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 Topic 1: Brief Statement of Proposal  
 

New England Seamounts and Deep-Sea Corals 
 
Seamounts are rare and special ecosystems that provide habitat for species that are 
vulnerable to fishing pressure because they are long-lived and slow to mature.  Initial 
exploration of seamounts suggests that as many as particularly a third of the species 
found there are unique to seamounts or are rare in other marine ecosystems (De Forges et 
al. 2000).  Volcanic activity has formed a chain of seamounts across the Atlantic that 
include the seamounts in this proposal.   
 
Seamounts are coming under increased fishing pressure with the development of new 
fishing technology that allows bottom trawlers to fish at greater depths (Stone et al. 
2003).  To prevent the loss of this refuge for slow-growing fish and corals, the New 
England seamounts within the United States Exclusive Economic Zone (“EEZ”) should 
be designated as essential fish habitat (“EFH”) and protected by a Habitat Area of 
Particular Concern (“HAPC”) that includes the Bear, Physalia, Retriever, and Mytilus 
seamounts. The use of bottom-tending mobile gear that disrupts seamount habitat should 
be prohibited in this HAPC. 
 
Topic 2:  Objectives of Proposal 
 
This proposal would protect the New England Seamounts, Bear, Physalia, Retriever, and 
Mytilus, from any mobile commercial fishing gear that intentionally or inadvertently 
touches the bottom.  The proposal would benefit habitat by protecting its physical 
structure and ecological function. 
 
Seamounts support ecological communities with a high level of biodiversity that includes 
deep-sea corals and a wide array of ocean species that rely on them.  Deepwater corals, 
sponges, and their associated communities provide essential fish habitat for seamount 
species in the form of shelter from predators, increased food, nurseries, and spawning 
areas. Corals are extremely sensitive to disturbance, especially from bottom-tending 
fishing gear. While these seamounts are not currently fished, the Council has an 
important and limited opportunity to protect this habitat before it is disturbed. 
 
Topic 3: Justification for Council Action 
 
International Recognition of Seamounts 
 
Across the world, nations are beginning to recognize that seamounts need protecting from 
the impacts of bottom trawling. Tasmania has protected 14 seamounts and New Zealand 
has protected 19. The Galapagos Islands have 24 protected seamounts (Alder and Wood 
2004). 
 
Seamounts in U.S. waters have also been protected as vulnerable and important habitat 
for many species (Johnston and Santillo 2004). In February 2005 the North Pacific 
Council took action that designated 16 seamounts in the EEZ off the coast of Alaska as 
HAPC.  No bottom contact fishing gear is allowed in the HAPC. This action requires 
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approval by the Secretary of Commerce to be implemented in August 2006 (NPFMC 
2005). The Northwestern Hawaiian Islands have the largest area of protected seamounts 
at 341,000 km² and 66 seamounts. 
 
Recognition of New England Seamounts as Essential Fish Habitat 
 
In New England, there has been confusion over the authority of the council to protect 
these sensitive areas as HAPCs. These areas should be designated as EFH under the 
authority of the Red Crab and Northeast Multispecies (“Groundfish”) FMPs.  In the 
alternative presented here, the Council and the agency have the authority to amend the 
Fishery Management Units (“FMU”s) under their jurisdiction to include and protect 
seamount species and habitat. 
 
Oceana proposes that the Council recognize that Bear and Physalia Seamounts are EFH 
for red crab (Chaceon quinquedens). The Council defines the geographic range of this 
species from the Norfolk canyon in the south to the Hague Line in the north, which 
includes the seamount area. In July 2002, red crab was caught on Bear seamount during 
trawl surveys conducted by Moore and colleagues. Bear Seamount’s close proximity to 
the continental slope allows the potential for species to cross easily between the two (See 
Figure 2 below).  
 
Bear seamount’s temperature ranges between 15°C at 200 meters to 3°C at 1100 meters. 
Over Bear seamount the temperature peaked at 24°C. These temperatures fall within the 
EFH designations for the red crab. The depth for red crab larvae, juveniles and adults is 
from 200-1800 meters. Bear seamount rises to 1100 meters and Physalia to 900 meters. 
Bear seamount is also home to several species that red crabs prey on such as sponges, 
hydroids, polychaetes, myctophids and Nezumia (Moore et al. 2003B, Moore et al. 2004 
and Steimle et al. 2001).  
 
