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1. INTRODUCTION 

This document amends the Surf Clam/Ocean Quahog Fishery Management Plan by 

increasing the New England area surf clam fishery maximum annual quota from 

100,000 bushels to 200,000 bushels based on improved assessment information. 

The amendment is consistent with the exploitation strategy employed in the 

Mid-Atlantic resource area. The amendment also specifies the management 

measures to be implemented by the Reg1onal Director 1n consultation with the 

New England Council to control the harvest rate so that 1t remains in line 

with the temporal distribution of the traditional New England fishery 

harvests. The sole reason for controlling the rate of harvest is to avo1d an 

extended closure of the fishery such as the one which occurred in 1983. 

The Surf Clam/Ocean Quahog Fishery Management Plan was approved by NOAA on 

November 21 . i977. Amendment 1 was approved by NOAA on October 1, 1979. 

Amendment 2 was approved by NOAA on January l, 1980, and removed the New 

England resource area from under the exist1ng Mid-Atlantic 11m1ted entry 

program. Amendment 3 was approved by NOAA on November 13, 1981, and 

authorized the Regional Director to implement a management program ta1lored to 

the New England fishery once fifty percent of the quota was harvested. 

The original and current objectives of the Surf Clam/Ocean Quahog F1shery 

Management Plan are: 

1. Rebu1ld the surf clam populat,ons to allow eventual harvest 



approach1ng the so m1111on pound level, wh1ch 1s the est1mate of 

max1mum susta1nable y1eld over the range of the resource, based on the 

average yearly catch from 1960 to 1976. 

2. M1n1m\ze short-term economic d's1ocat1ons to the extent possible 

cons1stent w1th object1ve 1. 

3. Prevent the harvest of ocean quahogs from exceed1ng max1mum 

susta1nable y1eld and d1rect the f1shery toward ach1ev1ng Opt1mum 

Y1eld. 

4. Prov�de the greatest degrees of freedom and flex1b111ty to all 

harvesters of these resources cons1stent with the atta1nment of the 

other object1ves of th1s plan. 

5. Opt1m1ze y1eld per recru1t. 

6. Increase understand1ng of the cond1t1ons of the stocks and f1shery. 

Th1s amendment to the Surf Clam F1shery Management Plan 1s des1gned to 

allow some progress 1n the d,rect1on of ach�ev1ng object1ves 3, 4 and 6, and 

1s cons1stent w1th the rema1n1ng object1ves. 



.II. PURPOSE Of AND NEED FOR ACTION 

The purpose of th1s amendment 1s to 1ncrease the New England area surf 

clam f1shery max1mum quota from 100,000 bushels to 200,000 bushels and to 

1mplement management measures 1n an attempt to control the �arvest rate so 

that 1t rema1ns 1n 11ne w1th trad1t1onal New England f1shery pract1ces and to 

avo1d an extended closure of the f1shery such as the one wh1ch occurred 1n 

1983. 

Amendment 3 to the Surf Clam/Ocean Quahog F1shery Management Plan allowed 

for an annual surf clam quota of 25,000 to 100,000 bushels 1n the New England 

area. Amendment 3 also prov1des that when f1fty percent of the New England 

quota has been caught, the Reg1onal D1rector, on rev1ew of ava1lable 

1nformat1on and publ1c comment, w1ll determ1ne whether the total catch of surf 

clams dur1ng the rema1nder of the year w1ll exceed the annual quota. If the 

Reg1onal D1rector determ�nes that the quota probably w1ll be exceeded, the 

Secretary of Commerce may reduce the number of days per week, or establ1sh 

author1zed per1ods, dur1ng wh1ch f1sh1ng for surf clams 1s perm1tted, or he 

may taKe no act1on unt11 the quota 1s ach1eved. 

In 1983, the New England quota for surf clams was 100,000 bushels. By 

Apr11 1, 1983, f1fty percent of the quota was harvested; and the Reg1onal 

D1rector, act1ng under the author1ty of Amendment 3 and 1n consultat1on w1th 

the New England Counc11, reduced f1sh1ng t1me to 12 hours per week 1n an 

attempt to control f1shery harvests. Accord1ng to logbooK records and the 



. . 

reports of stat1st1cal port samplers of the Nat1onal Mar1ne F1sher1es Serv1ce, 

the harvest of surf .clams from the New England area reached 114,000 bushels on 

June 1, 1983 . Therefore, the Reg1onal D1rector determ1ned that the 100,000 

bushel quota for the New England area for the year 1983 had been exceeded; and 

the f1shery was closed on July 1. 1983, for the rema1nder of the year. 

On July 21, 1983, the New England F1shery Management Counc11 sent a letter 

to Secretary of Commerce Malcolm Baldr1ge request1ng Secretar1al act1on to 

address an econom'c and soc1al emergency 1n the New England surf clam f1shery, 

pursuant to Sect1on 305(e)(l) and (e)(2)(8) of the Magnuson F1shery 

Conservat1on and Management Act. The emergency stemmed from the closure of 

the surf clam f1shery on July 1, 1983, and the prospect of a closure for the 

rema1nder of the year. The emergency act1on requested was to re-open and keep 

open the Ne� England surf clam f1shery. The bas1s for the New England 

Counc1l's request for emergency act1on was that there was no b1olog1cal 

just1f1cat1on for the spec1f1ed New England area quota level 1n the FMP; the 

resource was underut111zed; and the Counc11 saw no leg1t1mate pol1cy reasons 

to just1fy the obv1ous negat1ve econom1c 1mpact on harvesters and processors. 

The best sc1ent1f1c 1nformat1on ava1lable, as 1nterpreted b� the New England 

F1shery Management Counc11, 1nd1cates that recru1tment to the New England area 

surf clam resource 1s not pr1mar1ly dependent on stock s1ze. The letter to 

the Secretary po1nted out that f1sh1ng mortal1ty 1s currently cons1derably 

lower than opt1mal 1n relat1on to y1eld per recru1t. In add1t1on, the 

1rregular bottom topography, shallow depths and sw1ft t1dal currents render a 

s1gn1f1cant port1on of the New England resource area 1naccess1ble to 

commerc1al dredg1ng operat1ons, thus preserv1ng ample resource for spawn1ng 



potent1al. 

After rece1v1ng a letter from Secretary Baldr1ge on September 6, 1983, 

deny1ng 1mplementat1on of emergency act1on to re-open the New England surf 

clam f1shery 1n the FCZ, the New England Counc11 began to 1nvest1gate methods 

for avo1d1ng an extended closure of the f1shery 1n 1984. 

Our1ng the months of July, August and September of 1983, four major New 

England surf clam process1ng fac111t1es were contacted 1n an attempt to 

ascerta1n the degree of the1r dependence on the New England surf clam f1shery 

(see Append1x A for deta1led descr1pt1on). These four compan1es are Saffran 

Brothers of Ipsw1ch, Massachusetts; Blount Seafood Corporat1on of Warren, 

Rhode Island: Gal1lean Seafoods of Pt. Jud1th, Rhode Island; and Harbours1de 

Shellf1sh of Exeter, Rhode Island. Soffran Brothers and Blount Seafoods have 

been 1nvolved 1n surf clam process1ng s1nce 1933 and 1946 respect1vely. 

Representat1ves of all four surf clam process1ng compan1es stressed the 

1mportance of New England raw product because of super1or y1eld, lower 

truck1ng costs, general conven1ence and ult1mate greater prof1t marg1n. These 

representat1ves concluded that an 1mpeded supply of New England product would 

adversely affect the part1c1pat1on of New England processors 1n th1s f1shery. 

In add1t1on to the New England proce�sors, there are also several f1sh1ng 

vessels that are dependent on be1ng able to f1sh year round for surf clams 1n 

the New England area. It 1s 1mpo rtan t to note that for vessels r1gged for 

hydraul1c wet dredg1ng, few alternat1ve f1sher1es are ava1lable w1thout major 



renovat1ons to the vessel ·and gear. Est1mates of the catch of surf clams from 

the FCZ by New England f1shenmen 1n 1982 and for the f1rst 6 months of 1983 

w1th severe t1me restr1ct1ons are 28,504 and 28.969 respect1vely. These 

numbers were obta1ne� through a comb1nat1on of logbook data and personal 

1nterv1ews of New England Counc11 staff w1th f1shermen part1c1pat1ng 1n the 

f1shery$ 

The follow1ng recently-obta1ned assessment 1nformat1on prov1des the 

just1f1cat1on for chang1ng the New Englan� area max1mum surf clam annual quota 

from 100,000 bushels to 200,000 bushels. 

