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Executive Summary

The purpose of this framework is to enable a set-aside from the annual quota (or "Total
Allowable Landings") of selected species to support research and data collection activities.
Those species eligible for a set-aside include:

Atlantic mackerel Loligo squid
Black sea bass Scup

Bluefish Summer flounder
Butterfish Tilefish

lllex squid

Each year, the Mid-Atlantic Council may designate between 0% and 3% of a species' allowable
landings to be set-aside. Proposals may then be submitted that respond to the Council's
research priorities, and set-aside poundage awarded to projects that are selected through the
designated governmental process. Currently, set-aside awards are processed through NOAA's
Grants Management Division. Proceeds from the sale of set-aside quota constitute the only
source of revenue available to support research under this program.

Other program specifics include:

® For those species that have both a commercial quota and a recreational harvest limit, the
set-aside calculation shall be made from the combined total allowable landing level.

® |tis intended that the set-aside for a given species be utilized primarily for research
involving that species. However, the harvest of up to 25% of the set-aside quota from
species not directly involved in a particular research project will be considered, in order to
promote research in those cases where it would otherwise be infeasible.

Every effort will be made to schedule the award of set-aside poundage prior to finalizing the

upcoming season's quotas. This will allow any set-aside quantities that are ultimately unneeded
to be released back to their respective recreational and commercial fisheries.
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1.0. Introduction

The Mid-Atlantic Council issues this document to establish a program in which data collection
projects will be funded in part through a percentage set-aside from a species' Total Allowable
Landings (TAL). The purpose is to support research and the collection of additional data that
would otherwise be unavailable. The Mid-Atlantic Council wishes to encourage collaborative
efforts between the public, research institutions, and government in broadening the scientific
base upon which management decisions are made. Reserving a small portion of the annual
harvest of a species to subsidize the research costs of vessel operations and scientific expertise
is considered an important investment in the future of the nation's fisheries.

It should be stressed that any person or organization can conduct experimental programs
without Council approval so long as the activity is not otherwise prohibited. Moreover, should
special fishing permits be required, they can be applied for directly to NMFS without involving
the Council. However, without Council approval and participation, an applicant cannot be
assured that any quota set-aside for scientific use would be available to help defray project
costs, or for any other legitimate use. Given the high costs of vessel operation and trained
personnel, it is unlikely that quota set-asides alone will cover the entire cost of a project, and
hence applicants are strongly encouraged to seek support from additional sources.

A key benefit that is sought from this program is the assurance that new data collected by
non-governmental entities will receive the peer review and analysis necessary to be utilized in
improving the management of public fisheries resources.

2.0. Purpose and Need for Action

2.1. Problems for Resolution

There are many issues that arise in the development of fishery management programs that
have no clear resolution. Often a key factor in such cases is a lack of definitive information on
the nature of a fishery resource, or a clear understanding of the impacts of human interaction
with these resources. Common examples might include uncertainty as to the seaward extent of
a resource in deeper waters, or how effective a particular gear configuration might be in
reducing the bycatch of immature fish while still retaining the targeted adults.
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Another important factor that can erode the effectiveness of a fishery management program is a
lack of confidence on the part of the fishing community that it is based on sound scientific
information. Research and data collection programs are often conducted by government
agencies without the direct involvement of the public, and once completed may not be
adequately interpreted so that non-scientists can comprehend their results. In some cases, the
results may appear to run counter to the experience that fishermen have in their daily lives
harvesting fishery resources. Frequently, this is due to differences in methodology.
Commercial fishermen seek to maximize the revenue from their harvests, and will operate their
vessels and deploy their gear in such a way as to best accomplish this end. Scientists,
conversely, are bound by the "scientific method," and seek to gain information and verify its
accuracy through rigorous experimental procedures.

Management programs based on this information may then be questioned by the public, and
lack credibility in their eyes. Without the active cooperation of the fishing public, most
management programs are destined to fail, as it is chiefly through the actions of commercial and
recreational user groups that humans interact with and affect fisheries resources.

The Mid-Atlantic Council has developed the research set-aside program to address these
concerns. Through cooperative projects that make use of expertise in the fishing community as
well as the research community, it is anticipated that information of strategic importance to
management decisions will be obtained. When combined with a commitment to effectively
communicate the results and implications of the research back out to the fishing community, it is
expected that new management programs incorporating the results will have greater public
support and ultimately be more effective.

