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1.1 Essential Fish Habitat Impacts 
 Modifications to current DAS/Trip Limit system 

 

1.1.1.1 Requirement for vessels with groundfish permits to also use a groundfish DAS when 

on a monkfish DAS 

1.1.1.1.1 Option 1: No Action 

 

Under Option 1, there would be no change in the requirement for vessels to declare a NE 

multispecies DAS prior to leaving the dock. No change in fishing effort would be expected under 

Option 1, therefore the current trend of not achieving the monkfish TAL would be expected to 

continue. Therefore the impacts on EFH would be the same as those identified in the EA 

developed for FW8, which set the current specifications. The analysis concluded that under these 

specifications there would not be an adverse impact to EFH. In addition, because vessels 

operating in the NFMA are predominantly groundfish vessels, monkfish fishing effort would 

likely be largely constrained by NE multispecies DAS or ACE allocations rather than monkfish 

DAS allocations. Thus the No Action alternative would not modify the expected interactions of 

monkfish or groundfish gear with EFH. Compared to Options 2 and 3, Option 1 would have 

similar neutral impacts on EFH.  

 

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 increase flexibility for vessels by allowing the declaration of a NE multispecies 

DAS while at sea. This alternative would be expected to better achieve, but not exceed, the 

specifications set in FW8. The majority of trips do not appear to be restricted by the current trip 

limit, which suggests that a large increase in effort would not occur if Option 2 was 

implemented. Fishing effort would be restricted by the specifications set in FW8, along with 

AMs that account for any overage of ACLs and prevent future fishing operations from 

compromising the conservation objectives of the fishery. The analysis of impacts on EFH 

conducted for FW8, concluded that under these specifications there would not be an adverse 

impact to EFH. In addition, because vessels operating in the NFMA are predominantly 

groundfish vessels, monkfish fishing effort would likely be largely constrained by NE 

multispecies DAS or ACE allocations rather than monkfish DAS allocations. Thus Option 2 

would not modify the expected interactions of monkfish or groundfish gear with EFH. Compared 

to Options 1 and 3, Option 2 would have similar neutral impacts on EFH.  

 

 

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 increase flexibility for vessels by allowing the declaration of a NE multispecies 

DAS while at sea. This alternative would be expected to better achieve, but not exceed, the 

specifications set in FW8. The majority of trips do not appear to be restricted by the current trip 

limit, which suggests that a large increase in effort would not occur if Option 3 was 

implemented. Fishing effort would be restricted by the specifications set in FW8, along with 
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AMs that account for any overage of ACLs and prevent future fishing operations from 

compromising the conservation objectives of the fishery. The analysis of impacts on EFH 

conducted for FW8, concluded that under these specifications there would not be an adverse 

impact to EFH. In addition, because vessels operating in the NFMA are predominantly 

groundfish vessels, monkfish fishing effort would likely be largely constrained by NE 

multispecies DAS or ACE allocations rather than monkfish DAS allocations. Thus Option 3 

would not modify the expected interactions of monkfish or groundfish gear with EFH. Compared 

to Options 1 and 2, Option 3 would have similar neutral impacts on EFH.  

 

 

1.1.1.2 Southern Fishery Management Area at-sea Monkfish DAS declaration 

1.1.1.2.1 Option 1: No Action 

 

Under Option 1, there would be no change in the requirement for vessels to declare a monkfish 

DAS prior to leaving the dock. No change in fishing effort would be expected under Option 1, 

therefore the current trend of not achieving the monkfish TAL would be expected to continue. 

Therefore the impacts on EFH would be the same as those identified in the EA developed for 

FW8, which set the current specifications. The analysis concluded that under these specifications 

there would not be an adverse impact to EFH. In addition, because vessels operating in the 

NFMA are predominantly groundfish vessels, monkfish fishing effort would likely be largely 

constrained by NE multispecies DAS or ACE allocations rather than monkfish DAS allocations. 

Thus, the No Action alternative would not modify the expected interactions of monkfish or 

groundfish gear with EFH. Compared to Option 2, Option 1 would have similar neutral impacts 

on EFH.  

