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The ISFMP Policy Board of the Atlantic States
Marine Fisheries Commission convened via
webinar; Tuesday, August 5, 2020, and was
called to order at 10:30 a.m. by Chair Patrick C.
Keliher.
CALL TO ORDER
CHAIR PATRICK C. KELIHER: Thanks everybody
for your attention on all of these matters today.
We were obviously moving a bunch of these
items to a future meeting or call. With that I’m
closing this section of the meeting, and we’ll
open the closed session at 9:55. We’ll make
sure we leave plenty of time for questions,
answers, comments that need to be made.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
CHAIR KELIHER: Item Number 2 is Board
Consent, Approval of the Agenda.
Does
anybody have any additions, deletions to the
agenda, or any questions around the agenda?
I’ve got to toggle back and forth. Seeing no
hands around the agenda, the agenda is
approved by consensus.
APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS
CHAIR KELIHER: Also, approval of the February
and July proceedings for 2020. Does any
member of the Policy Board have any questions
regarding that document?
Seeing no hands going up, or nobody
commenting, the proceedings are approved.
PUBLIC COMMENT
CHAIR KELIHER: Item Number 3 is Public
Comment. Are there any members of the
public that have anything that they would like
to bring to the Policy Board that is not on the
agenda?
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE REPORT
CHAIR KELIHER: Hearing no voices, seeing no
hands, we will move right through to the
Executive Committee Report.

This morning the Executive Committee met for
a little over two hours to discuss many, many
different items. The first thing that was
discussed at length was the CARES Act. Kelly
Denit from NOAA Fisheries did join us to help
answer questions. I think it was a good
discussion. It certainly raised some additional
questions that need to be answered, and Kelly
will be following up with Bob Beal, and Bob will
get those back out to the Executive Committee.
To date, Massachusetts and South Carolina
have been approved. Maine, Rhode Island,
Virginia and Georgia have all submitted plans,
and I’m assuming they have received, or are
about to receive questions regarding their plan.
Hopefully the turnaround on those will be
quick. I know for Maine’s to the turnaround
was a little over a week, a week and a half I
guess to get questions back. It was a wide
range in conversation. I’m not going to go into
detail. A lot of it focused around the spend
plans, and that allocation.
There was a brief conversation around what is
going on in Congress right now about any
additional CARES Act dollars that might become
available. Kelly did report out that the spend
plans that are developed now, hopefully there
will be language that the spend plans that are
being developed now can be used for future
allocations. I want to stress that that is totally
optional, so if states want to make a change, if
we are lucky enough to get a second round of
money, then we would have that flexibility
going forward. Kelly did bring up the issues
around the sample affidavits, and showing good
standing for the applicants with federal
government. There was a lot of discussion
around the issues of being made more than
whole, and how is that going to work?
I’m going by my notes, so if I misstate, I’m going
to let Bob jump in. But in particular, PPP and
other assistance will not be considered in the 35
percent lost. However, it will be considered in
making an individual more than whole, so that
is important to note. There was a fair amount
of conversation also, as it pertained to that 35
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percent loss, and what happens if it is for a
distinct period of time, and then that loss is
negated based on improved income later in the
year.
That potentially puts an individual in a place of
having to pay money back. The issue was raised
by New Hampshire, and I think a lot of other
states certainly raised their eyebrows on that
one, to try to figure out how we’re going to get
around that. Not get around it, but how we’re
going to address it. That will be something that
we’ll probably have to have some further
conversation on as we go forward.
Some additional questions around the audit as
well, and it’s clear that whatever we’re using to
support, or the states are using to support the
distribution of the funds would have to be
available for those states, and potentially even
for the Agency for audits in the future. As I said
earlier, Kelly had a few questions she was not
able to answer.
She’ll be following up directly with Bob Beal,
and Bob will get that information back out to
the Executive Committee. That was the first
item. Does anybody have any questions around
the CARES Act that either Bob or I might be able
to answer? Seeing no hands, I’m just going to
keep going down through my report.

currently have in place was memorialized in a
policy document after discussion with the AOC.
AOC had some minor changes. Those were
presented this morning to the Executive
Committee, and again those were approved
without objection.
Also related to the AOC report was an issue that
was brought up by Ritchie White from New
Hampshire around the use of unspent funds,
and the need for a policy. Bob Beal informed
me that there was the beginning of a policy
being developed prior to COVID, as it pertained
to unspent funds and how or what type of
policy we should have in place. Based on that
conversation, and knowing that that work is
already ongoing, Bob and Laura are going to
dust off that document, do some additional
work on it. That will be brought back to the
Executive Committee, and then the Executive
Committee will then report out to the Policy
Board. I’m just going to keep moving on, and
then we’ll circle back for questions at the end, if
there are any questions. Agenda Item Number
6, back in the order was a report by the Science
and Management Committee. This was a
report that was presented by Sarah Murray, and
it was on public participation to the Advisory
Panel process, and through Public Hearing
Process.

CHAIR KELIHER: We went out of order, back up
to Item Number 4 on the Executive Committee
or the AOC Report. The Oversight Committee
reviewed the budget that was submitted by
staff, and after several conversations with staff
and answering questions, the AOC moved to
the Executive Committee that the budget for
FY21 be approved, and the budget was
approved without objection.

It was a very thorough review by the Science
and Management Committee, really focused on
public engagement, exploring strategies and
efficiencies on how to reach stakeholders. The
Executive Committee did have some
conversation around stipends as a way to
encourage people. But it was pointed out that
stipends for Advisory Panel members, where
there are not stipends for Commissioners that
are not part of a state agency or any legislative
staff, potentially could be problematic. Some
additional conversations around that may be
needed in the future.