2.2. Objectives

1) Facilitate the collection of data that the Council and public deem important for fishery
management purposes.

2) Create a mechanism whereby the data collected can be reviewed and certified acceptable for
use by NMFS scientists and those individuals involved in the fishery management process.
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3.0. Preferred and Alternative Management Measures

3.1. Preferred Management Measures
3.1.1. Set-Aside Amounts
® The annual research set-aside amount may vary between 0 and 3% of each species' quota.

® For those species that have both a commercial quota and a recreational harvest limit, the
set-aside calculation shall be made from the combined total allowable landing level.

3.1.2. Projects Involving More than One Species

e Individual research projects may involve multiple species, and therefore may apply for the
use of more than one set-aside.

® |tis intended that the set-aside for a given species be utilized primarily for research
involving that species. However, the harvest of up to 25% of the set-aside quota from
species not directly involved in a particular research project will be considered, in order to
promote research in those cases where it would otherwise be infeasible.

3.1.3. Set-Aside Process and Schedule

® Specification of research set-aside amounts (percentages) for the coming year shall be
incorporated into the Council's annual quota specification packages submitted to NMFS.

® For each proposal cycle, the Council will publish a Request for Proposals (RFP) that
specifies research priorities and application procedures. Each RFP will include:

Dates of Submission

Eligibility Criteria

Proposal Requirements and Format
Research Priorities

General Project Administration Requirements
Evaluation Criteria

Selection Procedures

Interim and/or Final Report Requirements
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e |tis the Council's intention that, whenever possible, research proposals be reviewed and
approved prior to the publication of final quota specifications for the upcoming year. In the
event that the approved proposals do not make use of any or all of the set-aside for a
particular species, NMFS would be authorized to release the unutilized portion back to its
respective commercial and recreational fisheries when the final specifications are published.

® Proposals may request that the quota set-aside be collected separately from the research
trip or other related research trip. The separate research compensation trips do not

necessarily have to be conducted by the same vessel.

3.1.3.1. Sample Process and Schedule

The following schedule provides an example of the anticipated review and approval process for
projects requesting set-asides. The timing may vary dependant on the fishery involved and
pending workloads of the involved agencies.

Month 1 At Council Meeting: Council establishes research priorities for next fishing year based
on advice and comment from its various committees and ASMFC.

Month 2 Council staff submits RFP to NMFS (anticipate up to 2-month review period).

Month 3 NMFS publishes RFP. RFP specifies:
e 30 days to submit proposals to NMFS Northeast Regional Grants Office.
® Detailed description of proposal (as specified in framework).
® Applicant must provide a list of the regulations he/she expects to be waived.

Month 4 Proposal submission deadline.

Month 5 NMFS Grants Office completes initial review for completeness and sends proposals
out for formal review.
® NMFS Grants Office will send proposals to Comprehensive Management Committee
and other designated reviewers from ASMFC, Center staff, academia, etc.
® Reviewers will follow standard Saltenstall-Kennedy (SK) review procedures where
they are instructed to score and rank the proposals.
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Month 6

Month 7

NMFS Grants Office convenes a joint meeting with the Comprehensive Management
Committee and other reviewers to make final recommendations to NMFS on behalf of
the Council.

Council Meeting - Council establishes TALs and research set-aside percentages for
each species. Council staff:

analyzes the set-aside allotment (% allocated to each fishery).
analyzes the regulations to be waived.

Month 9/10 NMFS publishes proposed specifications for upcoming fishing year and request

Month 11
o

for comments. NMFS Grants Office renders decision on proposals.
Regional Administrator (RA) reviews recommendations forwarded by Comprehensive
Management Committee, ASMFC, and other reviewers. If RA concurs, proposals
are forwarded to NOAA Grants Office for final approval.
NOAA Grants Office renders decision on proposals.
If NOAA Grants Office disapproves a grant (proposal), during comment period,
Council may submit request to NMFS to re-allocate disapproved research set-aside
back to commercial and recreational specifications.

NMFS publishes final specifications announcing:

Specifications for the commercial & recreational fisheries and the percentage
allocated to research set-aside.

Commercial management measures.

Regulations that may be waived by vessels conducting approved research or
compensation trips for research endeavors.

Month 12/13 NMFS issues Letter of Authorizations (LOA) to research vessels and research

begins.

