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Background 

 At its November 2010 meeting, the New England Fishery Management Council 
(NEFMC) initiated Framework 46 to the Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) with the 
objective of addressing the bycatch cap for haddock, Melanogrammus aeglefinus, in the directed 
Atlantic herring, Clupea harengus, fishery. Since then, the Groundfish Plan Development Team 
(PDT) has been working on this issue.  

 The following is a summary report prepared for the Groundfish PDT. It includes 
preliminary findings to identify times and areas that haddock bycatch has occurred in the 
directed Atlantic herring fishery in the recent past.  

Study Area 

 The study area includes the Atlantic herring FMP areas (1A, 1B, 2, and 3) within the 
Eastern US Continental shelf (Figure 1). 

Datasets and Data Selection 

 Multiple fishery data sources were used in this analysis. These sources included Vessel 
Trip Report (VTR) and Northeast Fishery Observer Program (NEFOP) databases. Recent (2005-
2009) fishery data from three broad gear categories (bottom otter-trawl, purse seine, and mid-
water trawl, which included single and pair mid-water trawls) were pooled in this analysis. 

 Data from directed herring trips were selected from VTR and NEFOP databases and 
grouped into bimonthly blocks (Tables 1-2). Here, directed herring trips were defined as those 
trips with 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring. Data from other non-directed trips were not 
included in the analysis. 

 Haddock data from observed directed herring trips (NEFOP) were presence/absence and 
weight (lbs) from each haul or set. Data from the Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries 
and the Maine Department of Marine Resources portside surveys were excluded because spatial 
information was not available for all years and all trips.  

Methods 

Fishing Effort and Haddock Bycatch 

 To understand where and when the directed herring fishery operated throughout the 
fishing year, bimonthly maps were constructed using VTRs. Fishing effort was approximated by 
the total number of VTRs for each Statistical Area, since each time a vessel fishes in a new 
Statistical Area, a new VTR is completed (see Tables A1-A6 in Appendix). Bimonthly maps of 
fishing effort were color-coded from high (red) to low (blue) to identify fishing effort 
concentration areas (Figs. 2-7). VTRs by Statistical Area were binned into quartiles (4 bins) 
using all years and months combined and then mapped separately in bimonthly blocks.  

 These maps were overlaid with bimonthly NEFOP data on haddock bycatch events from 
observed hauls/sets. Haddock data from observed directed herring trips (NEFOP) were 
presence/absence and weight (lbs) from each haul/set. Positive bycatch events were binned into 
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quintiles (5 bins) using all years and months combined, and then mapped separately in bimonthly 
blocks. Plotted circles of increasing size represent the magnitude of the bycatch events (Figs. 2-
7). The relative haddock bycatch weights are represented by orange circles of increasing size. 
Black crosses indicate an observed tow/set without haddock bycatch. 

 A single map of current spatial management was overlaid with all haddock bycatch 
events from 2005-2009, regardless of month (Fig. 8). These measures include the five groundfish 
closures (Closed Area 1, Closed Area 2, Nantucket Lightship Closed Area, Cashes Ledge 
Closure, and the Western Gulf of Maine Closure) and the Gulf of Maine/Georges Bank Herring 
Exemption Area. 

Results 

Fishing Effort and Haddock Bycatch 

 Visual differences in the spatial and temporal distribution of directed herring trips were 
evident from maps of fishing effort (Figs. 2-7). In general during the first six months of the year, 
fishing effort shifted from the northern Mid-Atlantic Bight and southern New England waters 
(January-February, Fig. 2) to primarily southern New England waters (March-April, Fig. 3), and 
then to the Gulf of Maine (May-June, Fig. 4). Then, fishing effort concentrated in the Gulf of 
Maine and Georges Bank (July-August and September-October, Figs. 5-6), contracting to the 
Gulf of Maine and southern New England waters (November-December, Fig. 7) at the end of the 
year. 

 Using NEFOP haul and set data, haddock bycatch events were visually inspected for each 
bimonthly block (Figs. 2-7). Haddock bycatch events occurred in every bimonthly block, but 
most notable July-October on the northern edge of Georges Bank (Table 3, Figs. 5-6) and 
November-December off Cape Cod and in Massachusetts Bay (Fig. 7). Haddock bycatch in the 
directed herring fishery appeared to be correlated with the 100m bathymetric contour (Fig. 8). 
Haddock bycatch events also occurred in the northern portion of Closed Area 1 (Fig. 8). In 
addition, haddock is often absent in observed tows/sets within these same areas (Table 3, Figs. 5-
8). 
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Tables 

 

Table 1: Number of directed herring trips separated by gear, year, and bimonthly groupings for 
VTRs by Statistical Area. Directed herring trips defined as 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a 
trip. Gear categories include bottom otter-trawl (OT), purse seine (PS) and mid-water trawl (PR). 
Mid-water trawl (PR) refers to pair and single mid-water trawls. See Tables A1-A6 in Appendix 
for VTRs by gear by Statistical Area. Source: Vessel Trip Report Database 2005-2009. 
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Table 2: Observed hauls/sets from directed herring trips separated by gear, year and bimonthly 
groupings. Gear categories include bottom otter-trawl (OT), purse seine (PS) and mid-water 
trawl (PR). Mid-water trawl (PR) refers to pair and single mid-water trawls. Directed herring 
trips defined 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Source: NEFOP Database 2005-2009. 
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Table 3: Frequency table of haddock bycatch (lbs) in observed hauls and sets for directed herring 
trips by gear type and bimonthly blocks. Gear categories include bottom otter-trawls (OT), purse 
seines (PS), and mid-water trawls, both single and paired (PR). Directed herring trips are defined 
as 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Note this table corresponds with the scaled orange 
circles in Figures 2-7. Source: NEFOP Database 2005-2009. 
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Figures 

 
 
