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1.0 Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives 

1.1 Biological Impacts of Alternatives on Monkfish, Non-Target Species 

and     Protected Species 
 

Both scientific and management uncertainty have been accounted for in the ACT established for 

both management areas in the most recent specifications framework (FW8; NEFMC 2014). 

Therefore the risk of negative biological impacts has been minimized. Moreover, accountability 

measures (AMs) would be triggered if the ACL is exceeded, further reducing the risk of 

overfishing and adverse impacts to the stock.  

 

 Modifications to current DAS/Trip Limit system 

 

1.1.1.1 Allow vessels to declare a Northeast Multispecies DAS at sea 

 

1.1.1.1.1 Option 1: No Action 

 
Impacts on monkfish 

 

Under Option 1, permit Category C and D vessels with NE multispecies permits must continue to declare 

a NE multispecies DAS prior to leaving the dock. Any vessels that don’t declare a NE multispecies DAS 

before leaving would be restricted to non-DAS incidental landing limits or could not take advantage of 

the “monkfish option” to declare a monkfish DAS while at sea in the NFMA. This would maintain the 

current levels of fishing opportunities for vessels. Therefore a change in effort pattern would not be 

expected. Option 1 would not increase flexibility for vessels to achieve a higher portion of the TAL. 

 

Monkfish landings in the NFMA have fluctuated between FY 2004 and 2014 but have stabilized over the 

last 6 fishing years (Table 1). FW 8 increased monkfish DAS allocations from 40 to 45.2 in the NFMA 

for FY 2014. As the fishing year is not yet complete it is impossible to know what effect this will have on 

total landings. However, monkfish landings in the NFMA in FY 2014 (May through March 2014) have 

followed similar patterns to those observed in recent years, with total NFMA monkfish landings 13% 

lower than that observed through March 2014 (Table 2 and Figure 1).  

 

Table 1 - NFMA target monkfish TALs, trip limits, DAS allocations, and landings (FY 2004 

- 2014). Data for FY2014 is reported through Dec 2014 as the FY is incomplete. 
    Trip Limits (lb)*       

Fishing 

Year 

Target TAL (mt) Cat. A & 

C 

Cat. B & D DAS 

Restrictions*

* 

 Landings (mt)  Percent of 

TAC 

2004                                

16,968  

 n/a   n/a  40                           

11,750  

69% 

2005                                

13,160  

 n/a   n/a  40                             

9,533  

72% 

2006                                  

7,737  

 n/a   n/a  40                             

6,677  

86% 

2007                                  

5,000  

            

1,250  

                    

470  

31                             

5,050  

101% 

2008                                  

5,000  

            

1,250  

                    

470  

31                             

3,528  

71% 
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2009                                  

5,000  

            

1,250  

                    

470  

31                             

3,344  

67% 

2010                                  

5,000  

            

1,250  

                    

470  

31                             

2,834  

57% 

2011                                  

5,854  

            

1,250  

                    

600  

40                             

3,699  

63% 

2012                                  

5,854  

            

1,250  

                    

600  

40                             

3,920  

67% 

2013                                  

5,854  

            

1,250  

                    

600  

40                             

3,596  

61% 

2014 5,854 1,250 600 45.2 2,878 49% 

* Trip limits in pounds tail weight per DAS 

** Excluding up to 10 DAS carryover, became 4 DAS carryover in FY 2007 

 

Table 2 - NFMA monkfish total landings in FY 2014 (May - March 2014) 

NFMA 

Landings 

May Jun Jul Aug Sept  Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Through 

Mar 

2014 187 206 186 220 253 232 170 294 330 244 556 2,878 

2013 178 302 267 242 257 277 212 226 322 493 500 3,276 

% 

Difference 

compared 

to 2013 

5 -38 -36 -10 -2 -18 -22 26 2 -68 11 -13 
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Figure 1 - NFMA monthly monkfish landings for FY 2013 and 2014. 

 
Recent DAS usage patterns suggest that monkfish vessels operating in the NFMA have not used many of 

their allocated DAS in this region (Table 3). The 2013 Emergency Action temporarily removed the 

NFMA possession limit and may have reduced the number of DAS used in this region in FY2013. 

However, the Emergency Action did not appear to significantly increase landings on previous fishing 

years (Table 2).  

 

Table 3 - NFMA DAS usage between FY2009 and FY 2013 

Fishing year 

NFMA DAS 

Used 

% of  NFMA DAS Used in 

NFMA 

% Total DAS Used in 

NFMA 

2009 1097 25% 4% 

2010 1109 26% 5% 

2011 1157 21% 4% 

2012 1164 26% 4% 

2013 360   

Average 2009 - 2013 1132 25% 4% 

 
Option 1 would have neutral to low positive impacts on the monkfish stock because it would not increase 

the ability of the fishery to achieve its TAL, leaving a portion of the TAL unharvested (or potentially 

discarded). There is a low probability that expected catch under Option 1 would exceed the NFMA TAL 
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based on the analysis conducted in FW8. This low level of catch would likely result in an Fishing 

mortality (F) that would continue to remain below Fthreshold. Since F dropped below Fthreshold starting in 

FY2007 (Error! Reference source not found.), monkfish biomass in the NFMA has continued to 

increase. Therefore if catch remains below the NFMA TAL, it is likely that biomass will continue to 

increase above Biomass target (Btarget,)  The NFMA stock is not overfished, and overfishing is not 

occurring. Option 1 would have similar neutral to slightly low positive impacts on monkfish when 

compared to Options 2 and 3.  