B1olog1cal Just1f1cat1on 

Recogn1z1ng the 11m1ted knowl�dge base for surf clams 1nhab1t1ng the New 

England reg1on, the Northeast F1sher1es Center 1n1t1ated 1ntens1ve resource 

sampl1ng as a part of annual surv�ys 1n the M1d-Atlant1c area. Pr1or to 1981 

some sampl1ng 1n the Southern New England FCZ had taken place on an ad hoc 

bas1s dur1ng several survey cru1sese 

Resource survey 1nformat1on as well as commerc1al sampl1ng dur1ng 1983 

formed the bas1s for the f1rst formal assessment of the product1v1ty potent1a1 

of the Southern New England resource (Woods Hole Lab. Ref. 83-20, MAn 

.Assessment of the Surf Clam Resource 1n FC� Waters Off Southern New England -

Spr1ng 1983w, by S. A. Murawsk1 and F. M. Serchuk). Taken 1n toto, these data 

present a relat1vely clear p1cture of the d1str1but1on, s1ze and age 

compos1t1on, relat1ve abundance, and growth character1st1cs of Southern New 



England surf clams. The data also allow compar1son w1th s1m1lar· 1nformat1on 

for other surf clam assessment areas 1n the M1d-Atlant1c. 

In general, surf clams 1n Southern New England waters are conf1ned to 

depths less than 30 fathoms (55 meters). Thus, FCZ surf clams 1n the Southern 

New England reg1on are most abundant 1n the v1c1n1ty of Nantucket Shoals, as 

th1s area compr1ses most of the sha11ow depths beyond three m1les from the 

coast. Few surf clams were found to occur 1n FCZ waters off Rhode Island and 

west of Martha's V1neyard, Massachusetts, as these areas were generally too 

deep. Clam dens1t�es were greatest 1n waters 5-15 fathoms deep. They were 

less dense 1n 15-30 fathom reg1ons surveyed on Nantucket Shoals. 

A relat1ve abundance 1ndex for surf clams 1n the Southern New England 

reg1on was computed from survey catch data and compared w1th other clam 

assessment areas 1n the M1d-Atlant1c B1ght. The Southern New England reg1on 

accounts for approx1mately 23 percent of the area surveyed for clams. An 

est1mated 5 percent of the total surf clam numbers and 10 percent of the total 

clam resource 1n we1ght occurred 1n the Southern New England reg1on. A 

port1on of the Southern New England clam resource occurs 1n waters too shallow 

for normal survey operat1ons {less than 5 fathoms). To account for the 

non-surveyed port1on of the resource, clam dens1t1es of adjacent areas were 

extrapolated for the non-surveyed area. However, when the non-surveyed 

port1on was 1ncluded, the proport1on of total resource we1ght occurr1ng 1n 

Southern New England 1ncreased only sl1ghtly {from 10 to 12.7 percent). 

Length frequency sampl1ng data for the Southern New England surf clam 



resource 1nd1cates that the populat1o� 1s dom1nated by clams 13-17 em shell 

length (5 1/8 to 6 3/4 1nches). In contrast, current clam resources 1n the 

M1d-Atlant1c·reg1on are compr1sed pr1mar1ly of 11-13 em (4 to 5 1/8 1nches) 

clams. Analyses of growth rates also 1nd1cate that Southern New England clams 

grow slightly faster than the1r M1d-Atlant1c counterparts. 

An assessment of potent1al yields from the Southern New England surf clam 

resource was not performed as a part of the document. However, 1n response to 

quest1ons from the M1d-Atlant1c Counc11, the follow1ng y1eld project1ons were 

made. An estimate of the total annual harvest from the Southern New England 

resource can be der1ved from resource survey data, assum1ng that management 

strateg1es 1n the two· reg1ons (Southern New England and M1d-Atlant1c) are 

s1m1lar. In the M1d-Atlant1c region current annual harvests (40 m1111on 

pounds of meats or 2.35 m1111on bushels) represent a relat1ve1y small 

proport1on of the total stand1ng stock (probably around 10 percent harvest 

rate per year). If a s1m1lar harvest strategy was adopted for the Southern 

New England reg1on, then the annual quota should reflect the fact that about 

10 percent of the total FCZ resource 1n we1ght occurs there. If 40 m1111on 

pounds 1s der1ved from 90 percent of the ava1lable resource (1n the 

M1d-Atlant1c reg1ons). then approx1mately 4.4 m1111on pounds would be der1ved 

from the Southern New En9land area: 

40 X 106 

90% 

= _!_  

10% 

6 
X • 4.4 X 10 lbs. 



The standard conversion for meat weight to bushels 1s 17 lbs/bushel for the 

M1d-Atlant1c reg1on. However, as reported 1n the assessment document, 

Southern New England surf clams y1eld substant1ally more meat than do s1m1lar 

s1zed clams 1n the M1d-Atlant1c reg1on (9 to 38 percent more, depend1ng on . 

clam s1ze). Thus, assum1ng a greater meat we1ght/bushel convers1on for the 

Southern New England resource y1elds an annual land1ngs f1gure of about 

200,000 bushels, 1f management strateg1es (harvest to b1omass rat1o) are 

equivalent 1n the two ar�as. 



III. ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE MEASURES AND THEIR IMPACTS 

For the spec1f1c purpose of prov1d1ng for cont1nued f1sh1ng throughout the 

f1sh1ng year under a quota reg1me, th1s amendment cons1ders 3 real1st1c 

program alternat1ves. These alternat1ves have been d1scussed numerous t1mes 

at the Overs1ght Comm1ttee and Counc11 levels of both the New England and 

M1d-Atlant1c Counc1ls. These alternat1ves have been def1ned accord1ng to the 

use of var1ous measures, 1nclud1ng a s1ze 11m1t and effort controls based on 

f1sh1ng t1me or tr1p or land1ng 11m1ts, to ach1eve quota d1str1but1on. Th1s 

amendment 1s be1ng developed under the prem1se that the current plan requ1res 

quotas for each of the resource areas and that reexam1nat1on of the bas1s for 

quota management must awa1t a thorough re�1ew w1th1n the constra1nts of a 

formal FMP amendment. Each of the measures under cons1derat1on can be 

character1zed separately, and also accord1ng to how 1t would affect the 

f1shery 1n the part1cular comb1nat1ons wh1ch are be1ng cons1dered as 

alternat1ve management programs. An 1ndependent rev1ew of the measures 

follows. 

S1ze L1m1t 

A m1n1mum s1ze, 1f 1ncorporated 1nto the management program for New 

England, may be appropr1ate 1n New England for the follow1ng reasons. A 

m1n1mum s1ze 11m1t of 5-1/2 1nches, w1th tolerances, has been appl1ed to the 

M1d-Atlant1c f1shery for three years� The s1ze 11m1t 1s 1ntended to enhance 

y1eld per recru1t and encourage a supply of large surf clams for the h1ghest 

market value uses. B1olog1cal ev1dence suggests that a s1ze 11m1t of 4-3/4 



1nches would opt1m1ze product1on from the resource. The s1ze 11m1t can be an 

effect1ve conservat1on measure. Should s1gn1f1cant d1scard1ng be requ1red, 

these unders1zed clams, once harvested, contr1bute to f1sh1ng morta11ty even 

though they are not landed. Although a m'n1mum s1ze carr1es w1th 1t the 

potent1al for s1gn1f1cant d1scard mortal1ty, that mortal1ty can be m1t1gated. 

by an effect1ve closed area program for unders1zed clams. 

Effort Restr1ct1on Based on F1sh1ng T1me 

Current regulat1ons 1n the M1d-Atlant1c f1shery requ1re restr1ct1ng the 

number of allowable work1ng hours per week so that quotas w111 not be 

exceeded. In New England f1sh1ng t1me restr1ct1ons are opt1onal although the 

f1shery must close when the quota 1s caught. Under f1sh1ng t1me restr1ct1ons, 

d1fferences among operators and vessel capab111ty can lead to d1fferences 1n 

total harvest, thus allow1ng for some 1ncent1ves. However, restr1ct1ng 

f1sh1ng t1me creates 1ncent1ves to 1ncrease harvest1ng capac1ty to max1m1ze 

potent1al revenues. S1nce f1sh1ng t1me 1s an 1nd1rect 11nkage between total 

removals, wh1ch managers seek to control, and the operat1ve management term, 

control of the f1shery w1th1n quotas 1s compl1cated. Enforcement of f1sh1ng 

t1me must be done, 1f at all, by cont1nual mon1tor1ng of at-sea act1v1ty. 

Th1s 1s costly and frequently frustrated. In New England, where long steam1ng 

t1mes and unpred1ctable weather are common, controll1ng f1sh1ng t1me leads, as 

1t d1d 1n 1983, to an untenable operat1ng cl1mate. Operators w1th only 12 

hours f1sh1ng t1me per week, wh1ch may be unusable because of weather, are 

unable to prosecute a stable or econom1cally v1able f1shery. Another 

d1mens1on wh1ch must be cons1dered 1n the New England f1shery, wh1ch makes 



f1sh1ng t1me restr1ct1ons part1cularly troublesome, 1s the exploratory nature 

of the f1shery. Unl1ke the M1d-Atlant1c resource area, the locat1on and 

extent of surf clam populat1ons are st111 not well known; and th1s requ1res 

f1shermen to spend cons1derable t1me search1ng. 

Effort Restr1ct1on Based on Land,nq l,m,ts 

Tr1p or weekly land1ng 11m1ts prov1de a more enforceable, more d1rect 

11nkage between f1sh1ng att1v1ty and the f1shery quotas. They can be enforced 

through docks1de 1nspect1on, wh1ch 1s far less costly and more ava1lable. 