The AOC also reported out around unspent
funds related to contractual agreements. I
believe the document has been made available
for the Policy Board, but the practice that we

One of the ideas around this was to try to find
ways to develop some accountability, so if
people are participating and they’re receiving
some sort of stipend, that they would have to

ADMINISTRATIVE OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE
REPORT
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I think more conversations around that need to
take place. Also, around public participation
was the issues around a possible hybrid
approach, to include both in-person meetings
and webinar kind of combined. I know through
New England Council we’re going to do that on
Amendment 23 on groundfish, at least within
Maine, trying to bring some people together
that will participate in an in-house meeting, as
we do some additional work through webinar.

of menhaden, and that we have their
participation being in conflict with the compact.
Our attorney, the ASMFCs attorney, after
reviewing Pennsylvania’s letter has asked Bob
for some additional information.
That
information will be presented in a letter form
back to Pennsylvania, and there has been no
final decision on this. Additional conversations
will happen at the Executive Committee, with a
plan forward being brought to the Policy Board
at a later date. Item Number 8 was to consider
the division or dividing the South Atlantic
Board. Bob may want to weigh in on this, or
Toni if any conversations need to take place
around this.

I think those are the type of things, especially in
this Pandemic, we’re going to have to start
thinking outside the box on how this hybrid
approach could be utilized. Then lastly, there
was more talk about how we can educate, do a
better job educating Advisory Panel members in
particular.

But at this time, the Executive Committee
because of lack of time on the agenda, have
pushed this off to a later call. We certainly will
have more around that issue in a future
meeting. Jay McNamee, would you like to bring
the issue up around that participation, about
Rhode Island’s participation?

The thought to that, advisors aren’t listened to
or they don’t listen to us in their general
statement was discussed. We talked about how
we can improve the expectations of the advisor,
that their input is part of a larger process, and
how can we move in the direction to do a better
job educating, so people are aware of what that
input means, and how it is being considered.

DR. JASON McNAMEE:
I’ll try and be
really…within it. It connects with this, I think.
In any case going back a little over a year. The
ASMFC reached out to Rhode Island. I think
what was going on was the cobia assessment
was going on. What the Commission noticed
was Rhode Island had a bunch of commercial
landings.

I’m going to pause there. I know I’ve gone
through a couple, just make sure I don’t have
any hand up, so I’m going to continue to move
down the list. Item Number 7 is a topic that has
come up and has been presented around
Pennsylvania’s participation on the Menhaden
Board. A letter was submitted to Pennsylvania.
Pennsylvania has now responded through their
attorneys with a letter of disagreement. Kris
Kuhn on the Executive Committee did a very
good job explaining the rationale behind that
letter.

In fact, they were higher than I think some of
the states that are currently on the South
Atlantic Board. They reached out to Rhode
Island to investigate a little bit, whether those
were just boats that were actually fishing down
south, and then landing up here or not. What
we discovered was the majority of those
landings were coming out of our floating fish
trap fishery, which is an inshore fixed gear, kind
of akin to like pound nets, kind of a gear like
that.

have accountability. But again, based on the
fact that there are some budgetary constraints
around that, and the fact that there would be
some inequities.

A lot of conversation on this, a lot of states
recognizing the fact that Pennsylvania is very
committed to menhaden and the conservation

A long story short, those were legitimately fish
being caught in Rhode Island waters. That was
both interesting and the question that was
posed to us is hey, do you want to get involved
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in the management of cobia, or what would
Rhode Island think about joining into the
management process for cobia?
We kicked that around a little bit and
investigated. The landings are still in the grand
scheme of things fairly small. But we were
looking at what that would mean by way of
regulations and things like that. Long story
short, after a consultation with folks in the
industry and within state government, we felt
we might be interested in getting involved.
We thought, you know it would be good if this
trend continues that Rhode Island should be a
part of the management process, if restrictions
need to be made or what have you. We should
be a part of that if there are landings occurring
in our area, and it was an opportunity for us to
be involved in any of that management process.
We are interested, certainly in getting involved.
I think it would be focused on cobia.
I don’t think it would connect with any of the
other South Atlantic species, at least at this
point, right? But that is where we are at, so we
wanted to at least get that out on the table for
the folks in the South Atlantic Board to think
about. It may connect in with this decision of
splitting the South Atlantic Board. I haven’t
quite wrapped my head around if that is a
critical element or not. In any case, I’ll stop
yammering away here, Mr. Chair, and that’s all I
wanted to offer for today.
CHAIR KELLIHER: I do have a couple of hands
up. I’m assuming they are on this topic. But
before we do, we have determined that the
Executive Committee will get additional
information on this topic from staff, and we can
put this as a placeholder, as part of those
discussions. I’ve got Joe Cimino and Lynn
Fegley. Joe.
MR. JOE CIMINO: I support this notion, and if it
does become Spanish mackerel and cobia as a
separate board, I think there are several states
that are going to want to be considered. My
question is, since we have, and this may be

Lynn’s as well. If we have a cobia addendum
going forward, and we recognized the other day
that we’re losing Dr. Schmidtke, so I don’t know
who on staff could help advise us.
Should we be pausing on that addendum, or is
the concept of adding newer states something
that would (broke up) a new amendment, in
which case let’s get through this addendum,
and then we start a new amendment when we
look at adding other states. But I was just
hoping to get some guidance from staff on
should that addendum still be moving forward.
CHAIR KELIHER: Toni.
MS. TONI KERNS: For adding states to a
management board, Joe. That is something
that the Policy Board approves. There are
guidelines in the Compact that we follow when
adding states to a board, so you don’t have to
change the addendum for that. Then that
management body would be updated in the
next management document. I don’t know if
Bob has anything else to add there.
CHAIR KELIHER: Bob either is still having
microphone troubles or –
MR. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ROBERT E. BEAL: I’m
unmuted by the organizer. I’ve got a theme for
the day. I don’t have much to add. That can be
a Policy Board decision. The Commission can
move states on and off management boards
based on Policy Board action. It doesn’t take an
addendum or an amendment to do that.
MR. CIMINO:
follow.