 

Impacts on non-target species 

 

FW 2 to the Skate FMP indicates that over 8 million lb of skates (whole and wings) landed during FY 

2012 were attributed to monkfish directed trips (Table 13 of NEFMC 2014b).  The monkfish fishery 

accounted for a very small portion (<1%) of the bait fishery (whole skates) during that year, but 

represented approximately 44% of skate wing landings during FY 2012 in both the NFMA and SFMA 

combined once unmatched trips were assigned to a FMP based on the proportion of matched landings 

(NEFMC 2012). During both FY 2011 and 2012, very little skate landings were attributable to either the 

monkfish trawl or gillnet fisheries in the NFMA.  

 

FW2 to the NE Skate Complex FMP reduced the skate ABC reflecting the recent decrease in skate survey 

indices. This decrease in survey indices implies a decrease in skate biomass which may reduce 

interactions and therefore discards from the monkfish fishery. Option 1 would have neutral impacts on the 

NE skate complex because no change in the current trend in skate landings and discards would be 

expected.  

 

The spiny dogfish stock is not overfished, overfishing is not occurring, and stock size has been above the 

biomass target since 2007 (MAFMC, 2014). Option 1 would have neutral impacts on the dogfish stock 

because no change in effort would be expected, resulting in no change in the current trend in dogfish 

landings and discards.   

 

Because groundfish landings and discards are tightly controlled under the Northeast Multispecies FMP, 

Option 1 is likely to have neutral impacts on groundfish stocks.   Existing groundfish measures, including 

ACLs and AMs established for each stock, along with sector and common pool effort controls are 

expected to ensure that overfishing does not occur and overfished stocks are rebuilt.  The number of 

active NE multispecies vessels further declined in FY2013 (Murphy et al., 2015 – SSB report; Figure 2). 

Accordingly, effort on NE multispecies trips also declined in FY2013 (Figure 2). The number of 

monkfish DAS used has also decreased over the same time period. This could suggest that monkfish 

effort is linked to groundfish effort, which would further indicate that impacts on groundfish would be 

neutral as directed monkfish effort is unlikely to increase under decreasing groundfish effort. Option 1 

would have similar neutral impacts on non-target species when compared to Options 2 and 3.   
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Figure 2 - Active groundfish vessels between 2010 and 2013 

 

 

 
Figure 3 - Recent effort by active NE multispecies and monkfish vessels 
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1.1.1.1.2 Option 2: Allow all limited access Monkfish Category C and D vessels to declare 

a NE multispecies DAS at sea in the Northern Fishery Management Area  

 
Option 2 would allow Category C and D common pool and sector vessels to declare a NE multispecies 

DAS while at sea. This measure would not apply to vessels issued a limited access monkfish Category A 

or B permit, because they are not issued a limited access groundfish permit, or to those issued a Category 

H permit, because they cannot fish within the NFMA. This would be expected to decrease monkfish 

discards because it would provide these vessels with increased flexibility to land a higher incidental limit 

of monkfish. Option 2 could also be combined with the “monkfish option” that allows vessels in the 

NFMA to declare a monkfish DAS while at sea. This would be expected to further reduce monkfish 

discards by allowing these vessels access to the monkfish DAS trip limit, while at sea.  

 

Option 2 would have neutral impacts on the monkfish stock because it would be expected to help the 

fishery better achieve, but not exceed, the TAL, which has been under-harvested in recent years. The 

TAL, specified for FY2014 and FY 2015 in FW8, accounted for both scientific and management 

uncertainty, thus minimizing the risk of negative biological impacts. There is a low probability that 

expected catch under Option 2 would exceed the NFMA TAL. If the NFMA monkfish trip limit is not 

eliminated in this action, effort controls in the form of trip limits will further reduce the probability of 

exceeding the TAL. If the NFMA monkfish trip limit is eliminated in this action, this form of effort 

control would be removed but it is difficult to predict whether this would significantly change fishing 

behavior. The FY2013 Emergency Action eliminated trip limits in the NFMA for a portion of the fishing 

year but did not appear to significantly increase landings on previous fishing years (Table 2) suggesting a 

low probability of exceeding the TAL even under this scenario.  

 

Option 2 reduces the incentive to use a monkfish DAS in the NFMA and thus increasing the potential for 

these DAS to be used in the SFMA. Recent DAS usage patterns suggest that monkfish vessels operating 

in the NFMA have not used many of their allocated DAS in this region (Table 3). The FY2013 

Emergency Action eliminated trip limits in the NFMA for a portion of the fishing year, however, there 

was no concurrent increase in DAS used in the SFMA during this time (Table 6). This low level of catch 

would likely result in an F that would continue to remain below Fthreshold. Since F dropped below Fthreshold 

starting in FY2007 (Error! Reference source not found.), monkfish biomass in the NFMA has 

continued to increase. Therefore if catch remains below the NFMA TAL, it is likely that biomass will 

continue to increase above Btarget,   The NFMA stock is not overfished, and overfishing is not occurring. 

Overall effort would not be expected to increase under Option 2 based on an analysis of possession limits 

that indicates they are not limiting to vessels in the NFMA (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4 - All vessels in the NFMA in FY2013. Y axis = count; x-axis=monk lb/DAS bins 

 

To further prevent and mitigate overages, an Accountability Measure (AM) was implemented in 

Amendment 5. While an overage of the TAL under Option 2 would be unlikely, the AM is an adequate 

measure to mitigate the impacts of any potential overage and to prevent future overages from occurring. 

Option 2 would have similar neutral impacts on monkfish when compared to Options 1 and 3.  

