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INTRODUCTION

It is difficult to anticipate the needs of the commercial
fishermen because they do not tend to participate in planning.
Because of work schedules and other time constraints, and possibly
because of a tendency toward independent natures, the fishermen do
not attend public hearings and planning sessions in large numbers,
as do other user groups. As a result, decisions impacting water
quality and shore facilities are often made without input from the
fishermen who know and depend upon the resources. If the fishermen
don't speak up, it is difficult to identify the problems and
opportunities in accommodating their needs, to maintain the optimal
operational environment for commercial fishermen. In December
1993, the Martha's Vineyard Commission undertook a survey of the
commercial fishermen of Martha's Vinevard, in order to fill some of
the gap between public participation and an understanding of the
needs of the commercial fishermen.

Approximately four hundred questionnaires were distributed to
Island fishermen and to others who have an interest in and
knowledge of the fishing industry. Both the Martha's Vineyard
Commercial Fishing Association and the Martha's Vineyard
Fishermen's Cooperative, Inc. provided valuable assistance by
reviewing draft survey questionnaires. The survey was made
available through the towns and M.V.C. and the Martha's Vineyard
Commercial Fishing Association mailed the survey with its
newsletter to its 52 members and 326 others, a mailing list
carefully compiled to include a broad spectrum of the fishing
industry, including all the holders of commercial shellfish
licenses, fish buyers and others. The respondents were asked a
number of questions designed to identify the role of each in the
industry and their general impressions about some issues such as
community aguaculture and dredging programs and the future of the
industry. Then followed a series of questions designed to rank the
quality and the relative significance of such determinants of
industry success as water quality, economic factors, shore
facilities, dredging and fisheries management. Last, the fishermen
were asked for their specific ideas about possible improvements to
the four harbors (or to leave the facilities as is) and were
invited to use graphical representations of the four harbors to
illustrate their suggestions. Shellfish constables and
harbormasters collected surveys and some were mailed to the M.V.C.
It may be said with some certainty that more than 10 percent of the
resident fishermen of Martha's Vineyard responded to the survey.
Responses were entered into a computer database to calculate
statistics.

The 35 pond fishermen who responded to the survey represent
11% of the 301 holders of commercial shellfish permits issued by
the towns in 1993. The 26 respondents who reported that they fish
offshore probably represent a greater percentage of their
apparently smaller number (probably less than 100, according to
harbor use).



Background information was gathered in order to put the survey
responses into perspective. Recent information was provided by
local harbor personnel, annual town reports and by state and
federal fisheries personnel. Historical reports were also
consulted.

Conclusions were drawn and recommendations formulated. This
report is intended to provide guidance for town boards and others
involved in planning and making decisions regarding fisheries
management.



SURVEY RESULTS

Respondents were asked a series of questions such as town of
residence, intended to provide perspective for the remainder of the
responses. Of the 48 respondents, 2 are from Oak Bluffs, 26 from
Edgartown, 2 from West Tisbury, 12 from Chilmark and 6 from
Tisbury. No one responded from Gay Head. 80% of respondents are
commercial fishermen. The remainder listed varied involvements
with the industry such as: gear supplier, seafood processor, fish
buyer, harbormaster, shellfish constable and marine biologist.
Thirty-five respondents own commercial fishing vessels, averaging
28.3' in length and 3' in draft. The largest vessel measures 50°
in length and draws 8'. Five reported owning a second commercial
fishing vessel averaging 17' in length and 2' in draft. 65% are
involved with offshore waters, 81% with ponds, 57% with finfish and
96% with shellfish, with no statistical correlation between town of
residence and those responses.

When asked which ponds and harbors they use, they responded as
follows:

Vineyard Haven Harbor 13 (28%)
Oak Bluffs Harbor 12 (26%)
Edgartown Harbor 27 (59%)
Menemsha Harbor 1% (41%)
Lake Tashmoo 5 {(11%)
Lagoon Pond 7 {16%)
Sengekontacket Pond 24 (53%)
Cape Poge Bay 25 (B56%)
Katama Bay 22 (49%)
Bdgartown Great Pond 21 (47%)
Tigbury Great Pond 10 (22%)
Menemsha Pond 12 (27%)

As might be expected, there are strong correlations between
town of residence and the responses for harbor and pond use,
particularly for the ponds. The ponds are used by fishermen from
one or two bordering towns. The harbors are used by fishermen from
more than one town. Oak Bluffs Harbor is the most widely used by
fishermen from other towns, and shows the least statistical
correlation between harbor use and town of residence. Vineyard
Haven Harbor is used by Vineyard Haven, Oak Bluffs and Menemsha
fishermen. Menemsha Harbor and Edgartown Harbor show the strongest
statistical correlation between residence and harbor use. Menemsha
Harbor is used by a few Edgartown fishermen. Edgartown Harbor is
used almost exclusively by Edgartown fishermen. Only two others
reported that they use Edgartown Harbor. Both are from Menemsha.

Respondents were asked some general questions about the future
of the industry. 73% favor expansion of the aguaculture industry
by private interests and 90% favor expansion of the aguaculture
industry by community programs. 96% favor a community dredging
program with a County-owned dredge. Responses were similar from
all towns.



The fishermen derive 81.3% of their incomes from commercial
fishing. When asked how much of their income ghould be derived
from commercial fishing, responses averaged 90.8%. When asked if
they expect to be fishing well into the next century, 70% responded
that they do. Of the 30% who don't expect to keep fishing, 5
fishermen cited age as the reason and 7 cited inadequate resource
supply and management, with similar responses from all towns.