Mr. Chair, sorry just a quick

CHAIR KELIHER: Yes, please Joe.
MR. CIMINO: I appreciate that. I can’t pretend
I knew all that information that well. But I was
being a little bit more specific to the cobia
addendum itself. Would it complicate it if there
were new states involved? Do we need to think
through that whole process of what this
particular addendum is doing for us? Should we
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pause to wait to see if we need to consider
other states or not?
CHAIR KELIHER: I’ve got Lynn Fegley and then
Jim Gilmore.
MS. LYNN FEGLEY: That was not my question,
but it’s a good one. Just to follow up if I may
very quickly on Joe’s point. I think if the Policy
Board decides to split the South Atlantic, then
we would really want to make sure with this
addendum that Rhode Island has the ability, if
they want to declare an interest to participate
in that public comment, because there is more
specific measures for de minimis states, which I
assume Rhode Island would be. I think that is
something we need to consider. But I also
wanted to say that, and I conversed with Toni
about this a little bit yesterday. The spot FMP
resides in an omnibus with Spanish mackerel,
and one is a sciaenid and one is a pelagic. You
know Pat Geer and I used to talk about splitting
out spot from that omnibus, because it seems
to always go together with croaker.
It’s a little bit of work for staff to do a spot
addendum and a croaker addendum, when
potentially they could just do a spot and croaker
addendum. But it is also work to split spot out
and put it with croaker. But I was curious if the
Board was split into a sciaenid and a pelagic
section, would that push the issue? Would we
need to pull spot out of that omnibus, which
actually I think would be a good idea, but I just
wanted to check on that.
CHAIR KELIHER: Toni, do you want to comment
on that?
MS. KERNS: I will do my best, then Bob can
correct me if I’m wrong, based on our
conversation last night. I think that we would
be okay. What we would do is, the omnibus is
actually Spanish mackerel, spot, and spotted
sea trout. We have had individual addenda that
relate to individual species under that omnibus.
We could continue to do addenda for Spanish
mackerel on their own, and when we were to

go forward with our next amendment, the next
time we did it then we would be pulling it out of
the omnibus and into an amendment on its
own. If you recall back in the nineties, Spanish
mackerel was its own FMP.
It started off as its own, moved into the
omnibus, because I think there are a lot of
similar management frameworks for those
three species. We thought it would be easier to
combine them. Now we are finding ourselves in
the place where we think we might need to be
splitting them out. I think when we come up on
the next amendment, we would do that, Lynn.
But we would be okay otherwise.
CHAIR KELIHER: Jim Gilmore.
MR. JAMES J. GILMORE: Just a comment at this
point. A couple years ago New York was invited
by leadership to join in on the South Atlantic
Board because of cobia, and we declined
because at that point it was sort of an all-in or
all-out. It was sort of a workload thing. We
didn’t for all the species we would have to be
involved with. Now Rhode Island is considering,
at least getting in it and commenting on cobia,
or even maybe more involved with the
management.
We’ll have to rethink that, because I’m not sure
how well it makes sense that states like New
York, and Connecticut too. I’m not sure how
much activity Connecticut is having on cobia.
But we’re having probably the same amount as
Rhode Island. Not that I want to make more
work, but now if it’s not an all-in thing, but if we
are going to consider maybe splitting the South
Atlantic Board up into different species, we
would have to think about that again.
Just at this point I just wanted, we originally had
opted out of it, but maybe we need to
reconsider that. Actually, this is going to be
happening for maybe a bunch of species as we
progress and do our northern migration. Mr.
Chairman, you took all our lobsters, we don’t
have to worry about them anymore, but we’ve
got a lot of things coming up that we never
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really thought about. As we progress on this,
we’ll again have to rethink it. I would like to see
if Connecticut has any desire to get on this.
CHAIRAMN KELIHER: Are there any other
comments on this before we move on? I don’t
see any other hands. Anybody on the phone
have a comment? Hearing none, seeing none,
as I stated earlier, the Executive Committee has
tabled this for a future conversation. I think we
can, based on the comments we’ve heard here
today from the Policy Board, we can add those
into the mix.
Then, I think as long as the timing works we can
report out at the October meeting. If there are
no objections to that, I’ll finalize my report, and
then we can move on with the agenda. Under
Other Business there were several issues
brought up, the first being the annual meeting.
We are three months away from our annual
meeting in New Jersey.
Both Spud and Bob and I have had several
conversations about this meeting over the last
several weeks. I mean the fact of the matter
remains that the COVID-19 Pandemic is still in
full swing. We have states that are on this call
that are likely lit up as hot spots. The idea of
trying to bring everybody together into New
Jersey to complete our annual meeting is just
not in the cards for us this year.
The Executive Committee after some
discussion, agreed that the annual meeting
should be moved to a virtual meeting, just as
this one. One question was brought up around
the fact that is there a way to combine
commissioners and put them in one spot, and
maybe using videos as part of that, or maybe
even not using video.
Staff is going to look into that a little bit more,
to see if the GoToWebinar would work for a
little bit of a slightly hybrid approach for the
Annual Meeting. It was also agreed at that time
that we would just not remove New Jersey from
the list, but we will just shift over a year so New
Jersey will be hosting in 2021.

