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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
Fishing vessel baseline specifications and upgrade restrictions have been used as a tool in many 
limited access fisheries to promote conservation of fish species by limiting potential increases in 
the harvest capacity of the fleet.  To reduce fishing mortality and fishing effort, the New England 
and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Councils use various effort controls, such as limits on the 
amount of time (numbers of days-at-sea (DAS)) that can be fished, trip limits, state quota 
allocations, and moratoria on issuance of new permits.  Vessel upgrade restrictions were 
intended to control the potential increase in effort and catch that could occur if an individual 
vessel increased in size or horsepower and, therefore, was able to catch more fish for a given 
amount of effort.  For example, if a vessel were able to land more fish per DAS fished because of 
an increased size or horsepower, it could undermine the purpose of matching the total DAS 
allocation to a target Total Allowable Catch (TAC).  In the case of hard quotas, a vessel’s catch 
rate per trip could increase because of an upgrade, accelerating the rate the quota is taken and 
increasing the race to fish.  A permit’s “baseline vessel” was generally the vessel that was first 
issued the limited access permit for the fishery.  The specifications of this first permitted vessel 
(length, horsepower, gross tonnage, and net tonnage) became the permit’s “baseline 
specifications” and restrictions were placed on how much a future vessel holding the permit 
could deviate from these specifications.  In this way, baseline specifications and upgrade 
restrictions were used to limit potential future increases in harvest capacity and prevent them 
from undermining other management measures targeted at controlling fishing mortality.  
However, since the time baseline specifications were adopted, many fisheries have implemented 
other effort controls and annual catch limits (ACLs), which restrict effort and put a cap on total 
harvest.  In addition, replacement and upgrade restrictions can be a costly and time-consuming 
administrative burden for both the industry and the NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS).  This action considers eliminating certain baseline restrictions to reduce the 
administrative and cost burden to industry and NMFS without adversely affecting conservation.   

1.2 History of Vessel Upgrade Restrictions 
 
 The Mid-Atlantic Council developed the first limited entry program in 1977 for the 
surfclam/quahog fishery, which included restrictions on replacement vessels.  This program 
required that a replacement vessel be of “substantially similar capacity” in an effort to maintain 
and not increase the harvest capacity of the fleet at that time.  Over the following two decades, 
additional limited entry programs were implemented by the Mid-Atlantic and the New England 
Councils.  In some cases, restrictions on vessel replacements, upgrades, vessel sales, ownership, 
permit splitting, and transfers were made consistent across the Fishery Management Plans 
(FMPs), but in other cases, restrictions were very different.  Some FMP provisions were more 
strict that others.  The summer flounder limited access program prohibited any upgrade from 
being made to an existing vessel and only allowed a vessel to be replaced if it was documented 
as unseaworthy.  The Northeast Multispecies and Atlantic Sea Scallop FMPs allowed vessel 
upgrades and replacements, but restricted the size and horsepower of any replacement vessel or 
modifications to the current vessel, based on the specifications of a baseline vessel.  The 
definition of a baseline vessel varied in each limited access fishery, but was typically the first 
vessel issued the limited access permit in that fishery at the time the limited access program was 
established.  Additional limited access programs were implemented for American lobster (1994), 
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Northeast multispecies (1994), scup (1996), black sea bass (1996), longfin squid and butterfish 
(1996), Illex squid (1997), and mahogany quahogs (1998).   
 
By 1998, there were four different sets of vessel upgrade and replacement restrictions among the 
various FMPs.  The upgrade restrictions became confusing for fishing industry members with 
more than one limited access permit, because each permit had the potential to have different 
vessel upgrade regulations apply.  This complex system led to a complex administrative burden 
for NMFS, a financial burden and confusion for fishermen, and even safety concerns.  Thus, in 
1999, the Councils, in consultation with NMFS, developed a joint omnibus amendment to 
streamline and make consistent baseline provisions and upgrade restrictions across FMPs. 