Tr1p 11m1ts place an upper bound on f1shery performance to the extent of the 

s1ze of the 11m1t and the number of tr1ps. But good operators w1th good boats 

can make more tr1ps, and hence perform better than those who don't make as 

many tr1ps. Weekly 11m1ts are s1m1lar to tr1p 11m1ts; they are not as easy to 

enforce s1nce land1ngs must be mon1tored over a per1od of.t1me rather than at 

a po1nt. However, weekly 11m1ts may allow operators to be prof1table over a 

longer t1me per1od than tr1p 11m1ts 1f the tr1p 11m1ts are small. Tr1p 11m1ts 

are now used to regulate some State waters surf·elam f1sher1es 1n New 

England. Weekly 11m1ts are used to regulate the New Jersey surf clam 

f1shery. Operators and managers 1n both areas appear to be sat1sf1ed w1th the 

results. Tr1p or weekly land1ng 11m1ts are more compat1ble than f1sh1ng t1me 

restr1ct1ons g1ven the exploratory nature of the f1shery 1n New England. 

Quota 01str1but1on 

Quotas are now used for the New England and M1d-Atlant1c surf clam 



f1sher1es, and for other f1sher1es, to control total f1shery removals. As an 

ult1mate control of f1sh1ng mortal1ty, they have some value. Changes 1n 

resource abundance can be reflected 1f, as 1s now the case, quotas are 

adjustable w1th1n ranges def1ned for the f1sher1es. D1str1but1on of the quota 

over the f1sh1ng year can also serve the goal of avo1d1ng lengthy closures and 

thus effect1ve1y addresses the problem of the New England f1shery 1n the 1984 

f1sh1ng year. Quotas are usually adm1n1stered and enforced through some form 

of effort restr1ct1on, such as f1sh1ng t1me, tr1p 11m1ts, or vessel 

allocat1ons. The ult1mate tool for ach1ev1ng a quota 1s to close the f1shery 

once 1t 1s reached. 

SUMMARY Dr ALTERNATIVES 

Th1s table summar1zes the alternat1ve measures 1nc1uded 1n programs 

descr1bed below for management of the New England area surf clam f1shery. 

Fo1low1ng Counc11 and pub11c rev1ew, 1t may be appropr1ate to select a f1nal 

alternat1ve wh1ch d1ffers or comb1nes a d1fferent ser1es of measures than 

those spec1f1ed below. 

Measures 

S1ze L1m1t 

Quota D1str1but1on 

(Quarterly, B1monthly and Monthly) 

Alternat1ve 

1 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



Effort Controls 

F1sh1ng T1me Restr1ct1ons 

Tr1p or Weekly Land1ng L1m1ts 

ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS 

X 

X 

Each of the programs descr1bed below conta1ns comb1nat1ons of the measures 

already descr1bed. In add1t1on, 1t 1s understood that each of these program 

alternat1ves 1ncludes the perm1tt1ng and logbook re�ort1ng requ1rements 

already estab11shed by the Surf Clam FMP. The conservat1on and env1ronmental, 

econom1c, and management effects of those measures when 1ntegrated 1n a 

program are descr1bed. 

1. S1ze L1m1t and Quota D1str1but1on 

Conservat1on and Env1ronmental Impacts 

Th1s alternat1ve management program prov1des, 1f correctly adm1n1stered, 

suff1c1ent control mechan1sms to prevent the f1shery from exceed1ng the annual 

quota. The s1ze 11m1t w111 enhance y1eld per recru1t and allow small clams 

the opportun1ty to spawn a number of t1nes pr1or to becom1ng of legal s1ze. 

Econom1c Impacts 

The pr1nc1pal econom1c 1mpact of the ex1st1ng management program was felt 

severely 1n 1983 when the f1shery was closed for s1x months. Extended 



closures such as the one wh1ch occurred 1n 1983 are clearly unacceptable to 

local operators and processors. Only operators who can move to other 

f1sher1es or other areas can operate under such a reg1me. Surf clam vessels 

are not read1ly adaptable to other f1sher1es, and the 11m1ted entry program 1n 

the M1d-Atlant1c allows only h1stor1cal part1c1pants the opportun1ty to sh1ft 

areas. 

The add1t1on of a m1n1mum s1ze l1m1t to the management program 1s not 

11kely to constra1n the f1shery g1ven the current s1ze d1str1but1on of the 

resource 1n the New England area. D1str1but1ng the annual quota across 

quarters, two-month per1ods or monthly would reduce the length of the closures 

to some per1od of t1me w1th1n the selected d1str1but1on mode. 

Management Impacts 

Managers are no happ1er 1mpos1ng lengthy closures than f1shermen are 1n 

be1ng closed. Closures 1ncrease the r1sk of pol1t1cal 1ntervent1on to reopen 

the f1shery, thus vo1d1ng cred1b111ty and conservat1on object1ves. Closures 

also 1ncrease the probab111ty that operators w1ll v1olate the program to 

ma1nta1n some 1ncome flow, 1ncreas1ng the cost of enforcement. Although any 

of the 1dent1f1ed selected mode of quota d1str1but1ons w1ll reduce the length 

of closures compared to 1983, d1str1but1ng the quota alone could st1ll result 

1n numerous, relat1vely shorter closures wh1ch are costly to 1ndustry and to 

the government. 

2. S1ze L1m1t. Quota D1str1but1on and T1me Restr1ct1ons 



Conservatton and Env1ronmental Impacts 

Th1s alternat1ve management program prov1des, 1f correctly adm1n1stered, 

suff1c1ent control mechan1sms to prevent the f1shery from exceed1ng the annual 

quota. The s1ze l1m1t w111 enhance y1eld per recru1t and allow small clams 

, the opportun1ty to spawn a number of t1mes pr1or to becom1ng of legal s1ze. 

Econom1c Impacts 

The add1t1on of f1sh1ng t1me effort restr1ct1ons to any selected quota 

d1str1but1on per1od would not necessar1ly decrease the number or length of 

necessary closures. There are pract1cal 11m1tat1ons to the use of f1sh1ng 

t1me restr1ct1ons stemm1ng from the need to allow for an econom1c tr1p for 

vessels, and th1s problem 1s made more d1ff1cult by the ex1stence of vessels 

w1th1n the f1shery w1th dramat1cal1y d·1fferent performance capab111t1es. 

Exper1ence from the 1983 New England f1shery demonstrates that even a severe 

t1me restr1ct1on such as 12 hours per week 1s not effect1ve 1n constra1n1ng 

the harvest g1ven a relat1vely small annual quota and performance capab111t1es 

of some vessels. F1sh1ng t1me has the further drawback of 1mpact1ng more 

severely on weather-dependent vessels. 

Management Impacts 

The poss1b111ty of numerous closures results 1n the potent1al for _ 

cont1nu1ng unnecessary h1gh costs to government and 1ndustry. Further, a very 



h1gh level of mon1tor1ng, data co11ect1on and project1on analys1s would be 

necessary to 1mplement an equ1table f1sh1ng t1me restr\ct1on program. 

3. S,ze L,m1t, 81monthly Quota D1str1but1on and Tr1p or Weekly Land1ng 

L1m1ts (PREF£RRED ALTERNATIVE) 

Conservat1on and Env1ronmental Impacts 

Th1s alternat1ve management program prov1des, 1f correctly adm1n1stered, 

suff1c1ent control mechan1sms to p�event the f1shery from exceed1ng the annual 

quota. The s1ze 11m1t w1ll enhance y1eld per recru1t and allow small clams 

the opp�rtun1ty to spawn a number of t1mes pr1or to becom1ng of l�gal s1ze. 

Econom1c Impacts 

Tr1p or weekly 11m1ts can be f1xed at a level to ensure that operators can 

be prof1table wh1le spread1ng catch out over t1me. Operators ga1n flex1b111ty 

to take tr1ps as weather perm1ts, and to take as many tr1ps as they can. If, 

as 1s proposed, a m1n1mum tr1p or weekly 11m1t 1s establ1shed at the level 

where performance 1s no longer prof1table, the management program can ensure 

that operators do not suffer through per1ods of de-facto closuree where the 

costs of operat1on cannot be defrayed by the expected returns. L1ke other 

alternat1ves, econom1c performance 1s 11N1ted by the total quota. However, 

w1th1n the management framework th1s alternat1ve best recogn1zes the 

var1at1ons 1n weather, steam1ng t1me, explorat1on t1me and vessel 

character1st1cs wh1ch d1st1ngu1sh the New England f1shery from 1ts 
. 



M1d-Atlant1c coun�erpart. 

B1monthly quota gu1del1nes are selected because they offer an acceptable 

balance between the need for an adequate amount of t1me to analyze 1ncom1ng 

data on the prosecut1on of the f1sh�ry and to prepare supporting 

adm1n1strat�ve documentat1on for management adjustments. At the same t1me 

th1s b1monthly per1od 1s short enough to control the f1shery and avo1d 

extended or numerous closureso 

Management Impacts 

Th1s 1s a relat1vely complex program. However, 1t 1s cons1stent w1th 

local State management programs, and allows docks1de enforcement. It would 

cost the government less to adm1n1ster than other opt1ons. It offers greater 

prospects for controll1ng harvest w1th1n quotas and ma'nta,n1ng a f1shery 

throughout the year than any other alternat1ve. 