 

Impacts on non-target species 

 

Option 2 would not be expected to increase overall fishing effort. Therefore, interactions with and 

discards of non-target species would not be expected to change. As noted above in Option 1, the current 

stock status of the NE skate complex and dogfish combined with no expected increase in effort in the 

monkfish fishery, Option 2 would not be expected to have any negative impacts on these stocks.   

 

Existing groundfish measures, including ACLs and AMs established for each stock, along with sector and 

common pool effort controls are expected to ensure that overfishing does not occur and overfished stocks 

are rebuilt. Based on the analysis provided in Option 1, Option 2 is also not expected to result in increased 

effort over the approved monkfish specifications. Therefore, Option 2 would have neutral impacts on non-

target species, similar to Options 1 and 3. 

 

1.1.1.1.3 Option 3: Allow only groundfish sector vessels holding limited access Monkfish 

Category D and D permits to declare a NE multispecies DAS at sea in the 

Northern Fishery Management Area 

 
Option 3 would allow Category C and D sector vessels to declare a NE multispecies DAS while at sea. 

This measure would not apply to vessels issued a limited access monkfish Category A or B permit, 
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because they are not issued a limited access groundfish permit, or to those issued a Category H permit, 

because they cannot fish within the NFMA. This would be expected to decrease monkfish discards 

because it would provide these vessels with increased flexibility to have land a higher incidental limit of 

monkfish. Option 3 could also be combined with the “monkfish option” that allows vessels in the NFMA 

to declare a monkfish DAS while at sea. This would be expected to further reduce monkfish discards by 

allowing these vessels access to the monkfish DAS trip limit, while at sea.  

 

Option 2 would have neutral impacts on the monkfish stock because it would be expected to help the 

fishery better achieve, but not exceed, the TAL, which has been under-harvested in recent years. The 

TAL, specified for FY2014 and FY 2015 in FW8, accounted for both scientific and management 

uncertainty, thus minimizing the risk of negative biological impacts. There is a low probability that 

expected catch under Option 2 would exceed the NFMA TAL. If the NFMA monkfish trip limit is not 

eliminated in this action, effort controls in the form of trip limits will further reduce the probability of 

exceeding the TAL. If the NFMA monkfish trip limit is eliminated in this action, this form of effort 

control would be removed but it is difficult to predict whether this would significantly change fishing 

behavior. The FY2013 Emergency Action eliminated trip limits in the NFMA for a portion of the fishing 

year but did not appear to significantly increase landings on previous fishing years (Table 2) suggesting a 

low probability of exceeding the TAL even under this scenario.  

 

Option 2 reduces the incentive to use a monkfish DAS in the NFMA and thus increasing the potential for 

these DAS to be used in the SFMA. Recent DAS usage patterns suggest that monkfish vessels operating 

in the NFMA have not used many of their allocated DAS in this region (Table 3). The FY2013 

Emergency Action eliminated trip limits in the NFMA for a portion of the fishing year, however, there 

was no concurrent increase in DAS used in the SFMA during this time (Table 6). This low level of catch 

would likely result in an F that would continue to remain below Fthreshold. Since F dropped below Fthreshold 

starting in FY2007 (Error! Reference source not found.), monkfish biomass in the NFMA has 

continued to increase. Therefore if catch remains below the NFMA TAL, it is likely that biomass will 

continue to increase above Btarget,   The NFMA stock is not overfished, and overfishing is not occurring. 

Overall effort would not be expected to increase under Option 2 based on an analysis of possession limits 

that indicates they are not limiting to vessels in the NFMA (Figure 5). 
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Figure 5 - Only groundfish sector vessels in the NFMA in FY2013. Y-axis=count; x-

axis=monk lb/DAS bins 

 

To further prevent and mitigate overages, an Accountability Measure (AM) was implemented in 

Amendment 5. While an overage of the TAL under Option 2 would be unlikely, the AM is an adequate 

measure to mitigate the impacts of any potential overage and to prevent future overages from occurring. 

Option 3 would have similar neutral impacts compared to Options 1 and 2.  

 

Impacts on non-target species 

 

Option 2 would not be expected to increase overall fishing effort. Therefore, interactions with and 

discards of non-target species would not be expected to change. As noted above in Option 1, the current 

stock status of the NE skate complex and dogfish combined with no expected increase in effort in the 

monkfish fishery, Option 3 would not be expected to have any negative impacts on these stocks.   

 

Existing groundfish measures, including ACLs and AMs established for each stock, along with sector and 

common pool effort controls are expected to ensure that overfishing does not occur and overfished stocks 

are rebuilt. Based on the analysis provided in Option 1, Option 3 is also not expected to result in increased 

effort over the approved monkfish specifications. Therefore, Option 3 would have neutral impacts on non-

target species, similar to Options 1 and 2. 

 

1.1.1.2 Southern Management Area at-sea Monkfish DAS declaration 

1.1.1.2.1 Option 1: No Action 

 

Impacts on monkfish 
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Under the No Action alternative, permit Category C, D and H vessels fishing in the SFMA must 

declare a monkfish DAS prior to leaving the dock. Any vessels that don’t declare before leaving 

the dock would be restricted to a NE multispecies DAS incidental landing limit. This would 

maintain the current levels of fishing opportunities for vessels. Therefore a change in effort 

pattern would not be expected. Option 1 would not increase flexibility for vessels to achieve a 

higher portion of the TAL. 