Respondents were asked to rank how well the available
resources are working for them. They were asked to rank water
quality and habitat, fisheries management, dredging management,
economic factors and shore facilities, with the following results:
Excellent = 1 Good = 2 Fair = 3 Poor = 4

WATER QUALITY AND HABITAT

Harbor
Pond(s)
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SHORE FACILITIES
Dovkage
for tieup
for loading
for unloading
for gear work

Fuel
Repair
Haulout
Launch
Parking
Waste oil
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BCONOMIC FACTORS
Availability of year round wholesale marke
for finfish
for shellfish
for underutilized species
Availability of F.D.A. approved production
for finfish
for shellfish
for underutilized species
Avalilability of
reasonably priced gear
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DREDGING MANAGEMENT
For navigation
For circulation
For salinity control
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FISHERIES MANAGEMENT

Federal management

State management

Local management
habitat enhancement
predator control
weed and algae control
seed enhancement
manpower
egquipment
community support
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As might be expected, some of those responses show correlation
between response and town of residence. Local management, shore
facilities and production facilities were rated differently by
fishermen from the different towns. Edgartown fishermen rated
local predator control and local equipment "poor", while other
fishermen rated them "fair". Edgartown fishermen rated production
facilities "poor". only Menemsha fishermen rated production
facilities "excellent". Only Tisbury fishermen rated dockage for
loading "poor". Only Menemsha fishermen rated dockage for gear
work "excellent". Oak Bluffs fuel facilities were rated "fair" to
"poor”. Vineyard Haven fuel facilities were rated "good” to
"poor". Menemsha fuel facilities were rated "excellent" to "poor".
Edgartown fuel facilities® were rated "poor".

Respondents were asked to rank which of the same factors are
most in need of planning for the future:

Most in need = 1 ...vrsecensssassonsessassseast in need = 5
WATER QUALITY AND HABITAT 1.5
FISHERIES MANAGEMENT 2.4
DREDGING MANAGEMENT 3.4
SHORE FACILITIES 3.7
ECONCMIC FACTORS 4.0

similar responses were recorded from the various towns. Water
quality is the single most pressing concern for the fishermen.

Respondents were asked to suggest how the four harbors might
be improved in order to better meet the fishermen's needs. As an
option, "Keep what's there" was chosen by 12% for Edgartown Harbor,
23% for Vineyard Haven Harbor, 38% for Oak Bluffs Harbor and 71%
for Menemsha Harbor. Responses were similar from all towns.

The suggestions for each harbor are summarized here and then
listed as first choice, second choice and third choice. The first
choice for Edgartown is more dockage in the traditional commercial
wharf area between The Reading Room and Edgartown Marine. The
second choice for Edgartown is better (more reasonably priced) fuel
supply. Note that the Edgartown fuel supplier ceased supplying
fuel shortly after the survey. The suggestions for Vineyard Haven
Harbor include more wharfage for docking, dredging for better
access, and breakwater protection. The suggestions for Oak Bluffs
Harbor include improved management of the existing dedicated
bulkhead {allow only working vessels to tie up there; provide water
and electricity; provide dedicated parking) and improvements across
the harbor at the launch area. The majority of respondents are
adamant about keeping Menemsha Harbor as is, with a few suggestions
for minor refinements such as lights on the jetties.

171t should be noted that the Edgartown responses referred to
a fuel supplier which ceased operation shortly after the survey
responses were gathered.



FIRST CHOICE FOR OAK BLUFFS HARBOR

RECORD 1
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keep town from encroaching on commercial dockage

more wharfage

allow only working F/Vs to tie up at commecial bulkhead

improve boat ramp

expand dockage & unloading at bulkhead-need twice as much
comm. bulkhead-more dockage & takeout area, water and elec.

more dockage for comm. fishermen
more dock space for commercial fishermen
no more piers or moorings

a few electrical outlets where commercial boats tie up



RECORD
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27
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30
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42
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48

SECOND CHOICE FOR OAK BLUFFS HARBOR

1

increase dockage by taking bulkhead area by launch ramp

enforce reqg to require Queen to shut off engines at dock

more commercial space in vicinity of boat ramp

sticker parking for cars & trucks of comm. fishermen
move comm. area closer to Lake Ave. for better storm prot.

dedicated parking at bulkhead for commercial fishermen

step up seeding progran



THIRD CHOICE FOR OAK BLUFFS HARBOR

RECORD 1
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27 commercial fishing bulkhead-remove boats which aren’t used

36 new dock in vicinity of launch ramp
37 ramp area - new commercial whar€?

42 year round fuel waste oil facility



RECORD

FIRST CHOICE FOR EDGARTOWN HARBOR
1
more dock space, parking & loading zones
allow broader use of Memorial Wharf by fishing interests

more dockage, better access to Memorial Wharf
more access for commercial fishermen

boat ramp and parking

more wharfage

environmental inspection of each vessel

turn the foghorn back on

dockage for all commercial vessels

improve water circulation

better loading facilities

commercial space at Memorial Wharf

Town should buy Edg. Mar. and allow F/Vs to tie there

Read.Rm.~-drive on dock for lg-add finger piers for sm
set up & manage commercial area between bock 8t. & Read.Rm.

useable boat ramp

more commercial dockage

build sturdy drive-on wharf at Collins Beach

Mem.Wharf&Dock St.-expand & improve dockage & takeout space

more dockage for commercial fishermen

move Reading Room to Chappy, fill & bulkhead more pkg dock
town pier for fishermen & local people only-nominal annual $



RECORD

SECOND CHOICE FOR EDGARTOWN HARBOR

1
a usable boat ramp is needed

another fuel supplier

dockage for fishing boats in summer

alleviate spillage at fuel dock

finger piers at Collins Beach for small commercial boats

more gas docks

Mem. Wharf-more space for comm. fishermen-use front

move Yacht Club to Chappy
fuel dock at or near Packer rates

i0



THIRD CHOICE FOR EDGARTOWN HARBOR

RECORD 1
fuel availability & cost is a major problem

take tree planters out of loading zone, enforce parking regs

Yoot Wwi

limited anchorage down harbor

11 remove old mooring blocks without buoys

20 reasonable year round gas, diesel

i1



FIRST CHOICE FOR MENEMSHA HARBOR

RECORD 1

night lights on the jetties

keep town from encroaching on commercial space

some lights on the jetties

more commercial space

more commercial slips

dredge channel

perfect

provide more space for recreational fishing boats

best on Island, MH is for fishermen, hopes it remains so

only harbor not to try to get rid of commercial fishermen
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SECOND CHOICE FOR MENEMSHA HARBOR