IV. SPECIFICATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

The preferred alternat1ve 1ncludes the follow1ng prov1s1ons: 

- A s1ze 11m1t cons1stent w1th that 1mposed 1n the M1d-Atlant1c. 

- Tr1p 11m1ts and/or weekly catch 11m1ts, 1f necessary, to ach1eve 

b1monthly harvest gu1del1nes. 

- An 1ncrease 1n the annual quota. 

The perm1tt1ng and logbook requ1rements are a part of the current 

;management program for New England and w111 rema1n so. The add1t1onal or 

rev1sed measures to be appl1ed under the preferred alternat1ve are the s1ze 

: 11m1ts, effort control through land1ngs 11m1ts rather than f1sh1ng t1me 

restr1ct1ons, and the 1ncrease 1n the range of the annual quota. allow1ng for 

:a greater quota for the area. In analys1ng and d1scuss1ng the measures, we 

have been constra1ned by 11m1ted performance 1nformat1on. Although logbooks 

are requ1red for the f1shery and have produced valuable stat1st1cs, the number 

of report1ng operators 1s such that presentat1on of deta1led 1nformat1on could 

eas1ly prejud1ce the bus1ness conf1dent1al1ty of 1nd1v1dual f1rms. We have 

attempted to d1scuss the potent1al 1mpact of the management program 

recogn1z1ng th1s.constra1nt. 

The S1ze L1m1t 

A m1n1mum s1ze 11m1t w111 be 1mposed 1n the New England area, to be 



cons1stent w1th the s1ze 11m1t appl1ed to the f1shery 1n the M1d�Atlant1c 

area. That measure currently 1mposes a m1n1mum s1ze of 5-1/2 1nches, w1th 

some tolerances spec1f1ed 1n the regulatory text. Any change 1n the 

M1d-Atlant1c area would automat1cally apply 1n the New England area. 

In the M1d-Atlant1c area, a m1n1mum s1ze 11m1t of 5-1/2 1nches, w1th 

tolerances, has been appl1ed s1nce m1d-1981. The s1ze 11m1t enhances y1eld 

per recru1t and encourages a supply of large surf clams. Accord1ng to vessel 

operators and to resource surveys conducted 1n the New England area from 1980 

to 1982, most of the surf clams wh1ch have been harvested and wh1ch are 

ava1lable for harvest are of s1zes greater than the 5-1/2 1nch m1n1mum s1ze. 

The surf clam resQurce 1n the area 1s dom1nated by large, relat1vely old surf 

clams. Very few surf clams smaller than 12 cent1meters shell length were 

captured 1n any areas. 1nd1cat1ng that recru1tment 1n the past 5 to 6 years 

has been relat1vely poor. Over an extended per1od of t1me, as explo1tat1on 

rates 1ncrease, and 1f recru1tment of 'small clams occurs to replace the clams 

wh1ch are removed, we may expect a greater proport1on of the resource to be 

below the m1n1mum� It 1s 1mposs1ble to pred1ct when th1s w111 occur. If and 

when 1t does, the s1ze 11m1t w111 reduce the proport1on of the resource 

ava1lable for legal harvest. If recru1tment does not occur, the resource w1ll 

eventually be depleted. Because of the s1ze d1str1but1on of clams 1n the 

area, 1mpos1ng the s1ze 11m1t 1n He� England should have a negl1g1ble effect 

on land1ngs 1n the present or 1mmed1ate future. The measure w111 protect any 

small clams wh1ch m1ght be produced, enhanc1ng the1r y1eld and ensur1ng that 

they can spawn a number of t1mes before they are harvested. 
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The Rev1sed Effort Control Program 

The current prov1s1on wh1ch allows the Reg1o�al D1rector to reduce the 

number of allowable surf�m f1sh1ng days, or to restr1ct f1sh1ng t1me, 1s 

replaced by a four t1er effort control program. The t1ers are as follows: 

•th. F1shery closure. 

3rd. Weekly land1ng 11m1ts not less than 600 bushels/week. 

2nd. Tr1p 11m1ts not less than 400 bushels/tr1p . 

1st. No restr1ct1ons. 

The reader w111 note that m1n1m� tr1p and weekly 11m1ts are spec1f1ed. 

These m1n1mums have been establ1shed 1n recogn1t1on that closure of the 

f1shery may be preferrable to leav1ng the f1shery techn1cally open, but w1th 

harvest restr1ct1ons so str1ngent as to preclude econom1ca11y v1able 

f1sher1es. The New England Counc11 has spec1f1ed these m1n1mums after 

consultat1on w1th New England area f1shermen and exam1nat1on of tr1p s1zes 1n 

the M1d-Atlant1c area. M1d-Atlant1c operators averaged 483 bushels per tr1p 

1n 1983. 

B1monthly harvest gu1del1nes, based on the total annual quota and d1·v1ded 

to reflect h1stor1cal seasonal removals, are estab11shed as a percentage of 

the total allowable annual quota as follows: 

1984 Values 

January - February 8% 16,000 



March - Apr11 

May - June 

· July - August 

September - October 

November - December 

8% 16,000 

28% 56,000 

16% 32,000 

28% 56,000 

12% 24.000 

Total 200,000 Bushels 

If these gu1del1nes are exceeded for any b1monthly per1od or any port1on 

of such a per1od, the Reg1onal D1rector may adjust the measures w1th1n the 

t1ers or move up the t1ers to 1mplement success1vely more restr1ct1ve measures 

as requ1red. The Reg1onal D1rector w1ll consult w1th the New England Counc11 

before mov1ng from one t1er to the next, and must just1fy any sk1pp1ng of 

t1ers. At the consultat1on pr1or to mov1ng from one t1er to the next, the 

Reg1onal D1rector and the New England Counc11 w111 agree on a game plan to be 

used to adjust the tr1p or weekly 11m1ts w1th1n the t1er. Consultat1on 1s 

expected before each stepw1se movement. However, the Reg1ona � 01rector may 

move to the closure t1er w1thout consult1ng the New England Counc11 1f he must 

do so to prevent harvests exceed1ng the gu1del1nes s1gn1f1cantly or to keep 

the f1shery from exceed1ng the annual quota. If the gu1del1nes are not met or 



1f they are exceeded, the d1fference between the b1monthly harvest and the 

gu1de11nes w111 be adjusted w1th respect to success1ve b1monthly amounts 1n 

proport1on to the share of annual catch they represent. The New England 

Counc11 w111 exam1ne the b1monthly gu1del1nes and may, at the end of the year, 

recommend mod1f1cat1ons to them to better reflect land1ngs patterns or trends 

1n seasonal ut111zat1on of surf clams. 

Reject1on of f1sh1ng t1me as a means to control effort represents a 

departure from the management program used 1n the past 1n New England and 

st111 1n use 1n the M1d-Atlant1c. The New England Counc1l has rejected the 

concept for the s1mple reason that 1t has not been effect1ve as a means of 

slow1ng harvest to avo1d lengthy closures 1n the New England area. In 1983, 

f1sh1ng t1me was restrc1ted on Apr11 1 to slow harvest after 50 percent of the 

annual quota was taken. Desp1te a reduct1on to 12 hours f1sh1ng t1me per 

week, harvest cont1nued unabated, lead1ng to a closure of the f1shery 

effect1ve July 1 and last1ng for the next s1x months. The number of vessels, 

and the1r eff1c1ency on the grounds, created a s1tuat1on where catch rates 

could not be slowed even w1th h1ghly restr1ct1ve f1sh1ng t1mes. 

Add1t1onal problems w1th f1sh1ng t1me 1nclude the d1ff1culty of mon1tor1ng 

at sea act1v1ty for enforcement purposes. F1sh1ng t1me must be enforced by 

vessel 1nspect1on or overfl1ght. W1th small amounts of ava11able t1me, and 

w1th so much of the New England f1shery occur1ng near State waters, detect1on 

and conf1rmat1on of v1olat1ons 1s d1ff1cult� Weather cond1t1ons 1n New 

England are subject to change rap1dly. Vessels f1sh1ng 1n the area work out 

of ports wh1ch requ1re steam1ng t1mes of as much as 12 hours each way to the 



grounds and back. Reduct1on of t1me to 12 hours 1ncreases the probab111ty 

that f1shermen w111 not be able to complete a tr1p because bad weather 

1ntervenes. And operators who must steam 24 hours �ound tr1p for only·l2 

hours of f1sh1ng are �nderstandably frustrated. 

The New England Counc11 chose to replace f1sh1ng t1me w1th land1ng 11m1ts 

to avo1d these problems. Land1ng 11m1ts can be enforced at the dock by 

1nspect1on. Operators ga1n 1at1tude 1n dec1d1ng when to f1sh, and how many 

tr1ps to take. W1th the m1n1mum tr1p or weekly values, f1shermen can be 

assured that they can at least pay expenses out of the1r potent1al revenues. 

Tr1p or weekly 11m1ts also act as a d1rect trans1at1on between the quota, 

wh1ch 1s established 1n bushels, and a control mechan1sm, also stated 1n 

bushels. The 1nd1rect 11nkage between bushels and f1sh1ng t1me 1s avo1ded, 

1ncreas1ng the certa1nty that management act1on w111 have 1ts des1red control 

effect. 