Figure 1: Study area of the Eastern US Continental Shelf. Overlapping Atlantic herring fishery 
management plan areas (Area 1A, 1B, 2, and 3) and fisheries management statistical areas (400-
700s) indicated. 
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Figure 2: Reported trips (VTR) and observed hauls and sets (NEFOP) during January and 
February, 2005-2009 for directed herring trips by bottom otter-trawls, purse seines, and mid-
water trawls (single and paired). Trips by statistical area are grouped from 69-247 (red), 6-68 
(yellow), 1-5 (aqua), and 0 (dark blue) trips. All the colored Statistical Areas represent the spatial 
extent of fishing throughout the year. Blue indicates zero VTRs in a Statistical Area for a 
bimonthly block. However in a later bimonthly block, those blue areas may be greater than zero, 
represented by green, yellow, or red. White areas represent those Statistical Areas without any 
VTRs. The maximum number of VTRs by Statistical Area within a bimonthly block is noted on 
the figure legend. Scaled orange circles represent relative haddock bycatch (lbs) in observed 
hauls/sets from directed herring trips. The center of the circle is the location of the haul/set. A 
"+" signifies that an observed haul/set did not catch haddock. The maximum haddock weight is 
indicated on the figure legend in parenthesis. Directed herring trips are defined as 2,000 lbs of 
kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Sources: VTR Database 2005-2009 and NEFOP Database 2005-
2009. 
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Figure 3: Reported trips (VTR) and observed hauls and sets (NEFOP) during March and April, 
2005-2009 for directed herring trips by bottom otter-trawls, purse seines, and mid-water trawls 
(single and paired). Trips by statistical area are grouped from 69-74 (red), 6-68 (yellow), 1-5 
(aqua), and 0 (dark blue) trips. The maximum number of VTRs by Statistical Area within a 
bimonthly block is noted on the figure legend. Scaled orange circles represent relative haddock 
bycatch (lbs) in observed hauls/sets from directed herring trips. The center of the circle is the 
location of the haul/set. A "+" signifies that an observed haul/set did not catch haddock. The 
maximum haddock weight is indicated on the figure legend in parenthesis. Directed herring trips 
are defined as 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Sources: VTR Database 2005-2009 
and NEFOP Database 2005-2009. 
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Figure 4: Reported trips (VTR) and observed hauls and sets (NEFOP) during May and June, 
2005-2009 for directed herring trips by bottom otter-trawls, purse seines, and mid-water trawls 
(single and paired). Trips by statistical area are grouped from 69-398 (red), 6-68 (yellow), 1-5 
(aqua), and 0 (dark blue) trips. The maximum number of VTRs by Statistical Area within a 
bimonthly block is noted on the figure legend. Scaled orange circles represent relative haddock 
bycatch (lbs) in observed hauls/sets from directed herring trips. The center of the circle is the 
location of the haul/set. A "+" signifies that an observed haul/set did not catch haddock. The 
maximum haddock weight is indicated on the figure legend in parenthesis. Directed herring trips 
are defined as 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Sources: VTR Database 2005-2009 
and NEFOP Database 2005-2009. 
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Figure 5: Reported trips (VTR) and observed hauls and sets (NEFOP) during July and August, 
2005-2009 for directed herring trips by bottom otter-trawls, purse seines, and mid-water trawls 
(single and paired). Trips by statistical area are grouped from 69-568 (red), 6-68 (yellow), 1-5 
(aqua), and 0 (dark blue) trips. The maximum number of VTRs by Statistical Area within a 
bimonthly block is noted on the figure legend. Scaled orange circles represent relative haddock 
bycatch (lbs) in observed hauls/sets from directed herring trips. The center of the circle is the 
location of the haul/set. A "+" signifies that an observed haul/set did not catch haddock. The 
maximum haddock weight is indicated on the figure legend in parenthesis. Directed herring trips 
are defined as 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Sources: VTR Database 2005-2009 
and NEFOP Database 2005-2009. 
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Figure 6: Reported trips (VTR) and observed hauls and sets (NEFOP) during September and 
October, 2005-2009 for directed herring trips by bottom otter-trawls, purse seines, and mid-water 
trawls (single and paired). Trips by statistical area are grouped from 69-342 (red), 6-68 (yellow), 
1-5 (aqua), and 0 (dark blue) trips. The maximum number of VTRs by Statistical Area within a 
bimonthly block is noted on the figure legend. Scaled orange circles represent relative haddock 
bycatch (lbs) in observed hauls/sets from directed herring trips. The center of the circle is the 
location of the haul/set. A "+" signifies that an observed haul/set did not catch haddock. The 
maximum haddock weight is indicated on the figure legend in parenthesis. Directed herring trips 
are defined as 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Sources: VTR Database 2005-2009 
and NEFOP Database 2005-2009. 
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Figure 7: Reported trips (VTR) and observed hauls and sets (NEFOP) during November and 
December, 2005-2009 for directed herring trips by bottom otter-trawls, purse seines, and mid-
water trawls (single and paired). Trips by statistical area are grouped from 69-133 (red), 6-68 
(yellow), 1-5 (aqua), and 0 (dark blue) trips. The maximum number of VTRs by Statistical Area 
within a bimonthly block is noted on the figure legend. Scaled orange circles represent relative 
haddock bycatch (lbs) in observed hauls/sets from directed herring trips. The center of the circle 
is the location of the haul/set. A "+" signifies that an observed haul/set did not catch haddock. 
The maximum haddock weight is indicated on the figure legend in parenthesis. Directed herring 
trips are defined as 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Sources: VTR Database 2005-
2009 and NEFOP Database 2005-2009. 
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Figure 8: Observed hauls and sets (NEFOP) from January- December, 2005-2009 for directed 
herring trips by bottom otter-trawls, purse seines, and mid-water trawls (single and paired) and 
current spatial management, including five groundfish closed areas (red polygons) and the 
herring exemption area (gray shaded area). Scaled orange circles represent haddock bycatch (lbs) 
in observed hauls and sets for directed herring trips. The center of the circle is the location of the 
haul/set. A "+" signifies that an observed haul or set did not catch haddock. Directed herring trips 
are defined as 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Sources: VTR Database 2005-2009 
and NEFOP Database 2005-2009. 
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Appendix 

 

Table A1: Number of directed herring trips separated by gear and statistical area for January-
February. Directed herring trips defined as 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Gear 
categories include bottom otter-trawl (OT), purse seine (PS) and mid-water trawl (PR). Mid-
water trawl (PR) refers to pair and single mid-water trawls. The table corresponds to Figure 2. 
Source: Vessel Trip Report Database 2005-2009. 
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Table A2: Number of directed herring trips separated by gear and statistical area for March-
April. Directed herring trips defined as 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Gear 
categories include bottom otter-trawl (OT), purse seine (PS) and mid-water trawl (PR). Mid-
water trawl (PR) refers to pair and single mid-water trawls. The table corresponds to Figure 3. 
Source: Vessel Trip Report Database 2005-2009. 
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Table A3: Number of directed herring trips separated by gear and statistical area for May-June. 
Directed herring trips defined as 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Gear categories 
include bottom otter-trawl (OT), purse seine (PS) and mid-water trawl (PR). Mid-water trawl 
(PR) refers to pair and single mid-water trawls. The table corresponds to Figure 4. Source: 
Vessel Trip Report Database 2005-2009. 
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Table A4: Number of directed herring trips separated by gear and statistical area for July-August. 
Directed herring trips defined as 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Gear categories 
include bottom otter-trawl (OT), purse seine (PS) and mid-water trawl (PR). Mid-water trawl 
(PR) refers to pair and single mid-water trawls. The table corresponds to Figure 5. Source: 
Vessel Trip Report Database 2005-2009. 
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Table A5: Number of directed herring trips separated by gear and statistical area for September-
October. Directed herring trips defined as 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Gear 
categories include bottom otter-trawl (OT), purse seine (PS) and mid-water trawl (PR). Mid-
water trawl (PR) refers to pair and single mid-water trawls. The table corresponds to Figure 6. 
Source: Vessel Trip Report Database 2005-2009. 
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Table A6: Number of directed herring trips separated by gear and statistical area for November-
December. Directed herring trips defined as 2,000 lbs of kept Atlantic herring on a trip. Gear 
categories include bottom otter-trawl (OT), purse seine (PS) and mid-water trawl (PR). Mid-
water trawl (PR) refers to pair and single mid-water trawls. The table corresponds to Figure 7. 
Source: Vessel Trip Report Database 2005-2009. 
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[Working paper for use by the NEFMC Large Mesh Multispecies Plan Development Team] 
 
Last update: January 14, 2011 
 
Estimation of haddock bycatch in the northeast United States midwater trawl Atlantic herring 
fishery 
 
Michael C. Palmer, Paul Nitschke, Susan Wigley, and Paul Rago 
NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center, 166 Water St., Woods Hole, MA 02543 
 
 
Executive summary 
 
Haddock bycatch in the Atlantic herring midwater fishery is estimated for the years 1994 to 2009. 
Bycatch of haddock occurs primarily in the Georges Bank region where annual bycatch estimates range 
from 0 – 280 mt; estimates for Gulf of Maine were less than 5 mt annually. Bycatch amounts were 
estimated with moderate to poor precision with coefficients of variation ranging from 0.30 to 0.99. 
 
 
Introduction 
 
Non-governmental groups have communicated concern over the bycatch of haddock, Melanogrammus 
aeglefinus, in the northeast United States Atlantic herring, Clupea harengus, fishery. In response to these 
concerns an incidental catch allowance was established for Category 1 and limited access herring vessels 
participating in the fishery. Historically, the haddock incidental catch quotas have been monitored 
through a combination of direct observations by at-sea observers, dealer reported landings and landings 
reported by law enforcement officials. To date, no attempt has been made to generate fleet-wide estimates 
of the amount haddock bycatch occurring in the herring fishery. 
 
In this paper we provide estimates of haddock bycatch in the northeast United States midwater trawl 
herring fishery. The bycatch estimates include both discarded and landed haddock caught by both paired-
midwater trawls (two vessels towing a single large net) and midwater trawls (single vessel towing a single 
net). Atlantic herring are also targeted using purse seine gear, through previous analyses have indicated 
that the haddock bycatch is negligible in this fishery (<  0.01 mt/year, M. Palmer unpublished). 
 
 
Methods 
 
The bycatch estimation analyses utilize the same basic methodology as used for the Standardized Bycatch 
Reporting Methodology (SBRM; Wigley et. al 2007). The method employs a combined haddock catch-to-
total landings ratio estimated from observed trips. The ratio is expanded using total fleet landings to 
achieve a fleet-wide bycatch estimate. Stock assessments typically rely on the commercial dealer data as 
the most reliable source of fleet landings information. In these analyses, the use of the commercial dealer 
data was problematic due to the prevalence of missing area information in the midwater trawl landings, 
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especially since 1999 (Table 1). The high incidence of missing area information in the midwater trawl 
landings is a result of the paired midwater trawl landings not entering the allocation procedure that is used 
to assign area to dealer landings (Wigley et al. 2008). Given the limitations of the dealer data, vessel trip 
report (VTR) data were used as the source of the fleet landings. There is generally good agreement (> 
90%) between the total midwater trawl fleet landings estimated using dealer data compared to the VTR-
based estimates (Table 2). 
 