RECORD 1
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25 dredge harbor

27 dredge channel to Menemsha Pond
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THIRD CHOICE FOR MENEMSHA HARBOR

RECORD 1
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11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25 culvert between Galley and channel
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
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FIRST CHOICE FOR VINEYARD HAVEN HARBOR

1

more access for commercial fishermen

more wharfage

commercial dockage

more commercial space
dredge channel inside breakwater

dredge inner harbor
dredge channel inside breakwater

dredge Lagoon near ramp & build better dock for larger boats

extend Eastville breakwater
TH breakwater—-expand to solid drive-on bulkhead (w/bridge)
Owen Park- expand to drive-on wharf

return use of south side of SSA dock to comm. fishermen

need a dock for commercial fishermen

15



SECOND CHOICE FOR VINEYARD HAVEN HARBOR

RECORD 1

WO~ UdWN

25 culvert between harbor and Lagoon

35 move SSA to Beach Road, use old for commercial/rec dock
36 Beach Rd.~new breakwater to protect a new bulkhead
37 Beach Rd.- new bulkhead protected by new breakwater
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THIRD CHOICE FOR VINEYARD HAVEN HARBOR

RECORD 1

ORI

25 dredge Lagoon in vicinity of launch ramp

35 Lagoon-dredge & bulkhead vic. ramp for fishermen access
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THE FISHERIES

The survey results reported here contain unique and valuable
information representing the fishermen's perception of the
industry. It is not available anywhere else. In order to make the
best use of that information, it would be helpful to also look at
information available from other sources. Recent catch records and
historical information provide additional perspective.

Banks? wrote in 1911 about the fish and fisheries of his day
and included this reference to the fish observed and recorded by
journalist Brereton from the 1602 Gosnold expedition..."These are
comprised in the following list: 'Whales, Tortoises, both on land
and sea, Seales, Cods, Mackerell, Breames, Herrings, Thornbacke
(ray or skate), Hakes (codlings), Rockefish, Dogfish, Lobsters,
Crabbes, Muscles, Wilks (snails), Cockles, Scallops, (and)
Oisters.'" Banks added to Brereton's list "that valuable bivalve
the clam, of which there are two abundant varieties, the
'poguahock’' of the Indian, or round clam ('little necks'), and the
rsikkissuog' or long clam, with soft shell. These are found
principally in the waters about Chappaquiddick and Capoag pond, and
their gathering for the market constitutes a large business for the
fishermen of that section." Banks also added "fish which inhabit
these waters and form one of the profitable industries of the
island, are in addition to those enumerated by the journalist of
Gosnold's voyage, the striped bass, blue fish, sword fish, porgie,
tautaog, chogset, squeteague, eels, 'spanish mackerel', soO-
called.”.

We know what happened to the whales, but what happened to the
oysters? Brereton recorded an abundance of oysters in 1602. Banks
recorded in 1911..."Oysters have practically disappeared, but at
one time must have been plenty in the ponds bordering the south
beach. Indeed, one of them is named Oyster pond, presumably
because of its being one of the principal places where the beds
existed." Why were there no oysters at the turn of the century?
There are a number of possibilities such as disease, storm damage
and overfishing. Overfishing is alluded to by Banks..."In 1792,
the citizens of Tisbury found it necessary to pass a vote
prohibiting all persons 'from catching Oysters in the Pond Called
Newtown Pond, to carrey to Market off the Island of
Marthasvineyard, or to sell by Cart Loads on the 1Island'".
Whatever the cause for the near disappearance of the oysters, we
know that management methods such as those imposed by Tisbury in
1792 (probably referring to what is now known as Tisbury Great
Pond) have returned oysters to sufficient populations for steady
and reliable commercial harvests. Chapter 203 of the Acts of 1904
established legislation which authorized that v...the proprietors
of low lands and meadows around any great pond in the County of

?Banks, Charles, The History of Martha's Vinevard Dukes County
Massachusetts, 1911 {published 1966 by Dukes County Historical
Society)
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Dukes County, excepting Edgartown Great Pond...shall do or cause to
be done whatever may be necessary to properly drain low lands and

meadows around such great ponds...". Chapter 311 of the Acts of
1949 authorized the Town of Edgartown "to construct a channel from
Edgartown Great Pond in said town to the ocean...". Because

oysters thrive in brackish water within a rather narrow salinity
range, the temporary pond openings have been quite successful for
management of the oyster fisheries, as have more recent seeding
programs.

In 1989 the Martha's Vineyard Commission produced a report
describing shellfish trends. Although one town or another may have
had a "good year" or a "bad year", particularly for scallops, the
trend report found a steady level of commercial shellfish activity
overall during the years 1966 through 1987 "Although the volume of
catches in the towns varies greatly, the numbers indicate a steady
level of activity in shellfishing."® The same report documented
the significance of the bay scallop catch, particularly that of
Edgartown "Edgartown has led all communities in the state in
scallop catches in 1987 and 1988, In 1987, 52 percent of all
scallops caught in Massachusetts came from Edgartown; in 1988, 49
percent of total state catch came from Edgartown.".

Although the best way to look at shellfish catch statistics is
from an overview such as was done in the trend report, it may be
helpful to look at a "snapshot" report of the commercial shellfish
caught in the single year 1993 and the expenditures made by the
communities directly connected to shellfish management. Remember
that there are good and bad years, particularly for scallops, and
that the communities spend other funds, such as dredging expenses,
which are indirectly related to shellfish management, and that
there is also a substantial recreational catch.

In the year 1993, 301 commercial shellfish licenses were
issued by Martha's Vineyard towns. The following information is
from the annual town reports for 1993:

WEST TISBURY
21 commercial licenses issued
commercial catch
species bushels $§ wvalue
oysters 1,080 $ 46,053

total value commercial catch § 46,053

FY93 shellfish Department expenditures totaled $1,798.61 plus $12,000 for M.V.
Shellfisgh Group.

