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Limitations, Assumptions, and Qualifying Terms  

of 
NEFMC Essential Fish Habitat Data and Information Sources 

 
 
Scientific advice on status of stocks is formulated using both fishery-generated data and 
research vessel survey data.  Both sets of information could be utilized as a proxy to 
determine essential fish habitat (EFH) designations based upon loci of species 
abundance; however, while fishery-dependent data may identify 'hot-spots' (or preferred 
habitat), especially as a stock's range contracts because of population decline, the time 
series of research survey data offers a more systematic approach for identifying and 
protecting critical habitat necessary for stock rebuilding. 
  
The principle objective in commercial fishing operations is to maximize economic 
returns.  This influences fishing strategy such as gear choice, area fished, and selection of 
target species.  Fishing gear might include various towed nets, such as otter trawls or 
scallop dredges, or other, more passive capture devices like gill nets or fish pots.  Each 
type of fishing gear differs in its method of deployment and retrieval, and each has its 
own set of advantages, disadvantages, and logistical constraints with respect to capture of 
various fish species or size selectivity within a species.   
 
Although scientists may utilize similar gear to sample fish populations, the objectives of 
standardized surveys are very different from commercial harvesting operations.  Research 
surveys sample both commercial and non-commercial species, a difficult task given the 
diversity in size and inaccessibility of all the organisms inhabiting dynamic marine 
communities.  Despite the assumptions associated with them, research surveys have 
proven essential for management of the nation's marine resources and ecosystems, and 
have assumed greater importance in monitoring the status of depleted resources because 
of curtailment in commercial effort, and now provide the first characterization of EFH.  
The following surveys (federal and state) are being used in the EFH designation process 
for federally managed species based on areas of high concentration and/or absence / 
presence: 
 

• NMFS Marine Resources Monitoring, Assessment and Prediction Program 
(MARMAP) 

• NMFS Bottom Trawl Survey 

• NMFS Sea Scallop Survey 

• Hudson-Raritan Survey 

• Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries Bottom Trawl Survey 
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Other sources of information to designate and describe EFH for federally managed 
species include the food habits database, NOAA's Estuarine Living Marine Resources 
(ELMR) information, fishing industry input, and the literature review. 
  
Begun in 1963 by what is currently the NEFSC (NMFS) at Woods Hole, the concept 
behind the original multispecies bottom survey program was to undertake broad-scale, 
multi-species biological data acquisition, not just on the harvestable portion of the 
ecosystem, but on other components such as early life history stages of fish (eggs, larvae, 
and pre-recruits), their food organisms (such as zooplankton, etc.), as well as information 
on environmental trends, and other biological data (Grosslein 1969; Azarovitz 1981; 
Despres-Patanjo et al. 1988).  Continental shelf-wide surveys are undertaken at set 
frequencies during the year, or every third year for surf clams and ocean quahogs, using 
mobile gear such as the scallop dredge, hydraulic clam dredge, bongo nets (the 
MARMAP survey), and otter trawls.  Sometimes, one survey is "piggybacked" on 
another -- for example, MARMAP sampling is undertaken on trawl surveys.  
Hydrographic variables are collected on all surveys (usually depth, near-bottom and 
surface temperature and salinity) to characterize physical conditions of the sample 
stations.  Data and samples are also collected during each trawl survey to characterize 
biological parameters of each species caught by the survey gear.  These data include 
length frequencies and individual weights, structures to determine age classes (e.g. scales 
and otoliths), observations or samples to determine the reproductive status (sec and 
maturity stage), and food habits of each species. 
  
Scientific information required for fisheries assessments and fisheries management 
depends on the objectives of fishery-independent data collection effort and the degree of 
acceptable risk or uncertainty (Sissenwine et al. 1983).  Because it is impossible to 
census entirely over a large area (cost / time considerations), only a fraction of potential 
areas can be sampled.  The accuracy of the estimates from surveys is a function of the 
sampling design, the number of samples (stations) completed, and the behavioral and 
morphological characteristics of a species.  The effort represents a balance between 
accuracy of the estimates and the costs and need for synoptic coverage within a short 
time frame.   
  
The efficiency of sampling devices varies and they do not catch all organisms in the area 
sampled.  They measure only the life stages vulnerable to the gear, consequently, 
sampling does not reveal how many fish were not caught.  Also, it must be assumed that 
neither the environment nor the fish distribution will change very much over the duration 
of the survey.  Spatial and temporal species composition will change by season and area.  
In addition, major environmental conditions (e.g., gulfstream gyres) may result in 
temporal and spatial changes in the distribution of ichthyoplankton.  The patchy nature of 
ichthyoplankton assemblages and the wide variation of size, morphology, and behavior 
patterns of early life history fishes may be problematic during the survey, but over a long-
term time series, synoptic surveys standardized to specific calendar periods, will 
effectively describe trends in the centers of abundance and distribution whether for eggs, 
larvae, juveniles, or adults of certain species. 
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Specifically related to the MARMAP, complete taxonomic descriptions of fish eggs and 
larvae are limited due to the major morphological changes that occur from 
ichthyoplankton stages to juvenile and adult stages of fishes.  For example, classifications 
of different eggs within the same taxa are limited (i.e. Urophycis spp.).  Observations of 
ichthyoplankton population characteristics may be limited or not described thoroughly 
due to the difficulty of identifying organisms to the lowest possible taxa. 
  