3.1.3.2. Additional Project Considerations

On behalf of the Council, the Comprehensive Management Committee will have the primary
responsibility for evaluation of research proposals. The evaluation will be based on criteria
specified in the Request For Proposals (RFP). NMFS will have three additional review
responsibilities: 1) determine that the proposed research is in compliance with the intent and
design of the governing fishery management plan; 2) approve (or disapprove) the experimental
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design of each proposal as being scientifically valid; and 3) certify that the data generated will
be of a quality and format that are acceptable for inclusion in NMFS' and ACCSP's databases.

3.1.4. Waiving of Regulations

3.1.4.1. General Description

Vessels conducting research and data collection activities under the auspices of this program
may require an exemption from selected regulations, such as closed seasons or gear
requirements. In order for any regulation to be waived, an analysis must first be prepared that
evaluates the impacts of that waiver. Rather than have analysis of regulatory waivers
(exemptions) analyzed in the framework document or by the applicants as part their respective
proposal submissions, the analysis of waivers will be a part of the quota specification document.
At the Council meeting which sets a particular species' quota, staff will know the quantity of that
species requested for research and which regulations would need to be waived for each
proposal recommended for approval. As part of its specification package, staff would analyze
both the amount of quota requested (0% to 3%) and the impacts of waiving the specified
regulations.

3.1.4.2. Benefits

It is not feasible to analyze waivers in the framework document because Council staff would not
know what combination of requirements would be requested by applicants. However, requiring
analysis to be done by the applicant would slow the review process. Including analysis in the
specifications will "streamline" the Experimental Fisheries Permit (EFP) process by allowing the
approved requests to be awarded a grant without going through the rigors of an EFP review.

Specific regulations that may NOT be waived include:

Reporting requirements

3.1.5. Species Eligible for Research Set-Asides

Species under management by the Mid-Atlantic Council that are eligible for research set-asides
are:

Atlantic mackerel Scomber scombrus
Black Sea Bass Centropristis striata
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Bluefish Pomatomus saltatrix

Butterfish Peprilus triacanthus

lllex squid lllex illecebrosus

Loligo squid Loligo pealei

Scup Stenotomus chrysops
Summer Flounder Paralichthys dentatus

Tilefish Lopholatilus chamaeleonticeps

3.1.6. Project Funding

No Federal funds are provided for research under this program. The Federal Government's
contribution to projects will be a Letter of Authorization that will provide special fishing privileges
in response to research proposals selected to participate in this program. The Federal
Government shall not be liable for any costs incurred in the conduct a project. Any funds
generated from the landings authorized in the Letter of Authorization shall be used to cover the
cost of the research, including vessel costs, and to compensate vessel owners for expenses
incurred. Therefore, the owner of each fishing vessel selected to land a species in excess of a
trip limit or seasonal quota must use the proceeds of the sale of the excess catch to
compensate the researcher for costs associated with the research activities and use of the
vessel. Any additional funds above the cost of the research activities (or excess program
income) shall be retained by the vessel owner as compensation for the use of his/her vessel.

The researcher's proposal must state the amount of funds required to support the research
project, as well as the amount required to compensate the vessel owner either for the collection
of set-aside species or for participation in the research project, or both. The proposal must also
include the agreement between the vessel owner and researcher that shows exactly how the
research activity is to be paid for.

3.1.7. Final Reports and Data Submission

Research and data collection projects may vary substantially in their objectives and the ultimate
"products" they seek to deliver. However, there are certain requirements that all approved
projects will be expected to fulfill. In general, these requirements will be specified in the
published RFP, and respond to the needs of the governing administrative process. Currently,
set-aside awards are processed through NOAA's Grants Management Division, and treated as a
federal grant.
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All approved projects will be required to submit a final report. Additionally, those projects
designed to collect new data will be required to submit that data in electronic format with
appropriate documentation.

3.1.7.1. Final Reports

NMFS and the Council will require project researchers to submit an interim and/or final report
describing their research project results, or other acceptable deliverable(s), in a time frame that
is specific to the type of research conducted. The format of the final report may vary, but must
contain:

1. A brief summary of the final report;

2. A description of the issue/problem that was addressed;

3. A detailed description of methods of data collection and analyses;

4. A discussion of results and any relevant conclusions presented in a format that is
understandable to a non-technical audience; this should include benefits and/or
contributions to management decision-making;

5. A list of entities, firms or organizations that actually performed the work and a description of
how that was accomplished; and

6. A detailed final accounting of all funds used to conduct the research, including those
provided through the research quota set-aside.