 

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

 

Option 2 would increase flexibility for vessels by allowing the declaration of a monkfish DAS 

while at sea. This alternative would be expected to better achieve, but not exceed, the 

specifications set in FW8. The majority of trips do not appear to be restricted by the current trip 

limit, which suggests that a large increase in effort would not occur if Option 2 was 

implemented. Fishing effort would be restricted by the specifications set in FW8, along with 

AMs that account for any overage of ACLs and prevent future fishing operations from 

compromising the conservation objectives of the fishery. The analysis of impacts on EFH 

conducted for FW8, concluded that under these specifications there would not be an adverse 

impact to EFH. In addition, because vessels operating in the NFMA are predominantly 

groundfish vessels, monkfish fishing effort would likely be largely constrained by NE 

multispecies DAS or ACE allocations rather than monkfish DAS allocations. Thus Option 2 

would not modify the expected interactions of monkfish or groundfish gear with EFH. Compared 

to Option 1, Option 2 would have similar neutral impacts on EFH.  

 

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 not increase the trip limit or modify the allocation formula for the Category F 

fishery. No change in fishing effort would be expected under Option 1, because there would be 
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no increased incentive to opt into the Category F fishery. Therefore the impacts on EFH would 

be the same as those identified in the EA developed for FW8, which set the current 

specifications. The analysis concluded that under these specifications there would not be an 

adverse impact to EFH. In addition, because vessels operating in the NFMA are predominantly 

groundfish vessels, monkfish fishing effort would likely be largely constrained by NE 

multispecies DAS or ACE allocations rather than monkfish DAS allocations. Thus the No Action 

alternative would not modify the expected interactions of monkfish or groundfish gear with EFH. 

Compared to Option 2, Option 1 would have similar neutral impacts on EFH. 

 

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

accordingly 

 

Option 2 would increase the trip limit or modify the allocation formula for the Category F 

fishery. This could create an incentive for more vessels to opt into the Category F fishery, which 

could shift effort offshore. If this shift in effort occurred, the impacts on inshore EFH would be 

reduced while those offshore would be increased. However, it is difficult to predict future fishing 

behavior and overall fishing is restricted by specifications set in FW8. Therefore the impacts on 

EFH would be the same as those identified in the EA developed for FW8, which set the current 

specifications. The analysis concluded that under these specifications there would not be an 

adverse impact to EFH. In addition, because vessels operating in the NFMA are predominantly 

groundfish vessels, monkfish fishing effort would likely be largely constrained by NE 

multispecies DAS or ACE allocations rather than monkfish DAS allocations. Thus the No Action 

alternative would not modify the expected interactions of monkfish or groundfish gear with EFH. 

Compared to Option 2, Option 1 would have similar neutral impacts on EFH. 

 

1.1.1.4 DAS requirements for RSA vessels when on a monkfish DAS 

1.1.1.4.1 Option 1: No Action 

 

Under Option 1, there would be no change in the requirement for vessels to declare a monkfish 

RSA DAS prior to leaving the dock. No change in fishing effort would be expected under Option 

1, therefore the current trend of not achieving the monkfish TAL would be expected to continue. 

Therefore the impacts on EFH would be the same as those identified in the EA developed for 

FW8, which set the current specifications. The analysis concluded that under these specifications 

there would not be an adverse impact to EFH. In addition, because vessels operating in the 

NFMA are predominantly groundfish vessels, monkfish fishing effort would likely be largely 

constrained by NE multispecies DAS or ACE allocations rather than monkfish DAS allocations. 

Thus, the No Action alternative would not modify the expected interactions of monkfish or 

groundfish gear with EFH. Compared to Option 2, Option 1 would have similar neutral impacts 

on EFH.  