1.3 The 1999 Omnibus Consistency Amendment 
 
The Consistency Amendment standardized definitions and restrictions for vessel baselines, 
upgrades, and replacements across all limited access fisheries.  The affected FMPs included 
Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass; NE Multispecies; Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and 
Butterfish; Atlantic Surf Clam and Ocean Quahog; Atlantic Sea Scallops, and American Lobster.  
Baseline requirements already existed for most limited access fisheries, but were implemented 
for the first time for the Longfin squid/butterfish, Illex squid, and scup fisheries and eliminated 
for the American lobster fishery.  The Consistency Amendment aimed to reduce complications 
for sales, transfers, and upgrades of commercial vessels holding multiple limited access permits, 
while maintaining controls on fishing effort.  It simplified regulations for vessel replacements, 
permit transfers, and vessel upgrades, making them consistent and less restrictive in order to 
facilitate business transactions.  These are the baseline restrictions that still govern limited access 
permits in 2014, having been adopted by later limited access programs including the monkfish 
(2000), Atlantic herring (2007), tilefish (date permit first issued), and Atlantic mackerel (2011) 
fisheries. 

1.4 Baseline Regulations in 2014 
 
Following the Consistency Amendment, baseline regulations became simpler but still remain 
complex to comply with and administer.  The baseline for a limited access permit is based on the 
size and horsepower of the first vessel issued a limited access permit for that fishery or, for 
fisheries that adopted baseline restrictions through the Consistency Amendment, the permitted 
vessel at the time the final rule became effective.  The baseline year for the various limited 
access fisheries are listed in Table 1. 
 
Table 1.  Baseline Year for Limited Access Fisheries 

Fishery Year 
Northeast Multispecies 1994 
Atlantic Sea Scallop 1994 
Red Crab 1999 
Scup 1999 
Black Sea Bass 1999 
Squid, Butterfish 1999 
Surfclam/Ocean Quahog 1999 
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Monkfish  2000 
Summer Flounder 2000 
Atlantic Herring 2007 
Atlantic Mackerel 2011 
Tilefish Date permit first issued 
 
 
Current regulations require a replacement vessel, or an upgrade made to an existing vessel with a 
limited access permit, be within 10 percent of the size (length overall, gross tonnage, and net 
tonnage), and within 20 percent of the horsepower, of the permit’s baseline vessel.  Permit 
holders may only upgrade their size specifications once and their horsepower specifications 
once.  For example, a vessel owner that has a 60-ft baseline length would be limited to upgrading 
to a vessel of up to 66 ft.  If he were to move his permit to a 62-ft vessel for any reason, it would 
constitute his one-time size upgrade and he would lose the ability to later upgrade to a vessel of 
66 ft.  He would only be able to move his permit to a vessel of 62 ft or less.  These restrictions do 
not apply to vessels holding only limited access lobster, NE multispecies handgear, and/or 
general category scallop permits. 
 
The vessel size and HP specifications may be upgraded independent of each other, but size 
specifications (length overall, gross tonnage, and net tonnage) are linked, meaning if an upgrade 
is used for one the vessel owner loses the ability to upgrade any of the size specifications in the 
future.   For example, if a vessel replacement results in an upgrade in length, but the gross 
tonnage, net tonnage, and horsepower remain the same when compared to the baseline vessel, 
the gross tonnage and net tonnage cannot be increased in the future.  Because size specifications 
are linked, increasing the vessel’s length exhausted the one-time size upgrade allowed.  The 
vessel’s horsepower would still be able to be upgraded in the future, because the permit’s one-
time allowable horsepower upgrade was not used. 
 