 

Monkfish landings in the SFMA have fluctuated between FY 2004 and 2014 but have stabilized 

over the last 6 fishing years (Table 4). FW 8 increased monkfish DAS allocations from 28 to 32 

in the SFMA for FY 2014. As the fishing year is not yet complete it is impossible to know what 

effect this will have on landings. However, monkfish landings in the SFMA in FY 2014 (May 

through March 2014) have followed similar patterns to those observed in recent years, with total 

SFMA monkfish landings 8% lower than that observed through March 2014 (Table 5 and Figure 

6).  

 

 

Table 4 - SFMA target monkfish TALs, trip limits, DAS allocations and landings (FY 2000-

2014) 

Fishing Year Target TAL (mt) 
Trip Limits (lb)* 

DAS Restrictions ** Landings (mt) 
Percent of SFMA 

TAL Cat. A & C Cat. B & D 

2004 6,772 550 450 28 6,223 92% 

2005 9,673 700 600 39.3 9,656 100% 

2006 3,667 550 450 12 5,909 161% 

2007 5,100 550 450 23 7,180 141% 

2008 5,100 550 450 23 6,751 132% 

2009 5,100 550 450 23 4,800 94% 

2010 5,100 550 450 23 4,484 88% 

2011 8,925 550 450 28 5,801 65% 

2012 8,925 550 450 28 5,184 58% 

2013 8,925 550 450 28  5,088 59%  

2014 8,925 550 450 32 4,688 62% 

* Trip limits in pounds tail weight per DAS 

** Excluding up to 10 DAS carryover, became 4 DAS carryover in FY 2007 

 

Table 5 - SFMA monkfish total landings in FY 2014 (May-March 2014) 
NFMA 

Landings 

May Jun Jul Aug Sept  Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Through 

Mar 

2014 1082 893 260 190 104 211 469 580 500 166 233 4688 

2013 1054 617 255 108 155 279 533 726 308 272 256 5088 

% 

Difference 

compared 

to 2013 

3 37 2 55 -39 -28 -13 -22 48 -48 -9 -8 
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Figure 6 - Comparison of FY 2013 and FY2014 SFMA monthly monkfish landings 
 

Recent DAS usage patterns suggest that monkfish vessels operating in the SFMA have not used many of 

their allocated DAS in this region (Table 6). As previously noted, the FY2013 emergency action reduced 

the need to use a monkfish DAS in the NFMA. This increased the potential for these unused NFMA 

monkfish DAS to be used in the SFMA. However, no large increase in monkfish DAS used in the SFMA 

occurred in FY2013.  

 

Table 6 - SFMA Monkfish DAS usage between FY 2009 and FY 2013 

Fishing year 
SFMA DAS 

Used 
% of SFMA DAS Used in 

SFMA 
% Total DAS Used in 

SFMA 

2009 3252 13% 75% 

2010 3151 13% 74% 

2011 4389 14% 79% 

2012 3284 10% 74% 

2013 3039   

Average 2009 - 
2012 3423 12% 75% 
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To further prevent and mitigate overages, an Accountability Measure (AM) was implemented in 

Amendment 5. While an overage of the TAL under Option 2 would be unlikely, the AM is an adequate 

measure to mitigate the impacts of any potential overage and to prevent future overages from occurring.  

 

Option 1 would have neutral to low positive impacts on the monkfish stock because it would not increase 

the ability of the fishery to achieve its TAL, leaving a portion of the TAL unharvested (or potentially 

discarded). There is a low probability that expected catch under Option 1 would exceed the SFMA TAL. 

This low level of catch would likely result in an F that would continue to remain below Fthreshold.  Since F 

has never been above Fthreshold (Error! Reference source not found.), monkfish biomass in the SMA has 

remained stable with slight increases since 1994.  Therefore, if catch remains below the SMA TAL and 

ACT, it is likely that biomass will continue to stay above Btarget.   

 

Impacts on non-target species 

 

Option 1 would not allow the declaration of a monkfish DAS while at sea and, therefore, would not be 

expected to dramatically increase effort in the SFMA. The number of SFMA DAS used in the SFMA has 

remained relatively stable since FY2009 despite increased specifications. FW8 set the current monkfish 

specifications and concluded no adverse biological impacts on non-target stocks would be expected. As 

the TAL is not expected to be exceeded it is unlikely that Option 1 would result in any negative biological 

impacts not already accounted for in existing measures and analyzed by previous actions under their 

respective FMPs.  

 

The number of active monkfish vessels has fluctuated in both management areas. However, the percent 

active in the SFMA area increased while the number of active vessels decreased, suggesting some level of 

consolidation is occurring in the area (Figure 7). In recent years, the number of active vessels has 

decreased despite DAS usage being relatively stable (Figure 8).  

 

 
Figure 7 - Active Monkfish Vessels by Area 
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Figure 8 - SFMA monkfish Operations 

 

FW 2 to the Skate FMP indicates that over 8 million lb of skates (whole and wings) landed during FY 

2012 were attributed to monkfish directed trips (Table 13 of NEFMC 2014b).  The monkfish fishery 

accounted for a very small portion (<1%) of the bait fishery (whole skates) during that year, but 

represented approximately 44% of skate wing landings during FY 2012 in both the NFMA and SFMA 

combined once unmatched trips were assigned to a FMP based on the proportion of matched landings 

(NEFMC 2012). During both FY 2011 and 2012, very little skate landings were attributable to either the 

monkfish trawl or gillnet fisheries in the NFMA.  

 

FW2 to the NE Skate Complex FMP reduced the skate ABC reflecting the recent decrease in skate survey 

indices. This decrease in survey indices implies a decrease in skate biomass which may reduce 

interactions and therefore discards from the monkfish fishery. Option 1 would have neutral impacts on the 

NE skate complex because no change in the current trend in skate landings and discards would be 

expected.  