Northeast Fisheries Observer Program data 
At-sea observer data from paired midwater (negear=170) and midwater trawl (negear=370) were used to 
calculate discard ratios. Training trips, aborted trips, and hauls with no catch reported were eliminated 
from the analytical data set. Only standard sea sampling trips were included (program code = ‘000’). 
Additionally, any fish catch records recorded as previously discarded  (discard reason =‘039’) were 
excluded from the analyses. Prior to any analyses, standard conversion factors were applied to convert 
any dressed weight data to the live weight equivalents. 
 
Vessel Trip Report (VTR) data 
VTR landings from trip reporting either ‘OTM’ or ‘PTM’ gear were used in the analyses. As with the 
observer data, standard conversion factors were applied to convert the reported landings to the live weight 
equivalents. 
 
Stratification and data filtering 
The bycatch estimation was stratified by area. For these analyses, the northeast region was divided into 
three subareas roughly corresponding to the Atlantic herring management areas (Figure 1). These areas 
are the Gulf of Maine (Areas 1A and 1B), Georges Bank (Area 3), southern New England/Mid-Atlantic 
(Area 2). 
 
Bycatch estimates were not stratified by quarter or half-year block as is commonly done in SBRM 
analyses because of the small number of observed trips, particularly early in the time series (Table 3 and 
4). All discard estimates were calculated using an aggregate annual estimate. Without temporal 
stratification the combined ratio method becomes nearly identical to the separate ratio method that was 
also investigated in Wigley et al. (2007). 
 
These analyses were primarily concerned with estimating the bycatch of haddock in the directed Atlantic 
herring fishery. Midwater trawl gear is also used to target other species such as Atlantic mackerel, 
Scomber scombrus. The target fishery can only be determined indirectly through an examination of the 
catch composition. In an attempt to filter out only directed herring trips from both the observer and VTR 
data, a catch composition filter way placed at the haul and subtrip level respectively. Hauls or subtrips 
where herring did not make up ≥ 90% of the catch were excluded from the analyses. 
 
 
Results 
 
The bycatch estimation was run both with (Table 3), and without (Table 4) the herring catch compositions 
filters. The filters had minimal impact on the number of observed trips and overall bycatch estimates. The 
fleet landings used to estimate fleet bycatch from the calculated discard ratios are provided in Table 5 for 
both the filtered and unfiltered runs. The total commercial haddock landings are presented in Table 6 to 
provide scale to the bycatch estimates. In general, unfiltered haddock bycatch estimates in the herring 
fishery ranged from 0 to 11% on Georges Bank.  The 11% estimate was based on four observed trips in 
2006.   
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Table 1. Annual midwater trawl landings reported in the commercial dealer data between 1994 and 2009. 
The fraction of the total landings where area is not available is shown. 
 

Year Total landings (mt) Landings w/ known 
area (mt)

Landings w/ 
unknown area (mt)

Fraction of 
landings w/ 

unknown area
1994 8,195 7,891 304 0.04
1995 34,863 34,604 259 0.01
1996 47,082 43,349 3,733 0.08
1997 49,592 44,814 4,778 0.10
1998 61,473 51,864 9,609 0.16
1999 57,511 16,488 41,023 0.71
2000 53,414 9,064 44,350 0.83
2001 89,170 11,206 77,964 0.87
2002 78,883 8,769 70,115 0.89
2003 110,977 32,196 78,782 0.71
2004 95,251 36,107 59,144 0.62
2005 109,507 47,212 62,294 0.57
2006 130,838 49,298 81,540 0.62
2007 61,852 17,989 43,864 0.71
2008 71,930 10,289 61,641 0.86
2009 83,972 28,684 55,287 0.66  
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Table 2. Annual comparison of midwater trawl landings reported in the commercial dealer and vessel trip 
report (VTR) data. 

Year Commercial dealer 
landings (mt) VTR landings (mt)

Commercial dealer 
landings/VTR 

landgings
1994 8,195 15,234 0.54
1995 34,863 46,295 0.75
1996 47,082 60,311 0.78
1997 49,592 57,792 0.86
1998 61,473 66,476 0.92
1999 57,511 63,881 0.90
2000 53,414 82,006 0.65
2001 89,170 109,635 0.81
2002 78,883 96,279 0.82
2003 110,977 118,760 0.93
2004 95,251 127,183 0.75
2005 109,507 120,667 0.91
2006 130,838 130,399 1.00
2007 61,852 68,510 0.90
2008 71,930 75,094 0.96
2009 83,972 95,425 0.88

0.90Average 2003 - 2009  
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Table 3. Estimation of haddock bycatch in the midwater trawl herring fishery. Midwater trawl trips have been filtered to include only those 
hauls/subtrips where the catch was composed of ≥ 90% herring. 
 

Observed 
trips Catch (mt) CV

Observed 
trips Catch (mt) CV

Observed 
trips Catch (mt) CV

1994 1994 1994
1995 4 0.00 1995 1995
1996 1996 1996
1997 1997 1997
1998 1998 1998
1999 2 0.00 1999 1999 1 0.00
2000 3 0.00 2000 2000 8 0.00
2001 2001 1 0.00 2001
2002 2002 2002
2003 8 0.00 2003 10 0.35 0.77 2003 1
2004 58 1.23 0.66 2004 20 33.64 0.64 2004 2 0.00
2005 87 3.89 0.37 2005 34 54.16 0.35 2005 19 0.00
2006 13 0.00 2006 4 277.70 0.99 2006 12 0.00
2007 7 1.73 0.90 2007 8 1.44 0.54 2007 1
2008 14 0.00 2008 20 63.86 0.48 2008 9 0.00
2009 31 0.04 0.65 2009 38 57.46 0.30 2009 16 0.00

Mid-water trawl (170, 370)

Year Year

Mid-water trawl (170, 370)
Gulf of Maine Georges Bank Southern New England/mid-Atlantic

Year

Mid-water trawl (170, 370)
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Table 4. Estimation of haddock bycatch in the midwater trawl herring fishery. Data have not been filtered; all midwater trawl data are included, 
regardless of catch composition. 
 

Observed 
trips Catch (mt) CV

Observed 
trips Catch (mt) CV

Observed 
trips Catch (mt) CV

1994 1994 1 0.00 1994 31 0.00
1995 4 0.00 1995 1995 33 0.00
1996 1996 1996
1997 1997 1997
1998 1998 1998
1999 2 0.00 1999 1999 1
2000 3 0.00 2000 1 0.00 2000 9 0.00
2001 2001 1 0.00 2001
2002 2002 2002 1
2003 8 0.00 2003 10 0.35 0.77 2003 6 0.06 0.92
2004 59 1.23 0.66 2004 20 34.02 0.64 2004 12 0.00
2005 87 3.92 0.37 2005 37 52.19 0.35 2005 27 0.00
2006 14 0.06 1.07 2006 4 280.48 0.99 2006 27 0.00
2007 7 1.77 0.90 2007 10 1.62 0.60 2007 5 0.00
2008 14 0.00 2008 23 67.66 0.49 2008 23 0.00
2009 32 0.04 0.65 2009 39 56.78 0.30 2009 29 0.00

Gulf of Maine Georges Bank Southern New England/mid-Atlantic

Year

Mid-water trawl (170, 370)

Year

Mid-water trawl (170, 370)

Year

Mid-water trawl (170, 370)
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Table 5. Total VTR fleet landings (mt) used to derive discard estimates provided in tables 3 and 4.  
 
 

Gulf of 
Maine

Georges 
Bank

Southern New 
England/mid-

Atlantic

Gulf of 
Maine

Georges 
Bank

Southern New 
England/mid-

Atlantic

1994 12,754 720 462 12,754 720 1,760
1995 26,073 497 14,809 26,075 678 19,443
1996 27,460 1,619 24,358 27,504 2,241 30,421
1997 22,618 5,521 21,642 22,641 5,534 29,476
1998 20,616 17,845 15,290 22,594 17,942 24,383
1999 31,783 6,130 17,962 32,095 6,994 24,224
2000 35,180 16,372 24,419 35,180 16,692 30,134
2001 34,692 53,053 14,099 34,696 53,053 21,888
2002 42,463 18,880 9,410 42,528 19,689 34,061
2003 43,961 26,909 12,830 43,994 26,909 47,856
2004 39,766 22,312 9,785 39,877 22,560 64,746
2005 46,155 19,646 12,581 46,568 19,655 54,278
2006 43,106 21,292 16,106 43,113 21,505 65,473
2007 14,823 13,026 8,951 15,123 20,353 32,548
2008 18,236 16,434 13,333 18,236 21,834 33,862
2009 20,891 31,598 16,518 20,892 31,849 41,737

Year

Total VTR landings (mt) w/filter Total VTR landings (mt) w/out filter
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Table 6. Total haddock landings (mt) in the northeast United States commercial fishery from 1994 to 
2009.  Unfiltered midwater trawl haddock bycatch estimates and the percentage of haddock bycatch to 
total haddock landings are also shown. 
  