The core survey program is the statistically designed bottom trawl survey of NEFSC 
(NMFS), now in its 36th year (Survey Working Group 1988).  This survey has been 
duplicated by Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries (MDMF) and some other 
states for determining abundance and distribution of fishes in their territorial waters as 
well as specific embayments, e.g., the NEFSC Hudson-Raritan survey and MARMAP.  A 
limitation of the latter surveys is that only a portion of a species distribution is covered, 
increasing variance of abundance indices due to annual changes in availability, 
particularly for migratory species.  However, coastal surveys using small mesh trawls 
appear to be particularly useful for assessing distribution and abundance of juvenile fish 
and estimating recruiting year classes.  
 
The basic assumption of the surveys is that species catch (weight or number) per standard 
tow (or catch per unit effort, CPUE) is proportional to stock density over the area 
surveyed and that changes in the index of abundance over time are directly proportional 
to changes in abundance.  This is achievable only if there is low annual variability in 
temporal or spatial distribution of a species, or for NEFSC surveys -- complete coverage 
in the distribution of species, and the species vulnerability to the sampling gear.   
  
A requirement for successfully monitoring changes in abundance is an objective measure 
of the precision of the abundance index, i.e., the sampling error of the average catch per 
tow.  The heterogeneous distribution of fish stocks led to the use of the stratified random 
sampling design which improves precision by removing the among strata variance 
component and also ensures some trawling in all depth zones of all geographic regions 
(Cochran 1977; Fogarty 1985).  Every towable habitat type is sampled with a probability 
proportional to specific habitat type within each stratum.  This consistent sampling 
strategy, with some slight variation, is employed for all the surveys contributing 
information to EFH description, including those for mollusks.  Still, sampling intensity 
may not provide identification of all high density areas in a given year, e.g., scallop beds.  
The same could be said if there was effort directed to characterize habitat with seabed 
surveillance equipment over a broad scale.  Documenting changes in species distribution 
is very much related to choosing the appropriate spatial and temporal scaling in sampling.   
  
Catchability is the fraction of a fish population in the path of the gear which is caught and 
retained by a defined unit of fishing effort.  Catchability depends on the size, power, 
speed of the towing vessel, trawl design, physical factors such as sea state, bottom type, 
currents, etc, and species.  Towing speed and time are standardized.  Overall objectives 
and gear design dictate that a compromise must be made with respect to towing speed 
since maximum catchability is achieved for demersal species at slow speed and at a 
higher speed for pelagic species.  Most research trawls are towed at 2.5 knots (MDMF) or 
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3.5 knots (NEFSC).  There is also a coefficient of proportionality between CPUE and true 
abundance.  It is assumed to be constant over time, especially lacking information on 
relative fishing power or changes in species availability; nonetheless, absolute abundance 
(density) is underestimated by a bottom trawl survey.  The main limitation of all survey 
sampling gear, whether Bongo nets, trawls, or dredges, is that annual changes in species 
catchability contribute significantly to variance of the survey abundance indices (Byrne et 
al. 1981; Collie and Sissenwine 1983). 
  
Trawl surveys are subject to two categories of statistical error:  variance and bias (Byrne, 
et al. 1981).  Variance around the true abundance index arises out of fluctuations in the 
spatial or vertical distribution of the species populations, environmental conditions, 
sample size, variation in gear performance and procedures, and through interactions of 
these factors.  Variance in the measured variables associated with the first two factors 
could be reduced by additional stratification besides depth (e.g., by bottom type), 
increasing the intensity of sampling (more stations / sq. n. mi.), and -- with regard to 
environmental variability -- minimized by conducting seasonal surveys during the same 
time frame; the latter two methods are routinely followed.  The easiest and least costly 
alternative, which is also practiced as a matter of course, is to maintain high standards for 
each piece of sampling gear in construction, maintenance, and use.  Adherence to 
uniform catch sampling strategies and measurement methods by the scientists is also 
routinely followed.  
  
Bias is a systematic error in the abundance estimate related to fishing power of the gear 
and influences of vessel power, noise, crew, scientists, and adherence to net 
specifications as noted above, but also arises from availability and selectivity of fish to 
the gear (Byrne et al. 1981).  Although the sampling gear should ideally capture all 
organisms (of all size ranges) in its path in some known proportion to their absolute 
numbers, in practice, this is not possible because the net opening extends only a few 
meters above the substrate whereas fish distribution may extend vertically above and 
below the net.  In addition, species exhibit different swimming speeds, endurance, 
morphology, and behavior patterns which plays a part in herding and capture success.  
Generally, gear avoidance is higher during daylight than darkness.  The size and type of 
ground gear and the net mesh size may bias species composition and size (age) structure.  
Usually, large specimens may more easily avoid the trawl opening and smaller fish may 
pass through the mesh resulting in size dependent catchability of age groups.  For 
example, the bongo sampling technique of MARMAP selectively collects pelagic eggs 
and larvae but does not equally collect demersal eggs and larvae (i.e. herring and ocean 
pout) or egg veils (i.e. monkfish).  The choice of sampling gear comes down to pragmatic 
considerations such as efficiency, ease of operation, maintainability, and gear cost.  A 
constant proportional bias is acceptable (Doubleday 1981), which is why indices are 
'relative' measures.  Controlling sources of systematic error arising from vessel and gear 
factors, in particular, is widely recognized and very important relative to ensuring 
viability and comparability of past survey data to current and future data (Walsh et al. 
1993).       
Because trawls are less than 100% efficient, catch indices are inaccurate for measuring 
absolute abundance.  They are also imprecise mainly because of the highly contagious 
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distribution of fish, i.e., high proportion of zero catches.  Nonetheless, bottom trawl 
survey data is very useful for monitoring trends in abundance (Clark 1979).  NEFSC 
scientists have used various statistical methods (Delta distribution and time series 
analysis) to construct catch/ tow data indices which increase survey precision and more 
closely track populations than does the original series (Pennington 1983; Pennington 
1985).  Precision of the indices of abundance are highest [lowest Coefficient of Variation 
(CV's)] for demersal species (Survey Working Group 1988).  Flounder species and 
pelagic fish have higher CV's.  The lower precision for flounders relates to diel (day/ 
night) activity changes and the use of roller gear which may pass over individuals in 
close contact with the substrate.  Also, other species besides flounder exhibit diel changes 
in distribution, such that by moving off bottom at night, they are less vulnerable, but 
during daylight are more vulnerable by being concentrated near bottom (e.g., squid).  
Pelagics are normally aggregated in schools (e.g., Atlantic herring) making indices 
extremely variable, and especially so for those that undertake extensive seasonal 
migrations, like Atlantic mackerel.  Thus, a time series of survey information often 
provide clearer evidence for trends in abundance than just the results from one survey.   
  