 

The spiny dogfish stock is not overfished, overfishing is not occurring, and stock size has been above the 

biomass target since 2007 (MAFMC, 2014). Option 1 would have neutral impacts on the dogfish stock 

because no change in effort would be expected, resulting in no change in the current trend in dogfish 

landings and discards.   

 

Because groundfish landings and discards are tightly controlled under the Northeast Multispecies FMP, 

Option 1 is likely to have neutral impacts on groundfish stocks.   Existing groundfish measures, including 

ACLs and AMs established for each stock, along with sector and common pool effort controls are 

expected to ensure that overfishing does not occur and overfished stocks are rebuilt.  The number of 

active NE multispecies vessels further declined in FY2013 (Murphy et al., 2015 – SSB report; Figure 2). 

Accordingly, effort on NE multispecies trips also declined in FY2013 (Figure 2). The number of 

monkfish DAS used has also decreased over the same time period. This could suggest that monkfish 
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effort is linked to groundfish effort, which would further indicate that impacts on groundfish would be 

neutral as directed monkfish effort is unlikely to increase under decreasing groundfish effort. Option 1 

would have similar neutral impacts on non-target species when compared to Option 2.   

 

1.1.1.2.2 Option 2: Allow at-sea Monkfish DAS declaration in the SFMA 

 
Option 2 would allow Category C, D and H vessels to declare a monkfish DAS while at sea in the SFMA. 

This would be expected to reduce monkfish discards in this region by allowing these vessels access to the 

monkfish DAS trip limit, while at sea.  

 

Option 2 would have neutral impacts on the monkfish stock because it would be expected to help the 

fishery better achieve, but not exceed, the TAL, which has been under-harvested in recent years. The 

TAL, specified for FY2014 and FY 2015, accounted for both scientific and management uncertainty, thus 

minimizing the risk of negative biological impacts. There is a very low probability that expected catch 

under Option 2 would exceed the SFMA TAL. There are a number of trips, identified as incidental, that 

are landing monkfish in amounts approaching the directed monkfish DAS trip limit (Figure 9). This 

suggests this measure would allow these vessels to switch to a directed trip while at sea. Effort is being 

controlled by the possession limits as shown by the number of trips maxing out at the relevant possession 

limits (Figure 10).  

 

 
Figure 9 - Frequency of trips grouped by trip limit in SFMA in FY2013 
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Figure 10 - Frequency of monkfish category C and D directed trips grouped by trip limit in 

SFMA in FY2013. 
 

The FY2013 Emergency Action eliminated trip limits in the NFMA for a portion of the fishing year but 

did not appear to significantly increase landings on previous fishing years (Table 2) or shift DAS usage to 

the SFMA. There are no indications this would increase effort and this would likely result in an F that 

would continue to remain below Fthreshold.  Since F has never been above Fthreshold (Error! Reference 

source not found.), monkfish biomass in the SMA has remained stable with slight increases since 1994.  

Therefore, if catch remains below the SFMA TAL and ACT, it is likely that biomass will continue to stay 

above Btarget.  However, it is important to note that it is not possible to predict changes in future fishing 

effort because of the numerous variables that affect fishing operations such as applicable regulations, 

market price, species availability and opportunities in other fisheries, among others.  

 

To further prevent and mitigate overages, an Accountability Measure (AM) was implemented in 

Amendment 5. While an overage of the TAL under Option 2 would be unlikely, the AM is an adequate 

measure to mitigate the impacts of any potential overage and to prevent future overages from occurring. 

Option 2 would have similar neutral impacts on monkfish when compared to Option 1.  

 

Impacts on non-target species 

 
Option 2 would not be expected to increase overall fishing effort. Therefore, interactions with and 

discards of non-target species would not be expected to change. As noted above in Option 1, the current 

stock status of the NE skate complex and dogfish combined with no expected increase in effort in the 

monkfish fishery, Option 2 would not be expected to have any negative impacts on these stocks.   

 

Existing groundfish measures, including ACLs and AMs established for each stock, along with sector and 

common pool effort controls are expected to ensure that overfishing does not occur and overfished stocks 

are rebuilt. Based on the analysis provided in Option 1, Option 2 is also not expected to result in increased 

effort over the approved monkfish specifications. Therefore, Option 2 would have neutral impacts on non-

target species, similar to Option 1. 
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1.1.1.3 Modify DAS/trip limit allocation for Category F (offshore) vessels 

1.1.1.3.1 Option 1: No Action 

 
Option 1 would maintain the current trip limit and DAS allocation for Category F vessels. The Category 

F/offshore program requires vessels to declare into this fishery annually. Option 1 would not increase 

incentive for vessels to opt into Category F. Only 13 permits opted into the program in FY2014 

suggesting a low level of effort currently occurs under this permit category. FW8 set specifications for 

FY2014 and FY2015 and concluded there would be negligible impacts on monkfish. As the TAL is 

unlikely to be exceeded, it is reasonable to conclude no change in impacts would be expected either.  

 

Option 1 would have neutral impacts on monkfish because no change in effort would be expected if 

implemented. Option 1 would have similar neutral impacts on monkfish when compared to Option 2.  

 

Impacts on non-target species 

 

Option 1 would not be expected to increase overall fishing effort. Therefore, interactions with and 

discards of non-target species would not be expected to change. As noted above in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 

1, the current stock status of the NE skate complex and dogfish combined with no expected increase in 

effort in the monkfish fishery, Option 1 would not be expected to have any negative impacts on these 

stocks.   