3.1.7.2. Data Submission

Projects designed to collect new data for inclusion in NMFS' or ACCSP's databases must
submit the data in electronic format with appropriate documentation. Certain databases will
have highly-specific requirements as to required fields and content. Researchers must agree to
provide newly-collected data in a format acceptable to the administrators of the receiving
database.

Documentation, or "metadata" describing the data's format, content, and idiosyncrasies must
accompany any data submission.
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3.2. Alternatives to Preferred Management Measures

3.2.1. Non-preferred Alternative 1: Research Quota Set-Aside Set to a Flat 1%

Initial discussions focused on specifying the research set-aside as a flat 1% of the total
allowable landings for each species. This was patterned after the New England Council's
specification of a 1% research set-aside for harvests of scallops in the groundfish closed areas.
Further consideration brought out the fact that some species' quotas are relatively small, and
that 1% of these amounts would be inadequate to sponsor research efforts. For example, the
recommended 2001 quota for Tilefish was 1,760,000 Ibs. One percent of this total equals
17,600 Ibs, with a value of $44,000 at the 1999 average price of $2.48 per Ib. Assuming the
vessel and labor costs of harvesting these fish are 50% of the exvessel value, there would
remain only $22,000 in "profit" available to support research.

Creating an allowable range of 0 - 3% provides the flexibility to triple that amount in the event
that one or more high priority research projects are submitted.

3.2.2. Non-preferred Alternative 2: Allow for "Rapid-Response" Projects

Serious consideration was given to the concept of "rapid-response" projects, which would
respond to information needs that might arise on short notice. In the event that such a situation
would occur, the Council would issue a special request for proposals to address the issue in
question. A fast-track submission and review process would be created to allow these
"rapid-response" projects to be carried out in the shortest possible time frame.

Further consideration brought to light a number of problems that would accompany such a
mechanism. The principal issue was how quota could be reserved for rapid-response projects
and not be "wasted" if special needs did not arise. An example might be one where a total of
3% of a species' quota is set aside for research projects in a given year. Two percent could be
dedicated to proposals approved in the normal project cycle, and one percent reserved for
rapid-response projects. In order to ensure that the entire quota is utilized by the end of the
year, one approach put forth was to release all quota set aside for rapid-response projects in the
fourth quarter if it was not needed by the end of the third quarter.

The complicating factor in such an approach is one of equity among the various sectors in a
fishery. Frequently, seasonal quotas are designed with the express purpose of allowing
different sectors of the fleet equal access to a resource. For example, one species might
migrate from the south to the north over the course of a year. Vessels based in the southern
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states would have access to the resource in the first half of the year, and the northern states
would have access in the second half. Seasonal quotas that apportion the Total Allowable
Landings equally to each half of the year would ensure that the southern states do not harvest
the entire annual quota before the fish even arrive in the northern states.

A mechanism that would return unused research set-aside quota to only those fisheries active in
the final months of the year is likely to be considered unfair by those that can only operate in
other seasons.

A final concern about the feasibility of rapid-response projects related to whether the
government could process them in a timely manner. So long as research quota set-asides are
administered as grants, they must adhere to the requirements of the grant's process. The
typical amount of time required for processing a federal grant is six months. The process starts
with a 30 to 60 day interval for submission of proposals once an RFP is published in the Federal
Register. The "State Federal and Constituent Programs Office" of NMFS will then initiate a
technical review process requiring approximately two months. Finally, NOAA's Grants
Management Division requires from 45 to 60 days to finish processing and award the grant.

Given that the intent of the Council was to enable research projects to be executed quickly with
this mechanism, there appears to be a basic conflict with the timetable required for
administration through the Grants program.

3.2.3. Non-preferred Alternative 3: Set-Asides Dedicated to One Species Only

This alternative would specify that the quota set-aside for a species could only be used for
research that would directly involve that species. The intention is to address equity concerns
that might arise if proposals seek to fund projects involving one species or gear type with the
set-aside for another, seemingly unrelated species. Specifically, those individuals participating
in the fisheries for high-value species such as summer flounder may feel that their set-aside is
unfairly targeted as a funding source for projects that will not clearly benefit the management of
their fishery.