Some vessels that hold multiple limited access permits (a permit “suite”) have more than one 
baseline.  As a rule, the most restrictive combination of baseline specifications is used to 
determine the approval of a replacement vessel or upgrade, unless the permit holder chooses to 
relinquish the permit(s) with the more restrictive baseline.  Limited access permits cannot be 
“split” from another limited access permit, meaning that if two or more limited access permits 
are on one vessel, they cannot be divided and put on separate vessels.  The only way to eliminate 
a more restrictive baseline is to permanently relinquish the more restrictive permit.  For example, 
if a vessel was issued a NE multispecies permit in 1994, did a vessel replacement in 1998, and 
the replacement vessel was subsequently issued a limited access black sea bass permit, dual 
baselines were created.  The first baseline was based upon the specifications of the vessel issued 
the NE multispecies permit and the second based upon the specifications of the vessel issued the 
black sea bass permit.  Since the two permits are tied together as a suite, the more restrictive (i.e., 
the smaller) specifications of these two baselines becomes the determining factor for approval of 
any future vessel replacement or upgrade for this suite of permits.  As a part of the Consistency 
Amendment, baselines were eliminated for American lobster permits, but a vessel holding an 
American lobster permit and other limited access permits would still be subject to the vessel 
upgrade restrictions of the non-lobster permits.  In addition, a vessel holding non-lobster limited 
access permits may be replaced only once a year. 
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Vessel Baseline Administration 
 
In order to ensure that permit holders are complying with baseline and vessel upgrade 
requirements, they are required to submit any proposed vessel upgrade or replacement to NMFS 
for approval.  The Consistency Amendment standardized the baseline requirements, but the 
regulations are still complex and can make administrating these requirements complicated and 
costly for both the permit holders and NMFS.  It can be difficult and take time for a permit 
holder to find a replacement vessel that falls within all four of his permit’s allowable upgrades 
(with 10 percent of size, 20 percent of horsepower of the baseline).  Vessel manufacturers may 
make vessels of only certain types and sizes.  Vessel engines may be tuned to meet horsepower 
restrictions, but modern engines may not be as flexible as their previous counterparts because 
they must meet more stringent emissions standards.  However, a replacement would still be 
denied if the replacement vessel falls outside the maximum allowed upgrade for the permit suite, 
even if the difference is a matter of inches.   
 
It can also be difficult for a permit holder to determine their own permit’s baseline specifications.  
A permit suite may have changed hands several times and been owned by different owners when 
different limited access permits were first issued, making it difficult to track down a permit’s 
upgrade history.  However, it is important for a vessel owner to determine a permit’s upgrade 
history before purchasing a new permit or a replacement vessel, lest an upgrade already have 
been used and their subsequent application for replacement denied.  NMFS prepares letters for 
permit holders to document baseline specifications and upgrade history for a permit suite, and 
also processes occasional corrections and exemptions to vessel baselines.  Although NMFS 
grants these requests rarely, and only in instances where it can be shown NMFS made an error, 
processing these requests can take extensive research of the vessel and permit history, which 
may delay business decisions for the buyer or seller of a permit, or a permit holder trying to 
complete a vessel replacement.   
 
To apply for a replacement or upgrade, a permit holder must be able to demonstrate with 
documentation that the size and horsepower specifications of the vessel as upgraded or the 
replacement vessel fall within his permit’s allowable upgrades.  NMFS requires documentation 
from a marine surveyor, mechanic, the engine manufacturer, the U.S. Coast Guard, or the U.S. 
Bureau of Shipping to verify vessel specifications.  Vessel owners often also hire marine 
documentation services or attorneys, at additional cost, to assist them in finding a suitable 
replacement vessel, obtaining documentation from the seller or NMFS, completing and 
submitting an application, and navigating the application process.  Some permit holders may use 
replacements to transfer permits to a buyer, since permits cannot be bought or sold separately 
from a vessel.  In order to retain a vessel, a permit holder may transfer the permit to a skiff and 
then sell the skiff and permit together to a third party.  Some permit holders transfer their permits 
to a skiff in order to lease out the DAS or other allocations without the expense of maintaining a 
vessel.  Since 2007 NMFS no longer requires additional documentation of vessel size or 
horsepower for replacements to vessels under 17 feet (called “non-fishing skiffs”) in order to 
reduce the administrative burden to NMFS and vessel owners from processing these frequent 
requests.   
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Baseline Working Group 
 