The inclusion of sponges, hydroids and tunicates in their diet suggests that red crabs prey 
upon epifauna attached to solid surfaces (Steimle et al. 2001 referencing Farlow 1980). 
Other New England seamounts are not well-studied but seamounts are known to be 
“stepping stones” for species dispersal (Gubbay 2003) and Physalia seamount, which is 
next to Bear seamount, should therefore also be considered for EFH designation.  
 
The Council also has the authority to protect these seamounts as HAPC because they are 
part of the Northeast Multispecies (“Groundfish”) FMU (Fishery Management Unit). 
Section 2.4.5 of the 1998 Omnibus Habitat Amendment provides that: 
 

The management unit for the Northeast Multispecies FMP  
is the multispecies (finfish) fishery that occurs from eastern  
Maine through southern New England, encompassing all  
commercial and recreational harvesting sectors in New England  
and all fish species that factor into a fishery within a trip, from  
trip to trip and from season to season, except those species that  
are subject to other fishery management plans under the  
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. 

 



4 

By specifying that the FMU includes “all fish species that factor into a fishery . . .” the 
definition sweeps in all fish species that groundfish vessels might catch.  Because the 
groundfish fishery may expand out to seamounts in the future, groundfish vessels might 
catch deep-sea corals and other members of the seamount community.  Therefore, these 
species are part of the FMU.   
 
Figure 2. (Moore et al. 2003A) 

 
Since seamount species are part of the FMU, the agency has the authority to identify EFH 
for them.  50 C.F.R. § 600.805(b)(1).  Oceana proposes that as part of the second 
Omnibus Habitat Amendment, the Council identify EFH for deep-sea corals and 
associated species in the seamount proposal areas, and then protect this EFH as HAPC. 
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Furthermore, because the scope of the current Omnibus Amendment extends to all 
habitat-related facets of FMPs under the Council’s jurisdiction, it is within the scope of 
the amendment to adjust FMUs, as necessary, to include seamounts.  The broad 
definitions of fish, fishery, and fishing set forth in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, 16 U.S.C. 
§§ 1802(12)-(13), (15), as well as the broad definition of FMU set forth in the agency’s 
regulations, 50 C.F.R. § 600.10, grant the Council ample authority to include in the FMU 
any species that may be encountered by vessels fishing under the jurisdiction of one of its 
FMPs, designate EFH for that species, and create a HAPC.   
 
Criterion 1B: Importance of Current Ecological Function 
 
Oceana is proposing that the New England Seamounts, Bear, Physalia, Retriever, and 
Mytilus be designated EFH for deep-water species and that the seamounts be protected as 
HAPC.  This section describes the importance of the current ecological function and 
strong evidence for designation as EFH. 
 
While the Council has not yet designated the seamounts as EFH (except for EFH for red 
crab), it is appropriate to reconsider that omission in the current rulemaking.  Prior EFH 
designations were arbitrarily limited to the depth of NMFS trawl surveys. These arbitrary 
cutoffs should not restrict EFH designations.  Because an area is not designated EFH 
does not mean it is not of significant importance for marine species.  The best available 
scientific evidence shows that seamounts are EFH for deep-water species.  Because of 
their important ecological function, especially for endemic species, the New England 
seamounts satisfy the criteria for EFH designation set forth at 50 C.F.R. § 600.815(a)(1) 
and should be so designated. 
 
Seamounts support diverse communities of benthic fauna that create essential habitat for 
deep-sea fishes and crustaceans (Moore et al. 2003B). Many species found on seamounts 
are either endemic or located on only a few seamounts (Stocks 2004).  Seamounts 
typically host assemblages of benthic fauna that are distinct from surrounding slope areas 
(Koslow et al. 2000). 
 
Moore et al. (2003B) completed 20 hauls on Bear Seamount in December 2000 from the 
NOAA vessel R/V Delaware II. The study found several rare species including species of 
fish that were thought to not exist in the Northwest Atlantic. Table 1.0 (below) shows the 
species found on Bear Seamount previously thought to be at least 1500 km away. 
 
From the combined trawl surveys several hundred species have been documented to live 
on or above Bear Seamount. Table 1.1 (below) is a sample of some of the species found 
on the seamount. Appendix I and II provide a full list of species found in the surveys.  
 