Whether the footrope of the trawl is rigged with large roller gear or small "cookies" 
influences catchability and efficiency of sampling over certain substrate.  Fish associated 
with complex bathymetry such as ledges or that seek seclusion amongst boulders (e.g., 
Atlantic cod) or submarine canyons (e.g., tilefish) are not as effectively sampled as fish 
common to smooth substrate.  The result is that geographic gaps in data sometimes exist 
for certain 'hard bottom' regions.  Similarly, the increasing presence of fixed gear (lobster 
pot trawls, gill nets, conch, scup, and sea bass pots) on trawlable bottom during the last 
decade has also caused some disruption of sampling in certain habitats both in coastal 
waters and along the edge of the continental shelf and may create bias.  The heightened 
potential for gear conflicts, as well as other considerations, limits coastal survey 
operations to daytime only (e.g., the MDMF survey) and may necessitate the federal 
survey to sample narrow, deep-water strata along continental shelf during daylight to 
avoid gear conflicts.  For the most part, sampling operations conducted by state surveys 
cannot be undertaken in depths shallower than 3-5 m, therefore, intertidal as well as some 
shallow subtidal habitats, and shoal banks cannot be sampled.     
 
A subset of fish collected during the NEFSC Bottom Trawl surveys are used to identify 
fish prey composition through dietary analysis.  The food habits sampling is an ongoing 
program which began in the 1960s.  The sampling protocol has undergone several 
revisions over time, but the data generated serves as a time series for the analysis of 
predator prey relationships and how they change.  The database is currently being used to 
characterize fish diets for the species requiring EFH designation.  The data has some 
inherent weakness in that certain prey groups may be underrepresented because they may 
be rapidly digested or not recognizable to the lowest possible taxonomic grouping.  Soft 
bodied animals, such a polychaete worms often may not easily be identified to species 
because of their state of digestion.  Food habits data is generally summarized in one of 
two ways, either percent weight of the total stomach contents for each prey category or as 
percent occurrence of fish containing a particular prey. These two methods also have 
their limits.  The percent weight approach will underestimate the importance of rapidly 
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digested prey and the percent occurrence method may over emphasize the dietary value 
of small but widely preyed upon animals.  Taken together these two indices of dietary 
habits give a reasonable characterization of a predators diet.  More detailed dietary 
analysis, including ontogenetic changes and details of the prey available (not just what is 
eaten) will further the understanding of the relationship between fish and their habitat.  
 
The NEFSC conducted an extensive review of existing scientific and grey literature to 
describe the life history characteristics and habitat requirements of managed species.  The 
FMP EFH Source documents are developed from the literature reviews and are being 
used to develop the text descriptions of EFH.  Although these reviews are thorough and 
comprehensive, other sources of information on particular life history characteristics and 
habitat associations may be available that support the document with further references.  
Time and resource constraints have limited the effort available to fully exhaust all 
potential sources of information. 
 
In summary, survey data can provide indices of relative abundance for many species, and 
for many age / size groups within a species.  These data are also useful for providing 
information on the spatial and temporal distributions of many species, and can be used to 
define species assemblages and to monitor changes in them (Gabriel 1992).  The primary 
use of the surveys, however, is for stock assessment and not to identify specific habitat 
conditions.  Inferences made from these assessment data need to be interpreted with 
caution during EFH designation:  the spatial and temporal scales of these inferences are 
constrained by the resolution power and lack of environmental factors collected during 
the research survey.  Further information on environmental conditions such as high 
resolution data of surficial sediments, water mass fronts, major and minor currents, 
nutrient levels, benthic faunal composition, or other parameters may assist in identifying 
EFH in the New England region.  The resolution power and few environmental 
parameters observed during the research survey is a function of sampling intensity, 
known sampling gear bias (e.g., size and species selectivity), sampling design (e.g., 
season of sampling), and low resolution of habitat conditions.  Inferences on species 
assemblages need to be tempered by the fact that variation in catchability by species can 
bias species composition of survey data. 
 
 



 

 

 

7 

References 
 
Azarovitz, T.R. 1981. A brief historical review of the Woods Hole Laboratory trawl survey time 

series. In: W.G. Doubleday and D. Rivard (editors). Can. Spec. Publ. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 
58:62-67. 

Byrne, C.J., T.R. Azarovitz, and M.P. Sissenwine. 1981. Factors affecting variability of research 
vessel trawl surveys. In: W.G. Doubleday and D. Rivard (editors). Can. Spec. Publ. Fish. 
Aquat. Sci. 58:258-273. 