They’ve done a tremendous amount of work on
this annual meeting, we’re sad to see it not
happen, but we believe that now would be
prudent to make that delay. Bob, I don’t think
that the Policy Board needs to make a call on
this, or affirm the Executive Committee’s
recommendation. If you could jump in and air
your thoughts on that I would appreciate it
before I move on.
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: I think that’s
correct, Pat. It was unanimous at the Executive
Committee that changing this year’s annual
meeting unfortunately to virtual is the way to
go. Adjusting the schedule to have New Jersey
be the host for next year. I don’t think there is
any need for the Policy Board to take action on
that. The Executive Committee can make that
decision.
CHAIR KELIHER: Great, thank you. The only
other thing under new business was a letter
that was submitted by Commissioner Tom Fote
as it pertained to working groups. It was
focused on some of the work on the Striped
Bass Working Group, but I don’t think at the
end of the day, Tom was not trying to say that
the results of that were flawed. He was trying
to raise the issue of participation and state
participation, and trying to make it a little bit
more holistic, as far as participation. Making
sure states are included. Certainly, the policy
that we have in place now was followed. There
is nothing out of the ordinary around that, it’s
just continued observation that he wanted to
put forward. In doing so, Tom did make a
statement.
I had a long conversation with Tom, a very
excellent conversation with Tom around an
individual who was on the Working Group. I
talked to that individual; he said no problem
stating this publicly. But as you all know,
Ritchie White, an outstanding member of the
Commission had to have emergency open heart
surgery, corrective heart surgery.
He was not on the Committee. Tom was not
aware of that, so there were some dynamics in
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Tom’s letter that made us kind of loose sight, or
made the message around the working groups
kind of lost in that conversation. This was
brought up at the Executive Committee. I am
bringing it up here today to say that the
Executive Committee has tabled that
conversation to a future date.
We will look at the issues around the makeup of
future work groups, as it pertains to species
boards and that work. Again, the fact that the
Striped Bass Working Group I think did a really
great job. Marty and Megan did a fantastic job
being open and transparent, probably much
more so than any other workgroup that I’ve
been involved with.
I want to commend them for their work on the
workgroup, and the fact that a very balanced
document has been presented now to the
Striped Bass Board.
We’ll have more
conversations around that at the Executive
Committee level, and those may come back to
the Policy Board as well.
Then the last item was the item of our
Executive Director. We planned a closed
session for this, as we do for all staff related
issues.
In this case it was the Annual
Performance Review for Bob Beal. Spud and I
took a little bit of a different approach to it,
whether Bob liked it or not, I’m not sure. But I
know that with my senior staff I use a selfevaluation approach, and we did that with Bob,
after he submitted to us his annual duties,
which are many.

announce that we continue to be nothing but
thrilled with Bob’s performance, especially
during this time of a global pandemic. You
know all of us are affected in one way, shape or
form or another.
Then many of us on this call have to deal with it,
not only for ourselves, and reflecting on how
it’s impacting amongst ourselves, but how it is
impacting our staff. Bob not only has that on
his plate, and how to deal with staff, but also
how to deal with the issues around all of the
Commissioners from Maine to Florida. I’ve
often said, and I repeated it today that you
know an Executive Director has to be the chief
cook and bottle washer. In this case he’s got to
be an administrator, a fishery scientist, a policy
advisory, and frankly a therapist to a lot of us.
With that, I’m pleased to announce the
Executive Committee’s full support of Bob Beal,
and would like to thank him both personally,
and on behalf of the Executive Committee and
Board for the work he continues to do.
With that I will conclude my report, and would
be happy to answer any questions around any
of these items that the Board may have. I am
not seeing any hands go up, so with that I will
conclude the report of the Executive
Committee, and will move right down to the
next item, which is Jason McNamee with a
progress update on the Risk and Uncertainty
Policy. Jason.
UPDATE ON THE RISK AND
UNCERTAINTY POLICY

We asked him to pare it down to a minimum of
10, and I think he put a few more on than that.
We also asked him to do some self-reflecting. I
find when people do this, they are harder on
themselves than that of their manager. Bob
was very open and honest about his review, and
about these items. He elevated some things
that could be worked on.

DR. McNAMEE: This is an update on the Risk
and Uncertainty Policy that we had been talking
about. We went kind of dark on this for a little
while. A lot of that had to do with several of
the folks who are pushing this forward got
wrapped up in the ERP work. That is kind of
why we haven’t seen too much on this in a
while, but we’re back.