Bear seamount is home to the cold water reef-building coral, Lophelia pertusa. Several 
species closely associated with Lophelia, including the octocoral Swiftia and polychaete 
tubeworms, were observed as well. Lophelia has been associated with highly diverse 
habitats across the north Atlantic (Jensen and Frederiksen 1992; Mortensen et al. 1995; 
Rogers 1999). Bear Seamount provides such unique habitat and conditions that it 
supports species that are not generally associated with the nearby Continental Slope 
(Moore et al. 2003B). Seamounts have a distinct benthic fauna which is dominated by 
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scleractinian, antipatharian and gorgonian corals (Koslow et al. 2000). Based on the 
findings at Bear Seamount, the New England seamounts provide an important ecological 
function as hotspots of biodiversity and home to several coral species, which provide 
shelter and appropriate spawning sites for a wide range of marine life.   
 
 
Table 1.0 Species found on Bear Seamount (Moore et al. 2004) 
Species Scientific Name Common Name Nearest Known Location (at least 

1500 km from Bear Seamount) 
Hydrolagus pallidus Chimaera Eastern Atlantic 
Bathypterios dubios Spiderfish Eastern Atlantic 
Diastobranchur capensis Cutthroat Eel Southern Hemisphere 
Syscenus atlanticus Isopod Iceland 
Apristurus microps Smalleye Catshark Eastern Atlantic or Grand Banks 
Normichthys operosus Multipore Searsid Eastern Atlantic or Grand Banks 
Heterophotus opisthoma  Florida 
Gigantura indica Telescope Fish Florida 
Stemnosudis rothschildi  Caribbean 
Stylephorus chordate Tube-Eye Florida 
Brotulotaenia crassa Violet Cuskeel Bahamas or Corner Rise 
Bathygadus favosus  Florida 
Coryphaenoides guentheri Gunther’s Grenadier Eastern Atlantic 
Nezumia suilla  Cuba 
Gaidropsarus argentatus Arctic Rockling Grand Banks 
Gyrinomimus n.sp. Whalefish Caribbean 
Epigonus telescopus Bulls-Eye Eastern Atlantic or Corner Rise 
Kali indica  Gulf of Mexico 
 
Multiple coral species have also been found on the New England Seamounts.  These 
species are known for being long-lived and once destroyed do not easily regenerate. 
According to Koslow et al. (2000), “The risk of severe depletion, and even extinction, of 
elements of the benthic fauna is increased by their highly specific habitat requirements, 
localized distributions and high levels of endemism.” 
 
The New England Seamount chain is perpendicular to two major currents, the Deep 
Western Boundary Current and the Antarctic Bottom Water. Because seamounts change 
the flow of currents around them, they may affect the aggregations of benthic and pelagic 
organisms (Moore et al. 2003B).  Koslow et al. (2000) emphasized that “the benthic 
fauna of seamount is typically distinct from that found on the surrounding seafloor, 
because the intensification of currents leads to a fauna dominated by suspension feeders, 
including scleractinian, antipatharian and gorgonian corals.”  
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Table 1.1 Additional species found on Bear Seamount  
(Moore et al. 2003B, Moore et al. 2004) 
Species Scientific Name 
Lophelia Pertusa 
Vaughanella margaretata 
Paragorgia sp. 
Polychaete in tubes within Lophelia 
Ophiomusium lymani 
Gorgonian 
Porcellanaster ceruleus 
Caryophyllia ambrosia ambrosia 
Swifta 
Serrivomer beanie 
Sigmops elongatum 
Chauliodus sloani 
Photostomias guernei 
Myctophidae 
Ceratoscopelus warmingi 
Diaphus dumerili 
Hygophum hygomii 
Lepidophanes guentheri 
 
 
The long chain of New England seamounts may connect fish populations across the 
Atlantic by providing isolated patches of essential habitat that serve as “stepping stones” 
(Gubbay 2003, Moore et al. 2004). As seen in Figure 2.0, several deep-sea fish that were 
previously found only in the eastern Atlantic the chimaera Hydrolagus pallidus and the 
spiderfish Bathypterios dubios are also found on Bear Seamount. 
 
Fish appear to aggregate on seamounts, possibly because of particular current patterns 
and higher concentrations of zooplankton than in surrounding waters (Johnston and 
Santillo 2004, Rogers 1994). Seamounts are prominent features in the seafloor 
topography that attract disproportionate numbers of large predatory fish compared to 
other open ocean ecosystems (Worm et al. 2003, Rogers 1994).    
 