Since the advent of vessel baseline restrictions, Northeast fishery management plans have 
incorporated many other measures to manage fishing effort and control fishing mortality.  Some 
fisheries utilize other types of input controls, such as limits on time spent fishing (days-at-
sea/DAS), the amount or type of gear or crew, and possession limits.  Other fisheries use output 
controls, such as catch shares and hard TACs.  In addition, with the reauthorization of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act in 2007, all fisheries have 
implemented ACLs and accountability measures (AMs), which establish a hard limit on the total 
amount of allowable fishing mortality and automatic adjustments to management measures when 
that limit is exceeded.  An overview of the general types of management measures in use in each 
limited access fishery is provided in Table 2. 
 
Table 2.  Management Measures in NE Limited Access Fisheries 

Fishery Types of Management Measures 
Northeast Multispecies ACLs, sector allocations, closed areas, 

restricted gear areas, trimester TACs, DAS, 
trip limits, gear and mesh size restrictions, 
minimum fish sizes 

Atlantic Sea Scallop ACLs, IFQ, rotational area management, gear 
and mesh size restrictions, DAS, trip limits 

Red Crab ACLs, trip limits, trap/pot restrictions, limits 
on landing female crabs, restrictions on at-sea 
processing and mutilation 

Scup ACLs, trimester TACs, minimum fish size, trip 
limits, gear restrictions, gear restricted areas 

Black Sea Bass ACLs, minimum fish size, gear restrictions, 
trip limits 

Squid, Butterfish ACLs, trip limits, Trimester TACs 
Surfclam/Ocean Quahog ACLs, ITQ, closed areas, minimum size  
Monkfish  ACLs, closed areas, DAS, trip limits, gear and 

mesh size restrictions 
Summer Flounder ACLs, trip limits, minimum fish size, gear 

restrictions 
Atlantic Herring ACLs, semester TACs, trip limits, gear 

restrictions 
Atlantic Mackerel ACLs, trip limits, gear restrictions 
Tilefish ACLs, trip limits, IFQ 
 
In light of these newer effort and mortality controls and the administrative burden that baseline 
requirements have become, the Northeast Regional Coordinating Council (NRCC), a joint 
management coordinating body comprised of NMFS, the New England and Mid-Atlantic 
Councils, and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, formed a working group to 
examine potential options to revise the baseline system.  The workgroup developed a white paper 
exploring the history of vessel baseline upgrade restrictions and possible modifications.  The 
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workgroup found that changes to the vessel baseline system may be warranted and recommended 
that NMFS publish an Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) to solicit public 
comments on a range of potential changes to vessel baseline measures.  NMFS published an 
ANPR on October 5, 2011, and collected public comments through December 5, 2011.  The 
ANPR requested public comment on five potential changes:  1) Eliminate tonnages from vessel 
baseline specifications; 2) eliminate the one-time upgrade limit; 3) change from a system of fixed 
upgrades to a system of size classes; 4) remove upgrade restrictions for vessels under 30 feet; 
and 5) complete remove of upgrade restrictions.   The public comments ran the full spectrum, 
from support for maintaining the current system to support for removing it entirely.  Many 
commenters thought that the baseline restrictions have helped to preserve a diverse fleet, in the 
absence of a more formal fleet vision and measures, and expressed general concerns that 
modifications to or removing the baseline requirements would unintentionally increase 
consolidation.  The baseline workgroup also raised concerns that, although baseline restrictions 
may no longer be as necessary as they once were to control fishing effort in Federal fisheries, 
other management bodies, such as the ASMFC, may have come to rely on Federal baseline 
restrictions to limit capacity in their managed fisheries (Baseline Working Group 2011).  Based 
on comments received on the ANPR and the baseline working group’s report, NMFS and the 
NRCC proposed to the Councils initiating an omnibus amendment to consider making limited 
changes to streamline and simplify the vessel baseline requirements.  The Councils initiated the 
joint Omnibus Amendment to Simplify Vessel Baselines at their August, and September 
meetings.  NMFS staff developed this amendment and environmental assessment in consultation 
with the Councils to support the Councils’ joint action.   