Spud and I had very good conversations around
those. That document was presented to the
Executive Committee, and I am pleased to

We just wanted to give you an update, and
there was actually some work going on this as
well. That is what we’re talking to you about
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today. Just a little background. The idea was to
develop a process that could be used for many
different risk decisions made by the ASMFC, and
the attributes of doing that were we would be
creating a systematic process to deal with what
we’re trying to do with risk at the Commission,
and to make a process more transparent.
We assess risk all the time when we make
management decisions. But a lot of time it’s
kind of murky and can be different, depending
on which Commissioner is kind of making the
decisions. The original idea that we had to
develop this system was to develop a decision
tree to implement this process.
If you remember, we kind of jokingly called it
plinko. You sort of entered into this decision
tree and you bounce your way down to the
bottom, and at the end you get a probability of
management success, and so you kind of add
and subtract buffers as you go. This is just a
reminder of what that looked like, and this isn’t
even all of it. This is just a portion that we could
fit on a slide.
A lot of questions, and a lot of plinking to do
with this old system. What we did the last time
we all spoke was we had taken the system that
we had developed, and we wanted to put it in
front of some other groups, and actually try it
on a species. At the time we decided to try it
on striped bass. The Striped Bass Technical
Committee and the Committee for Economic
and Social Science were consulted, and they
took a crack at trying to both give us some
advice on parts, and that is what the CESS was
doing.
The Striped Bass TC tried to apply it to striped
bass, and so we developed a preliminary striped
bass example. What came out of that, and
again this was an experiment, and it was a
successful one, because we learned a ton.
What we came to the realization of was that
this approach is very brittle is the word we’ve
been using for it. What we mean by that is
anytime you would add new information, or if
you adjust the importance of any one of those

categories or decisions, you have to redo the
entire tree, because what was happening was it
was just additive and subtracting as you kind of
went down. If you didn’t add it in a new
question or if you had an extreme event, so
something that really got pinned to a decision
or an enhancer within the decision tree that
was really significant, and really extreme. You
would have to redo the whole tree to make it
kind of perform the way you want it to. It was
an important experiment, and we learned a lot
by going through it.
One of the things that came out was one of the
members of the CESS Committee said, hey we
should rethink your approach. I’ve got an idea
of a better method to help you kind of deal with
these aspects that make your existing system
kind of brittle. We went, took his advice, and
we revised the approach.
Also, the Striped Bass TC when they went
through it, interestingly they ended up having
to kind of cobble together some interpolations,
I guess I’ll call them. That was actually very
much in line with the advice that we got from
the CESS Committee. Those two things kind of
came together, and gave us a consistent signal.
We made some refinements to the information
included in the approach that input, and we
also developed a new formula for combining
the input into a final probability of management
success.
The following information is
incorporated into the Risk and Uncertainty
Decision Tool, and it’s split into four categories.
I won’t go through all of this in the table, but
remember you’ve got a set of information that
is about the stock assessment, so it’s kind of
technical determinations. Then you’ve got a set
of information on the uncertainty that is
involved for that particular species, and the
information that’s involved with that species.
Then we had a couple of other categories like
the additional risk determinations, like the
trophic importance of that species. Then a
bunch of stuff on the economic and social
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considerations, I think the table is mislabeled
there, sorry about that. But we’ve got both
short term and long term economic and social
considerations, with regard to the commercial
sector and the recreational sector. That stuff is
all still in there.
There are further details on all of that stuff in
the Technical Committee guidance document
that you can take a look at. I think it was in the
materials that were posted.
One
recommendation that we want you to think
about. One thing we could do is task the
Assessment Science Committee and the
Management and Science Committee, and the
CESS with developing specific criteria for each
input.
There are some already there, and they could
kind of look through that and decide if there
should be some other things in there. Now a
little bit about the new approach. This is your
old pal, J. Mac talking to you, so of course there
has got to be an equation in here at some point,
am I right? But don’t get scared. It’s not that
bad.
Like the decision tree the new formula
incorporates all of the inputs that we talked
about before, all of those questions in the
decision tree and the answers. It incorporates
them into a final probability of management
success. I won’t belabor this equation too
much, other than show you there is that little
superscript in the bottom part of the first
equation there with a capital Z, and what you
see contained within that is you’ve got all of
these little components. All those are, are the
for instance the little x1. That is just the answer
to question 1 in the decision tree. Now the
thing before it, the little b1, that is going to be a
weighting of that.
You can give that more importance or less
importance in the overall decision process.
Then there is a constant there as well, and just
to kind of orient you to that. If you wanted to
go in with a probability of 50 percent
probability of management success, you would

just set that constant a to 0. You can kind of
adjust that depending on where you want to be
with regard to your starting point for your
management success.
Okay, so a little bit easier way to kind of
understand. The new formula is a sigmoid
function. That is another or a logistic formula.
The two other ways of kind of describing the
same thing. It uses the sigmoid function to
address the issues identified in the preliminary
decision tree, that brittleness.
Specifically, it’s easily adapted to any new
information you want to plug in. It’s consistent
across species, even if the information available
is different, and it’s able to handle extreme
cases, so you can put in really high values into
that Z equation I just talked about on the last
slide. But it all always gets kind of crunched
into fitting within normal probability range from
0 to 1.
By separating the technical information from
the weightings, the approach can be more
transparent and easier to use. I’m going to get
into a quick example here. This will kind of
show you exactly how this could work, in kind
of a hypothetical world. Let’s pretend that we
need to set a TAC for a species.
That first decision you need to make before we
can get some information about the TACs that
we have available to us, is what the probability
should be for that TAC, with regard to F, fishing
mortality being at or below the F target. If we
want a higher probability of management
success, we would have a lower TAC, because
that would be more risk averse.
If we want it to be a little more risky in that
decision, for whatever reason, and have a lower
probability of management success, we would
end up with a higher TAC, so that would be a
little more risk prone, but we can make those
decisions based on our risk policy. Here you
have a panel with four plots in it, and this
example demonstrates how both the inputs and
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the weightings affect the final probability of
management success.
In this case what you’re looking at is the default
starting probability of management success
being 50 percent. That is something that we
tend to use a lot. If you look at the top left
panel, that shows a situation where you’re not
overfished and overfishing is not occurring. You
can see that little box falls right on the 50
percent line.
Then to the right, that shows a case when both
the biomass and the fishing mortality are
between the target and the threshold. You can
see that this increases the final probability of
management success slightly, you know not too
much. But you can see that little gray box is
now up above that 50 percent line, you know
whatever it is, like 55 percent, or something like
that. The bottom left shows when either the
stock is overfished or overfishing is occurring.
You’re not doing great in one of your metrics.
What you can see is now this boosts that
probability of management success up a little
bit higher.
Now you’re clearly up above the 50 percent
line. Then the bottom right, that is your kind of
extreme case.
When the stock is both
overfished and overfishing is occurring, and you
can see that results in the largest increase in
probability, your highest stuff on the curve
there in that case. For the next, I think three
slides this format will be the same.
Your stock status will be in the same position in
each case, but now we’re going to add in a
couple of new scenarios, so you can see how
these things interact with the decision process.
Okay, so now this figure shows those same
scenarios, but adds a layer of the fact that we
have high levels of uncertainty somewhere
within our decision process.
What you see that’s new on the box here is an
orange circle, and that is showing that you have
high uncertainty in some element for this
hypothetical species.
What you can see