Clark, S.H. 1979. Application of bottom trawl survey data to fish stock assessment. Fisheries 4:9-
15. 

Cochran, W.G. 1977. Sampling Techniques. John Wiley and Sons, Inc., New York, NY, 428p. 

Collie, J.S. and M.P. Sissenwine. 1983. Estimating population size from relative abundance data 
measured with error. Can. J. Fish Aquat. Sci. 40:1871-1983. 

Despres-Patanjo, L.I., T.R. Azarovitz, and C.J. Byrne. 1988. Twenty-five years of fish surveys in 
the Northwest Atlantic:  The NMFS Northeast Fisheries Center's bottom trawl survey 
program. Marine Fish. Rev. 50(4):69-71. 

Doubleday, W.G. (ed). 1981. Manual on groundfish surveys in the Northwest Atlantic, NAFO 
Sci. Coun. Studies 2:55p. 

Fogarty, M.J. 1985. Statistical considerations in the design of trawl surveys. FAO Fisheries 
Circular No. 786, Rome. 21p. 

Gabriel, W.L. 1992. Persistence of demersal fish assemblages between Cape Hatteras and Nova 
Scotia, Northwest Atlantic. J. Northw. Atl. Fish. Soc., 14:29-46. 

Grosslein, M.D. 1969. Groundfish survey program of BCF Woods Hole. Commercial Fish. Rev. 
31(8-9):22-35. 

Pennington, M. 1983. Efficient estimators of abundance for fish and plankton surveys. Biometrics 
39:281-286. 

Pennington, M. 1985. Estimating the relative abundance of fish from a series of trawl surveys. 
Biometrics 41:197-202. 

Sissenwine, M.P., T.R. Azarovitz, and J.B. Soumala. 1983. Determining the abundance of fish. 
In: Experimental biology at sea, edited by A. MacDonald, London, Academic Press, Inc., 
Chap. 3. 

Survey Working Group, NEFC. 1988. An evaluation of the bottom trawl survey program of the 
Northeast Fisheries Center. NOAA Tech. Memo. NMFS-F/NEC-52: 83p. 

Walsh, S.J., P.A. Hoeller, and W.D. McKone. 1993. Proceedings of the international workshop 
on survey trawl mensuration. Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Centre, St. John's, 
Newfoundland, March 18-19, 1991. Can. Tech. Rep. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 1911: 114 p. 

 
     



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT AMENDMENT 
 

APPENDIX E 
 

The Effects of Fishing on Habitat 
 

by 
 

Peter Auster and Richard Langton 
 











































































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT AMENDMENT 
 

APPENDIX F 
 

Coastal Zone Management Agency Letters 
 



New England Fishery Management Council 
5 Broadway, Saugus, MA 01906-1036 

Tel (781) 231-0422 • Fax (617) 565-8937 
 

Chairman   Executive Director 
Joseph M. Brancaleone Paul J. Howard 

 
 

 October 6, 1998 
 

 
Ms. Fran Rudoff 
Maine Coastal Program 
State Planning Office 
State House Station 38 
184 State Street 
Augusta, ME  04333 
 
RE:  Essential Fish Habitat FMP Amendment Consistency Determination 
 
Dear Ms. Rudoff: 
 
The New England Fishery Management Council is submitting the Essential Fish Habitat Amendment to 
its fishery management plans (FMPs) to the Secretary of Commerce for approval under Section 304 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  This document serves as Amendment 
#11 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, Amendment #9 to the Sea Scallop FMP, Amendment #1 to the 
Monkfish FMP, Amendment #1 to the Atlantic Salmon FMP, and components of the proposed Atlantic 
Herring FMP.   
 
Enclosed is a copy of the amendment which designates essential fish habitat (EFH) for eighteen Council-
managed species and identifies the major fishing and non-fishing related threats to EFH.  The amendment 
contains Council recommendations regarding conservation and enhancement measures designed to 
protect EFH, and research and information needs identified to improve the designation and assessment of 
impacts to EFH.  Based on information provided by your office in the past, it appears that the state 
reserves the responsibility to have its agencies review consistency determinations vis-à-vis the appropriate 
core laws.  By way of this letter and the enclosed documents, we believe that we have fulfilled our 
obligation under your procedure. 
 
We have reviewed the amendment in light of your coastal zone management plan and applicable 
regulations.  Section 6.72 (54) of Maine's Final EIS addresses fisheries resources.  Maine's policy is to 
assure that activity in the coastal wetlands conserve marine fisheries through a permit procedure.  Section 
6.72 (57) requires Maine to conserve marine resources in coastal waters.  Maine's coastal zone 
management laws and policies mostly address on-shore activity and development.  Since the EFH 
amendment aims to conserve the habitat of fishery resources, as does Maine's policy, no inconsistencies 
arise.   
 
To the best of our understanding we believe that the amendment will be consistent with your program.  
We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible regarding our determination. 
 
 Sincerely, 
    
 
 
  Paul J. Howard 
  Executive Director 
 
enclosure 



New England Fishery Management Council 
5 Broadway, Saugus, MA 01906-1036 

Tel (781) 231-0422 • Fax (617) 565-8937 
 

Chairman   Executive Director 
Joseph M. Brancaleone Paul J. Howard 

 
 

 October 6, 1998 
 

 
Mr. David Hartman 
New Hampshire Coastal Program 
Office of State Planning 
2 ½ Beacon Street 
Concord, NH  03301 
 
RE:  Essential Fish Habitat FMP Amendment Consistency Determination 
 
Dear Mr. Hartman: 
 
The New England Fishery Management Council is submitting the Essential Fish Habitat Amendment to 
its fishery management plans (FMPs) to the Secretary of Commerce for approval under Section 304 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  This document serves as Amendment 
#11 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, Amendment #9 to the Sea Scallop FMP, Amendment #1 to the 
Monkfish FMP, Amendment #1 to the Atlantic Salmon FMP, and components of the proposed Atlantic 
Herring FMP.   
 