2.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE ACTION 
 
The purpose of this action is to simplify and streamline the administration of vessel baselines, 
upgrades, and replacements for vessel owners and NMFS, while maintaining the function they 
provide for maintaining fleet diversity and limiting capacity.  The purpose of this action is also to 
eliminate redundant regulations that may no longer be necessary as a result of the 
implementation of ACLs and other controls on mortality and effort in the applicable FMPs.  This 
action is needed to reduce the administrative burden that vessel baseline and upgrade restrictions 
have become for NMFS and vessel owners.  This action is also needed to increase flexibility and 
reduce costs for vessel owners in order to facilitate more efficient operations and profitable 
fishing businesses.  This action seeks to fulfill the purpose and need while continuing to meet the 
goals and objectives set forth by the Councils in the applicable FMPs. 

3.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

3.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, all vessel baseline specifications and upgrade restrictions 
would remain in place.  Baseline would continue to be defined by vessel length overall, gross 
tonnage, net tonnage, and horsepower.  The baseline for a limited access permit is based on the 
size and horsepower of the first vessel issued a limited access permit for that fishery or, for 
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fisheries that adopted baseline restrictions through the Consistency Amendment, the permitted 
vessel at the time the final rule became effective.  Current regulations require a replacement 
vessel or an upgrade made to an existing vessel with a limited access permit be within 10 percent 
of the size (length overall, net tonnage, and gross tonnage) and 20 percent of the horsepower, of 
the permit’s baseline vessel.  Some vessels that hold multiple limited access permits have more 
than one baseline.  As a rule, the most restrictive of the baselines is used to judge the approval of 
a replacement vessel or upgrade, unless the permit holder chooses to relinquish the more 
restrictive permit.   
 
Permit holders would continue to be limited to a one-time upgrade of the vessel size and 
horsepower specifications.  For example, a vessel owner that has a 60-ft baseline length would 
be limited to upgrading to a vessel of up to 66ft.  If he were to move his permit to a 62-ft vessel 
for any reason, it would constitute his one-time size upgrade and he would lose the ability to later 
upgrade to a vessel of 66ft.  He would only be able to move his permit to a vessel of 62ft or less.  
Because his one-time size upgrade was used, he would not be able to later upgrade the vessel’s 
tonnages.  He would still be able to later use his horsepower upgrade to upgrade his horsepower 
by 20 percent, but only once. 
 

3.2 Alternative 2 – Eliminate One-Time Limit on Vessel Upgrades 
 
Under Alternative 2, the one-time limit on vessel size and horsepower upgrades would be 
eliminated.  All vessel baseline specifications would remain in place (length overall, gross 
tonnage, net tonnage, and horsepower).  A vessel would still be restricted by the 10 percent cap 
on size upgrades and 20 percent cap on horsepower upgrades, but would be able to make 
incremental increases without losing the ability to make later upgrades, up to the caps.  For 
example, a vessel owner that has a 60-ft baseline length would be limited to upgrading to a 
vessel of up to 66ft.  Under Alternative 2, if he were to move his permit to a 62-ft vessel, he 
would still retain the ability to later upgrade to a vessel of up to 66ft and upgrade his tonnages.  
He would also be able to later use his horsepower upgrade to upgrade his horsepower by 20 
percent.   
 
Note that permit holders would still have to comply with non-baseline related permit restrictions 
on vessel size or horsepower. 
 
Rationale:  Eliminating the one-time upgrade limit would provide more flexibility for vessel 
owners in the selection of replacement vessels and upgrades to existing vessels.  Some vessel 
owners have been constrained by the one-time limit because they or a previous owner did not 
maximize the one-time upgrade with a previous vessel replacement, due to cost or availability or 
for other reasons, and have since been unable to further upgrade the vessel.  Eliminating the one-
time limit would also simplify the baseline verification and vessel replacement process for vessel 
owners and NMFS by eliminating the need to research and document whether a one-time 
upgrade was used during the vessel’s entire limited access history.  
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3.3 Alternative 3 – Eliminate Tonnages from Vessel Baselines 
 
Under Alternative 3, gross and net tonnage would be eliminated from vessel baseline 
specifications.  A permit’s baseline would consist of only the length and horsepower of its 
baseline vessel.  A vessel would still be restricted by the 20-percent cap on horsepower upgrades 
and the 10-percent cap on size upgrades, but only for length overall.   
 