happens is that little orange circle kind of sits
just above the gray box that we talked about on
the last slide. You can see, because you have
high uncertainty, you want to be a little bit
more risk averse.
Now all of those same decisions that you had
made will kind of boost it up a little bit, as far as
your probability of management success that
you get out of this decision tool. This case
demonstrates how accounting for a negative
socioeconomic impact of the management
action would reduce the probability of
management success.
This pushes back on the increases that you
would get otherwise. Just an important note
here is that the magnitude of these shifts
depends on the faulty information that is
driving it, and on the weighting determined by
the Board. That would make all of these things
slide further up or further down, you know on
the curve. But for this example, the Board
could weight short term socioeconomic impacts
as relatively high.
That would increase the effect on what you’re
seeing up on the screen, or you could down
weight it, and that would decrease the effect.
But what you see here is, now we have a blue
triangle on there, and you can see that because
we are in this case putting emphasis on the
negative, short term, socioeconomic impacts.
You can see that even in that base case you’re
pushing down below, so you’re being more risk
prone, you know in that top left box. But in all
of the cases, because you have this potential
short
term
negative
socioeconomic
consequence, you’re shifting your probability of
management success down in each case.
You’re being more risk prone.
Final scenario, and I’m almost done, Mr. Chair, I
promise. There is now a, I’ll call it a purple
diamond on the screen. In this case what we’re
trying to demonstrate is incorporating a long
term positive socioeconomic impact of a
management action. If you were more risk
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averse, you would get better socioeconomic
consequences in the future, and so that is what
this case is demonstrating for you. In these
cases, where you wanted to emphasize the
long-term effects, because they have more
positive benefits. You can see that in this case
these would be the most risk averse decisions
that you would make in this scenario. It boosts
up the probability of management success that
you would apply to your management action.
Incorporating both short term and long term, is
what I was allowing these things to be both
positive and negative in their directionality, the
socioeconomic components.
It allows the Board to transparently account for
those types of tradeoffs. The decision tool will
be developed by the species board. The facting
of the specific decision process will be done by
the individual species boards, who would do
that in collaboration with the Technical
Committee. This will be done in a process that
is separate from the management decision, so
you will kind of do that ahead of time.
This could be an iterative process, so the Board
can provide feedback on the weightings, and
the decision tool answers when they see the
results. You can kind of have like a process that
has feedback. But the idea would be to set your
weightings and things like that a priori, so that
you are kind of making those initial weighting
judgments before you have kind of a pressing
management decision to make.

single value in the end. It cuts down on the
workload and the amount of decision making
that the Board has to do after the fact.
Any feedback on this revised risk and
uncertainty approach as a whole would be
something we’re looking at from this group.
That is something to kind of think about.
Additionally, the Board could use surveys or
voting technology, remember we did that
process a year or so ago with the clickers.
It's kind of like a live voting surveying thing that
we were doing at the Board, which was kind of
fun. We could do something like that to
collectively
determine
the
weighting
preferences. Remember, the Boards are going
to have to set these weights ahead of time, so
we wanted to know what you thought about
that as an approach.
Then the socioeconomic questions are currently
the only components that can be both negative
and positive, so it could both increase and
decrease the probability of management
success. We were wondering if you wanted to
incorporate other components of the decision
process that could be both positive and
negative as well.

Then the final bullet there, the probability of
management success will be used then by the
Technical Committee or the Plan Development
Team to develop the management options.
Instead of the situations where the Board ends
up saying hey, give us a probability of
management success between 30 and 75
percent, and then kind of looking at the
answers and making a judgment.

Then last slide, potential next steps for you to
consider are, we could incorporate any
feedback that you have today. Then what we
could do is take that and then work with the
ASC, MSC, and CESS to refine the criteria for the
decision tool inputs. Then what we can do is
take that and revise the striped bass example to
fit this new approach, including a test run with
the Striped Bass Board. One final thing I
wanted to leave you with is, we met with the
Risk and Uncertainty Working Group that had
been developed. They’ve generally liked this.
But during that discussion they brought up the
notion that there may be some other examples
we might want to test this on.