Criterion 2: Sensitivity to Anthropogenic Stresses 
 
The expansion of deep-sea fishing threatens cold-water corals and seamount ecosystems.  
The Workshop on the Effects of Fishing Gear on Marine Habitats off the Northeastern 
United States in 2001 agreed with the conclusions of many scientists worldwide- trawling 
causes significant impacts on benthic habitat.  The moving of boulders from otter trawls 
and the destruction of biological structures were of greatest concern because the effects 
could last for years. The panel concluded that “the most significant potential effects of 
otter trawls identified included long-term changes in bottom structure and long-term 
changes in benthic trophic function or ecosystem function.” 
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The NRC report (2002) on bottom trawling stated: “Many studies indicate that stable 
communities of low mobility, long-lived species are more vulnerable to acute and chronic 
physical disturbance [trawling] than are communities of short-lived species in changeable 
environments. Habitat complexity is reduced by towed bottom gear that removes or 
damages biological and physical structures. The extent of the initial effects and the rate of 
recovery depend on the stability of the habitat. The more stable biogenic, gravel, and mud 
habitats experience the greatest changes and have the slowest recovery rates.” 
 
Seamount ecosystems experience low levels of natural disturbance and are highly 
susceptible to anthropogenic stresses. Seamounts have complex concentrations of 
suspension feeding invertebrates such as gorgonians and sponges that are highly 
vulnerable to physical disturbances from mobile fishing gear. Trawling in deep-water 
ecosystems can severely affect benthic fauna because of the accidental removal of fauna 
as bycatch or the destruction of fauna as trawling gear sweeps by (Koslow et al. 2000). 
Experimental trawling on seamounts showed that unfished areas had 106% more biomass 
and 46% greater species diversity (Koslow et al. 2001). The impact of fishing on these 
habitats gives cause for great concern (Moore et al. 2003B). 
 
Long-lived fish and invertebrates are found on seamounts and are especially susceptible 
to overfishing.  The roundnose grenadier, caught in four stations on Bear Seamount 
during the Moore et al. (2003B) dive, can live as long as 70 years and does not mature 
until approximately 14 years old (Roberts 2002).  
 
Criterion 3: Extent of Current or Future Development Stresses  
 
As bottom trawlers are able to reach into deeper waters, they threaten New England 
seamounts. Bottom trawling in Georges Bank disturbed the gravel substrate causing the 
area to have less emergent epifauna, small fish, and brittle stars (Collie et al. 2000). Forty 
percent of the trawling in the world occurs in waters deeper than the continental shelves 
(Johnston and Santillo 2004). A study of Tasmanian seamounts found that 95% of the 
bottom was bare rock in a heavily fished area, compared to only 10% on an unfished 
seamount (Koslow et al. 2000). If the fragile and long-lived species that are unique to 
seamounts are destroyed it will take hundreds of years to regenerate – if ever. While 
currently there is no bottom trawling occurring on the New England seamounts, it is 
important to protect them for their ecological value.  
 
Criterion 4: Rarity of the Habitat Type 

There are only four seamounts located in the EEZ in New England waters: Bear, 
Physalia, Retriever, and Mytilus. These seamounts are part of a chain that stretches across 
the North Atlantic Ocean. The chain also includes additional New England Seamounts 
beyond the EEZ, Corner Rise seamounts, the mid-Atlantic Ridge and the Azores. The 
New England Seamount chain has thirty major volcanic peaks starting from Georges 
Bank to the eastern end of Bermuda.  Very few seamounts are found in U.S. waters of the 
Northwest Atlantic. 

Seamounts host biological communities that are notably different from those found in 
neighboring areas of the continental shelf and slope (Boehlert 1987, Rogers 1994, Worm 
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et al. 2003).  Marine life that is rare in other ocean regions may rely on the highly diverse 
habitats found on seamounts (Boehlert 1987).  These habitats offer rare combinations of 
depth, light levels, currents, and food availability that support unique assemblages of 
species.  Even adjacent seamounts can host different species with highly localized 
distributions (De Forges et al. 2000). 

Topic 4: HAPC Boundary (Maps) 
 
Coordinates of Candidate HAPC (Please provide in latitude and longitude to the scale of 
degree/minutes/seconds or decimal degrees): 
 
The proposed boundary for this HAPC is as follows:  northwest corner at 40.16o N, 
68.00o W; southwest corner at 39.16o N, 68.00o W; northeast corner at 40.16o N, 65.86o 
W (longitude of the EEZ boundary); southeast corner at 39.16o N, 66.63o W (longitude of 
the EEZ boundary) (Auster HAPC 2005). [Figure 1 (next page)] 
 
Topic 5: Supportive Data 
 
See references below. 
 