Note that some monkfish permits were initially based on vessel tonnage, but eliminating the 
tonnage restrictions would not change these already established permits.  Similarly, volume 
restrictions that were implemented Atlantic mackerel fishery in Amendment 11 to the SMB FMP 
would not be affected by this action.  Permit holders would still have to comply with non-
baseline related permit restrictions on vessel size or horsepower. 
 
Rationale:  Tonnages are considered the most variable of vessel baseline specifications and, 
therefore, are believed to have little effect on limiting vessel capacity when compared to length 
and horsepower restrictions.  There is more than one acceptable method of determining tonnages, 
and the tonnages of a vessel can vary significantly depending on whether an exact measurement 
or simplified calculation is used.  Net tonnage limits can also be circumvented by modifying 
internal bulkheads.  Tonnage specification limits have also been a concern for owners of vessels 
built outside of the United States that are determined to be under 5 net tons for import purposes.  
Eliminating tonnages would simplify and reduce the cost burden of the vessel baseline 
verification and replacement process, by simplifying or, if only horsepower verification is 
needed, eliminating the need for a marine survey.   

3.4 Alternative 4 – Eliminate Both Tonnages and Upgrade Limit  
 
Under Alternative 4, gross and net tonnage would be eliminated from baseline specifications and 
the one-time limit on vessel upgrades would also be eliminated.  A permit’s baseline would 
consist of only the length and horsepower of its baseline vessel.  A vessel would still be 
restricted by the 20-percent cap on horsepower upgrades and the 10-percent cap on size 
upgrades, but only for length overall.  A vessel would not be limited by the number of times it 
was upgraded within the 10/20 caps.  A vessel owner could make incremental increases in his 
vessel’s length and horsepower without losing the ability to make later upgrades, up to the 10/20 
caps.  For example, a vessel owner that has a 60-ft baseline length would be limited to upgrading 
to a vessel of up to 66ft.  Under Alternative 4, if he were to move his permit to a 62-ft vessel, he 
would still retain the ability to later upgrade to a vessel of up to 66ft and would not be restricted 
by any baseline tonnage specifications.  He would also be able to later use his horsepower 
upgrade to upgrade his horsepower by 20 percent. 
 
Note that some monkfish permits were initially based on vessel tonnage, but eliminating the 
tonnage restrictions would not change these already established permits.  Similarly, volume 
restrictions that were implemented Atlantic mackerel fishery in Amendment 11 to the SMB FMP 
would not be affected by this action.  Permit holders would still have to comply with non-
baseline related permit restrictions on vessel size or horsepower. 
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Rationale:  Alternative 4 would provide the more flexibility for vessel owners in the selection of 
replacement vessels and upgrades to existing vessels.  Some vessel owners have been 
constrained by the one-time limit because they or a previous owner did not maximize the one-
time upgrade with a previous vessel replacement, due to cost or availability or for other reasons, 
and have since been unable to further upgrade the vessel.   
 
Tonnages are considered the most variable of vessel baseline specifications and, therefore, are 
believed to have little effect on limiting vessel capacity when compared to length and 
horsepower restrictions.  There is more than one acceptable method of determining tonnages, and 
the tonnages of a vessel can vary significantly depending on whether an exact measurement or 
simplified calculation is used.  Net tonnage limits can also be circumvented by modifying 
internal bulkheads.  Tonnage specification limits have also been a concern for owners of vessels 
built outside of the United States that are determined to be under 5 net tons for import purposes.   
 