Gulf of Maine Georges Bank Total

Haddock 
landings

Haddoc
k 

bycatch
Percent 
bycatch

Haddock 
landings

Haddock 
bycatch

Percent 
bycatch

Haddock 
landings

Haddock 
bycatch

Percent 
bycatch

1994 122 206 0.00 0.0% 329 0 0.0%
1995 178 0.00 0.0% 231 410 0 0.0%
1996 254 320 574 0
1997 624 880 1,504 0
1998 924 1,914 2,838 0
1999 571 0.00 0.0% 2,572 3,143 0 0.0%
2000 799 0.00 0.0% 3,203 0.00 0.0% 4,002 0 0.0%
2001 1,007 4,820 0.00 0.0% 5,827 0 0.0%
2002 1,009 6,532 7,541 0
2003 1,026 0.00 0.0% 5,760 0.35 0.0% 6,786 0 0.0%
2004 947 1.23 0.1% 7,375 34.02 0.5% 8,323 35 0.4%
2005 978 3.92 0.4% 6,604 52.19 0.8% 7,581 56 0.7%
2006 622 0.06 0.0% 2,644 280.48 10.6% 3,266 281 8.6%
2007 693 1.77 0.3% 2,938 1.62 0.1% 3,631 3 0.1%
2008 608 0.00 0.0% 5,744 67.66 1.2% 6,352 68 1.1%
2009 521 0.04 0.0% 5,311 56.78 1.1% 5,832 57 1.0%

Year

 



Framework Adjustment 46 II-12  
Appendix II 

 

      

  
  

  
 

 
 
Figure 1. Geographic regions used for estimation of haddock bycatch in the midwater trawl herring 
fishery. 
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APPENDIX V 
 
The actions summarized in the table below are presented in chronological order, and codes 
indicate whether an action relates to the past (P), present (Pr), or reasonably foreseeable future 
(RFF).  When any of these abbreviations occur together, it indicates that some past actions are 
still relevant to the present and/or future.  A brief explanation of the rationale for concluding what 
effect each action has (or will have) had on each of the VECs is provided in the table and is not 
repeated here. 
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Table I-1.   Impacts of Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions on the five VECs.  These actions do not include those 
which were considered to have little impact on the fishery or actions under consideration in this frameworkt.   
 

Action Description 
Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS 
P Prosecution of 
the groundfish 

fisheries by 
foreign fleets in 

the area that 
would become the 
U.S. EEZ (prior to 
implementation of 

the MSA) 

Foreign fishing 
pressure peaked in 
the 1960s and 
slowly declined 
until passage of the 
MSA in 1974 and 
implementation of 
the Multispecies 
FMP 

Direct High 
Negative  
Foreign fishing 
depleted many 
groundfish stocks  

Potentially Direct 
High Negative 
Limited information 
on discarding, but 
fishing effort was 
very high and there 
were no gear 
requirements to 
reduce bycatch 

Potentially Direct 
High Negative 
Limited 
information on 
protected resources 
encounters, but 
fishing effort was 
very high 

Potentially Direct 
High Negative 
Limited 
information on 
habitat, but fishing 
effort was very 
high 

Potentially 
Indirect Negative 
Revenue from 
fishing was split 
between foreign 
and domestic 
communities, 
rather than just 
domestic 
communities 

P Original FMP 
implemented in 

1977 

Established 
management of cod, 
haddock and 
yellowtail via catch 
quotas, quota 
allocations by 
vessel class and 
catch limits  

Direct Positive 
Provided slight 
effort reductions and 
regulatory tools 
available to rebuild 
and manage stocks 

Indirect Positive 
Reduced directed 
fishing effort on 
cod, haddock and 
yellowtail which 
resulted in 
discard/bycatch 
reductions  

Indirect Positive 
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect Positive 
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
gear interactions 
with habitat 

Indirect Positive 
Increased 
probability of long 
term sustainability 

 



Framework Adjustment 46 
Appendix III 
 

III-5 

 
 

Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P Interim Plan  
(1982) 

Implemented GB 
seasonal closed 
areas, minimum 
fish size 
requirements in GB 
and GOM and 
permit requirements 

Direct Positive  
Reduced directed 
fishing effort  

Indirect Positive  
Reduced directed  
fishing effort which 
resulted in 
discard/bycatch 
reductions 

Indirect Positive 
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect Positive 
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
gear interactions 
with habitat 

Indirect Positive 
Increased 
probability of long 
term sustainability 

 P Multispecies 
Plan (1986) 

Revised FMP to 
include pollock, 
redfish, winter 
flounder, American 
plaice, witch 
flounder, 
windowpane 
flounder and white 
hake.  Allowed 
additional minimum 
fish size 
restrictions, 
extended GB 
spawning area 
closures and a SNE 
closure to protect 
yellowtail flounder 

Direct Positive  
Reduced directed 
fishing effort and 
provided the 
opportunity to 
manage additional 
groundfish species 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced directed  
fishing effort which 
resulted in 
discard/bycatch 
reductions 

Indirect Positive 
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect Positive 
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
gear interactions 
with habitat 

Indirect Positive 
Increased 
probability of long 
term sustainability 
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Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P Amendments 1-
4 to the 
Multispecies FMP 
(1987-1991) 

Implemented 
closure in SNE/MA 
to protect 
yellowtail, extended 
GB RMA, added 
minimum mesh size 
requirements to 
SNE, excluded 
scallop dredge 
vessels from SNE 
closure, 
incorporated silver 
hake, red hake and 
ocean pout into the 
FMP 

Direct Positive 
Reduced directed 
fishing effort and 
provided the 
opportunity to 
manage additional 
groundfish species 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced directed  
fishing effort which 
resulted in 
discard/bycatch 
reductions 
 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
gear interactions 
with habitat 
 

Indirect Positive 
Increased 
probability of long 
term sustainability 

P Multispecies 
Emergency Action  
(1994) 

Implemented 500-lb 
haddock trip limit, 
expanded CA II 
closure time and 
area, prohibited 
scallop dredge 
vessels from 
possessing haddock 
from Jan-Jun and 
prohibited pair-
trawling for 
multispecies 

Direct Positive  
Reduced directed 
fishing effort 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced directed  
fishing effort which 
resulted in 
discard/bycatch 
reductions 
 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
gear interactions 
with habitat 
 

Indirect Positive 
Increased 
probability of long 
term sustainability 

 
 



Framework Adjustment 46 
Appendix III 
 

III-7 

 
Action Description Impacts on 

Regulated 
Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P, Pr Amendment 5 
to the FMP  
(1994) 

Made the above 
Emergency Action 
measures 
permanent, enacted 
a moratorium on 
new participants in 
the fishery, reduced 
DAS for most 
vessels by 50% 
over a 5-7 year 
period, 
implemented 
mandatory 
reporting  and 
observer 
requirements, etc. 

Direct High 
Positive  
Reduced directed 
fishing effort and 
capped the number 
of participants 
allowed to direct on 
the fishery 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced directed  
fishing effort which 
resulted in 
discard/bycatch 
reductions 
 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
gear interactions 
with habitat 
 

Mixed 
Increased 
probability of long 
term sustainability 
by limiting the 
number of 
participants in the 
directed fishery. 
However, there 
was a negative 
impact for 
fishermen and 
communities where 
participation was 
reduced 

, Pr  Emergency 
Action (1994) 
 

Implemented 
additional closed 
areas, prohibited 
scallop vessels from 
fishing in the closed 
areas, disallowed 
any fishery using 
mesh smaller than 
minimum mesh 
requirements, 
prohibited retaining 
regulated species 
with small mesh, 
etc. 