Enclosed is a copy of the amendment which designates essential fish habitat (EFH) for eighteen Council-
managed species and identifies the major fishing and non-fishing related threats to EFH.  The amendment 
contains Council recommendations regarding conservation and enhancement measures designed to 
protect EFH, and research and information needs identified to improve the designation and assessment of 
impacts to EFH.  Based on information provided by your office in the past, it appears that the state 
reserves the responsibility to have its agencies review consistency determinations vis-à-vis the appropriate 
core laws.  By way of this letter and the enclosed documents, we believe that we have fulfilled our 
obligation under your procedure. 
 
We have reviewed the amendment in light of your coastal zone management plan and applicable 
regulations.  New Hampshire's coastal program policy #7(2) aims to: conserve, manage, maintain, 
restore, and enhance the fish of the state's waters.  Also included in New Hampshire's coastal laws is 
Section 483-B:2 (VII) which mandates the protection of commercial fishing.  The EFH amendment is 
consistent with the policy and laws of New Hampshire because it aims to conserve the habitat of fishery 
resources. 
 
To the best of our understanding we believe that the amendment will be consistent with your program.  
We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible regarding our determination. 
 
 Sincerely, 
    
 
 
  Paul J. Howard 
  Executive Director 
 
enclosure 
 



New England Fishery Management Council 
5 Broadway, Saugus, MA 01906-1036 

Tel (781) 231-0422 • Fax (617) 565-8937 
 

Chairman   Executive Director 
Joseph M. Brancaleone Paul J. Howard 

 
 

 October 6, 1998 
 

 
Ms. Peg Brady 
Massachusetts Coastal Program 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
100 Cambridge Street, 20th Floor 
Boston, MA  02202 
 
RE:  Essential Fish Habitat FMP Amendment Consistency Determination 
 
Dear Ms. Brady: 
 
The New England Fishery Management Council is submitting the Essential Fish Habitat Amendment to 
its fishery management plans (FMPs) to the Secretary of Commerce for approval under Section 304 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  This document serves as Amendment 
#11 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, Amendment #9 to the Sea Scallop FMP, Amendment #1 to the 
Monkfish FMP, Amendment #1 to the Atlantic Salmon FMP, and components of the proposed Atlantic 
Herring FMP.   
 
Enclosed is a copy of the amendment which designates essential fish habitat (EFH) for eighteen Council-
managed species and identifies the major fishing and non-fishing related threats to EFH.  The amendment 
contains Council recommendations regarding conservation and enhancement measures designed to 
protect EFH, and research and information needs identified to improve the designation and assessment of 
impacts to EFH.  Based on information provided by your office in the past, it appears that the state 
reserves the responsibility to have its agencies review consistency determinations vis-à-vis the appropriate 
core laws.  By way of this letter and the enclosed documents, we believe that we have fulfilled our 
obligation under your procedure. 
 
We have reviewed the amendment in light of your coastal zone management plan and applicable 
regulations.  The EFH amendment agrees with the objectives in Massachusetts' 1997 Ocean Resources 
Policy #1 to minimize adverse impacts upon the coastal and marine environment. 
 
To the best of our understanding we believe that the amendment will be consistent with your program.  
We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible regarding our determination. 
 
 Sincerely, 
    
 
 
  Paul J. Howard 
  Executive Director 
 
enclosure 
 



New England Fishery Management Council 
5 Broadway, Saugus, MA 01906-1036 

Tel (781) 231-0422 • Fax (617) 565-8937 
 

Chairman   Executive Director 
Joseph M. Brancaleone Paul J. Howard 

 
 

 October 6, 1998 
 

 
Mr. Grover Fugate 
Rhode Island Coastal Resources Council 
Oliver H. Stedman Office Building 
4808 Tower Hill Road 
Wakefield, RI  02879 
 
RE:  Essential Fish Habitat FMP Amendment Consistency Determination 
 
Dear Mr. Fugate: 
 
The New England Fishery Management Council is submitting the Essential Fish Habitat Amendment to 
its fishery management plans (FMPs) to the Secretary of Commerce for approval under Section 304 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  This document serves as Amendment 
#11 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, Amendment #9 to the Sea Scallop FMP, Amendment #1 to the 
Monkfish FMP, Amendment #1 to the Atlantic Salmon FMP, and components of the proposed Atlantic 
Herring FMP.   
 
Enclosed is a copy of the amendment which designates essential fish habitat (EFH) for eighteen Council-
managed species and identifies the major fishing and non-fishing related threats to EFH.  The amendment 
contains Council recommendations regarding conservation and enhancement measures designed to 
protect EFH, and research and information needs identified to improve the designation and assessment of 
impacts to EFH.  Based on information provided by your office in the past, it appears that the state 
reserves the responsibility to have its agencies review consistency determinations vis-à-vis the appropriate 
core laws.  By way of this letter and the enclosed documents, we believe that we have fulfilled our 
obligation under your procedure. 
 