‘Martha's Vineyvard Commission, Shellfish Harvest Trends for
Martha's Vineyard, with Results of Surface Water Quality Survey,
© 1989
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EDGARTOWN

commercial licenses issued

all species 57
64 free licenses to 60+
gcallop 48
quahog 10
clams 5
oysters 2
total 186

commercial catch

species bushels § wvalue
clams 734 $ 66,794
qguahogs 1,540 124,245
oysters 2,070 87,457
scallops? 3,462 259,650

total value commercial catch $538,146
also, 1,240,000 pounds of conch valued at §$1,052,102

FY93 shellfish Department expenditures of $131,820.312 included $12,000 for the
M.V. Shellfish Group.

CHILMARK
38 commercial licenses issued
commercial catch
species bughels $ wvalue
clams 300 $ 33,000
quahogs 340 27,200
oysters 2,160 91,259

total value commercial catch $151,459

FY93 Shellfish Department expenditures totaled $21,556.77 plus $12,000 for the
M.V. Shellfish Group.

‘Note: Shellfish Constable Paul Bagnall reported that 1993
was "Edgartown's worst Scalloping year since 1964".
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OAK BLUFFS

16 commercial licenses issued

commercial catch

species bushels $ wvalue
clams 91 $ 9,955
quahogs 705 56,400
scallops 343 34,300

total value commercial catch §$100,655

FY93 shellfish Department expenditures of $62,623.84 included $12,000 for the
M.V. Shellfish Group.

TISBURY
36 commercial licenses issued
commercial catch
species bushels $ wvalue
clams 47 $¢ 5,170
quahogs 464 37,120
scallops 1le 11,600

total value commercial catch § 53,890

FY93 Shellfish Department expenditures totaled $53,323 plus $12,000 for M.V.
Shellfish Group.

GAY HEAD
4 commercial licenses issgued

Although no catch statistics are listed in the Annual Report, there is a
gtatement by the Shellfish Constable that 1993 was "not a good year for
scallops”". FY93 shellfish Department expenditures totaled $20,412.67. The Town
does not participate in M.V. Shellfish Group.

And what of the dragger and pot fisheries? In contrast to the
steady pursuits of the pond shellfisheries, the dragger and pot
fisheries of the 1970's are almost unrecognizable in comparison
with those fisheries in the 1990's. The following tables, listing
catch reports from 1977 and 1992, show a marked disparity in catch
volume and species:

21



SPECIES, POUNDS AND VALUE LANDED
PORTS OF MARTHA'S VINEYARD, 1977°

all vessels Martha's Vineyard vessels
gpecies pounds § value pounds $ value
BLUEBFISH 61,232 14,593 61,232 14,593
BONITO 1,087 164 1,087 164
CcoD 856,053 341,903 26,320 12,222
EEL 3,350 1,675
BLACKBACK
{winter flounder) 1,075,666 410,444 58,983 25,725
LEMON SOLE
{winter flounder) 215 110 215 110
FLURE
(summer flounder) 450,244 210,947 235,391 144,255
GREY SOLE
(witch flounder) 13,401 6,692 86 34
YELLOWTAIL 614,213 282,082 25,824 12,228
SAND DAB
{American Plaice) 128,898 37,212 11,128 3,480
QCEAN DAB 2,668 245 2,668 245
MACKEREL 975 144 975 144
POLLOCK 1,337 138 1,337 138
scup 363,238 68,820 175,488 34,639
SEA BASS 597 124 597 124
STRIPED BASS 35,614 19,542 35,614 19,542
SWORDFISH 114,767 216,977 92,303 174,603
TAUTOG 5,275 906 5,275 906
LOBSTER 66,127 138,205 66,127 138,205
SEA SCALLOP 967,115 1,637,531 245,760 394,618
SQUID 353,192 76,977 48,296 13,751
FIN FISH OTHER 283,000 228,282
HADDOCK 193,586 72,740 71 29
OCEAN POUT 56,480 5,237
SEA CLAM 8,080 1,858 8,080 1,858
WEAKFISH 1,435 486 1,435 4186
OCEAN QUAHOG 3,920 392 3,920 392
HAKE 6717 179 677 179
BUTTERFISH 306 68 306 68
WHITING 11 2 11 2
TOTAL 7,411,443 4,403,353 2,861,243 1,568,849

S"an Economic Profile of the Cape & Islands Fisherles", Cape
Cod Planning and Economic Development Commission, 19878
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PRELIMINARY COMMERCIAL FISHERY LANDINGS®
DUKES COUNTY MASSACHUSETTS 1992

species total total total
name landed live value
pounds pounds

ALEWIFE 2,500 2,500 300
ANGLER 12,304 31,610 15,576
BLUEFISH 32,326 32,326 5,632
BONITO 9258 925 278
coD 46,403 54,293 51,811
DOLPHIN FISH 22 22 66
EEL, AMERICAN 650 650 1,150
EEL, CONGER 110 110 32
FLOUNDER, WINTER 29,674 29,674 28,070
FLOUNDER, SUMMER 89,657 89,657 15%,5822
FLOUNDER, WITCH 11 11 14
FLOUNDER, YELLOWTAIL 4,205 4,205 5,661
FLOUNDER, AM. PLAICE 15 15 15
FLOUNDER, SAND-DAB 1,226 1,226 377
FLOUNDERS, NK 3,100 3,100 1,990
MACKEREL, ATLANTIC 400 400 60
POLLOCK 265 364 131
SCUP 84,538 84,538 48,723
SEA BASS, BLACK 24,552 24,552 60,856
SHARK, MAKC SHORTFIN 523 727 817
SHARK, NK 400 400 260
SKATES UNC 6,613 15,012 1,926
BASS, STRIPED 12,689 12,689 19,034
SWORDFISH 14,279 18,992 76,815
TAUTOG 33,638 33,638 13,913
TILEFIBH 1 1 2
TUNA, BLUEFIN 1,493 1,541 3,167
TUNA, LITTLE 5,000 5,000 3,750
TUNA, BIG EYE i88 235 564
TUNA, ALBACORE 133 166 200
TUNA, YELLOWFIN 904 1,131 2,473
PERCH, WHITE 1,200 1,200 1,800
OTHER FISH 2,000 2,000 1,300
CRAB, NK 258 258 29
LOBSTER 162,513 162,513 484,016
CONCHS 1,057,818 3,321,550 1,547,878
WHELK, CHANNELED 186 584 397
WHELK, KNOBBED 633 1,987 856
SCALLOP, SEA 12,000 99,960 59,520
SQUID (LOLIGO) 39,295 39,295 22,609
TOTAL 1,776,015 4,867,447 3,272,514