 

Existing groundfish measures, including ACLs and AMs established for each stock, along with sector and 

common pool effort controls are expected to ensure that overfishing does not occur and overfished stocks 

are rebuilt. Based on the analysis provided in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 1, Option 1 is also not expected to 

result in increased effort over the approved monkfish specifications. Therefore, Option 1 would have 

neutral impacts on non-target species, similar to Option 2. 

 

1.1.1.3.2 Option 2: Increase the trip limit and adjust monkfish DAS allocations 

accordingly 

 
Option 2 would modify the trip limit and potentially the DAS allocation for the Category F fishery. Sub-

option 1 would maintain the current DAS allocation formula. If sub-option 1 is implemented it would 

have negligible impacts on monkfish because the DAS allocation would decrease if the trip limit was 

increased roughly maintaining current effort levels. This would increase efficiency of vessels 

participating in the Category F program. This program restricts fishing effort of participants to the 

offshore area. Any increase in Category F participants would reduce effort in other areas.  

 

Sub-option 2 would modify the DAS allocation formula resulting in a reduced DAS allocation. Sub-

option 2 would likely have negligible impacts on the stock because this effort would be occurring 

elsewhere in the fishery. If the DAS allocation was reduced it may no longer be feasible for vessels to 

participate in this program and could shift effort back to inshore areas. However, if the number of 

participants remains stable then it would reduce effort and thus have a low positive impact on the stock. 

Although, it remains impossible to predict future fishing behavior in response to the implementation of 

management measures. Option 2 would have similar neutral impacts on monkfish when compared to 

Option 1. 

 
Impacts on non-target species 
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Option 2 would not be expected to increase overall fishing effort. Therefore, interactions with and 

discards of non-target species would not be expected to change. As noted above in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 

1, the current stock status of the NE skate complex and dogfish combined with no expected increase in 

effort in the monkfish fishery, Option 2 would not be expected to have any negative impacts on these 

stocks.   

 

Existing groundfish measures, including ACLs and AMs established for each stock, along with sector and 

common pool effort controls are expected to ensure that overfishing does not occur and overfished stocks 

are rebuilt. Based on the analysis provided in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 1, Option 2 is also not expected to 

result in increased effort over the approved monkfish specifications. Therefore, Option 2 would have 

neutral impacts on non-target species, similar to Option 1. 

 

1.1.1.4 DAS requirements for RSA vessels when on a monkfish DAS 

1.1.1.4.1 Option 1: No Action 

 
Option 1 would maintain current restrictions that prohibit the re-declaration from a monkfish DAS to a 

monkfish RSA DAS. RSA DAS has no possession limit but are limited by DAS allocation (50 DAS). 

While the program is open to all participants in the fishery, not all vessels take part. Option 1 would have 

neutral to low negative impacts on monkfish because while there would be no expected change in current 

fishing effort there would also not be a reduction in monkfish discards.  

 
Impacts on non-target species 

 

Option 1 would not be expected to increase overall fishing effort. Therefore, interactions with and 

discards of non-target species would not be expected to change. As noted above in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 

1, the current stock status of the NE skate complex and dogfish combined with no expected increase in 

effort in the monkfish fishery, Option 1 would not be expected to have any negative impacts on these 

stocks.   

 

Existing groundfish measures, including ACLs and AMs established for each stock, along with sector and 

common pool effort controls are expected to ensure that overfishing does not occur and overfished stocks 

are rebuilt. Based on the analysis provided in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 1, Option 1 is also not expected to 

result in increased effort over the approved monkfish specifications. Therefore, Option 1 would have 

neutral impacts on non-target species, similar to Option 2. 

 

1.1.1.4.2 Option 2: Allow monkfish vessels to re-declare from a monkfish DAS to a 

monkfish RSA DAS while at sea 

 
Option 2 would allow vessels to re-declare from a monkfish DAS to a monkfish RSA DAS. This would 

reduce discards but would have a neutral impact on the stock because the number of RSA DAS would not 

be increased.  

 
Impacts on non-target species 

 

Option 2 would not be expected to increase overall fishing effort. Therefore, interactions with and 

discards of non-target species would not be expected to change. As noted above in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 

1, the current stock status of the NE skate complex and dogfish combined with no expected increase in 

effort in the monkfish fishery, Option 2 would not be expected to have any negative impacts on these 

stocks.   
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Existing groundfish measures, including ACLs and AMs established for each stock, along with sector and 

common pool effort controls are expected to ensure that overfishing does not occur and overfished stocks 

are rebuilt. Based on the analysis provided in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 1, Option 2 is also not expected to 

result in increased effort over the approved monkfish specifications. Therefore, Option 2 would have 

neutral impacts on non-target species, similar to Option 1. 

 

 

 Modifications to Monkfish Possession Limits 

1.1.2.1 Northern Area Monkfish Trip Limit on a NE multispecies DAS 

1.1.2.1.1 Option 1: No Action 

 
Option 1 would maintain the monkfish trip limit in the NFMA and therefore the need to use a monkfish 

DAS to land a higher possession limit of monkfish in the NFMA.  

 

Option 1 would have neutral impacts on the monkfish stock because the majority of vessels are not 

restricted by the incidental trip limit (600 lb for Category C and 500 lb for Category D) while on a NE 

multispecies DAS (Figure 11). As noted above, monkfish landings and DAS usage has remained 

relatively constant in the NFMA with the exception of FY2013 when DAS usage dropped in the NFMA 

likely due to the Emergency Action. 