We have reviewed the amendment in light of your coastal zone management plan and applicable 
regulations.  Section 300.11 of Rhode Island's Coastal Resources Management Program is the only part of 
the policy that directly addresses fisheries.  As a section that permits and regulates aquaculture, it does not 
overlap with the EFH amendment; thus there is not inconsistency. 
 
To the best of our understanding we believe that the amendment will be consistent with your program.  
We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible regarding our determination. 
 
 Sincerely, 
    
 
 
  Paul J. Howard 
  Executive Director 
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 October 6, 1998 
 

 
Mr. Todd Ouellette 
Office of Long Island Sound Programs 
Department of Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT  06106 
 
RE:  Essential Fish Habitat FMP Amendment Consistency Determination 
 
Dear Mr. Ouellette: 
 
The New England Fishery Management Council is submitting the Essential Fish Habitat Amendment to 
its fishery management plans (FMPs) to the Secretary of Commerce for approval under Section 304 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  This document serves as Amendment 
#11 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, Amendment #9 to the Sea Scallop FMP, Amendment #1 to the 
Monkfish FMP, Amendment #1 to the Atlantic Salmon FMP, and components of the proposed Atlantic 
Herring FMP.   
 
Enclosed is a copy of the amendment which designates essential fish habitat (EFH) for eighteen Council-
managed species and identifies the major fishing and non-fishing related threats to EFH.  The amendment 
contains Council recommendations regarding conservation and enhancement measures designed to 
protect EFH, and research and information needs identified to improve the designation and assessment of 
impacts to EFH.  Based on information provided by your office in the past, it appears that the state 
reserves the responsibility to have its agencies review consistency determinations vis-à-vis the appropriate 
core laws.  By way of this letter and the enclosed documents, we believe that we have fulfilled our 
obligation under your procedure. 
 
We have reviewed the amendment in light of your coastal zone management plan and applicable 
regulations.  The Connecticut's Coastal Zone Management Program objective is to coordinate planning 
and regulatory activities of public agencies at all levels of government to insure maximum protection of 
coastal resources while minimizing conflicts and disruptions of economic development (Section 
22(a)(9)).  This objective is consistent with the EFH amendment, because the FMP aims to conserve the 
habitat of fishery resources. 
 
To the best of our understanding we believe that the amendment will be consistent with your program.  
We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible regarding our determination. 
 
 Sincerely, 
    
 
 
  Paul J. Howard 
  Executive Director 
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New England Fishery Management Council 
5 Broadway, Saugus, MA 01906-1036 

Tel (781) 231-0422 • Fax (617) 565-8937 
 

Chairman   Executive Director 
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 October 6, 1998 
 

 
Mr. George Stafford 
New York Division of Coastal Resources 
41 State Street 
Albany, NY  12231 
 
RE:  Essential Fish Habitat FMP Amendment Consistency Determination 
 
Dear Mr. Stafford: 
 
The New England Fishery Management Council is submitting the Essential Fish Habitat Amendment to 
its fishery management plans (FMPs) to the Secretary of Commerce for approval under Section 304 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  This document serves as Amendment 
#11 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, Amendment #9 to the Sea Scallop FMP, Amendment #1 to the 
Monkfish FMP, Amendment #1 to the Atlantic Salmon FMP, and components of the proposed Atlantic 
Herring FMP.   
 
Enclosed is a copy of the amendment which designates essential fish habitat (EFH) for eighteen Council-
managed species and identifies the major fishing and non-fishing related threats to EFH.  The amendment 
contains Council recommendations regarding conservation and enhancement measures designed to 
protect EFH, and research and information needs identified to improve the designation and assessment of 
impacts to EFH.  Based on information provided by your office in the past, it appears that the state 
reserves the responsibility to have its agencies review consistency determinations vis-à-vis the appropriate 
core laws.  By way of this letter and the enclosed documents, we believe that we have fulfilled our 
obligation under your procedure. 
 
We have reviewed the amendment in light of your coastal zone management plan and applicable 
regulations.  Policy 9 of the New York Coastal Zone Management Program calls for efforts to increase 
use of fish in freshwater and marine areas.  Among the considerations it provides are considerations as to 
whether an action will impede future utilization of the State's recreational fish resources.  Policy 10 
provides for further development of commercial fish occurring within the context of sound fishery 
management principles.  These measures have consistent goals and intended results as the EFH 
amendment. 
 
To the best of our understanding we believe that the amendment will be consistent with your program.  
We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible regarding our determination. 
 
 Sincerely, 
    
 
 
  Paul J. Howard 
  Executive Director 
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New England Fishery Management Council 
5 Broadway, Saugus, MA 01906-1036 
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 October 6, 1998 
 

 
Mr. Lawrence J. Torok 
Division of Coastal Resources 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
401 East State Street 
Trenton, NJ  08625 
 
RE:  Essential Fish Habitat FMP Amendment Consistency Determination 
 
Dear Mr. Torok: 
 
The New England Fishery Management Council is submitting the Essential Fish Habitat Amendment to 
its fishery management plans (FMPs) to the Secretary of Commerce for approval under Section 304 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  This document serves as Amendment 
#11 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, Amendment #9 to the Sea Scallop FMP, Amendment #1 to the 
Monkfish FMP, Amendment #1 to the Atlantic Salmon FMP, and components of the proposed Atlantic 
Herring FMP.   
 
Enclosed is a copy of the amendment which designates essential fish habitat (EFH) for eighteen Council-
managed species and identifies the major fishing and non-fishing related threats to EFH.  The amendment 
contains Council recommendations regarding conservation and enhancement measures designed to 
protect EFH, and research and information needs identified to improve the designation and assessment of 
impacts to EFH.  Based on information provided by your office in the past, it appears that the state 
reserves the responsibility to have its agencies review consistency determinations vis-à-vis the appropriate 
core laws.  By way of this letter and the enclosed documents, we believe that we have fulfilled our 
obligation under your procedure. 
 