 

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 increase flexibility for vessels by allowing the declaration of a monkfish RSA 

DAS while at sea. This alternative would be expected to better achieve, but not exceed, the 

specifications set in FW8. The majority of trips do not appear to be restricted by the current trip 
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limit, which suggests that a large increase in effort would not occur if Option 2 was 

implemented. Fishing effort would be restricted by the specifications set in FW8, along with 

AMs that account for any overage of ACLs and prevent future fishing operations from 

compromising the conservation objectives of the fishery. The analysis of impacts on EFH 

conducted for FW8, concluded that under these specifications there would not be an adverse 

impact to EFH. In addition, because vessels operating in the NFMA are predominantly 

groundfish vessels, monkfish fishing effort would likely be largely constrained by NE 

multispecies DAS or ACE allocations rather than monkfish DAS allocations. Thus Option 2 

would not modify the expected interactions of monkfish or groundfish gear with EFH. Compared 

to Option 1, Option 2 would have similar neutral impacts on EFH.  

 

 

 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 

 

Under Option 1, there would be no change to the monkfish possession limits in the NFMA. The 

No Action possession limits are consistent with the measures implemented under FW8 to 

achieve, but not exceed, the TAL and ACT specified in that action. The NFMA TAL and ACT 

would not change under Option 1, and neither fishing opportunities, nor effort would be changed 

by this action. Therefore the impacts on EFH would be the same as those identified in the EA 

developed for FW8. That analysis concluded that because the monkfish DAS allocation, the 

primary metric used to evaluate habitat impacts would be set at 42.5 DAS, there would not be an 

adverse impact on EFH. In addition, because vessels operating in the NFMA are predominantly 

groundfish vessels, monkfish fishing effort would likely be largely constrained by groundfish 

DAS or ACE allocations rather than monkfish DAS allocations. Thus, Option 1 would have 

neutral impacts on EFH. Option 1 would have similar neutral impacts on EFH as Option 2.  

 

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

 

Option 2 would eliminate the monkfish possession limits for vessels issued a Federal limited 

access monkfish Category C or D permit fishing under a groundfish DAS in the NFMA. 

However, none of the monkfish or groundfish catch limits or effort controls would be revised as 

part of this alternative. These measures would continue to serve as restraints on fishing effort in 

both fisheries, along with AMs that account for any overage of ACLs and prevent future fishing 

operations from compromising the conservation objectives of either fishery. Impacts to EFH 

expected to Option 2 mirror those described above for Option1with the exception of scale. It is 

likely that Alternative 2 will increase monkfish landings and fishing effort beyond levels 

expected from Option 1. This will result in greater potential impacts to EFH compared to those 

alternatives. However, as stated above for Option 1, increases in fishing effort are constrained by 

existing catch limits, effort controls, or AMs in both fisheries. Option 2 is not expected to create 

incentives that would affect gear usage in either the monkfish or groundfish fisheries. Therefore, 

compared to Option 1, Option 2 would result in slightly greater impacts to EFH, although the 

overall impacts are expected to be negligible and neutral overall. 

 

 Modifications to gear requirements while on a Monkfish DAS 
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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 neutral impacts on EFH because 

EFH is not as vulnerable to fixed gear like gillnet gear.  Based on how gillnets are operated they do not 

sweep along the bottom as much as mobile bottom tending gear would and therefore have less of an 

impact. Option 1 would have similar neutral impacts on EFH compared to Options 2, 3, and 4. 

 

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. Option 2 would have neutral impacts on EFH because a change in mesh size would 

not affect the vulnerability of EFH to the gillnet gear. Option 2 would have similar neutral impacts on 

EFH compared to Options 1, 3, and 4. 

 

 

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

NFMA 

 

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

multispecies DAS in the NFMA only. Option 3 would have neutral impacts on EFH because a change in 

mesh size would not affect the vulnerability of EFH in the NFMA to the gillnet gear. Option 3 would 

have similar neutral impacts on EFH compared to Options 1, 2, and 4.  

 

 

 

1.1.3.1.4 Option 4: Allow the use of 5-7” mesh in standup gillnet on 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 in the NFMA only. . Option 4 would have neutral impacts on EFH because a change in 

mesh size would not affect the vulnerability of EFH in the NFMA to the gillnet gear. Option 4 would 

have similar neutral impacts on EFH compared to Options 1, 2, and 3. 
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