 

 
Figure 11 - Frequency of permit category C and D trips grouped by trip limit in NFMA in 

FY 2013 

 
There is a low probability that expected catch under Option 1 would exceed the NFMA TAL, based on 

recent landings (Table 2). Based on that trend, it is unlikely that Option 1 would result in monkfish 

landings exceeding the FY2015 monkfish NFMA TAL or the ACT, assuming discard rates calculated in 

the most recent stock assessment do not change. This level of catch has a very low risk that overfishing 

would occur on monkfish in the NFMA during FY2014. Given the current understanding of the status of 

the stock (the stock is not overfished, and overfishing is not occurring), the fact that Option 1 monkfish 

possession limits would not exceed the FY 2014 TAL or ACT, and that AMs would be triggered if the 

ACL specified for this stock was exceeded, Option 1 would have neutral biological impacts on the stock.  

 

Impacts on non-target species 
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Option 1 would not be expected to increase overall fishing effort. Therefore, interactions with and 

discards of non-target species would not be expected to change. As noted above in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 

1, the current stock status of the NE skate complex and dogfish combined with no expected increase in 

effort in the monkfish fishery, Option 1 would not be expected to have any negative impacts on these 

stocks.   

 

Existing groundfish measures, including ACLs and AMs established for each stock, along with sector and 

common pool effort controls are expected to ensure that overfishing does not occur and overfished stocks 

are rebuilt. Based on the analysis provided in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 1, Option 1 is also not expected to 

result in increased effort over the approved monkfish specifications. Therefore, Option 1 would have 

neutral impacts on non-target species, similar to Option 2. 

 

1.1.2.1.2 Option 2: Eliminate the trip limit on a NE multispecies DAS 

 
Option 2 would eliminate the trip limit on a NE multispecies DAS. This would be expected to decrease 

monkfish discards because it would provide these vessels with increased flexibility to have land a higher 

incidental limit of monkfish. Option 2 would also remove the need to use a monkfish DAS in the NFMA.  

 

Option 2 would have neutral impacts on the monkfish stock because it would be expected to help the 

fishery better achieve, but not exceed, the TAL, which has been under-harvested in recent years. The 

TAL, specified for FY2014 and FY 2015, accounted for both scientific and management uncertainty, thus 

minimizing the risk of negative biological impacts.  

 

The 2013 Emergency Action temporarily removed the monkfish possession limit in the NFMA and 

concluded that despite a likely increase in landings and potentially in effort, this measure would not 

substantially change the current operation of the monkfish of groundfish fisheries in the NFMA. 

However, this increase in landings did not appear to significantly differ from recent fishing years (Table 

2) suggesting a low probability of exceeding the TAL even under this scenario. There is a very low 

probability that expected catch under Option 2 would exceed the NFMA TAL because this form of effort 

control would be removed however it is difficult to predict whether this would significantly change 

fishing behavior. This low level of catch would likely result in an F that would continue to remain below 

Fthreshold. Since F dropped below Fthreshold starting in FY2007 (Error! Reference source not found.), 

monkfish biomass in the NFMA has continued to increase. Therefore if catch remains below the NFMA 

TAL, it is likely that biomass will continue to increase above Btarget,   Since F dropped below The NFMA 

stock is not overfished, and overfishing is not occurring. 

 

To further prevent and mitigate overages, an Accountability Measure (AM) was implemented in 

Amendment 5. While an overage of the TAL under Option 2 would be unlikely, the AM is an adequate 

measure to mitigate the impacts of any potential overage and to prevent future overages from occurring. 

Option 2 would have similar neutral impacts on monkfish when compared to Option 1.  

 

Impacts on non-target species 

 

Option 2 would not be expected to increase overall fishing effort. Therefore, interactions with and 

discards of non-target species would not be expected to change. As noted above in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 

1, the current stock status of the NE skate complex and dogfish combined with no expected increase in 

effort in the monkfish fishery, Option 2 would not be expected to have any negative impacts on these 

stocks.   
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Existing groundfish measures, including ACLs and AMs established for each stock, along with sector and 

common pool effort controls are expected to ensure that overfishing does not occur and overfished stocks 

are rebuilt. Based on the analysis provided in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 1, Option 2 is also not expected to 

result in increased effort over the approved monkfish specifications. Therefore, Option 2 would have 

neutral impacts on non-target species, similar to Option 1. 

 

 Modifications to gear requirements while on a Monkfish DAS 

1.1.3.1 Modification to mesh size requirements on monkfish only DAS  

1.1.3.1.1 Option 1: No Action 

 
Option 1 would maintain the requirement for gillnet vessels to use 10” or greater mesh while on a 

monkfish DAS or NE multispecies/monkfish DAS. Option 1 would have negligible impacts on the 

monkfish stock because current regulations would be maintained resulting in no expected change in 

fishing patterns.  

 

Impacts on non-target species 

 

Option 1 would not be expected to increase overall fishing effort. Therefore, interactions with and 

discards of non-target species would not be expected to change. As noted above in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 

1, the current stock status of the NE skate complex and dogfish combined with no expected increase in 

effort in the monkfish fishery, Option 2 would not be expected to have any negative impacts on these 

stocks.   

 

Existing groundfish measures, including ACLs and AMs established for each stock, along with sector and 

common pool effort controls are expected to ensure that overfishing does not occur and overfished stocks 

are rebuilt. Based on the analysis provided in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 1, Option 2 is also not expected to 

result in increased effort over the approved monkfish specifications. Therefore, Option 2 would have 

neutral impacts on non-target species, similar to Option 1. 