We have reviewed the amendment in light of your coastal zone management plan and applicable 
regulations.  To the best of our understanding we believe that the amendment will be consistent with your 
program.  We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible regarding our determination. 
 
 Sincerely, 
    
 
 
  Paul J. Howard 
  Executive Director 
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New England Fishery Management Council 
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Ms. Sarah J. Cooksey 
Delaware DNREC 
89 Kings Highway 
Dover, DE  19903 
 
RE:  Essential Fish Habitat FMP Amendment Consistency Determination 
 
Dear Ms. Cooksey: 
 
The New England Fishery Management Council is submitting the Essential Fish Habitat Amendment to 
its fishery management plans (FMPs) to the Secretary of Commerce for approval under Section 304 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  This document serves as Amendment 
#11 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, Amendment #9 to the Sea Scallop FMP, Amendment #1 to the 
Monkfish FMP, Amendment #1 to the Atlantic Salmon FMP, and components of the proposed Atlantic 
Herring FMP.   
 
Enclosed is a copy of the amendment which designates essential fish habitat (EFH) for eighteen Council-
managed species and identifies the major fishing and non-fishing related threats to EFH.  The amendment 
contains Council recommendations regarding conservation and enhancement measures designed to 
protect EFH, and research and information needs identified to improve the designation and assessment of 
impacts to EFH.  Based on information provided by your office in the past, it appears that the state 
reserves the responsibility to have its agencies review consistency determinations vis-à-vis the appropriate 
core laws.  By way of this letter and the enclosed documents, we believe that we have fulfilled our 
obligation under your procedure. 
 
We have reviewed the amendment in light of your coastal zone management plan and applicable 
regulations.  The Coastal Waters Management Policy is Section 5.A.3 of the Delaware Coastal Program 
Implementation Plan (CPIP).  Among the "Specific CMP Policies for Coastal Waters Management," the 
state maintains and protects beneficial uses of the coastal waters including boating and fishing.  Included 
within this policy is the objective to maintain water quality at a level to support the propagation of fish 
species.  The CPIP also states that the wise use and enjoyment of fish is encouraged.  The EFH 
amendment is consistent with the policy and laws of Delaware because it aims to conserve the habitat of 
fishery resources. 
 
To the best of our understanding we believe that the amendment will be consistent with your program.  
We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible regarding our determination. 
 
 Sincerely, 
    
 
 
  Paul J. Howard 
  Executive Director 
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New England Fishery Management Council 
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Ms. Gwynne Schultz 
Coastal Zone Management Division 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building, E-3 
580 Taylor Ave. 
Annapolis, MD  21401 
 
RE:  Essential Fish Habitat FMP Amendment Consistency Determination 
 
Dear Ms. Schultz: 
 
The New England Fishery Management Council is submitting the Essential Fish Habitat Amendment to 
its fishery management plans (FMPs) to the Secretary of Commerce for approval under Section 304 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  This document serves as Amendment 
#11 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, Amendment #9 to the Sea Scallop FMP, Amendment #1 to the 
Monkfish FMP, Amendment #1 to the Atlantic Salmon FMP, and components of the proposed Atlantic 
Herring FMP.   
 
Enclosed is a copy of the amendment which designates essential fish habitat (EFH) for eighteen Council-
managed species and identifies the major fishing and non-fishing related threats to EFH.  The amendment 
contains Council recommendations regarding conservation and enhancement measures designed to 
protect EFH, and research and information needs identified to improve the designation and assessment of 
impacts to EFH.  Based on information provided by your office in the past, it appears that the state 
reserves the responsibility to have its agencies review consistency determinations vis-à-vis the appropriate 
core laws.  By way of this letter and the enclosed documents, we believe that we have fulfilled our 
obligation under your procedure. 
 
We have reviewed the amendment in light of your coastal zone management plan and applicable 
regulations.  Maryland does not have a general fish conservation policy in its Coastal Zone Management 
Program, however the state has aggressive coastal zone regulations to manage fish stocks. The EFH 
amendment appears consistent with the policy and laws of Maryland because it aims to conserve the 
habitat of fishery resources. 
 
To the best of our understanding we believe that the amendment will be consistent with your program.  
We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible regarding our determination. 
 
 Sincerely, 
    
 
 
  Paul J. Howard 
  Executive Director 
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New England Fishery Management Council 
5 Broadway, Saugus, MA 01906-1036 
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Chairman   Executive Director 
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Ms. Laura McKay 
Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program 
629 East Main Street 
Richmond, VA  23219 
 
RE:  Essential Fish Habitat FMP Amendment Consistency Determination 
 
Dear Ms. McKay: 
 
The New England Fishery Management Council is submitting the Essential Fish Habitat Amendment to 
its fishery management plans (FMPs) to the Secretary of Commerce for approval under Section 304 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  This document serves as Amendment 
#11 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, Amendment #9 to the Sea Scallop FMP, Amendment #1 to the 
Monkfish FMP, Amendment #1 to the Atlantic Salmon FMP, and components of the proposed Atlantic 
Herring FMP.   
 