Although the effort control mechan1sm of th1s plan d1ffers from that 

prev1ously 1mposed under the plan, the des1red result 1s the same. The effort 

control measures are used to constra1n harvest w1th1n a quota value. That 

quota would be the same regardless of the measures used to keep from exceed1ng 

1t. S1nce noth1ng 1n th1s program restr1cts entry or f1sh1ng opportun1ty as 

among part1c1pants, the same users w111 ult1mately have access to the same 

amount of resource. All that w111 change 1s the rate of harvest, and the 

seasonal d1str1but1on of catch over the course of the year. Th1s amendment 1s 

1ntended to 1ncrease the probab111ty of spread1ng catch throughout the f1sh1ng 

year. And the b1monthly gu1de11nes have been establ1shed, and w111 be 



adjusted, to make clams ava1lable at t1mes and places when the 1ndustry has 

1nd1cated demand w111 be greatest. 

The Annual Quota Range 

Quotas establ1shed for the New England area 1n prev1ous 1terat1ons of the 

plan were based on 1ntu1t1on rather than r1gorous survey data. Th1s has been 

clearly stated and recogn1zed; everyone 1nvolved knew that the 11m1ted survey 

1nformat1on ava1lable 1n earl1er years and a lack of s1gn1f1cant f1sh1ng 

act1v1ty, made 1t 1mposs1ble to assess the potent1al commerc1al y1eld from the 

f1shery. 

Dur1ng 1982 and 1983 f1sh1ng act1v1t1es 1ncreased substant1ally. Resource 

d1str1but1on and abundance was traced. Survey data was collected and 

analysed. As a result, the f1rst assessment of the New England surf clam 

resource was produced dur1ng the summer of 1983 (Woods Hole Laboratory 

Reference 83-20). The survey concluded that about 10 percent of the total 

surf clam resource b�omass 1s located 1n the New England area. Apply1ng th1s 

percentage to the b1omass 1n the M1d-Atlant1c, and bas1ng a quota on the same 

assumpt1ons used to f1x the quota 1n the M1d-Atlant1c, y1elds a conclus1on 

that the upper bound of the opt1mum y1eld range for the New England area may 

safely be establ1shed as 200,000 bushels. The resource 1n New England 1s 

markedly d1fferent from that 1n the M1d-Atlant1c becaus� the rough bottom 

topography, shallow depths and strong eurrents compl1cate f1sh1ng ac1t1v1ty. 

And the resource 1s generally older, faster grow1ng, and y1elds more meat for 

s1m1lar s1zed clams than 1n the M1d-Atlant1c. Recru1tment has been relat1vely 



poor dur1ng the last f1ve to s1x year�. 

The effect of doubl1ng the allowable New England area quota should be 

s1gn1f1cant to the operators who are conf1ned to the area, 1n that 1t w111 

s1gn1f1cant1y 1ncrease poss1ble f1sh1ng opportunt1es. The econom1c effect of 

the 1ncreased quota on the surf clam 1ndustry 1s 11kely to be far less 

s1gn1f1cant. Analyses performed 1n assoc1at1on w1th the plan show some 

relat1on between surf clam land1ngs and un1t pr1ces. However, doubl1ng the 

New England quota, 1f 1t 1s fully ut111zed, would only 1ncrease total 1ndustry 

clam land1ngs by about four percent. Year to year changes 1n 1nshore 

terr1tor1al sea land1ngs and ocean quahog harvests can be expected to have a 

far greater effect on the clam meat market than the 1ncreased New England area 

quota. The econom1c analyses assoc1ated w1th the plan project pr1ce and value 

effects for total f1shery conservat1on zone land1ngs up to 50 m1111on pounds 

of meats. The New England quota, added to foreseeable allowable M1d-Atlant1c 

quotas for the next several years, would not approach the upper bounds of the 

analys1s. 

Other Measures 

All other measures w111 rema1n unchanged from those 1mposed under the 

current plan. The reader 1s referred to that document and 1ts support1ng 

analyses for a d1scuss1on of the effects of those measures. 



V. CONSISTENCY WITH NATIONAL STANDARDS 

AND OTHER MANAGEMENT INSTITUTIONS AND PROGRAMS 

Sect1on 301(a) of the Magnuson F1shery Conservat1on and Management Act 

requ1res that •any f1shery management plan prepared, and any regulat1ons 

promulgated to 1mplement such plan • • •  shall be cons1stent w1th the follow1ng 

nat1onal standards for f1shery conservat1on and management.• The follow1ng 1s 

a d1scuss1on of the standards and the cons1stency of th1s amendment w1th them. 

(1) Conservat1on and management measures shall prevent overf1sh1ng wh11e 

ach1eve, on a cont1nu1ng bas1s, the opt1mum y1eld from each f1shery. 

The control measures presented w1th1n th1s amendment are fully capable of 

prevent1ng the quota from be1ng exceeded. 

(2) Conservat1on and management measures shall be based upon the best 

sc1ent1f1c 1nformat1on ava1lable. 

The preferred alternat1ve 1s based on new sc1ent1f1c 1nforrnat1on wh1ch has 

become ava11able s1nce 1981. 

(3) To the extent pract1cable, an 1nd1v1dua1 stock of f1sh sball be managed as 

a un1t throughout 1ts range, and 1nterrelated stocks of f1sh shall be 

managed as a un1t or 1n close coord1nat1on. 

The s1gn1f1cant d1fferences 1n the character of the f1sher1es, hlstor1cal 



developments, and practical 1mped1ments make 1t imposs1ble to ser1ously 

cons1der comb1n1ng the two divergent management programs w1th1n the t1me 

contra1nts and 11m1ted objectives of th1s amendment. The ser1ous exam1nation 

of coastw1de surf clam management now be1ng conducted by the M1d-Atlant1c 

Counc11 may suggest a d1fferent approach when that Counc11 prepares 1ts next 

comprehens1ve amendment to the plan. 

(4) Conservat1on and management measures shall not d1scr1m1nate between 

res1dents of different states. If it becomes necessary to allocate or 

assign f1sh1ng privileges among var1ous Un1ted States f1shermen, such 

allocat1on shall be (A) fa1r and equitable to all such f1shermen; (B) 

reasonably calculated to promte conservat1on; and (C) carr1ed out 1n such 

a manner that no part1cular 1nd1vidual, corporat1on, or other ent1ty 

acqu1res an excessive share of such pr1vileges. 

The management measures proposed by th1s amendment will apply equally to 

all f1shermen, regardless of the1r situat1on. Although surf clams are managed 

d1fferently 1n the New England and M1d-Atlant1c areas because of the d1fferent 

character and demands of the respective resources for conservat1on, the 

measures do not discrim1nate between f1shermen on the bas1s of State of 

or1g1n. As an open access f1shery, the New England area 1s open on an equal 

basis on equal terms to all who chose to f1sh there. 

No allocat1on or ass1gnment of f1sh1ng priv1leges 1s contemplated or 

proposed 1n th1s amendments. 

(5) Conservat1on and management measures shall, where pract1cable, promote 



eff1c1ency 1n the ut111zat1on of f1shery resources; except that no such 

measures shall have econom1c allocat1on as 1ts sole purpose. 

The sh1ft from regulat1ng f1sb1ng t1me to regulat1ng land1ngs w111 allow 

operators a better opportun1ty to plan the1r harvest strateg1es unhampered by 

the vagar1es of weather and chance, and thus may reduce broken tr1ps. A sh1ft 

away from f1sh1ng t1me as a control measure may reduce the tendency 1n the 

fleet to 1ncrease harvest1ng capac1ty, wh1ch would be des1rable s1nce harvest 

1s 11m1ted by the opt1mum y1eld wh1ch can eas11y be taken w1th ex1st1ng surf 

clam vessel capac1ty. No econom1c allocat1on 1s 1ncluded, 1ntended or· 

ant1c1pated under th1s amendment. 

(6) Conservat1on and management measures shall take 1nto account and allow for 

var1at1ons among, and cont1ngenc1es 1n, f1sher1es, f1shery resources, and 

catches. 

Th1s amendment has been undertaken because the measures 1mposed under the 

plan were 1nadequate to cope w1th the chang1ng character and development of 

the New England area f1shery. The New England Counc11 has exp11c1tly des1gned 

a four t1er program wh1ch w111 operate 1n response to cont1ngenc1es. By 

spec1fy1ng the program and the process .for 1ts operat1on 1n advance, the New 

England Counc11 serves not1ce on the f1sh1ng commun1ty of 1ts general 1ntent. 

wh1le reserv1ng the ab111ty to adjust the management program w1th1n the bounds 

estab11shed to reta1n 1ts v1ta11ty for 1ts 1ntended purpose. The flex1ble 

quota mechan1sm adopted as part of the plan 1n 1981 1s an expl1c1t recogn1t1on 

that potent1al y1eld from the f1shery may fluctuate year to year, and the 



mechan1sm can be used to med1ate the demands of 1ndustry and conservat1on. 