Alternative 4 would also simplify and reduce the cost burden of the baseline verification and 
vessel replacement process for both vessel owners and NMFS.  It would eliminate the need to 
research, verify, and document baseline and replacement vessel tonnages.  It would also reduce 
administrative burden by eliminating the need to determine whether a one-time upgrade was 
used during the vessel’s entire limited access history. 

4.0  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

4.1  Potentially Impacted Valued Ecosystem Components (VECs) 

This analysis considers impacts to 5 VECs: 

Physical Environment/Habitat/EFH:  For the purpose of this analysis the physical environment 
VEC consists of EFH in the Gulf of Maine, Georges Bank, the southern New England/Mid-
Atlantic areas, and the continental shelf/slope sub-regions.  The Sustainable Fisheries Act defines 
EFH as “[t]hose waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or 
growth to maturity.”  Section 4.2 describes the conditions of the physical environment. 

Target species: For the purpose of this analysis, the target species VEC includes those species 
targeted by vessels participating in the FMPs modified by this action.  Target stocks include:  
GOM cod, GB cod, GOM haddock, GB haddock, GOM winter flounder, GB winter flounder, 
SNE/MA winter flounder, Cape Cod (CC)/GOM yellowtail flounder, GB yellowtail flounder, 
SNE/MA yellowtail flounder, Pollock, redfish, white hake, Atlantic halibut, American plaice, 
witch flounder, Atlantic sea scallops, red crab, Atlantic herring, monkfish, summer flounder, 
black sea bass, scup, Longfin squid, Illex squid, Atlantic mackerel, surfclams, ocean quahogs, 
and tilefish.  Section 4.3 describes the current condition of each stock.  

Non-target species and bycatch: For the purposes of this analysis, the non-target species and 
bycatch VEC includes non-target stocks, which are defined as managed stocks caught by vessels 
participating in the FMPs modified by this action, but managed by other FMPs.  The term 
"bycatch," as defined by the MSA, means fish that are harvested in a fishery but that are not sold 
or kept for personal use.  Bycatch includes the discard of whole fish at sea or elsewhere, 
including economic and regulatory discards, and F due to an encounter with fishing gear that 
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does not result in capture of fish (i.e., unobserved fishing mortality).  Bycatch does not include 
fish released alive under a recreational catch-and-release fishery management program.  Section 
4.4 describes the current condition of these stocks. 

Protected resources: This VEC includes species under NMFS’ jurisdiction which are afforded 
protection under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (i.e., for those designated as threatened or 
endangered) and/or the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA).  Table 5 lists the 18 marine 
mammal, sea turtle, and fish species that are classified as endangered or threatened under the 
ESA. The remaining species in Table 5 are protected by the MMPA and are known to interact 
with the Northeast Multispecies fishery.  Section 4.5 describes the current condition of these 
protected resources. 

Human communities: This VEC includes impacts to people’s way of life, traditions, and 
communities.  These social and economic impacts may be driven by changes in fishery 
flexibility, opportunity, stability, certainty, safety, and other factors.  Impacts would most likely 
be experienced across communities, gear cohorts, and vessel size classes.  Section 4.6 describes 
the current conditions in the potentially impacted communities. 

4.2  Physical Environment/Habitat/EFH 
 
The Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem (Figure 1) includes the area from the Gulf of Maine south to 
Cape Hatteras, North Carolina.  It extends from the coast seaward to the edge of the continental 
shelf and offshore to the Gulf Stream (Sherman et al. 1996).  The continental slope includes the 
area seaward of the shelf, out to a depth of 6,562 feet (ft) [2,000 meters (m)].  Four distinct sub-
regions comprise the NMFS Northeast Region: the Gulf of Maine, Georges Bank, the southern 
New England/Mid-Atlantic region, and the continental slope.  Sectors primarily fish in the 
inshore and offshore waters of the Gulf of Maine, Georges Bank, and the southern New 
England/Mid-Atlantic areas. Therefore, the description of the physical and biological 
environment focuses on these sub-regions.  Information in this section was extracted from 
Stevenson et al. (2004).  
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