Topic 6: Potential and Existing Threats 
 
The main threat to seamounts and deep-water corals is bottom trawling. Although there is 
currently no fishing on the New England seamounts, this type of destructive fishing 
practice threatens to destabilize essential seamount ecosystems and the array of benefits 
they provide to marine species.  
 
Moore et al. (2004) observed that “commercial fishers, however, have considered these 
seamounts as potential sites for fishery resources, such as orange roughy, and proposed 
exploratory fishing of these seamounts.” Roundnose grenadier, a commercially fished 
species in other parts of the world has been found on Bear seamount, indicating the 
potential for these seamounts to be opened to commercial fishing. 
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Figure 1.  Location map of the proposed New England Seamounts HAPC.  The map is 
based on NOAA Bathymetric maps NOS NJ 19-3 (Bear Seamount) and NOS NK 19-12 
(Lydonia Canyon) (Auster HAPC 2005). 
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Discretionary Topics 
 
Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal 
 
New England Seamounts should be closed to all types of bottom-tending mobile gear. 
This prohibition would protect essential fish habitat and fragile deep-sea corals against 
the threat of future fishery expansion, with no immediate economic impact as there is no 
bottom trawling currently occurring in the HAPC area.   
  
Alternatives 
 
A. Using Discretionary Authority to Protect the Seamounts and Deep-Sea Corals 
 
Epifauna on seamounts is dominated by suspension feeders, which are mainly deep-sea 
corals (Auster et al. 2005). The Council can protect deep-sea corals and seamounts as 
habitat under the Magnuson-Stevens Act even without considering seamount species as 
part of the FMUs regulated by the NEFMC.  This alternative for seamount protection 
would be similar to the action taken by the Council in Monkfish Amendment 2 to protect 
Lydonia and Oceanographer canyons. Under 50 C.F.R. § 600.805(b)(1) – “An FMP may 
describe, identify and protect the habitat of species not in an FMU; however, such habitat 
may not be considered EFH for the purposes of section 303(a)(7) and 305(b) of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act.” 
 
NMFS supported this authority in its Response to Comments on the EFH regulations: 
  

Comment C: One commenter said that NMFS should delete from Sec. 
600.805(b) the language saying that a Council may describe, identify, and protect 
the habitat of species not in a fishery management unit, but such habitat may not 
be considered EFH.  The commenter said that under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, 
Councils may only develop FMPs for identified species and may not describe, 
identify, or protect the habitat of other species.  The commenter also said that 
Councils have no authority under the Magnuson-Stevens Act to protect the 
habitat of any fish.   
  
Response C:  The preamble to the interim final rule at 62 FR 66534 notes that the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act does not preclude Councils from identifying habitat 
(other than EFH) of a fishery resource under its authority even if the species is 
not managed under an FMP.  Council actions to protect the habitats of managed 
or non-managed species is limited to protecting habitats from fishing activities.   
 

Comment C (67 FR 2348 (2002)). 
 
The NEFMC also has broad discretion to implement area-based gear restrictions in deep-
sea coral areas to minimize the bycatch of deep-sea corals to the extent practicable. 16 
U.S.C. 1851(a)(9) and 1853(a)(11).  According to the Magnuson-Stevens Act, deep-sea 
corals are included in its definition of “fish.”  16 U.S.C. §1802(12).  Therefore, deep-sea 
corals are species within the definition of “bycatch” under the Act and the NEFMC and 
NMFS have authority to regulate fishing in order to reduce bycatch of deep-sea corals.   
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The Fisheries Service has interpreted existing statutory authority to support the New 
England Council’s broad statutory authority to reduce bycatch of deep-sea corals, as well 
as other non-commercially managed species.  As seen in the Fisheries Service’s 
Response to Comments on the National Standard One Guidelines, bycatch includes 
marine species with no commercial value:   
 

Comment 4. One commenter observed that national standard 9 applies not only to 
commercially valuable species, but also to all finfish, shellfish, and invertebrate 
species with no commercial value.  
 
Response. NMFS agrees. The definition of ‘‘fish’’ in the Magnuson-Stevens Act 
includes finfish, shellfish, and invertebrate species, and all other forms of marine 
animal and plant life except marine mammals and birds; by extension, bycatch 
applies to these forms of marine life. 

 
See. 63 Fed. Reg. 24224 (1998)(National Standard One Guidelines).   
 