SGreg Power, National Marine Fisheries Service, Woods Hole,
personal communication 1994
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Comparison between the 1977 and 1992 catch records reveals
that the dragger and pot fisheries have changed dramatically during
the intervening years. Groundfish have all but disappeared from
landings. Pot fisheries have gained in significance.

Landings of groundfish and sea scallops are way down since the
'70s. Gone also are most of the big draggers which used to land
their catches here. Note that much of the 1977 catch landed on
Martha's Vineyard was caught by vessels from off-Island. Of the
856,053 pounds of codfish which were landed in 1977, only 26,320
pounds were caught by Martha's Vineyard vessels. Of the 967,115
pounds of sea scallops which were landed here in 1977, only 245,760
pounds were caught by Martha's Vineyard vessels. Of the 353,192
pounds of squid landed here in 1977, only 48,296 pounds were caught
by Martha's Vineyard vessels.

Landings from pot fisheries have, on the other hand, increased
significantly. Of particular note is the growth of the conch
fishery, which catch was not even listed in the 1877 statistics.
Of note is the local nature of the pot fleet. The catches are from
Martha's Vineyard vessels.

For 1993, the year of the M.V.C. survey, the Massachusetts
Division of Marine Fisheries compiled the following preliminary
data for Martha's Vineyard landings for fluke and for pot
fisheries’:

1293
species catch (pounds)
lobster
Chilmark vessels 168,722
Edgartown vessels 2,449
Cak Bluffs vessels 25,582
Tisbury vessels 9,009
pot caught sea bass
Edgartown vessels 6,450
Oak Bluffs vessels 7,043
Tigbury vessels 6,949
conch (pounds shell weight)
Edgartown vessels 594,003
Oak Bluffs veggels 319,376
Tisbury vessels 381,514
fluke landings
vesgels from off-Island 44,557
vesgels from Menemsha or Tisbury 16,632

"David McCarron, Fisheries Economist, Massachusetts Division
of Marine Fisheries, personal communication 1994
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Interviews with local harbor personnel confirmed the findings
from the catch records. When asked about use of their various
harbors by commercial fishermen, most harbor personnel reported
harbor use in keeping with the catch reports. Oak Bluffs Harbor
hosts approximately 9 conch boats at the fishermen's bulkhead near
the jetties year-round, with several seasonal quahog fishermen
using the area across the harbor at the town landing in winter®,
In Edgartown, 4 conch/pot boats tie up at Memorial Wharf vyear-
round, another 20 full-time scallop skiffs and conch boats lease
stakes and moorings in the harbor and 12 part-time, and the
fishermen have a loading/unloading area at Dock st.?. In Menemsha,
8-9 draggers, including two large draggers, the Quitsa Strider and
the Unicorn, tie up at Dutcher Dock, along with 7 lobster boats and
several skiffs!®. 1In Vineyard Haven, approximately 25-30 fishermen
use the harbors year-round, with most of the pot boats and scallop
skiffs in the West Arm of Lagoon Pond at the town landing and at a
private marina/boatyard, up to 1/2 dozen pot boats and fluke
draggers at the private fish wharf in the harbor and another 1/2
dozen pot boats on moorings in Lake Tashmoo.™

8Marina Manager Rene Ben David and Assistant Harbormaster Mark
Landers, personal communication 1994

Harbormaster Robert Gilkes, personal communication 1994

Yasgistant Harbormaster Chris Yeomans, personal communication
1994

YHarbormaster Jay Wilbur, personal communication 1994
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CONCLUSIONS

A number of revealing conclusions may be drawn directly from
the survey results. First and foremost, water quality is by far
the major concern. When asked to rank which of the survey
resources is most in need of planning for the future, the survey
respondents chose water quality first, by a clear and wide margin,
followed in order by fisheries management, dredging, shore
facilities and economic factors. When asked to rank the
effectiveness of those same resources, the survey respondents chose
water quality first, followed in turn by shore facilities, economic
factors, dredging management and fisheries management.

RESOURCE ASSESSMENTS

OF MOST CONCERN MOST EFFECTIVE
water quality water quality
fisheries management shore facilities
dredging management economic factors
shore facilities dredging management
economic factors fisheries management

When the survey results are infused with historic records, the
results and conclusions gain additional substance. It should be no
surprise to anyone that the pot fisheries have risen in prominence
as groundfish have declined. It is, never the less, important to
document such suppositions with hard data in the form of catch
records, as has been done here. The historic catch records show
that there has been a steady level of shellfishing activity over
the past 20 years or so, and that the pot fisheries increased in
significance as the traditional dragger fisheries declined.

WATER QUALITY AND HABITAT

First and foremost, the fishermen are concerned with water
guality. This concern is pervasive throughout the survey response.
Concern with water quality is not surprising, considering the
increasingly local nature of the fisheries. The fishermen are
working closer to home and are understandably concerned that
Vineyard waters retain the reputation for purity with which their
product is associated. For those interested in shellfish and
aquaculture, the water quality reputation 1is particularly
important. For other fisheries, the water quality and habitat
conditions of the ponds and nearshore waters are critical during
certain life stages of some fish which are later caught offshore.