(7) Conservat1on and management measures shall, where pract1cable, m1n1m1ze 

costs and avo1d unnecessary dupl1cat1on. 

The preferred alternat1ve has among 1ts goals a reduct1on 1n the cost of 

plan enforcement by mak,ng the measures enforceable at the dock. No other 

aspect of the management burden 1s affected by th1s amendment. 
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APPENDIX A 

NEW ENGLAND FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

SUNTAUG OFFICE PARK, 5 BROADWAY (ROUTE 1) 

SAUGUS, MASSACHUSETTS 01906 

ME MORANDUM 

September 30, 1983 

�0: Surf Cl�/Ocean Quahog Oversight Committee 

FROM: Staff 

SUBJECT: New England Surf Clam Processing Facilities 

SQFFRAN BROS. 

FTS 8-223-3822 

We visited Soffran Brothers Clam Company in Ipswich on July 26 to assess 
their surf clam operation and to hear this processor's perspective on the 
closure of the New England FCZ clam area. Soffran Bros. processes surf cl�s 
exclusivelJ. 

Peter Saffran was friendly and �enable to discussing a number of issues. 
He gave us a guided tour of his plant which he believes to be one of the three 
smallest of the approximately 16 ocean quahog and surf clam processing plants 
he estimates exist on the East Coast. 

Soffran Brothers has been in the surf clam business since 1933. After a 
two year closure between 1961 and 1963, Peter took over the plant. He made it 
clear to us that his overhead is very low because of a small management 
structur� (three individuals including himself) and because of relatively 
small or no outstanding company debts. At one time this plant was affiliated 
with another Soffran facility in New Jersey which shucked cl�s before 
transferring the product to Ipswich. Two company owned clam boats provided 
the surf cl�s. One of these boats was destroyed; the other has since been 
sold but remains under contract to provide 'right of first refusal' to Soffran 
Bros. 

On the issue of the origin of the clams processed by Saffran Bros., 
Soffran•s comments somewhat confused us. He stated that he depended on 
mid-Atlantic suppliers to a auch sreater extent than New England suppliers, 
yet he also told us that over the last four to five years he has gotten some 
50 percent of his clams from Hew England. He made it clear that he doesn't 
want to jeapordize his relationship with the mid-Atlantic suppliers when there 
can be no guarantee of the Hew England product. 

�here is an optimum number of clams on a daily basis which distributes and 
min1m1zes overhead costs. For example, for some of the processing operations 
sea clam shells and other waste must be disposed of on a dally basis. !his 
represents a fized cost from $150.00 to $200.00, regardless of whether the 
waste receptacle is full or only partially full. Also important is the size 
of the clams and the quality of the delivered product. In the case of surf 
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clam. the quality of the product normally refers to the proportion of clams 
with broken shells and the extent to which the lndividual clams are broken. 
Badly fra&mented shells take a lous time to shuck and are troublesome for 
1huckers. With regard to. the size of the cl�as, in hand ahuckin& operations a 
clam under 5 1/2 inches is considered small and presents physical problems 
(i.e., back muscle spasms) for the individual shuckers. 

· 

Saffran explained to us that there are a number of factors which determine 
whether or not a aurf clam processins operation can be successful over the 
long term. Foremost among these is the availability of raw product on a 
year-round basis. 

PROCESSING AT SOFFRAH BROTHERS 

When clams first arrive at the plant, they are transferred to a conveyor 
belt where they are then fed through a heated (150• F) water tank to remove a 
part of the viscera, which otherwise would slow down the shucking process. 
From this tank they automatically are transferred to another conveyor which 
moves the clams before numerous shucking stations. Shuckers separate the 
viscera from the meat (tongue and foot) and place the meat in tubs at their 
side or behind them. Once a tub is full it is weighed to determine the 
shucker•s earnings. the cl� are then moved to another line where the bellies 
are hand squeezed to separate guts from meat. At this point the cl� are 

machine·washed arid then moved either to a mincing or stripping machine. At 
the end of these machines final packaging of the different product forms takes 
place, prior to placement in a quick freezing storage area. 

BLOUNT SEAFOOD CORPORATION 

On tuesday, August 2, we toured Blount Seafood Corporation in Warren, 
R.I. Ted Blount walked us through his largely mechanized facility which 
produces a line including stuffed clams and scallops, conch meat, clam strips 
and minced meat and broth, quaho& meat, and clam chowder. Cl� shells are 
sold for use in oyster beds, or crushed for driveway surfaces, or used in 
prepared stuffed clams. the products are marketed under the Whitecap or Point 
Judith label. Blount is also under contract with Campbell's Soup Company to 
provide them with clam chowder product. 

Blount has been processin& clams steadily since 1946 for food and bait. 
When surf clams are plentiful and the price competitive, they use primarily 
surf clams. Since 1977 ocean quahogs have been a more available, less 
expensive source of raw product. However, the relative importance of surf 
clams to their business has consistentlJ increased to a pr�sent usage level of 
4,000 to 5,000 bushels of surf clams and 3,500 bushels of quahogs per week. 

PROCESSING At BLOUNT SEAFOOD CORPORATION 

the Blount Corporation employs less than 100 people. Clams are trucked in 
from Mew England or Mew Yort harvesters and automatically deposited from the 
32 bushel cases to a conveyor belt where they are lightly washed and moved 
into a vat of 220• F water. It is at thia atace where clam juice or 
concentrate are derived through a complex ste*8 evaporation process. From here 
the clams are tr&nsferred to a shuckin& machine which limply sh&kes.the cooked 
meat from the shell. It ia then separated from the ahell in a brine solution 
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which causes the li!hter meat to float to a separate conveyor belt. Employees 
working on this conveyor belt separate any remaining shell fragments and·· 
viscera from the edible meat. Another conveyor belt carries the shells from 
the brine solution where inspectors remove any edible meat which may not have 
separated from the shells. then the clams are washed and sent on for a final 
inspection before proceeding through an automated mincing or stripping 
machine. the product is blasted with pressurized C02 to cool before packaging 
and freezing. the process from the initial immersion in heated water to C02 
cooli�g takes some 15 minutes. 

Although Blount paJs $9.00 - $9.50 per bushel for surf clams from New 
England harvesters and onl7 $7.00- $7.50 per bushel from mid-Atlantic 
harvesters, he emphasized that on the average he does better using New England 
product. the trucking cost from the mid-Atlantic averages about $550.00 per 
load (around 416 or 448 bushels per load - although sometimes less) when 
shipped from New York or New Jersey to the Blount plant in Southern New 
England. this translates to a cost varying from $1.23 to $1.33 per bushel of 
clams. this additional cost of trucking clams in conjunction with a lesser 
yield of mid-Atlantic surf clams compels Blount to buy New England product 
whenever possible. He emphasized that he would definitely prefer New England 
product, even at a slightly higher cost, to mid-Atlantic product because of 
the hi!her meat yield. 

there is another reason why New England clams are preferred, and we beard 
this both from Peter Saffran and ted Blount. It revolves around problems they 
have experienced in the past with the trucking aspect itself which creates 
uncertainty and an element of financial risk. Mechanical breakdowns, 
unprofessional or inexperienced drivers, better offers for the product locally 
and other factors can interfere with timely delivery of the raw product which 
results in less productivity and higher cost.at the plant. 

GALILEAN SEAFOODS 

Galilean Seafoods in Point Judith is capable of processing about 400 
bushels of surf clams per day by hand shucking. the processing at Galilean is 
similar to that at Saffran Bros., the major 9ifference being crowded working 
conditions. this small plant also processes a small amount of conches and 
ocean quahogs. With regard to the surf cl&ms, both the minced meat and strips 
are marketed as fresh product. 

John Brayton of Galilean Seafoods echoed ted Blount's conviction that the 
New England product was preferrable to the mid-Atlantic surf clams because of 
the superior yield, trucking costs, !eneral convenience, and ultimate greater 
profit .argin. 

HARBOURSIDE SHELLFISH 

On Friday, September 9, we visited Harbourside Shellfish in Exeter, Rhode 
Island, where Ieith Jarvis gave us a complete tour of their processing 
facility from raw product to finished frozen product. 

Harbourside is a growing concern which is in the process of upgrading 
their processing capability to include an automatic shucking machine. their 
present shucking capability is approximately 200 to 250 bushels per day by 
hand, and they intend to increase that to 300 to 325 bushels per day with the 
new machine. 
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Rarbourside processes a diverse line of ocean quahoc, aurf clam and �onch 
products includin& chowders, clam strips and stuffed clams. Some of the 
private labels they pack under are taste o•sea for O'Donnell-Usen, Old Salt, 
Ocean Freeze a�d led Seafood, as well as others (approximately 10 or 12 in 
all). 

. 

