohibition on the landing and possession of lobster parts, 
with the concurrent increase in the minimum size to 3 3/16 inches, 
will likely have a major effect on the value of landings in New 
Jersey: almost a 50% decrease in the first year. 

Q. Why the need for escape vents?

A. A requirer:ient for venting trap gear would reduce lobster injury
and mortality associated with trap fishing, with no loss of
legal catch and a minimum of loss in incidental catch. The aim
with such a regulation should be to.balance the need to lessen
trap-related lobster injury and mortality against the potential
loss of legal-sized lobsters and incidental catch.

Available information indicates significant quantities of 
lobsters are wasted through entrapment in lost trap gear. Self
destruct escape-portals would reduce the effective fishing life 
of a lost trap. However, technological information on short
lived degradable portal-linking devices and their practical 
application is not available at this time. 

Q. How is data on the commercial fishery go;_ng to be collected? 

A. The Regional Director shall implement and carry out a program
of data collection in the lobster fishery which includes an
expansion of the current weighout system, yessel logbooks,
and sea sampling. All or parts of this program may be implemen-

ted through voluntary or mandatory measures as the Regional 
Director, in consultation with the Council, finds necessary 
to insure the completeness, accuracy, and integrity of the 
data. The information shall be maintained with vessel identifiers, 
appropriately masked to the extent practicable, so that vessel
specific performance analysis can be performed. The intent 
of this provision is to leave NMFS the flexibility to implement 
the Three-Tier Data Collection Program. This provision is 
virtually identical to the one contained in the Interim Fishery 
Management Plan for Atlantic Groundfish. 

Q. What does the future hold regarding Council lobster management?

A. In keeping with its management policy and management proqram
for American lobster, the Council will continue to advocate
sound management practice for the overall lobster resource.
The Council will serve as a vehicle for monitoring and evalu
ating the efficacy of the proposed management program, and as
a forum for discussions leading to a regional determination of
the possible need for change in the management program. The
Council will continue to implement management measures in the
FCZ that it believes are in keeping with the best interests of
both the resource and a majority of the principal lobster pro
ducing states. Modifications in the management program will

be accomplished through FMP amendment or regulatory change as
appropriate.

. In particular, the Council will be sensitive to the advis
ability of increasing the minimum size and placing some controls 
on fishing mortality. 
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"It ain't enough we eventually get boiled, now we gotta get stretched on 
on the rack first to meet the Federal size regulations. 

Maine Commercial Fisheries 

October 1978 
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Commercial Fisheries News 

February 1981 
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November 8, 1982 

Mr. Patrick Carroll, Chairman 
New England Fishery Management 
Suntaug Office Park 
Saugus, Hassachusett a  01906 

Dear Pat: 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oc•antc •nd Atmoaph•ric Adminl■tratlofl 
IIIATIONAL MAA1NE FISHEAIES SEAi/iCE 

Northeaat Regional Office 
14 Elm Street 
Clouceater, Haaaachuaetta 01930 

This will transmit the comments of the National Marine Fisheries Service on 
the Council'a draft American Lobster Fishery Management Plan. 

Federal participation in regional lobster management stretches back over more 
than a decade. Having been involved personally in various roles related to 
that effort, I appreciate the limitations confronting managers, and the 
apparent remarkable ability of this resource to sustain record landings while 
nearly every traditional biological indicator suggests imminent disaster. I 
recognize that, at this stage, the lobster plan is intended as a political 
aolution, and perhaps a first step toward a program intended to address 
queations of yield per recruit, fishing effort, and additional safeguards for 
continued healthy recruitment. 

Sl!Veral general concerns developed from the agency review of the draft plan. 
By apecifying a limited objective, the Council effectively xuled out 
management strategies and measures which were central to the program specified 
in the State-Federal Plan. Those of us who were associated with the State
Federal effort can recognize that this plan has a different, more limited 
thrust. The plan suggests that problems serious enough to require management 
exist, yet recommends a program which will have no effect in most of the range 
of the fishery. I believe that the role of this plan, if not today then at 
•011� point in the future, is more than to �imply close a lo�phole • .  The plan
aeems . to assume that the measures applied in most of th� te-rri to rial sea are
aufficient to ensure continued production if only imposed in the FCZ as
well. If those measures are not sufficient, we have collectively reduced our
eights to the present common denominator, at some possible risk for the
future.