Direct High 
Positive  
Reduced directed 
fishing effort 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced directed  
fishing effort which 
resulted in 
discard/bycatch 
reductions 
 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
gear interactions 
with habitat 
 

Mixed 
Increased 
probability of long 
term sustainability 
but effort 
reductions result in 
short term lost 
revenues for 
fishermen and 
communities 
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Action Description Impacts on 

Regulated 
Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P, Pr Framework 9 
(1985) 

Made the above 
Emergency Action 
measures 
permanent 

Direct High 
Positive  
Reduced directed 
fishing effort 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced directed  
fishing effort which 
resulted in 
discard/bycatch 
reductions 
 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
gear interactions 
with habitat 
 

Mixed 
Increased 
probability of long 
term sustainability 
but effort 
reductions result in 
short term lost 
revenues for 
fishermen and 
communities 

P, Pr Amendment 7 
to the 
Multispecies FMP 
(1996) 

Accelerated 
Amendment 5 DAS 
reduction schedule, 
implemented 
seasonal GOM 
closures, 
implemented 1,000 
lb haddock  trip 
limit, expanded the 
5% bycatch rule, 
etc. 

Direct High 
Positive  
Reduced directed 
fishing effort 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced directed  
fishing effort which 
resulted in 
discard/bycatch 
reductions 
 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect Positive  
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
gear interactions 
with habitat 
 

Mixed 
Increased 
probability of long 
term sustainability 
but effort 
reductions result in 
short term lost 
revenues for 
fishermen and 
communities 
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Action Description Impacts on 

Regulated 
Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P, Pr Framework 20  
(1997) 

Implemented GOM 
cod daily trip limit 
of 1,000 lb, 
increased the 
haddock daily trip 
limit to 1,000 lb and 
added gillnet effort-
reduction measures 
such as net limits 

Mixed 
Reduced directed 
fishing effort but 
allowed for an 
increase in haddock 
landings 

Mixed  
Gillnet restrictions 
and reduced effort 
on cod helped 
reduce 
discards/bycatch but 
this may have been 
offset by increased 
effort on haddock  
 

Indirect Positive 
Although the 
haddock daily trip 
limit increased, 
gillnet restrictions 
provide an overall 
positive impact 
 

Mixed 
Reduced cod daily 
trip limit would be 
offset by increase 
haddock daily 
landing limit 

Mixed 
Reduced revenues 
from a smaller cod 
daily trip limit 
could be offset by 
the increased 
haddock daily 
landing limit but 
gillnet effort 
reductions also 
have negative 
eco/soc impacts 

P, Pr Framework 24 
(1998) 

Implemented an 
adjustment to GOM 
cod daily trip limit 
by requiring vessels 
to remain in port 
and run their DAS 
clock for a cod 
overage and 
implemented the 
DAS carryover 
provisions 

Direct Low 
Positive 
Implemented minor 
effort reductions 

Indirect Low 
Positive 
Implemented minor 
effort reductions 
which resulted in 
minor 
discard/bycatch 
reductions 

Indirect Low 
Positive  
Slightly reduced 
fishing effort, thus 
reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect Low 
Positive  
Reduced fishing 
effort, thus reduced 
gear interactions 
with habitat 
 

Mixed 
Vessels must 
remain in port with 
their clock running 
for a cod overage 
which has a 
negative impact but 
vessels may 
carryover DAS 
from one fishing 
year into the next.  

P, Pr Framework 25 
(1998) 

Implemented GOM 
inshore closure 
areas, the year-
round WGOM 
closure, the CLCA 
and reduced the 
GOM cod daily trip 
limit to 700 lb 

Direct Low 
Positive 
Implemented effort 
reductions via 
reduced cod trip 
limit and closure 
areas 

Indirect Low 
Positive 
Reduced directed  
fishing effort which 
resulted in 
discard/bycatch 
reductions 
 

Indirect Positive 
Effort controls 
result in reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect High 
Positive  
Closure areas and 
effort controls 
reduce gear 
interactions with 
habitat 
 

Mixed 
Increased 
probability of long 
term sustainability 
but short term 
negative eco/soc 
impacts 
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Action Description Impacts on 

Regulated 
Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P, Pr Framework 26 
(1999) 

Expansion of April  
GOM inshore 
closure area and, 
additional seasonal 
inshore GOM and 
GB area closures 

Direct Low 
Positive 
Implemented effort 
reductions via 
closure areas 

Indirect Low 
Positive 
Reduced directed  
fishing effort which 
resulted in discard 
bycatch reductions 
 

Indirect Positive 
Effort controls 
result in reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect High 
Positive  
Closure areas and 
effort controls 
reduce gear 
interactions with 
habitat 
 

Mixed 
Increased 
probability of long 
term sustainability 
but short term 
negative eco/soc 
impacts 
 

P, Pr, RFF 
Amendment 11 
(1998) 

Designated EFH for 
all species in the 
multispecies FMP 
and required 
Federal agencies to 
consult with NMFS 
on actions that may 
adversely effect 
EFH 

Indirect Low 
Positive  
A consultation with 
NFMS that leads to 
the protection of 
multispecies EFH is 
beneficial to 
multispecies stocks  

Indirect Low 
Positive  
A consultation with 
NFMS that leads to 
the protection of 
multispecies EFH is 
beneficial to other 
stocks that share the 
same EFH as 
multispecies stocks 

Indirect Low 
Positive  
Consultation with 
NFMS that leads to 
the protection of 
multispecies EFH 
is beneficial to 
protected resources 
that share a need 
for the same 
habitat that 
multispecies stocks 
require 

Direct High 
Positive 
Consultation with 
NMFS on activities 
that may adversely 
effect habitat 
provides NMFS the 
opportunity to 
mitigate or even 
prevent EFH 
impacts 

Indirect Low 
Positive 
For instances 
where NMFS 
consults on 
projects impacting 
multispecies EFH, 
the overall health 
of the stocks 
should improve 
which would lead 
to long term 
sustainability 
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Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P, Pr Framework 27 
(1999) 

Established large 
GOM rolling 
closures, modified 
CLCA, decreased 
GOM daily trip 
limit to 200 lb with 
subsequent 
reduction to 30 lb, 
increased haddock 
trip limit to 2,000 lb 
and increased 
minimum mesh size 

Mixed 
Reduced directed 
fishing effort while 
also allowing the 
haddock trip limit to 
increase 

Mixed 
A reduction in 
directed effort 
helped minimize 
bycatch and 
discards but 
increased haddock 
trip limit was 
somewhat offsetting 

Mixed 
Reduced directed 
effort helps 
minimize protected 
species encounters 
but this was 
somewhat offset 
by the increased 
haddock trip limit 

Indirect Positive 
Reduced directed 
effort and closed 
areas help improve 
habitat, this may be 
slightly offset by 
the increased 
haddock trip limit 

Mixed 
Short term negative 
from closed areas 
and the reduced 
cod trip limit which 
were not offset by 
the increased 
haddock trip limit. 
Long term positive 
because of 
increased 
probability of 
sustainable stocks 

P Interim Rule 
(1999) 

Revised GOM cod 
trip limit to 100 
lb/day up to 500 lb 
max and revised the 
DAS running clock 
to allow a 1-day 
overage only 

Direct Positive 
Reduced directed 
fishing effort 

Indirect Positive 
Reduced directed  
fishing effort which 
resulted in 
discard/bycatch 
reductions 

Indirect Low 
Positive Effort 
controls result in 
reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect Low 
Positive Effort 
controls result in 
reduced  habitat 
interactions  

Mixed 
Increased 
probability of long 
term sustainability 
but short term 
negative eco/soc 
impacts 
 

P, Pr, RFF 
Amendment 9 
(1999) 

Prohibited used of 
brush sweep trawl 
gear, added halibut 
to the FMP with a 
1-fish per trip 
possession limit 

Direct Positive 
Reduced directed 
fishing effort 

Indirect Positive 
Reduced directed  
fishing effort which 
resulted in 
discard/bycatch 
reductions 

Indirect Low 
Positive Effort 
controls result in 
reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect High 
Positive Effort 
controls result in 
reduced  habitat 
interactions 

Mixed 
Increased 
probability of long 
term sustainability 
but short term 
negative eco/soc 
impacts 
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Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P, Pr Framework 31 
(2000) 

Increased GOM 
Daily limit to 400 
lb/day up to 
4,000/lb per trip, 
added Feb GOM 
inshore closure and 
extended 1999 
Interim Rule 
running clock 
measure 

Mixed 
Increased cod 
directed fishing 
effort while also 
reducing effort via 
closure area and cod 
running clock 
measure 

Mixed 
Increased effort on 
cod could lead to 
greater 
discards/bycatch 
which would be 
somewhat offset by 
effort reductions via 
closure area and cod 
running clock 
measure  

Mixed 
Increased cod 
effort could 
increase 
interactions but 
somewhat offset 
by effort 
reductions via 
closure area and 
cod running clock 
measure 