They will kind of make the a priori decision of
how you want the emphasis to go into the
decision process, and then you would have a
much smaller range, or actually potentially a

Specifically, they brought up lobster and
menhaden as other viable candidates, but for
the short term we thought continuing to focus
on striped bass might be a good way to move
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this forward. But I wanted to at least mention
that advice about lobster and menhaden that
came out of the Working Group. Mr. Chair, that
is it for me. I am more than happy to take any
questions that anybody has on this.
CHAIR KELIHER: Thanks, Jason, very thorough
report as always. I particularly love the
reference to using our buddy our pal, as I was
walking out to get my Advil. Think about the
details around this. A couple hands have
already gone up. Justin Davis.
DR. JUSTIN DAVIS:
Thanks for that
presentation, Jay, this is really cool, I like it. I
don’t know if it would be possible to put up the
slide further back with the actual formula, but
in the meantime, I guess my question was, in
looking at this you’ve got your different inputs,
which will reflect things like socioeconomic
factors and the condition of the stock.
Those will be represented here by sort of the
X1s and the X2s, and my first question is, those
would presumably be scored, like on a 1-5 sort
of scale or something like that? Then there
would sort of need to be some decision about
how that is handled. Then the different, you
know what we would think of as kind of the
slopes here in a multiple regression, but the B1s
and the B2s, the weightings.
Those I think, would those have to sum to 1, so
that essentially like if you’re setting 1 at 0.25,
and another one at 0.5 that is directly saying
we’re considering the 1 that you’re putting the
0.5 in front of is twice as important, or are we
going to have to set those factors such that they
kind of like produce a certain outcome of
overall probability of management success?
Those figures you showed with the sigmoid
curve, that they sort of, you know given a
certain set of scenarios you end up someplace
on that. I guess I’m just wondering, sort of like
how the decisions would be made about those
weightings. Those are my two questions, if
those make sense.

DR. McNAMEE: Yes, really good questions,
Justin. Let me see, I’ll start with the latter
question. The way you characterized it at first is
correct. They would need to sum to 1, and that
kind of controls where it ends up. You are
correct. They need to kind of sum to 1, and the
way that you described it, weighting certain
things over another is exactly right. If you put a
larger B1, you know next to the X1 relative to a
smaller B2 next to the X2, B1 is what you’re
giving the most influence to within the
equation. I am sorry, I had forgotten your very
first question.
DR. DAVIS: My first question was, for the
inputs, the X1s and the X2s, would those be
something that is sort of like scored on a scale
of like 1-5 or something like that? Would that
be a good meeting point of how you come up
with your scoring criteria for those.
DR. McNAMEE: Yes, and that was actually the
thing that kind of brought this whole thing to
the fore. When we brought this to the CESS,
they were kind of struggling with the way we
had it constructed, because a lot of in particular
social science information, comes out of things
like Likert scales and you know things like that.
They don’t lend themselves well to adding 0.05
or something like that. Whereas, some of the
technical stuff does. That comes directly out of
the assessment information. You know trying
to cobble those different types of things
together and make the end results be
something that is useful and meaningful. That
is what created our challenge, and is what led
to this.
That is exactly right. But I think some of that
stuff could avail itself, and I think in some of the
background information that was also posted
with this. There is a little more information on
this very topic, where socioeconomic questions
could be scored 1-5, and so that is what you
would be doing there. Then for the technical
information you could be adding, giving it
scores between 0 and 1, you know things like

12

Proceedings of the ISFMP Policy Board Webinar
August 2020

MR. JOHN CLARK: Pat, could you add me to the
queue? This is John Clark.

because that is always the scariest thing right,
short term economics is always the scariest
thing. I guess my sort of process thought
question to the Board is, how do we ensure as
the Boards are walking through this process
that we make sure that we’re maintaining that
safety box, while we’re figuring out the weight
of short term economic impacts, if I phrase that
so that it makes sense?

CHAIR KELIHER: Yes, John. I’ve got Lynn Fegley,
and then we’ll go to you, John. Lynn.

DR. McNAMEE: Yes, Mr. Chair, I can respond if
you would like.

MS. FEGLEY: Jason, thank you for this. This
came out, I’m just really excited about how all
this worked out. I remember those early
meetings when we got so excited about plinko.
I may have been a little skeptical that this really.
Thank you for all the work on this, and the great
presentation. I wanted to just highlight two
things.

CHAIR KELIHER: Yes, please do.

that. Yes, I think you’ve got this exactly right,
Dr. Davis.
CHAIR KELIHER:
Anybody else have any
questions for Jason? If staff could go to the
final slide, the recommendation.

One is, I think this idea that the development of
the uncertainty level is separate from a
management decision. I think that that is really
important, that this is done a priori so that it’s
not happening at the same time that people
have great concerns and fears about particular,
and likely necessary management action.
I think that a priori piece of it is important. That
kind of brings me to the second part of my
question is, you know reference points are set
differently for different species, and in some
cases a threshold reference point really might
be indicative of a border between stock
collapse and stock sustenance, and in other
cases maybe not so much.
I have been known to say to my constituents
that, you know when we manage fisheries, we
kind of use the science to create a box for you
that we don’t want to go outside of in
management. That is our spacey area, and
what we do within that spacey area is very
much where we need the input from all of our
array of stakeholders. My question really is,
just about the short-term economic impact
weighting factor, and how we sort of ensure,