 

 

1.1.3.1.2 Option 2: Allow the use of 5-7” mesh in standup gillnet on monkfish-only DAS  

 
Option 2 would allow the use of 5-7” stand-up gillnet mesh while on a monkfish or monkfish/NE 

multispecies DAS throughout both management areas. Based on an analysis of observer data where 

multiple gillnet mesh sizes were used on the same trip, smaller mesh caught more small sized monkfish 

(Figure 12). If implemented, Option 2 would have a low potential to negatively impact monkfish if an 

increased number of small monkfish were caught and discarded. However, the analysis was conducted on 

observed trips indicating that this has already been occurring in the fishery despite current regulations, 

with no negative impacts noted in the stock assessment. The intent of using the smaller mesh size would 

be to target dogfish and not monkfish implying greater potential impacts to the dogfish stock rather than 

monkfish. Overall, Option 2 would have slightly negative impacts on monkfish compared to Option 1.  
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Figure 12 - Comparison of length frequencies of monkfish caught in large mesh (<8") and 

extra-large mesh (>8") with no tie downs on observed trips where both large and extra-

large mesh were used on the same trip 

 

Impacts on non-target species 

 

Option 2 would not be expected to increase overall fishing effort but instead would help vessels increase 

efficiency by using a smaller mesh size to also target dogfish. The dogfish fishery itself is restricted by an 

ACT and possession limits, most recently set for FY2014 and FY2014 (MAFMC, 2012???).  

 

Table 7 - Summary of spiny dogfish landings relative to the quota(s) for fishing years 2000-

2012 from MAFMC 2012???. 
 Quota (M lb)   

Fishing Year (May 1-

Apr 30) 

Federal States Landings (M lb) 

2000 4.000 n/a 8.202 

2001 4.000 n/a 5.103 

2002 4.000 n/a 4.777 

2003 4.000 8.8 3.341 

2004 4.000 4.000 1.396 

2005 4.000 4.000 2.417 

2006 4.000 6.000 6.596 

2007 4.000 6.000 6.424 

2008 4.000 8.000 9.308 

2009 12.000 12.000 12.307 

2010 15.000 14.4 15.022 

2011 20.000 19.5 22.451* 
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2012 35.7 35.7 26.762 

* Total CFDBS landings (20.3 M lb) plus 2.2 M lb undocumented landings discovered/reported by 

MADMF 

 

Therefore, interactions with and discards of non-target species would not be expected to change. As noted 

above in Section 1.1.1.1 Option 1, the current stock status of the NE skate complex combined with no 

expected increase in effort in the monkfish fishery, Option 2 would not be expected to have any negative 

impacts on these stocks.   

 

An analysis of observed data between 2000 and 2013 for standup gillnet gear of mesh sizes 4.5” to 7.5” 

indicated differing interactions with groundfish between the NFMA and the SFMA.  Atlantic cod 

comprised a higher percentage of catch in the NFMA compared to the SFMA. Generally, groundfish 

interactions were higher in the NFMA than in the SFMA (Table 8). This would imply that Option 2 

would have more negative impacts on groundfish in the NFMA than in the SFMA. However, existing 

groundfish measures, including ACLs and AMs established for each stock, along with sector and 

common pool effort controls are expected to ensure that overfishing does not occur and overfished stocks 

are rebuilt. 

 

Table 8- Observed standup gillnet (4.5' to 7.5" mesh) from the NFMA and SFMA between 

2000 and 2013 

Species NFMA Catch SFMA Catch 

Dogfish, Spiny 4,697,225 935,787 

Pollock 3,649,230 3,237 

Cod, Atlantic 3,284,242 20,831 

Hake, White 694,059 842 

Flounder, Yellowtail 240,864 228 

Haddock 193,672 70 

Monkfish 172,645 4,642 

Monkfish, tails 17,774 35 

Bluefish 40,234 1,033,317 

Dogfish, Smooth n/a 449,208 

Croaker, Atlantic 1 72,086 

Bass, Striped 4,329 69,320 

Skate, Little 45,824 10,003 

Skate, Winter 61,488 1,381 

Skate, NK 32,730 1,763 

Skate, Thorny 22,403 9 

 

 

 

1.1.3.1.3 Option 3: Allow the use of 5-7” mesh standup gillnet on a monkfish DAS in 

NFMA 

 
Impacts on monkfish 

 

Option 3 would allow the use of 5-7” stand-up gillnet mesh while on a monkfish or monkfish/NE 

multispecies DAS throughout the NFMA. All the impacts discussed above would still apply to this 

Option.  
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Option 3 would have similar impacts to Options 2 and 4 but more negative impacts compared to Option 1. 
 

Impacts on non-target species 

 

As discussed above Option 3 would have more negative biological impacts on groundfish based 

on increased interactions in the NFMA. Option 3 would have the same neutral to low negative 

impacts on skate, dogfish and groundfish as Option 2. 

 

1.1.3.1.4 Option 4: Allow the use of 5-7” mesh standup gillnet on a monkfish DAS in 

SFMA 
 

Option 4 would allow the use of 5-7” stand-up gillnet mesh while on a monkfish or monkfish/NE 

multispecies DAS throughout the NFMA. All the impacts discussed above would still apply to 

this Option.  
 

Option 3 would have similar impacts to Options 2 and 4 but more negative impacts compared to Option 1. 
 

Impacts on non-target species 

 

As discussed above Option 3 would have more negative biological impacts on groundfish based 

on increased interactions in the NFMA. Option 3 would have the same neutral to low negative 

impacts on skate, dogfish and groundfish as Option 2. 
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