There is good news to report regarding the present condition
of water quality for Martha's Vineyard waters. Water quality is
good. Of the five survey resources, water gquality was rated the
most satisfactory in terms of its working condition. Martha's
Vineyard waters are classified "SA" under the Massachusetts Surface
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Water Quality Standards of 314 CMR 4.05 (4) (a). The waters
classed "SA" are "designated an excellent habitat for fish, other
aquatic life and wildlife and for primary and secondary contact
recreation. In approved areas they shall be suitable for shellfish
harvesting without depuration (Open Shellfish Areas). These waters
shall have excellent aesthetic value."*? Although bacterial
contamination has, in the past, led to some disturbing temporary
shellfish closures, overall water quality is good. Some waters
have been and remain under administrative closure due to mooring
density or lack of testing.

Blessed with good water gquality, Martha's Vineyard water
quality managers face the challenge of keeping it. Who are the
water quality managers? For Martha's Vineyard, most decisions
which impact water quality are made at the local level, by town
poards and town meeting voters. The Commonwealth's Surface Water
Quality Standards recognize the high gquality of Martha's Vineyard
surface waters, but do not alone protect that water quality
adequately. The anti-degradation standards for surface waters are
most protective for surface waters which are used for drinking.
Martha's Vineyard's drinking water is found underground and no
surface waters are used for drinking. The standards are based on
drinking water quality for human health, which may not be
adequately restrictive to protect some fragile ecosystems,
particularly where nitrates are concerned, The standards are based
on point source discharges, while non point source poliution
accounts for the major threat to Martha's Vineyard surface waters.
Non point source contamination results from such impacts of
development as road runcff and sewage contamination. In most
cases, these impacts are controlled locally, through decisions made
by Planning Boards, Boards of Selectmen and their appointees, and
town meetings voters, regarding land use and development.

The Martha's Vineyard Commission publication Great Pond
Management on Martha's Vineyard® includes detailed discussion of
the impacts of development on water gquality and provides the
following guidance for local management to maintain water quality:

Use town regulatory powers of zoning, general by-laws,
wetlands by-laws and town boards' regulations to maintain
buffers and to control input of nutrients and toxics.
Consider DCPC (District of Critical Planning Concern)
designation to create and protect overlay districts.

Promote public education and cooperation regarding
pollutant source reduction and control.

12314 Code of Massachusetts Regulations 4.05 (4) (a)

3Martha's Vineyard Commission, Great Pond Management on
Martha's Vinevard, 19%4
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Construct and maintain structural BMP's (Best Management
Practices) where needed to remediate existing problems
and review town regulations regarding proper drainage
design in future projects.

Upgrade septage disposal to "treatment” level as soon as
possible. Be cautious regarding construction of
centralized sewage collection and treatment facilities
which may create nutrient contamination from sewage
plumes.

FISHERIES MANAGEMENT

Fisheries management was chosen as next most in need of
planning, after water quality. 1In contrast to the high marks for
water quality, the level of satisfaction with management received
the lowest ratings. Federal management received fair to poor
ratings. State and local management received slightly better
ratings. A total surprise to the investigator, best rated of the
resources of local management was community support. Do the
communities of Martha's Vineyard merit the fishermen's confidence
in community support? Seventy percent of the fishermen are
confident that they will be fishing well into the next century.
Half of those who don't expect to keep fishing cited age as the
reason. It would be prudent to ask, regarding the aging fishermen,
the same question which is so pervasive regarding the fish stocks.
Will their young replace them?

The Martha's Vineyard Commission Regional Island Plan®
highlights the importance of the fishing industry to the economy
and lifestyle of Martha's Vineyard. A number of policies in the
plan promote commercial fishing: "Fishing and farming are ancient
determinants of Island character and land use. Ensure that they
remain a visible part of the landscape...Create jobs for the skills
and working habits of the year-round labor force, in industries
which will prudently utilize the Island's natural resources...”.
Intrinsically linked with maintenance of village jidentities,
protection of water quality and wetlands and appropriate use of
resources, the fishing industry is, above all, an industry. It is
an important one in terms of the linked interests as well as for
its own dollar value and for the additional dollars generated
throughout the local economy. It has been estimated that a dollar
earned in the commercial fishing industry generates $4.50 in the
local economy'®. The majority of policies which are relevant to
the fishing industry are found in the Economic Development section
of the plan: "Promote more year-round economic activity. Ensure
economic vitality while protecting historic integrity...Give top

UMartha's Vineyard Commission, Martha's Vineyard Commission
Regional Island Plan, 1991

SMassachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries, Massachusetts
Marine Fisheries Assessment at Mid Decade, 1985
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priority to year-round job opportunities for permanent Island
residents and increase the Island's self-sufficiency, particularly
in production of food products...".

In an industry faced with many challenges, the majority of
Martha's Vineyard fishermen are confident that their way of life
will continue. There needs to be an equally dedicated commitment
on the part of the federal, state and local agencies to good
fisheries management. In response to the fishermen's concerns,
management improvements should be directed particularly toward
resource protection and habitat enhancement. Although there is
very little confidence in fisheries management in general, there is
confidence in local community support. In order to be deserving of
that confidence, the local communities should be prepared to invest
fiscal and human resources in natural resource protection and
management. The fishermen themselves are taking a more aggressive

role in management. Previously considered rare, appearances by
fishermen at public hearings and planning sessions are becoming
more regular. Two organizations of fishermen, the Martha's

Vineyard Commercial Fishing Association and the Martha's Vineyard
Fishermen's Cooperative, Inc., were formed in 1993. Organization
gives the fishermen greater opportunity to be aware of and to
participate in public decision making regarding fisheries
management. Increased participation is an important means for the
fishermen to impact the quality of fisheries management.