OD the issue of the closure of the Hew Encland rcz surf clam fishery, we 
were informed that it has affected Harborside, especially in the scheduling of 
and amount of work available for their employees. Accordinc to Jarvis, 
Harbourside receives rouchly 50 percent of their surf cl� from the 
mid-Atlantic and SO percent from Hew England. Almost all of their ocean 
quahogs are from New Encland. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Meeting with these processors, touring their facilities, and discussing 
issues of importance to the industry, we are led to the conclusion that an 

impeded supply of New England product will adversely affect the participation 
of New England processors in this fishery. Despite what may appear to be a 
better price for mid-Atlantic cl�s, New England processors prefer the New 
England surf clam when siven a choice because they can make more money on it, 
and it is more convenient and less risky. However, it is also clear that a 
closure of the Hew England resource area will have less impact on these 
processors than it will on the harvesters, since they have the option of 
securinc raw product from the mid-Atlantic. 
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Env1 ronmental Assess.ment 

The proposed act1on cons1sts of several measures, of wh1ch two are 

d1rec:tly related to the surf clam resource. The amendment proposes to 

1nc:rease the opt1mum y1eld for the New England resource area from a range of 

25,000-100,000 bushels of meat to a range of 25.000-200,000 bushels of meat. 

Such an 1ncrease 1n the potent1a1 annual y1eld from the N�w England resource 

area 1s completely cons1stent w1th the explo1tat1on level already adopted for 

the M1d-Atlant1c port1on of the resource and represents a removal of up to 10 

percent of the stand1ng stock each year. In add1t1on, the amendment proposes 

to extend the m1n1mum s1ze standard for harvested surf clams to the New 

England resource area. Th� measure, already 1n place for the H1d-Atlant1c 

resource area, 1s expected to assure y1eld-per-recru1t and spawn1ng potent1al 

benef1ts for the New England resource 1n the future. 

Ne1ther the 1ncrease 1n OY nor the establ1shment of a m1n1mum legal s1ze 

1s expected to have a s1gn1f1cant negat,ve 1mpact on the New England surf clam 

resource, the hab1tat support1ng that resource or �he qual1ty of the human 

env1ronment. Thus 1t 1s concluded that the proposed amendment to the Surf 

Clam/Ocean Quahog FMP 1s non-s1gn1f1cant relat1ve to the cr1ter1a establ1shed 

by NOAA for compl1ance w1th NEPA. 



Regulatory Impacts 

Th1s sect1on has been prepared pr1mar1ly to address the requ1rements .of 

Execut1ve Order 12291, and therefore focuses upon the regulatory 1mpacts 

assoc1ated w1th the proposed act1on. It 1s concluded that 1mplementat1on of 

the Surf Clam Amendment does not const1tute a •major rule• as def1ned 1n 

Sect1on 1 of the Execut1ve Order, and 1s cons1stent w1th the general 

requ1rements 1n Sect1on 2 of that document, as mod1f1ed by the 1nter1m 

compl1ance procedures for E.O. 12291 1ssued by the Ass1stant Adm1n1strator for 

F1sher1es, NOAA. Th1s sect1on also 1ncludes an assessment of econom1c 1mpacts 

to ass1st the Ass1stant Adm1n1strator 1n evaluat1ng the proposed ·management 

act1on 1n relat1on to the requ1rements of the Regulatory Flex1b111ty Act. 

The conservat1on measures 1n the Surf Clam Amendment are a s1ze 11m1t, a 

b1monthly quota d1str1but1on, and tr1p or weekly land1ng 11m1�s. The overall 

quota 1s 1ncreased from 100,000 to 200,000 bushels; and assum1ng that the 
. 

ent1re quota w111 aga1n be caught, the amendment should result 1n a doubl1ng 

of land1ngs over the no-act1on scenar1o. Both M1d-Atlant1c and New England 

fleet sectors are expected to benef1t from the 1ncrease 1n the quota. The 
i 

proposed measures should have the follow1ng effects: 

1. The add1t1on of a m1n1mum s1ze 11m1t to the management program 1s not 

11kely to constra1n the f1shery g1ven the current s1ze d1str1but1on of 

the resource 1n the New England area. 

2. B1monthly quota d1str1but1on and tr1p or weekly land1ng 11m1ts may 
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comb1ne to result 1n a sh1ft1ng· of costs between user groups. 

However, these measures requ1re only 12,000 out of 200,000 bushels to 

be taken under any kind of 1and1ng 11m1t, because after each per1od of 

open f1sh1ng the unused quota can be re-allocated to the next per1od 

(and thereafter that portion does not come under any landing 11m1t). 

There may also be a t1me-cost assoc1ated w1th wa1ting for the next. 

per1od to start once land1ng 11m1ts have been imposed, but both these 

costs and the costs of the land1ng 11m1ts themselves should be 

balanced by the opportun1ty costs of the fleet sector that would have 

been shut out under no-action. 

Henceforth, the proposed act1on should result 1n an 1ncrease 1n land1ngs, 

wh1ch would reduce the total costs of goods and serv1ces to the nat1ona1 

economy and foregone revenues to the 1ndustry: reduce pr1ces relat1ve to 

no-act1on; will not restrict entry into the f1shery nor 1mpos� a lim1ted entry 

system nor 1n any way d1rectly 11m1t the number of U.S. f1sh1ng vessels that 

may part1c1pate 1n the New England surf clam f1shery: 1ncrease employment 1n 
� 

both the harvest1ng and process1ng sectors; should not reduce the 1ncent1ve to 

1nvest 1n 1nnovat1ve gear and equ1pment; may reduce the product1v1ty of the 

f1shery; and have no 1mpact on exports of surf clams. Ne1ther should the 

amendment 1ncrease adm1n1strat1ve costs because data collection. f1sh1ng 

perm1ts, and enforcement all ex1st under the current plan. 

Impacts on Small Sus1nesses 

Based on the forego1ng d1scuss1on, the Surf Clam Amendment w111 have a 



s1gn1f1cant pos1t1ve econom1c 1mpact on a substant1al number of small 

bus1nesses (surf clam vessels) that part1c1pate 1n the surf clam f1shery 1n 

New England waters. All surf clam harvesters may be cons1dered small 

bus1nesses; 1.e., no one vessel 1s dom1nant 1n the surf clam f1shery. The 

affected processors 1n New England may also be cons1dered as small bus1nesses, 

but those found 1n the M1d-Atlant1c may 1nclude both small and large 

bus1nesses. There may be a red1str1but1on of 1ncome among vessels and 

processors 1n the f1shery. The �otent1al red1str1but1on cannot be est1mated 

at the present t1me. Nevertheless. the M1d-Atlant1c may land as much as they 

ever have from New England waters wh11e New England vessels may land more, 

because of the doubl1ng of the quota 1n the area. 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Nat1onal Ocean1c and Atmospher1c Adm1n1strat1on 

50 CFR Part 652 

[Docket No. ] 

ATLANTIC SURF CLAM AND OCEAN QUAHOG FISHERIES 

BILLING CODE3510-22 

AGENCY: Nat1onal Ocean1c and Atmospher1c Adm1n1strat,on (NOAA), Commerce. 

ACTION: Proposed rule. 

SUMMARY: ·NOAA 1ssues a proposed rule to 1mplement an amendment (Amendment) to 

the F1shery Management Plan for the Surf Clam and Ocean Quahog F1sher1es. The 

Amendment rev1ses the management measures appl1ed to the New England Area surf 

clam'f1shery. The rev1s1ons are 1ntended to promote more effect1ve 

conservat1on 1n the area, to reflect 1ncreased knowledge about the stocks, and 

to prov1de a control mechan1sm to assure that the quota w111 not be exceeded 

wh1le avo1d1ng the poss1b111ty of an extended f1shery closure. 

DATE: Comments on the proposed rule must be rece1ved on or before (Insert 

date 30 days from f111ng w1th FEDERAL REGISTER). 

ADDRESSES: Comments on the proposed rule, the Amendment, or support1ng 

documents should be sent to Bruce N1cholls, Surf Clam Management Coord1nator, 

Nat1onal Mar1ne F1sher1es Service, State F1sh P1er, Gloucester, Massachusetts 

01930. Clearly mark •comments on Surf Clam Amendment" on the envelope. 

Cop1es of the Amendment, the Env1ronmental Assessment supporting the 

Amendment, and the draft regulatory 1mpact review/1n1t1al regulatory 

flexib111ty analys1s are ava1lab1e from Douglas G. Marshall, Execut1ve 

D1rector, New England F1shery ,Management Council, Suntaug Off1ce Park, 5 

Broadway (Route 1), saugus, Massachusetts 01906. 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Bruce N1chol1s, Surf Clam Management 

Coord1nator, 617-291-3600, ext. 324.· 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Amendment was prepared by the New England 

F1shery Management Counc11 (Counc11) 1n consultat1on w1th the Nat1onal Mar1ne 

F1sher1es Serv1ce at the request of the M1d-Atlant1c F1shery Management 

Counc11 • .  A not1ce of ava1lab111ty for the proposed Amendment was pub11shed 1n 

the FEDERAl REGISTER on (49 FR ). Cop1es of the Amendment are 

ava11able from the Counc11 upon request at the address g1ven above. 

The purpose of the Amendment 1s to rev1se the New England Area surf clam 

management program to reflect the 1ncreased knowledge concern1ng the status of 

the resource by 1ncreas1ng the upper bound of the range of the annual quota to 

200,000 bushels. It 1mposes a m1n1mum surf clam s1ze 11m1t 1n the area 

cons1stent w1th the s1ze 1mposed 1n the M1d-Atlant1c Area. It also revises 

the effort control measure to make 1t more compat1ble with the part1cular 

reg1ona1 character1st1cs of the f1shery and more effect1ve as a means to 

control harvest levels w1th1n establ1sned quotas w1thout the requirement for a 

lengthy f1shery closure. 