There are two circumstances that argue against requiring a tight link between a research project
and a particular species. First, research focusing on a particular gear and its behavior may
have broad applicability to a number of different species. For example, a particular gear
modification may improve the selectivity of one species and as a consequence reduce the
discards of many others.
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A second circumstance arises in those cases where a species is not very abundant, and even a
full 3% quota set-aside may be insufficient to subsidize research requiring expensive vessel
operations. As mentioned previously, tilefish is the most frequently cited example of a species
that has important management needs, yet has a quota set-aside value that is among the
lowest. Allowing a tilefish project to utilize the set-aside of another species may be the only
alternative that will enable research to proceed.

Note that the preferred alternative attempts to strike a balance between the competing goals of
enabling research on small populations and limiting the use of unrelated species' set-aside. It
specifies that no more than 25% of a species' set-aside may be utilized by projects that do not
directly involve that species.

3.2.4. Non-preferred Alternative 4: Compensation Trips Not Allowed

This alternative would prohibit the harvest of set-aside quota on separate trips from those
conducting research.

The concept of "compensation trips" arose from the New England Council's scallop research
program. Researchers expressed frustration at the difficulties that can arise when the needs of
a research protocol conflict with the need to make a profitable fishing trip. If, for example, the
commercial portion of the trip is given top priority and always conducted first, then the research
component may end up being rushed if bad weather approaches, or the commercial catch
needs to be landed before it spoils. A request was then made to allow the quota set-aside to be
harvested on separate "compensation trips" from those conducting research. While it would not
be as cost effective as a trip that can fulfill both needs on a single voyage, it would provide
several key advantages.

A first advantage would be greater freedom to dedicate vessel time to the needs of each
purpose. In the winter months, good weather may only be available for a few short days at a
time, allowing for only one activity to be conducted. Additionally, if the commercial fishing
grounds are widely separated from the location where research efforts are needed, separate
trips to each location may prove to be only slightly more costly than a single trip.

A second advantage that may be gained from separating research from commercial fishing is
that different vessels could be used for each activity. Vessels that are already rigged with the
equipment best suited to the needs of each activity could be selected, and contracted
separately.
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The primary reason put forth to prohibit compensation trips would be to discourage financial
misconduct. The potential exists for proposals to be submitted and set-aside quota harvested
without a serious intention to conduct research. The fact that the set-aside could be harvested
without scientific personnel or observers on board simply makes such conduct slightly easier.

It is not considered likely that researchers or vessel owners would risk their reputations by
engaging in such behavior. At the very least, they would be barred from further participation in
federal grant programs.

3.2.5. Non-preferred Alternative 5: Compensation Trips Allowed with Funds Held in
Escrow Account

This alternative would allow for compensation trips, yet require that the proceeds from the sale
of set-aside quota be deposited in an escrow account. An independent, third party would be
responsible for disbursing funds to researchers and reimbursing vessel owners for the costs of
harvesting the set-aside quota. Involving an third party in the financial management of the
project may decrease the likelihood of misconduct. The third party would be selected through a
bidding process, and would most likely be an accounting firm or non-profit agency.

The reason this measure was not selected as part of the preferred alternative is because it
would add significantly to the administrative overhead of the program. Administrative costs
would be higher, given that the third party agency would be compensated for its services, and
implementation times would be longer.

In contrast to the research program being conducted in New England, the Mid-Atlantic effort has
no cash grants available to it. The entire support must take the form of access to certain
fisheries resources, and the potential relaxation of selected fisheries regulations. Revenue
generated from the sale of set-aside fish must first cover the costs of harvesting them, with
perhaps one-half of the gross sales value available to support research. Under these
conditions, it is possible that interest in the Mid-Atlantic research program may be modest. At
this time, therefore, it is not recommended that the program be further burdened with the costs
of administering an escrow fund.

3.2.6. Non-preferred Alternative 6: ITQ Fisheries Are Eligible for a Set-Aside

This alternative would enable a research quota set-aside for the surfclam and ocean quahog
fisheries managed by Individual Transferable Quotas (ITQ).
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The Mid-Atlantic Council is not recommending such a measure be included in the framework
amendment at this time. The primary reason for this position is the fact that industry has been
voluntarily supporting surfclam and ocean quahog research for several years. Vessel time and
quota have been donated to conduct depletion studies and dredge efficiency estimates.
Government and academic scientists have worked cooperatively in these efforts, which have
included side-by-side tows made by industry and government vessels.