DREDGING MANAGEMENT

Dredging was rated third most in need of planning. The
individual responses for this category were scattered across the
range from first to fifth. Many commented that this category is
closely associated with the category water quality and habitat
enhancement. Dredging was rated next to last in terms of
effectiveness. Dredging for navigation was rated better than
dredging for circulation and salinity control. Perhaps it is time
to take a close look at maintenance dredging. The Martha's
Vineyard Dredge Task Force'® undertook just such an examination in
1993 and found room for improvement. The Task Force found that the
Commonwealth and towns perform the equivalent of 16,000 yards per
year of maintenance dredging (funded 75% by the Commonwealth and
25% by the towns), with the jobs done in large volumes spaced a
decade or more apart. The Task Force recommended more frequent
maintenance dredging of smaller volumes, in order to avoid problems
with Dbeach erosion, environmental impacts and permitting
difficulties associated with the infrequent dredging of larger
volumes of sand. In order to improve the effectiveness of
maintenance dredging and to fill the gap created by reduced state
funding, the Task Force recommended acquisition of a community
dredge to be owned and operated by the County. The fishermen are

Martha's Vineyard Dredge Task Force, County of Dukes County
Proposal for a Community Dredging Program, 1993
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almost entirely in favor of the acquisition of a community dredge.
Ninety-six percent favor a community dredging program with a
County-owned dredge. In response to the fishermen's concern for
habitat enhancement, better dredging management might involve
removal of some of the flood tidal deltas which are filling in the
ponds.

SHORE FACILITIES

The category shoreside facilities was ranked next to least in
need of planning. Level of satisfaction, as may be expected,
varied greatly from town to town. For Oak Bluffs Harbor, the
fishermen asked for better management more than anything else. For
example, non-working fishing vessels take up valuable space at the
fishermen's bulkhead, making that an underutilized area. The
Edgartown fishermen asked for more dockage in the historic
commercial waterfront between the wharves now occupied by Edgartown
Marine and the Reading Room. Fuel supply was noted as a major
problem, because of the price. The large survey response from
Edgartown reflects the large number of shellfishermen who live and
work there and are concerned more with water quality than with
shore facilities. The large survey response from Chilmark appears
to reflect the pride felt toward the fishery resources there. The
message regarding Menemsha Harbor shore facilities was loud and
clear "Keep it as is!". The authenticity of Menemsha as a fishing
village is intricately linked with its cultural identity as well as
its economy. For Vineyard Haven Harbor, the biggest problems
appear to be loading and unloading space, as well as berthing.
Vineyard Haven Harbor is the center for vessel service and
construction, and its marine commercial area needs to be kept
viable in order to service the fleet.

Once again, it is important to place the survey responses in
the context of historic perspective. It is important to recall
that shore facilities were of paramount importance just a few years
ago, when large draggers visited or hailed from Martha's Vineyard
harbors. Extensive shoreside reqguirements for loading, unloading,
icing and fueling were accommodated. There is no clear indication
when or if large vessels may once again require waterfront access.
It is important not to lose commercial fishermen's wharfage to non
water-dependent uses. Once gobbled, wharfage would not be easy for
the fishermen to retrieve. There is a need to preserve public
access to commercial wharfage for water-dependent uses. For
instance, production facilities in need now could utilize
commercial waterfront areas and could easily be converted to icing
and takeout if needed. The key is to keep commercial wharfage for
water-dependent uses and accessible to the public.

"Note that the fuel supplier ceased its fuel operation shortly
after the survey was conducted.
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ECONOMIC FACTORS

The fishermen ranked economic factors least in need of
planning and third most effective. Marketing factors such as
production facilities and gear supply do not rate the pressing
concern with natural resource protection, but do, never the less,
need to be addressed if the fishermen are to make any money. Hand
in hand with shore facilities, marketing and production facilities
are needed.

Promotion of innovative fishing techniques and underutilized
species is one way to increase marketing potential. Innovative
fisheries have the potential to open new markets for the fishermen
while keeping a reliable supply of fish for the consumer.
Aguaculture is one such innovation which has received much
attention and support. The fishermen in the survey support
aguaculture. 90% favor expansion of the aquaculture industry by
community programs and 73% favor expansion of the aquaculture
industry by private interests, from all towns. For a good example
of a community program, the 1993 Report of the Martha's Vineyard
shellfish Group indicated that the solar hatchery produced and
distributed more than 6.5 million seed quahogs, more than 8 million
seed scallops and more than 23 million oyster eggs and larvae.
There are a number of federal, state and local policy programs
which support innovative f£fisheries. The National Aquaculture
Act!®, enacted in September 1980, states that it is national policy
"to encourage the development of aquaculture in the United States.”
The Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management Program manages the
development and use of the Commonwealth's coastal zone through
existing Executive Office of Environmental Affairs agencies and
guided by the 27 Coastal Zone Management Program Policies,
including Policy 14 "Encourage and assist commercial fisheries
research and development, restoration and management of fishery
resources, development of extensive and intensive aguaculture, and
enhancement of anadromous fisheries, initiated at local, state and
federal levels.". In its Regional Island Plan, the Martha's
Vineyard Commission included a number of policies which promote
innovative fisheries, including aguaculture "Create jobs for the
skills and working habits of the year-round labor force, in
industries which will prudently utilize the Island's natural
resources. Encourage the development of small-scale industries
(i.e. horticultural, cottage industries, forestry and adjuncts to
fishing and farming). ENCOURAGE AQUACULTURE TO SUSTAIN THE
COMMERCIAL FISHING ECONOMY {emphasis added}...Give top priority to
year-round job opportunities for permanent Island residents and
increase the Islands's self-sufficiency, particularly in production
of food products. Diversify the economic base, so that the Island
will be less reliant on the building and tourist trades."®.

National Aquaculture Act (Public Law 96-362)

1%Martha's Vineyard Commission, Martha's Vineyard Commission
Regional Island Plan, 1991
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THE MARTHA’S VINEYARD COMMISSION

ERARCAR - BOX 1447 * OAK BLUFFS
MASSACHUSETTS 02557
ez 508) 693-3453
sl iEFAX (508) 693-7894
MARTHA'S VINEYARD COMMERCIAL FISHING SURVEY 1993
T
The Martha's Vineyard Commission strongly supports commercial fishing ase
an important part of our Island life. Because of your knowledge of the
industry, it is important for your views to be included in planning for the
future of our waters and waterfront. Because many of you are unable to
regularly participate in hearings and planning sessions, this survey is
intended to give you the opportunity to let your needs be known here. Our
results will be made available to the towns and to other government agencies

involved in making decisions which affect your livelihood. Commercial
fishermen and others associated with the industry are invited to respond.