Enclosed is a copy of the amendment which designates essential fish habitat (EFH) for eighteen Council-
managed species and identifies the major fishing and non-fishing related threats to EFH.  The amendment 
contains Council recommendations regarding conservation and enhancement measures designed to 
protect EFH, and research and information needs identified to improve the designation and assessment of 
impacts to EFH.  Based on information provided by your office in the past, it appears that the state 
reserves the responsibility to have its agencies review consistency determinations vis-à-vis the appropriate 
core laws.  By way of this letter and the enclosed documents, we believe that we have fulfilled our 
obligation under your procedure. 
 
We have reviewed the amendment in light of your coastal zone management plan and applicable 
regulations.  As stated in Part I of the Coastal Resources Management Program Final EIS, Virginia has 
implemented its own fisheries management program that is implemented by the Marine Resources 
Commission and the Commission of Game and Inland Fisheries.  The fishery management policy stresses 
the conservation and enhancement of fish resources and the promotion of commercial and recreational 
fisheries to maximize food production . . . particularly for future generations.  Included in Part II of the 
EIS are the goals to minimize damage to the productivity and diversity of the marine environment 
resulting from the disruption of fish population balances and to  improve or maintain fisheries.  There 
appears to be no inconsistencies between Virginia regulations and the EFH amendment. 
 
To the best of our understanding we believe that the amendment will be consistent with your program.  
We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible regarding our determination. 
 
 Sincerely, 
    
 
 
  Paul J. Howard 
  Executive Director 
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Ms. Donna D. Moffitt 
North Carolina Division of Coastal Management 
P.O. Box 27687 
Raleigh, NC  27611 
 
RE:  Essential Fish Habitat FMP Amendment Consistency Determination 
 
Dear Ms. Moffitt: 
 
The New England Fishery Management Council is submitting the Essential Fish Habitat Amendment to 
its fishery management plans (FMPs) to the Secretary of Commerce for approval under Section 304 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  This document serves as Amendment 
#11 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, Amendment #9 to the Sea Scallop FMP, Amendment #1 to the 
Monkfish FMP, Amendment #1 to the Atlantic Salmon FMP, and components of the proposed Atlantic 
Herring FMP.   
 
Enclosed is a copy of the amendment which designates essential fish habitat (EFH) for eighteen Council-
managed species and identifies the major fishing and non-fishing related threats to EFH.  The amendment 
contains Council recommendations regarding conservation and enhancement measures designed to 
protect EFH, and research and information needs identified to improve the designation and assessment of 
impacts to EFH.  Based on information provided by your office in the past, it appears that the state 
reserves the responsibility to have its agencies review consistency determinations vis-à-vis the appropriate 
core laws.  By way of this letter and the enclosed documents, we believe that we have fulfilled our 
obligation under your procedure. 
 
We have reviewed the amendment in light of your coastal zone management plan and applicable 
regulations.  The Coastal Zone Management Program designated fishery management to the North 
Carolina Marine Fisheries Commission (Fisheries Commission).  Statute 143B-289.51 provides that the 
Fisheries Commission has the authority to implement law relating to coastal fishing and fisheries.  
Among its duties, the Fishery Commission must manage, restore, develop, conserve and regulate the 
marine resources; and implement management measures regarding marine fisheries consistent with 
authority conferred on North Carolina by the federal government.  Statute 113-134.1 further directs the 
Fishery Commission to exercise regulatory authority over the conservation of marine fisheries.  There 
appears to be no inconsistencies between North Carolina regulations and the EFH amendment. 
 
To the best of our understanding we believe that the amendment will be consistent with your program.  
We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible regarding our determination. 
 
 Sincerely, 
    
 
 
  Paul J. Howard 
  Executive Director 
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Mr. E. James Tabor 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
Coastal Zone Management Program 
P.O. Box 8555 
Harrisburg, PA  17015 
 
RE:  Essential Fish Habitat FMP Amendment Consistency Determination 
 
Dear Mr. Tabor: 
 
The New England Fishery Management Council is submitting the Essential Fish Habitat Amendment to 
its fishery management plans (FMPs) to the Secretary of Commerce for approval under Section 304 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  This document serves as Amendment 
#11 to the Northeast Multispecies FMP, Amendment #9 to the Sea Scallop FMP, Amendment #1 to the 
Monkfish FMP, Amendment #1 to the Atlantic Salmon FMP, and components of the proposed Atlantic 
Herring FMP.   
 
Enclosed is a copy of the amendment which designates essential fish habitat (EFH) for eighteen Council-
managed species and identifies the major fishing and non-fishing related threats to EFH.  The amendment 
contains Council recommendations regarding conservation and enhancement measures designed to 
protect EFH, and research and information needs identified to improve the designation and assessment of 
impacts to EFH.  Based on information provided by your office in the past, it appears that the state 
reserves the responsibility to have its agencies review consistency determinations vis-à-vis the appropriate 
core laws.  By way of this letter and the enclosed documents, we believe that we have fulfilled our 
obligation under your procedure. 
 
We have reviewed the amendment in light of your coastal zone management plan and applicable 
regulations.  Chapter 57 of Pennsylvania Fishing and Boating Regulations addresses fisheries policy.  The 
general policy of the state is to protect, conserve, and enhance the quality and diversity of the fishery 
resources.  To achieve that objective, the State Fishing and Boating Commissioner is assigned to manage 
self-sustaining fish populations as a renewable natural resource.  Since the EFH amendment aims to 
conserve the habitat of fishery resources, as does Pennsylvania's policy, no inconsistencies arise. 
 
To the best of our understanding we believe that the amendment will be consistent with your program.  
We would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible regarding our determination. 
 
 Sincerely, 
    
 
 
  Paul J. Howard 
  Executive Director 
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