Indirect Low 
Positive 
Minor positive 
impacts from 
inshore closure 
area 

Mixed 
Short term positive 
from increased cod 
trip limit but long-
term sustainability 
of the cod resource 
was effected 

P, Pr Framework 33 
(2000) 

Added GB seasonal 
closure area, added 
conditional GOM 
closure areas and 
increase haddock 
trip limit to 3,000 lb 

Mixed 
Increased haddock 
directed fishing 
effort while also 
reducing effort via 
closure areas  

Mixed 
Increased effort on 
haddock could lead 
to greater 
discards/bycatch 
which would be 
somewhat offset by 
effort reductions via 
closure areas 

Mixed 
Increased haddock 
effort could 
increase 
interactions but 
somewhat offset 
by effort 
reductions via 
closure areas  

Indirect Low 
Positive 
Minor positive 
impacts from 
closure areas 

Mixed 
Short term positive 
from increased 
haddock trip limit 
but negative 
impacts resulting 
from closure areas 
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Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P, Pr, RFF  Interim 
Action 
(Settlement 
Agreement; 2002) 

Restricted DAS use, 
modified DAS 
clock for trip 
vessels, added year-
round closure of 
CLCA, expanded 
rolling closures, 
prohibited front-
loading DAS clock, 
increased GOM 
trawl and gillnet 
mesh size, added 
new limitations on 
Day gillnets and 
further restricted 
charter/party 
vessels 

Direct High 
Positive 
Implemented 
substantial directed 
fishing reductions 

Indirect High 
Positive 
Implemented 
substantial directed 
fishing reductions 
which also reduced 
discards/bycatch 

Indirect Positive 
Fishing reductions 
and expanded 
closure areas 
reduce protected 
species interactions 

Indirect High 
Positive 
Fishing reductions 
and expanded 
closure areas 
reduce negative 
impacts to habitat 

Mixed 
Short term impacts 
due to restrictions 
were highly 
negative but 
positive regarding 
the long term 
sustainability of the 
fishery 
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Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P, Pr, RFF  Interim 
Action 
(Settlement 
Agreement 
Continued; 2002) 

Continued above 
interim measures, 
further reduced 
DAS allocations, 
prohibited issuance 
of additional 
handgear permits, 
eliminated GOM 
Jan and Feb 
closures, increased 
SNE trawl and 
GB/SNE gillnet 
mesh sizes, further 
limited day and trip 
gillnets,  added 
longline gear 
restrictions, added 
possession limit and 
restrictions on 
yellowtail catch and 
increased GOM cod 
daily trip limit to 
500/4,000 lb max 

Direct High 
Positive 
Implemented 
substantial directed 
fishing reductions 

Indirect High 
Positive 
Implemented 
substantial directed 
fishing reductions 
which also reduced 
discards/bycatch 

Indirect Positive 
Fishing reductions 
reduce protected 
species interactions 

Indirect Positive 
Fishing reductions 
reduce negative 
impacts to habitat 

Mixed 
Short term impacts 
due to restrictions 
were highly 
negative but 
improving the long 
term sustainability 
of the fishery was 
positive 
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Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P, Pr, RFF 

Amendment 13 
(2004) 

Adopted new 
rebuilding periods 
and a new 
rebuilding program 
that included 
periodic 
adjustments and 
default DAS 
reductions to reduce 
effort over time, 
allowed DAS to be 
leased or 
transferred, created 
sector allocation 
and special access 
programs to allow 
access to stocks that 
can support an 
increase in catch 

Direct High 
Positive 
Implemented 
substantial directed 
fishing reductions 

Mixed 
Implemented 
substantial directed 
fishing reductions 
which also reduced 
discards/bycatch.  
However, the mores 
stringent restrictions 
created pressure to 
direct on other 
stocks (e.g., 
monkfish) 

Indirect Positive 
Fishing reductions 
reduce protected 
species interactions 

Indirect Positive 
Fishing reductions 
reduce negative 
impacts to habitat 

Mixed 
Short term impacts 
due to restrictions 
were highly 
negative but 
improving the long 
term sustainability 
of the fishery was 
positive 

P, Pr, RFF 

Framework 40A 
(2004) 

Created additional 
SAPs to target 
healthy stocks 

Direct Positive 
Directing effort 
toward healthy 
stocks relieved 
pressure on stocks 
of concern 

Indirect Negative 
Increased bycatch 
of monkfish and 
skates 
 

Negligible 
Although effort 
increased slightly, 
no effort shifts 
impacting 
protected species 
are known to have 
occurred 

Negligible 
Although effort 
increased slightly, 
no effort shifts 
impacting habitat 
are known to have 
occurred 

Indirect Positive 
Provided vessels 
the opportunity for 
greater revenue 
while relieving 
pressure on stocks 
of concern 
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Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P, Pr, RFF 

Framework 40B 
(2005) 

Relaxed DAS 
leasing and transfer 
requirements, 
created new 
yellowtail flounder 
SAP, provided 
greater opportunity 
for vessels to 
participate in the 
GB Cod Hook 
Sector, removed the 
net trip limit for 
gillnets, etc. 

Negligible 
Mix of alternatives, 
some of which 
slightly increased 
effort and others 
that slightly 
decreased effort.  
Overall, changes did 
not threaten 
rebuilding targets 
established by 
Amendment 13   

Indirect Low 
Negative 
Mix of alternatives 
that primarily had 
little impact on 
discards/bycatch 
with the exception 
of removing the net 
trip limit for gillnets 
which increased 
monkfish effort 

Negligible 
Slight effort 
changes did not 
have measurable 
impacts to 
protected species 

Negligible 
Slight effort 
changes did not 
have measurable 
impacts to  habitat 

Indirect Low 
Positive 
Slight changes to 
the leasing and 
transfer programs 
along with greater 
opportunities to 
participate in SAPs 
provides an 
opportunity for 
greater revenue 

P, Pr, RFF 

Framework 41 
(2005) 

Allowed for 
participation in the 
Hook Gear 
Haddock SAP by 
non-Sector vessels 

Direct Low 
Positive 
Encouraged effort 
on haddock, a 
healthy stock, and 
thus away from 
other stocks of 
concern 

Indirect Low 
Negative 
Although directed 
effort shifted to a 
healthier stock, 
there was an overall 
effort increase 
resulting in a greater  
opportunity for 
bycatch/discards 

Negligible 
Slight effort 
changes did not 
have measurable 
impacts to 
protected species 

Negligible 
Slight effort 
changes did not 
have measurable 
impacts to  habitat 

Indirect Low 
Positive 
Greater opportunity 
to fish for a healthy 
stock provides 
increased revenue 
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Action Description Impacts on 

Regulated 
Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

P Emergency 
Action (2006) 

Implemented 
differential A DAS 
of 1.4:1, restricted 
the B Regular DAS 
program and 
US/CA Haddock 
SAP and reduced 
trip limits on cod, 
yellowtail, etc.  

Direct High 
Positive 
Implemented effort 
reductions that 
anticipated 
achieving mortality 
reductions needed to 
keep stocks on track 
to rebuild 

Mixed 
Effort reductions 
lead to reduced 
discards/bycatch but 
the B Regular DAS 
program increased 
monkfish and skate 
bycatch 

Negligible 
Effort changes did 
not have 
measurable 
impacts to 
protected species 

Negligible 
Effort changes did 
not have more than 
minimal impacts to  
habitat 

Mix 
Short term effort 
reductions have a 
negative impact on 
revenues but 
increase long term 
sustainability of 
stocks 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P, Pr, RFF 

Framework 42 
(2006) 

Reduced the 
number of A DAS 
available, modified 
differential DAS 
counting to 2:1 in 
the GOM and SNE, 
reduced trip limits 
for several stocks, 
increased 
recreations 
minimum fish sizes, 
required use of 
VMS by all vessels, 
modified the SAPs, 
limited the bycatch 
of monkfish and 
skates for vessels 
using a haddock 
separator trawl, etc. 