Please complete the survey and return it to your Harbormaster or
Shellfish Constable or to me at the Martha's Vineyard Commission.

Jo-Ann Taylor, Coastal Planner

GENERAL INFORMATION These questions will help te organize our results.
1. YOUR RESIDENCE:

Oak Blufis BEdgartown West Tisbury Chilmark Gay Head Tisbury

2. YOUR PLACE IN THE COMMERCIAL FISHING INDUSTRY:
of fshore ponds finfish shellfish aguaculture

If not fishing, how are you involved with the industry?

3. WATERS AND FACILITIES NORMALLY FISHED AND USED BY YOU:
offshore _

harbors: Vineyard Haven Oak Bluffs  Edgartown  Menemsha
ponds: Tashmoo __ Lagoon Pond___ Sengekontacket (Anthiers)
Cape Poge Pond____ Katama Bay __ Edgartown Great Pond

Tisbury Great Pond___ Menemgha Pond _ other

4. OWNER OF A COMMERCIAL FISHING VESSEL?

yes no length ft draft fr

5. IN FAVOR OF COMMUNITY DREDGING PROGRAM WITH COUNTY OWNEDR DREDGE?
yes no

6. IN FAVOR OF EXPANSION OF AQUBCULTURE INDUSTRY?
by private interesta? yes  no by community programs? yes no

7. HOW MUCH OF YOUR INCOME IS DERIVED FROM FISHING? %
HOW MUCH OF YOUR INCOME SHOULD BE DERIVED FROM FISHING? %
8. DO YOU EXPECT TO BE FISHING WELL INTO THE NEXT CENTURY?

ves no If not, why not?

RESOURCES The next few questions concern resources which are involved in the
guccess or failure of your industry. We need to know which resources are
working properly for you and which are not. At the end of this section, you
will be asked to rate the importance of each.
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9. WATER QUALITY AND HABITAT: Please rate overall water guality and

habitat quality in your:

HARBOR excellent  good_ _ fair_ _ poor_ _ other

POND(8) excellent  good  fair _ poor__ other

10. FISHERIES MANRGEMENT: Please rate the following:

FEDERAL, MANAGEMENT excellent_ good__ fair _ poor__ other
STATE MANAGEMENT excellent_ good _ fair_  poor__ other
LOCAL MANAGEMENT

habitat enhancement excellent  good = fair  poor
predator control excellent  good  fair = poor
weed and algae control excellent  good_  fair  poor
seed enhancement excellent  good  fair _ poor
manpower excellent  good = fair = poor
equipment excellent  good  fair__ poor
community support excellent _ good__  fair_ _ poor__

11. DREDGING MANAGEMENT: Please rate dredging management for:

NAVIGATION excellent good_  fair _ poor__ other
CIRCULATION excellent  good__ fair _ poor_ _ other
SALINITY CONTROL excellent  good__ fair  poor _ other
1z2. ECONOMIC FACTORS: Please rate the following:
AVAILABILITY OF YEAR ROUND WHOLESALE MARKETS

for finfish excellent__ good _ fair _ poor

for shellfish excellent good__  fair _  poor _

for underutilized -

species excellent good _ fair  poor
AVAILABILITY OF ¥.D.A. APPROVED PRODUCTION FACILITIES

for finfish excellent  good _  fair = poor__

for shellfish excellent  good__ fair  poor

for underutilized

species excellent good fair  poor

AVAILABILITY OF REASONABLY PRICED FISHING GEAR

excellent  goeod_  falr = poor _ other

other
other

other

other
other

other

other

other

other

other
other
other

other

13. SHORE FACILITIES: Please rate the following shore facilities.

DOCKAGE
for tieup excellent  good_ fair
for loading excellent  good  fair
for unloading excellent  good = fair _
for gear work excellent  good  fair
FUEL excellent  good_  fair
REPAIR excellent  good = fair
BAUL OUT excellent  good__  fair
LAUNCHING excellent  good__ fair _
PARKING excellent  good  fair
WASTE OIL excellent  good__ fair
OTHER excellent  good = fair
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poor___

poor
poor___

poor
poor___
poor
poor___
poor
poor

poor

other
other
cther
other
cther
other
other
other
other
other
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14. Now that you have rated how well our resources are working, please
rank them in order of which you feel are the most in need of
planning for the future. Please use numbers 1 through 5, with 1
being the most important and 5 being the least important.

# WATER QUALITY AND HARITAT # ECONOMIC FACTORS
# FISHERIES MANAGEMENT # SHORE FACILITIES
# DREDGING MANAGEMENT

HRRBORS The following graphics represent our four major harbors. If you had
the opportunity to make changes in order to make the harbor more accommodating
. to your needs, what would you change? Would you keep the harbor as is?

15. Do you have any suggestions about how Edgartown Harbor might be improved
in order to better meet your needs? Please use arrows and other illustrations
as needed.

1st choice Keep what's there.

2nd choice \;jé}ﬁ¢y AN :Sy//

3rd choice :> .
!Q
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4 2 |
s |
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i6. Do you have any suggestions about how Oak Bluffs Harbor might be
improved in order to better meet your needs? Please use arrows and other
illustrations as needed.

'1st choice Keep what's there.
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AL 10 ‘
s 13 .
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2nd choice

3rd choice
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17. Do you have any suggestions about how Vineyard Haven Harbor might be
improved in order to better meet your needs? Please use arrows and other

illustrations as needed.

lst choice Keep what's there.

2nd cholce

3rd choice

& 3
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VINEYARD HAVEN HARBOR i
Scale 1:10,000 :
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18. Do you have any suggestions about how Menemsha Harbor might be improved
in order to better meet your needs? Please use arrows and other illustrations

ags needed.

lst choice Keep what's there.

2nd choice.

3rd cholce
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