The Amendment was undertaken pr1mar1ly to reduce the 11kel1hood of a 

repeat.of the 1983 f1sh1ng season, when the f1shery had to be reduced to 12 

hours f1sh1ng t1me per week for two months and closed .for s1x months. The 

Counc11 bel1eves the measures spec1f1ed 1n the Amendment better reflect the 

current understand1ng of the resource and the f1shery, and are more potent 

conservat1on measures. Further, these measures have been developed with the 

ass1stance of operators dependent upon the New England Area surf clam resource. 
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The new effort control progr�m establ1shes a ser1es of b1monthly harvest. 

gu1del1nes expressed as percentages of the annual quota. The Reg1ohal 

D1rector w111 mon1tor harvests, and 1f they are w1th1n the gu1del1nes he w111 

not 1mpose effort restr1ct1ons. If harvest exceeds the gu1del1nes, he w111 

consult w1th the tounc11 and 1mpose success1vely more restr1ct1ve t1ers of 

effort control measures, beg1nn1ng w1th tr1P. land1ng 11m1ts not less than 400 

bushels per tr1p, and mov1ng to weekly land1ngs 11m1ts not less than 600 

bushels per week. The m1n1mum values for tr1p and land1ng 11m1ts are 

establ1shed to prov1de that the f1shery w111 never reach a de-facto closure 

wh1"le techn1cally open, and reflect m1n1mum values thought to be necessary to 

ach1eve prof1table tr1ps or f1sh1ng weeks. The Reg1onal D1rector may close 

the f1shery w1thout consultat1on w1th the Counc11 1f necessary to avo1d 

exceed1ng the b1monthly gu1del1nes. 

Class1f1cat1on 

Sect1on 304(a)(l)(C)(11) of the· Magnuson Act requ1res the Secretary to 

publ1sh regulat1ons prposed by a Counc11 w1th1n 30 days of rece1pt of an 

amendment and propsed regulat1ons. At th1s t1me, the Secretary has not 

determ1ned that the Amendment these rules would 1mplement 1s cons1stent w1th 

the Nat1onal Standards, other prov1s1ons of the Magnuson Act, and other 

appl1cable law. The Secretary, 1n mak1ng that determ1nat1on, w111 take 1nto 

account the 1nformat1on, v1ews, and comments rece1ved dur1ng the comment 

per1od. 

The Counc11 prepared an Env1ronmental Assessment cons1stent w1th th1s 

Amendment; a not1ce of ava1lab111ty was published on (49 FR ) . 



The NOAA Administrator detenmined that this proposed rule·is not a •major 

rule• requiring a regulatory impact analysis under Executive Order 12291. 

This determination 1s based on the draft regulatory impact review (RIR) 

prepared by the Council. A copy of th,s RIR may be obtained from the Council 

at the address listed above. 

The review procadures of E.O. 12291 do not apply to th1s proposed rule 

under Section 8(a)(2) of that order. Deadlines imposed under the Magnuson Act 

require the Secretary to pub11sh th1s proposed rule 30 days after 1ts 

receipt. The proposed rule and the RIR are being reported to the Director of 

the Office of Management and Budget with an explanation of why 1t is not 

possible to:follow rev1ew procedures of the order. 

The Council prepared an initial regulatory f1ex1b111ty analys1s which 

concludes t�at this prposed rule, if adopted, would not have a ·significant 

effect on small entities. The rule would affect surf clam harvesters and 1s 

intended to increase the allowable harvest from the resource and specify 

measures to reduce the likelihood of lengthy fishery closures. A copy of th1s 

analysis may be obtained from the Council at the address listed above. 

The Council determined that this rule will be implemented in a manner that 

is consistent to the max1mum extent practicable with the approved coastal zone 

management programs of Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, 

Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Maryland and Delaware. This determination 

has been submitted for review by the responsible State agencies under Section 

307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act. 

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 649 

Administrative practice and procedure, Fish, Fisheries, Reporting 

requirements. 
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Dated: 

Carmen J. Blond1n 

Deputy Assistant Adm1n1strator for F1sher1es Resource Management, 
Nat1onal Mar1ne F'sher1es Serv1ce. 

For the reasons set out 1n the preamble, NOAA proposes to amend 50 CFR 

Part 652 as set forth below: 

1. The authority c1tat1on for Part 652 reads as follows: 

A�thor1ty: 16 u.s.c. 1801 et seq. 

2. Sect1on 652.7 1s amended by rev1s1ng subparagraph (a) (3) and add1ng (a) (4) 

to read as follows: 

§652.7 Proh1b1t1ons. 

(a) 

(3) 

or 

* * * 

On days of the week 1n wh1ch f1sh1ng for these spec1es is not author1zed; 

(4) In excess of appl1cable tr1p or weekly land1ngs 11m1ts. 

* * * * * 

3. Sect1on 652.21 1s amended by rev1sing paragraph (b) as follows: 

§652.21 · Catch quotas. 

(b) Surf clams: New England Area. 

(1) Establ1sh1ng Quotas. The amount of surf clams wh1ch may be harvested 1n 

the New England Area by f1sh1ng vessels subject to these regulat1ons w111 be 

spec1f1ed annually betweeri 25,000 and 200,000 bushels, us1ng the procedures 

and cr1ter1a set forth 1n §652.21(a). 

(2) B1monthlY Gu1del1nes. (1) Purpose. To monitor f1shery programs and 



adjust the management measures spec1f1ed 1n §652.22(b); b1monthly harvest 

gu1del1nes are 1mposed 1n the fo11ow1ng percentage of the annual quota: 

January and February - 8%. March and Apr11 - 8%, May and June - 28%, July and 
' 

August - 16%, September and October - 28%, November and December - 12%. 

(1i) Adlustment. Pr1or to the beginning of each year, the Reg1ona1 D1r�ctor 

and the Counc11 w111 rev1ew the seasonal distr1but1on of harvest and determine 

whether the b1monthly guidel1nes should be adjusted to better reflect seasonal 

patterns or changes 1n demand. If necessary, w1th approval of the Counc11, 

the Regional Director may revise the gu1de11nes. In that event, the Secretary 

w111 publ1sh not1ce of the rev1s1ons 1n the federal Register. 

* * * * * 

4. In §6-52. 22, paragraphs (b), (d) and. (e) are rev1sed to read as follows: 

§652.22 Effort restr1ct1ons. 

(b) Surf Clams. New England Area. 

(1) The f1sh1ng week. E1sh1ng for surf clams w111 be allowed seven days per 

week. The f1sh week beg1ns at 0001 hours Sunday and ends at 2400 hours 

Saturday. 

(2) ·Management measure adlustments. The Reg1onal D1rector w111 monitor the 

rate of harvest us1ng logbook and other avallable 1nformation. If he 

detenm1nes that harvests are consistent w1th the bimonthly harvest gu11deines, 

he w111 take no act1on. If he determines that harvest are exceed1ng the 

guidel1nes, he may 1mplement the follow1ng measures, 1n success1on, following 

consultat1on w1th the Counc11 or its des1gnated Co11111ittee. The first tier of 

restr1ct1ons �11 be tr,p 1and\ng 1'm1ts not less than 400 bushels per trip. 

If the Regional D1rector determ1nes that the f1rst 
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tiet measures cannot effectively constrain harvests w1th1n the guidelines; the 

second tier of restrictions will be weekly land1ng limits no less than 600 

bushels per week as defined in subparagraph (1) above. When the Regional 

D1rector consults w1th the Council in moving between tiers, he will determ1ne 

with the Council the range of tr1p or weekly landings limits to be used within 

the tier. He may adjust those limits as required within the specified range 

to adhere to the bimonthly gu1delines without further consultation with the 

Counc11. The closure prov1sions specif1ed in paragraph (d) below may be 

invoked by the Regional Director as required without consultati�n with the 

Council. 

* * * • * 

(d) Closures. If the Reg1onal D1rector determ1nes (based on logbook reports, 

processors reports, vessel inspections, or other 1nformat1on) that the quota · 

or harvest gu1delines for surf clams or ocean quahogs for any time per1od will 

be exceeded, the Secretary shall publish a notice in the Federal Register 

stating the determinat1on and stating a date and time for closure of the 

f1shery. 

(e) Notices� The Secretary w111 publish a notice 1n the F�deral Register of 

any change 1n allowable f1sh1ng times, trip or weekly land1ng 11mits. The 

Reg1onal D1rector w111 ·send not1ce of any management measure adjustment taken 

under th1s section to each surf clam or ocean quahog processor and vessel 

perm1t holder. 

* * * * * 

5. Sect1on 652.25 1s amended by revising paragraph (a) as follows: 

§652.25 S1ze restr1ct1ons. 

(a) M1n1mum length. A m1n1mum s1ze 11m1t for surf clams of 5-1/2 1nches in 

length is 1mposed with the following except1ons: · 

* * * * * 
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