Direct High 
Positive 
Implemented effort 
reductions that 
anticipated 
achieving mortality 
reductions needed to 
keep stocks on track 
to rebuild 

Indirect Positive 
Effort reductions 
lead to reduced 
discards/bycatch 
and measures were 
implemented to 
control monkfish 
and skate bycatch  

Indirect Low 
Positive 
Overall effort 
reductions have a 
positive impact, 
particularly to 
protected species 
in high use areas 
such as the GOM 
and SNE where 
strict differential 
counting rules are 
in effect 

Indirect Low 
Positive 
Overall effort 
reductions have a 
positive impact 

Mixed 
Effort reductions 
have a significant 
negative impact to 
vessel owners and 
communities, 
primarily due to 
loss of revenues.  
Over the long term 
however, stocks 
should remain 
sustainable 
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Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P, Pr, RFF 

Framework 43 
(2006) 

Established a 
haddock incidental 
bycatch limit in the 
herring fishery on 
GB 

Mixed 
While the incidental 
haddock allowance 
allows some legal 
catch of haddock 
which has a 
negative impact, the 
area is closed after 
the bycatch cap is 
reached which 
prohibits further 
harvest  (positive 
impact)  

Negligible 
The herring fishery 
is fairly clean and 
the increased 
haddock bycatch 
problem arose from 
strong 2003 and 
2004 year classes.  
Allowing legal 
retention of 
haddock bycatch 
should not alter 
fishing practices in 
a manner that would 
impact species 
taken as bycatch 

Negligible 
Although attaining 
the bycatch cap 
could reduce effort 
on GB, the extent 
of this reduction 
was not expected 
to have an overall 
impact on 
protected species 

Negligible 
Gear used to target 
herring have been 
found not to have 
an impact on 
habitat 

Mixed 
Allowing herring 
vessels to continue 
fishing practices on 
GB has a positive 
impact on those 
vessels and 
communities.  
However, the loss 
of the potential 
haddock catch has 
a negative impact 
on fishermen 
targeting 
groundfish 

P, P, RFF 

Amendment 16 
(2010) 

Modifies rebuilding 
mortality targets and 
status determination 
criteria, adopts 
ACL/AM 
requirements, 
modifies effort 
controls, expands 
sector policies, 
implements 17 
additional sectors, 
modifies SAPs, 
changes DAS leasing 
and transfer programs 

Direct High 
Positive 
Suite of measures 
reduces fishing 
mortality on 
groundfish stocks to 
continue rebuilding 

Indirect Positive 
Reduced effort from 
common-pool and 
sector measures 
expected to reduce 
discards of non-
target species 

Indirect Low 
Postive 
If common pool 
and sector 
measures reduce 
overall 
groundfishfishing 
effort, this will 
likely reduce 
protected species 
impacts 

Direct Low 
Positive 
Fishing effort 
reductions from 
common pool and 
sector measurres 
should reduce 
interactions with 
EFH 

Mixed 
Combination of 
effort controls and 
sector measures 
likely to reduce 
number of vessels, 
crew, communities  
participating in 
fishery, but 
remaining 
participants may be 
more profitable 
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Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P, P, RFF Framework 
44 
(2011) 

Specify 
OFLs/ABC/ACLs 
for groundfish; 
authroized in-
season adjustments 
for common pool 
vessels;adopted 
YTF allocations for 
scallop fishery 

Positive 
Established catch 
limits consistent 
with mortality 
targets and measures 
to insure targets are 
not exceeded 
 

No impact/neutral 
 

Mixed 
YTF allocations 
may reduce scallop 
effortif they limit 
fishery, reduce 
interactions with 
protected species 
 

Negligible 
 

Minor/Mixed 
Revenues should 
increase over time 
but short term 
losses expeceted 
 

RFF Framework 47 

Specify 
OFLs/ABC/ACLs 
for groundfish, FY 
2012 -2014 

Direct Positive 
Continue stock 
rebuiding 

Negligible 
Analysis not 
complete but 
minimal impacts 
expected 

Negligible 
Analysis not 
complete but 
minimal impacts 
expected 

Negligible 
Analysis not 
complete but 
minimal impacts 
expected 

 

RFF Amendment 
17 

Consider 
accumulation limits 
and measures to 
maintain fleet 
diversity 

Negligble 
Will not change 
total groundfish 
catch 

Minor/Mixed 
Will not change 
total catch but could 
conceivably divert 
effort into other 
fisheries 

Minor 
May change types 
of fishing activity 

Minor 
May change 
distribiution of 
catch by gears used 
in the fishery  

Mixed 
While some 
communities may 
support ownership 
caps or other 
measures to 
maintaint fleet 
diversity, others 
my view this as an 
inefficient way to 
manage 
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Action Description Impacts on 

Regulated 
Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

MULTISPECIES FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 
 

 

 

 

 

RFF Sector EAs 
(2011) 

Sector EAs would 
be prepared for 
each sector 
approved under this 
Amendment.  These 
documents would 
assess impacts from 
exemptions granted 
to individual sectors 
that go beyond the 
universal 
exemptions   

Negligible 
Because exemptions 
granted to sectors 
must strive to have 
neutral impacts 
compared to 
common pool 
vessels, impacts 
would be negligible 

Negligible 
Because exemptions 
granted to sectors 
must strive to have 
neutral impacts 
compared to 
common pool 
vessels, impacts 
would be negligible 

Negligible 
Because 
exemptions 
granted to sectors 
must strive to have 
neutral impacts 
compared to 
common pool 
vessels, impacts 
would be 
negligible 

Negligible 
Because 
exemptions granted 
to sectors must 
strive to have 
neutral impacts 
compared to 
common pool 
vessels, impacts 
would be 
negligible 

Low Positive 
Because one of the 
intents of sectors is 
to provide 
participants greater 
freedom to 
maximize their 
operations, 
revenues would be 
expected to be 
slightly higher 

OTHER FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS 
P Prosecution of 
the Herring 
fisheries by foreign 
fleets in the area 
that would become 
the U.S. EEZ 
(prior to 
implementation of 
the M-S Act) 

Foreign fishing 
pressure peaked in 
the 1960s and 
slowly declined until 
passage of the M-S 
Act and 
implementation of 
the FMP 

Negative – high 
bycatch and fishing 
mortality rates 

High Negative – 
declining population 
and crash on 
Georges Bank 

Potentially 
Negative - given 
high bycatch in 
DWF mackerel and 
squid fisheries  

Low Negative – 
unknown impacts 
from foreign fishing 
practices 

Low Negative – 
value from fishery 
cycling to foreign 
businesses 

P, Pr Interstate FMP 
beginning in 1983 
and ASMFC 
Atlantic Herring 
FMP in 1993, 
ASMFC FMP 
actions in 1998 
and 2000 

Management in 
state waters 
Address growth in 
the fishery, allocate 
IWP 
Define overfishing, 
estimate MSY, 
spawning closures, 
days out 
Redefine spawning 
areas, impose 

Neutral 

Positive – establish 
management in 
State waters to ease 
overfishing pressure 
and rebuild stock 

Low Positive – 
limited fishing effort Positive 

Positive – 
establish IWP, 
more available to 
local economies 
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landing restriction 
from spawning 
areas 

P,P,RF NEFMC 
Altnatic Herring 
FMP and 
subsequebt 
amendments 

Establish TACs, 
management areas, 
reporting 
requirements, 
permits, 
complement state 
management 

Low Positive – 
reduced bycatch 

Positive – establish 
complementary 
Federal 
management to 
protect stock 

Positive –
established overall 
TAC and area 
TACs 

Low Positive – 
limit fishing effort 

Neutral – support 
local economies, 
but limit catch with 
TAC 

P, Pr, RFF Atlantic 
Sea Scallop FMP 
– a series of 
amendment and 
framework actions 
from the mid-
1990s through the 
present  

Implementation of 
the Atlantic Sea 
Scallop FMP and 
continued 
management of the 
fishery, primarily 
through effort 
controls 

Direct Positive 
Effort reductions 
taken over time 
have resulted in a 
sustainable scallop 
fishery 

Indirect Positive 
Effort reductions 
taken over time also 
reduced bycatch, 
including gear 
modifications that 
improved bycatch 
escapement 

Mixed 
Effort reductions 
taken over time 
reduced 
interactions with 
protected species 
however, turtle 
interactions remain 
problematic 

Indirect Positive 
Effort reductions 
reduced gear 
contact with habitat 
and the current 
rotational access 
program focuses 
fishing effort on 
sandy substrates 
which are less 
susceptible to 
habitat impacts 

Indirect Positive 
Initial negative 
impacts due to 
effort reductions 
have been 
supplanted by a 
sustainable, 
profitable fishery 
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Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

OTHER FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 
P, Pr, RFF Monkfish 
FMP – a series of 
amendment and 
framework actions 
from 
implementation of 
the FMP in 1999 
through the 
present 

Implementation of 
the monkfish FMP 
and continued 
management of the 
fishery, primarily 
through effort 
controls 

Direct Positive 
Effort reductions 
have resulted in a 
fishery that is no 
longer overfished, 
nor is overfishing 
occurring 

Indirect Positive 
Effort reductions 
taken over time also 
reduced bycatch 

Indirect Positive 
Reducing effort 
reduced 
opportunities for 
interactions with 
protected species 