Industry representatives have expressed a preference that these efforts continue to be
voluntary, rather than obligatory through a new research set-aside program. Given the
industry's history of voluntary contributions to research in these fisheries, the Council is inclined
to support their request.

4.0. Description of the Affected Environment

4.1. Description of the Stocks
Information on the following stock characteristics:

Species Range and Distribution

Status of the Stock

Stock Characteristics and Ecological Relationships
Feeding and Predation

can be found in the latest FMP or Amendment for each fishery as follows:

Amendment 12 to the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass FMP - Section 2.1
Amendment 8 to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish FMP - Section 2.1
Tilefish FMP - Section 2.1.

Amendment 1 to the Bluefish FMP - Section 2.1.

Additionally, the annual quota specification packages prepared by the Mid-Atlantic Council
contain the latest available landings and status information.
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4.2. Description of Habitat

4.2.1. Introduction
Information on the following habitat characteristics:

® Inventory of Environmental and Fisheries Data

e Habitat Requirements by Life History Stage

® Fishing Activities that May Adversely Affect EFH

e Options for Managing Adverse Effects from Fishing

® |dentification of Non-Fishing Activities and Associated Conservation and Enhancement
® Research and Information Needs

® Review and Revision of EFH Components of FMP

can be found in the latest FMP or Amendment for each fishery as follows:

Amendment 12 to the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass FMP - Section 2.2
Amendment 8 to the Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish FMP - Section 2.2
Tilefish FMP - Section 2.2.

Amendment 1 to the Bluefish FMP - Section 2.2.

4.2.2. Description and Identification of Essential Fish Habitat

This Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Assessment is provided pursuant to 50 CFR 600.920 of the
Essential Fish Habitat Interim Final Rule for the Council to initiate EFH consultation with the
National Marine Fisheries Service.

The following are text descriptions of essential fish habitat for each Mid-Atlantic Council species
included in the Quota Set-Aside Framework, as presented in section 2.2.2.2 of each SFA
Amendment. Figures and tables referenced within each description can be found in the
individual FMPs. Information used to determine EFH for each species is presented in section
2.2.1 of each SFA Amendment.

4.2.2.1. Summer flounder

Source: Amendment 12 to the Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass Fishery
Management Plan, pp. 64-67.
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Eggs: 1) North of Cape Hatteras, EFH is the pelagic waters found over the Continental Shelf
(from the coast out to the limits of the EEZ), from the Gulf of Maine to Cape Hatteras, North
Carolina, in the highest 90% of all the ranked ten-minute squares for the area where summer
flounder eggs are collected in the MARMAP survey (Figure 47a). 2) South of Cape Hatteras,
EFH is the waters over the Continental Shelf (from the coast out to the limits of the EEZ), from
Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to Cape Canaveral, Florida, to depths of 360 ft (Figure 46). In
general, summer flounder eggs are found between October and May, being most abundant
between Cape Cod and Cape Hatteras, with the heaviest concentrations within 9 miles of shore
off New Jersey and New York. Eggs are most commonly collected at depths of 30 to 360 ft.

Larvae: 1) North of Cape Hatteras, EFH is the pelagic waters found over the Continental
Shelf (from the coast out to the limits of the EEZ), from the Gulf of Maine to Cape Hatteras,
North Carolina, in the highest 90% of all the ranked ten-minute squares for the area where
summer flounder larvae are collected in the MARMAP survey (Figure 47b). 2) South of Cape
Hatteras, EFH is the nearshore waters of the Continental Shelf (from the coast out to the limits
of the EEZ), from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to Cape Canaveral Florida, in nearshore
waters (out to 50 miles from shore; Figure 46). 3) Inshore, EFH is all the estuaries where
summer flounder were identified as being present (rare, common, abundant, or highly abundant)
in the ELMR database (Table 14), in the "mixing" (defined in ELMR as 0.5 to 25.0 ppt) and
"seawater" (defined in ELMR as greater than 25 ppt) salinity zones (Figure 36). In general,
summer flounder larvae are most abundant nearshore (12-50 miles from shore) at depths
between