We admittedly know little about the mechaniams which have austained the 
fiahery for so long. The plan gives little credit to the long expressed 
concerns, whether they are right or wrong, of fishery scientists that we may 
face a day of reckoning with the lobater resource. I admit to some skepticism 
for the prophets of imminent doom. At the eame time I fear the consequences 
to the many thousands whose jobs and liv�lihood depend on our conservation 
judgeme�t if the prophets are proven correct. 

I have to admit aome diaappoint-nt with the final turna which produced a plan 
falling ahort of my expectationa. Two ■eaaures are of particular concern. 
Limiting enforcement of the carapace ■eaaure to at aea inapection essentiaJ,.l.,)I'

"'
· 

preclude• any enforcement effort. Day to day the availability of enforcement 
platform• 1• in doubt. If enforcement ■uat be conducted at aea, our 
enforcement effort• are liaited to •easel tille and availablity determined by 
another agency which ha• it• own, often more preaaing eet of prioritiea. 

The inclusion of a V-notch provision represents discriminatory treatment 
imposed without scientific justification. Federal regulations ahould not and 
can not be imposed without the atrongest possible justification and clear 
poaitive net benefits. If support of a segment of the industry for the plan 
ia contingent on inclusion of this measure, we should move without that 
aupport. Fishery management is properly a democratic process, but our 
authority to regulate is limited to those cases where a need is demonstrated 
and a gain can be expected. This is one issue where a majority of votes, 
a1ven for whatever purpose, is not aufficient to carry the issue. 

I hope the enclosed agency comments will help the Council in its efforts to 
produce a final Lobster Fishery Management Plan. 

Sincere Y, 

Encloaure 

Peterson, Jr. 
Director 
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1) Defer the effective date of the size limit to
January 1, 1985. 

2) Upon implementation of the FMP, the landing and/
or possession of lobster meat shall be prohibited.
The landing or possession of lobster tails with a
sixth abdominal segment smaller than 1 1/16 inches
shall be prohibited, and only two claws per tail
may be possessed or landed until December 31, 1985.
Beginning on January 1, 1986, the landing or pos
session of lobster parts shall be prohibited.

3) The v-notching provision will remain the same as
originally stated in the Draft FMP: possession of
v-notched lobsters is prohibited north and east of
a line beginning at a point 43 ° 06'N, 70 ° 34'W; thence
to a point 42 ° 00'N, 69 ° 35'W; thence due east along
the 42nd parallel to the outer limit of the FCZ.

4) Vent and gear marking requirements will be imple
mented on January 1, 1985; the Regional Director
shall consider the problem.of allowing for reten
tion of by-catch in allowing alternative vent
designs; the need to develop trap vents to meet
the requirements of by-catch fisheries will be
addressed in Section 515 of the FMP, Research Needs;
discussion of the benefits of trap venting will be
included in the descriptive portions of the FMP;
and cost details of the gear marking requirement
will be included.

5) The question of trawl harvests will be addressed in
the Plan under items for continuing consideration
for future management.

6) In the proposed regulations, the language on prohi
bitions will be simplified to eliminate references
to jurisdictional limitations and reflect the
Council's intent that the minimum size be applied
throughout the species' range.

7) The language of the FMP will be clarified to indi
cate that this Plan does not address gear conflicts,
although a separate administrative procedure is
underway which may lead to gear conflict regulations
in the future.

8) The potential of seasonal area closures to protect
berried female lobsters will be highlighted as an
area for future research and future consideration
in management.
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9) Editorial revisions to the Plan will be made in
order to resolve issues raised by the National
Marine Fisheries Service on a number of points
concerning the descriptive and analytical portions
of the Draft FMP, EIS/RIR and the Draft Proposed
Regulations.

The revised, completed, Council approved Plan was sub
mitted to the Assistant Administrator for Fisheries for his 
approval in April of 1983. 
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