Indirect Positive 
Reducing effort 
reduced 
opportunities for 
habitat interactions 

Indirect Positive 
Reducing effort has 
created a 
sustainable fishery 

Pr, RFF Large 
Whale Take 
Reduction Plan 
Amendment 
(2008) 

Removed the DAM 
program, will 
implement sinking 
ground lines for 
lobster gear, 
includes more 
trap/pot and gillnet 
fisheries under the 
protection plan and 
requires additional 
markings on gear to 
improve 
information 
regarding where 
and how 
entanglements 
occur 

Negligible 
Changes 
implemented 
through the 
amendment are not 
expected to have 
substantial changes 
on groundfish 

Negligible 
Changes 
implemented 
through the 
amendment are not 
expected to have 
substantial changes 
on non-groundfish 
species 

Direct Positive 
New regulations 
implemented to 
protect large 
whales are 
expected to have a 
positive impact on 
large whales by 
reducing incidental 
takes 

Negligible 
Changes 
implemented 
through the 
amendment are not 
expected to have 
substantial changes 
to habitat 

Indirect Negative 
Changes 
implemented 
through the 
amendment require 
some gear changes 
for gillnet fisheries 
which have minor 
negative economic 
impacts 

 
 
 



Framework Adjustment 46 
Appendix III 
 

III-23 

 
 

Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

OTHER FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

RFF Harbor 
Porpoise Take 
Reduction Plan 
Amendment 
(~2010) 

Options are 
currently under 
development to 
reduce takes of 
harbor porpoise 
toward the long-
term zero mortality 
rate goal 

Unknown 
If current measures 
such as closure 
areas and the use of 
pingers are 
expanded upon or 
modified, it could 
impact groundfish 

Unknown 
If current measures 
such as closure 
areas and the use of 
pingers are 
expanded upon or 
modified, it could 
impact non-
groundfish species 

Direct Positive 
Changes to protect 
harbor porpoise 
have a positive 
impact on 
protected species 

Unknown 
If current measures 
such as closure 
areas and the use of 
pingers are 
expanded upon or 
modified, it could 
impact habitat 

Unknown 
If current measures 
such as closure 
areas and the use of 
pingers are 
expanded upon or 
modified, it could 
impact human 
communities 

RFF Essential Fish 
Habitat Omnibus 
Amendment 
(~2010/2011) 

This amendment 
would revised EFH 
designations for all 
New England 
fisheries, possibly 
establish new 
HAPCs and 
consider measures 
to further protect 
critical habitat; may 
revise multispecies 
closed areas 

Unknown 
If new measures are 
implemented to 
protect habitat, they 
would likely have a 
positive impact on 
groundfish 

Unknown 
If new measures are 
implemented to 
protect habitat, they 
could have a 
positive impact non-
groundfish species 

Unknown 
If new measures 
are implemented to 
protect habitat, 
they could 
potentially impact 
protected species 

Direct Positive 
New measures 
implemented to 
protect habitat 
would have a 
positive impact on 
habitat 

Unknown 
If new measures 
are implemented to 
protect habitat, 
they would likely 
impact human 
communities  

P, Pr RFF 

Amendment 3 to 
the Skate FMP 
(2010) 

This amendment 
addresses rebuilding 
of winter and thorny 
skates and reduce 
mortality on little 
and smooth skates; 
reduces trip limits, 
adopts ACLs and 
AMs 

Minor Negative 
Lower skate 
possession limits 
and closures may 
cause vessels to use 
DAS for groundfish  

Mixed 
Actions taken to 
reduce skate 
mortality; they 
could leadto 
increased targeting 
of  non-groundfish 
species 

Unknown 
If actions are taken 
to reduce skate 
mortality, they 
could impact 
protected species 

Unknown 
If actions are taken 
to reduce skate 
mortality, they 
could impact 
habitat 

Minor negative 
Actions taken to 
reduce skate 
mortality 
negatively  impact 
human 
communities 
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Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

NON FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS 

P, Pr, RFFA 
Agriculture runoff  

Nutrients applied to 
agriculture land are 
introduced into 
aquatic systems 

Indirect Negative 
Reduced habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Reduced habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Direct Negative 
Reduced habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Reduced habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Reduced habitat 
quality negatively 
affects resource 
viability and can 
lead to reduced 
income from 
fishery resources 

P, Pr, RFFA Port 
maintenance 

Dredging of 
wetlands, coastal, 
port and harbor 
areas for port 
maintenance  

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 
in habitat quality  

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 
in habitat quality  

Direct Negative 
Reduced habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Localized 
decreases in habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Reduced habitat 
quality negatively 
affects resource 
viability in the 
immediate project 
area 

P, Pr, RFFA Offshore 
disposal of 
dredged materials 

Disposal of dredged 
materials  

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 
in habitat quality in 
the immediate 
project area 

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 
in habitat quality in 
the immediate 
project area 

Direct Negative 
Reduced habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Localized 
decreases in habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Reduced habitat 
quality negatively 
affects resource 
viability in the 
immediate project 
area 
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Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

NON FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

P, Pr, RFFA Beach 
nourishment 

Offshore mining of 
sand for beaches  
 

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 
in habitat quality in 
the immediate 
project area 

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 
in habitat quality in 
the immediate 
project area 

Direct Negative 
Reduced habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Localized 
decreases in habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Mixed 
Positive for mining 
companies, 
possibly negative 
for fisheries 

Placement of sand 
to nourish beach 
shorelines 

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 
in habitat quality in 
the immediate 
project area 

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 
in habitat quality in 
the immediate 
project area  

Direct Negative 
Reduced habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Localized 
decreases in habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area  

Positive 
Improves beaches 
and can help 
protect homes 
along the shore line 

P, Pr, RFFA Marine 
transportation 

Expansion of port 
facilities, vessel 
operations and 
recreational marinas  

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 
in habitat quality in 
the immediate 
project area  

Indirect Negative 
Localized decreases 
in habitat quality in 
the immediate 
project area  

Direct Negative 
Reduced habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Localized 
decreases in habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Mixed 
Positive for some 
interests, potential 
displacement for 
others 

P, Pr, RFFA 
Installation of 
pipelines, utility 
lines and cables 

Transportation of 
oil, gas and energy 
through pipelines, 
utility lines and 
cables 

Indirect Negative 
Initially localized 
decreases in habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Initially localized 
decreases in habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Initially localized 
decreases in 
habitat quality in 
the immediate 
project area 

Potentially Direct 
Negative 
Initially reduced 
habitat quality in 
the immediate 
project area 

Mixed 
End users benefit 
from improved 
pipelines, cables, 
etc., but reduced 
habitat quality may 
impact fisheries 
and revenues 
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Action Description Impacts on 
Regulated 

Groundfish Stocks 

Impacts on Non-
groundfish species 

Impacts on 
Endangered and 
Other Protected 

Species 

Impacts on 
Habitat – 

Including Non-
fishing Effects 

Impacts on 
Human 

Communities 

NON FISHERY-RELATED ACTIONS CONTINUED 

Pr, RFFA Liquefied 
Natural Gas 
(LNG) terminals 
(w/in 5 years) 

Transportation of 
natural gas via 
tanker to terminals 
located offshore and 
onshore (Several 
LNG terminals are 
proposed, including 
ME, MA, NY, NJ 
and MD) 

Indirect Negative 
Initially localized 
decreases in habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Initially localized 
decreases in habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Initially localized 
decreases in 
habitat quality in 
the immediate 
project area 

Potentially Direct 
Negative 
Localized 
decreases in habitat 
quality possible in 
the immediate 
project area 

Mixed 
End users benefit 
from a steady 
supply of natural 
gas but reduced 
habitat quality may 
impact fisheries 
and revenues 

RFFA Offshore 
Wind Energy 
Facilities 
(w/in 5 years) 

Construction of 
wind turbines to 
harness electrical 
power  (Several 
facilities proposed 
from ME through 
NC, including off 
the coast of MA) 
 
 

Indirect Negative 
Initially localized 
decreases in habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Indirect Negative 
Initially localized 
decreases in habitat 
quality in the 
immediate project 
area 

Potentially Direct 
Negative 
Localized 
decreases in 
habitat quality 
possible in the 
immediate project 
area 

Potentially Direct 
Negative 
Localized 
decreases in habitat 
quality possible in 
the immediate 
project area 

Mixed 
End users benefit 
from a clean 
energy production 
but reduced habitat 
quality may impact 
fisheries and 
revenues 
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