Habitat may be protected for precautionary reasons.  As the recent Monkfish Amendment 
2 final rule stated: 
 

“…due to the potential expansion of the offshore monkfish fishery resulting from 
the implementation of the Offshore Fishery Program in the SFMA… canyon 
closure areas are considered to be a necessary precautionary measure to limit the 
potential interaction between monkfish trawl and gillnet gear and the 18 species 
of coral known to inhabit these two canyons.”  

 
70 Fed. Reg. 21932 (April 28, 2005) (response to comment 3) 
 
Because of the potential for bottom trawling to expand into deeper waters, the seamounts 
are at risk and the closures should be viewed as a precautionary measure to limit the 
interaction between bottom tending mobile gear and deep-sea corals. 
 
Independent of any other authority, the Council has broad discretion to regulate fishing 
and close areas to fishing, as long as this action is consistent with National Standards and 
other applicable law.  Under section 303(b) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act - 
“Discretionary Provisions” - NMFS and the New England Council may “designate zones 
where, and periods when, fishing shall be limited, or shall not be permitted, or shall be 
permitted only by specified types of fishing vessels or with specified types and quantities 
of fishing gear.” 16 U.S.C. §1853(b)(2).  Therefore, the New England Council can create, 
and regulate certain fishing activities, in deep-sea coral protection areas such as the 
seamounts.  
 
B. A Comprehensive Proposal to Protect Important Habitat Areas from the Adverse 
Impacts Caused by Bottom Trawling and Scallop Dredging for New England and 
the Mid-Atlantic Regions 
 
The North Pacific Regional Fishery Management Council (NPFMC), in February, of this 
year, unanimously approved sweeping habitat protections for the entire Aleutian Islands 
area of the North Pacific. The approach used by the NPFMC is a paradigm shift in 
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fisheries management for US waters that protects large areas of habitat from the adverse 
effects of bottom trawling, while at the same time maintaining healthy fisheries and 
access to important fishing grounds. The NPFMC, using science and an open public 
process, identified important fishing grounds and sensitive habitat areas, and used this 
information to designate areas open to continued bottom trawling, designate coral and 
sponge conservation areas closed permanently to bottom trawling, and closed to bottom 
trawling all other areas that have not been trawled in the past seven years. This new 
management approach can be used by both the NEFMC and the MAFMC to protect a 
wide range of important habitats while maintaining vibrant sustainable fisheries.  
 
A modified version of this approach can be used by both the NEFMC and the MAFMC to 
address the impacts of trawling and dredging on the sensitive and important habitat areas 
in the region.                                                                                                                                                        
 

Oceana Proposal for New England and the Mid-Atlantic: 
 
Immediately close to bottom tending mobile gears all areas that have not been trawled or 
dredged in the past seven years. All known areas of cold water coral and sponge, 
sensitive juvenile cod habitat, and other areas of high ecological value, should be 
permanently closed to bottom-tending mobile gear. These known sensitive habitat areas 
should be designated as “habitat conservation areas”, HAPC’s, or some other designation 
that makes clear that these special areas are permanently protected. Immediately 
designate the area that will be left open to the use of mobile bottom tending gear as the 
“open trawl area”. The remaining area that is neither “open trawl area” or “habitat 
conservation zone” can only be designated as one of those two categories after there has 
been a through scientific assessment of the area and a determination has been made of 
expected impacts to the habitat from bottom trawling and dredging. This entire 
management approach will be monitored by the use of VMS. Another critical component 
is to establish a rigorous scientific mapping and habitat assessment program to increase 
our knowledge of the unfished area and monitor the bycatch of cold water corals in the 
“open trawl area.” If significant bycatch of corals is evident, an immediate habitat 
assessment of that area must be completed and its designation changed to “habitat 
conservation area” if warranted. 
 
Mapping: 
 
Data on both habitat and fishing effort, from all sources, will be entered into a 
Geographic Information System (GIS) database, which is then used to make specific and 
detailed maps of the precise locations of sensitive habitat and the areas swept by bottom 
trawls over the past seven years. This will result in an accurate map of the “open bottom 
trawl zone.” 
 
Non-mobile and mid-water gears will not be affected by this proposal and will be allowed 
continued use pursuant to current regulations. 
 
The Oceana Approach provides responsible stewardship of public resources by protecting 
essential habitat while maintaining vibrant sustainable fisheries. 
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Appendix I: List of species found on or over Bear seamount prior 2000 (Moore et al. 
2003B). 
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Appendix I cont.: Species found on or over to Bear seamount in 2000 (Moore et al. 
2003B). 
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Appendix II: List of species from the trawl surveys in July 2002 (Moore et al. 2004). 
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