DR. McNAMEE: Okay, thanks for that, Lynn,
that was great. I completely agree with you on
the transparency aspect of it, in making sure
that we at least set things up ahead of time
based on the risk policy and not based on kind
of the heat of the moment. That is super
important as well. Then, I think your question
about, I like the way you sort of visualized that
as the box.
I think that is actually another important factor
that I didn’t touch on explicitly here. But there
may be, for instance we don’t want to go all the
way to 100, or all the way down to 0, as far as
the management, I’m sorry the risk advice of
the probability of management success that we
get out of this tool.
That is another decision factor, if we want to
kind of bound this, and I’m just making stuff up,
to not go below 40 percent or above 75
percent, or something like that. That is kind of
one aspect of what you’re talking about. That’s
another thing that we’ll have to work through,
and that’s a higher-level decision, so that could
be like the ISFMP that kind of sets that with
advice from the Boards, if we wanted
overarching set up criteria.
In another context I think, short term and long
term socioeconomic considerations, you can
also work within the species specific arena, and
just weight those things to make sure you’re
not putting too much emphasis on those
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factors, so we don’t kind of pin yourself always,
you know at the bottom end of the box.
Because lots of times there is going to be
significant socioeconomic consequences in the
short term. I think that is where the weighting
becomes really important. That is why doing a
standalone meeting, where we kind of work
through those weightings with some scenario
testing, and things like that, I think would be a
really good approach to setting those
weightings.
CHAIR KELIHER: Does anybody else have any
additional questions for Jason? I don’t see any
others. Oh, John go ahead.
MR. CLARK: I wish I could have seen your
presentation, Jason. I was following along in
the memo. It is very interesting, and my
question kind of follows up on Lynn’s in that I
notice on the socioeconomics, because it is the
only one that goes from a negative to a positive.
Is it possible that those could all just negate
each other? Like if the short-term economic
impact is negative 5, weighted for the 1 and
then positive 5 for the long term or short-term
long term, that you could end up in a situation
where these human dimensions determination
ends up having no impact on the final
probability?
DR. McNAMEE: Yes, yes. Really good question,
John. The answer is yes. But that would only
be the case if in the end your weightings on
those competing factors were exactly the same.
If you have, you know a weighting of 0.1 on the
one that you have on the negative side and 0.1
on the positive side, and then you scored them
exactly the same, so it is kind of like multiple
components at play.
But if you have the same weightings, and then
gave them the same scores, then yes, they
would cancel each other out. They are in fact
influencing your final determination though.
The result seems like it hasn’t had an influence,
but it does. I mean what you’re saying is, we
think that short-term influence and the long-

term influence are both super important, and
that’s why they have kind of canceled
themselves out. Then the other components of
the decision process.
You know they have kind of determined where
you end up on the curve. But that would be
something that would avail itself during, kind of
the weighting exercise that you’re doing with
the Board. You could do that kind of a scenario,
and then the Board could decide, well we don’t
want them to have equal weight so they don’t
do that every time, or some of the time or
whatever it is. There are ways to construct it,
so that doesn’t happen frequently, but longwinded answer to your question. The answer
was yes, that can happen.
MR. CLARK: Thanks, Jay, you know as I said, it’s
just one of those perceptions that a lot of times
we’ll say it is short-term pain for long-term gain,
and having a formula that can actually end up
trying to show that is great. But it could also
end up being something that kind of minimizes
the economic impact. Thanks.
CHAIR KELIHER: Thank you, John, we certainly
have got a very thorough report here by Jason
and the group on risk and uncertainty. Jason, I
think you got some feedback with some very
good questions here.
There was some
discussion or comment in the potential next
steps about working with three different groups
to refine the criteria.
It would seem to me, based on the questions,
there is some revisions and refining that need
to be done. Is there any disagreement from the
Policy Board about continuing with this work,
and getting an additional report back at a later
meeting? I don’t see any hands going up.
Jason, I’m going to take that as affirmative to
my question to the Policy Board. Do you need
any additional input based on that?
DR. McNAMEE: No, I think that is it, Mr. Chair.
Thanks to everybody for tuning in, and thinking
about this a little bit. With that affirmation, it
also sounds like that sticking with the striped
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bass example is the way to go, so we’ll get to
work on that and we’ll be back.
CHAIR KELIHER: Great, thank you very much
Jason, it’s great work. Appreciate that.
COMMITTEE REPORTS
CHAIR KELIHER: I’m going to do a quick time
check. We’ve got until 12:05 on the agenda.
We could probably run a little bit long. I know
it’s going to bump up into a meeting for me.
Toni, we’ve got Committee Reports coming up.
Do you have a sense of the timing around
those?
MS. KERNS: I think they will be fairly quick, all
of them. I know that some can be sped up a
little if necessary.
CHAIR KELIHER: Okay great. Well, we have
both Sarah and Lisa in the queue to present
these reports, so why don’t we move right to
the Assessment and Science Committee, the
report from Sarah Murray.
ASSESSMENT SCIENCE COMMITTEE
MS. SARAH MURRAY: Thank you, Mr. Chair,
and I’ll try to be as fast as possible. The ASC
met on May 20 to discuss a number of issues,
including the stock assessment schedule, which
is the main purpose of this presentation. I did
want to also note that there were plans to hold
an advanced stock assessment training on
management and strategy evaluations, and
those have been postponed due to COVID-19.
We’re working on rescheduling that, and
determining whether we would like to host that
as a webinar training or hold it as an in-person
training, and hold off until that is feasible. The
proposed stock assessment schedule is
available here. It is also available in your
meetings materials, as I know these are rather
small words.
The ASC discussed and approved the draft stock
assessment schedule at their meeting. This
schedule, again available in your meeting
materials, but I’ll review some of the highlights

of the changes that occurred since the 2019
annual meeting. First, two additional years
were added for 2023, and populated based on
the NMFS schedule and standard ASMFC
assessment frequencies.
The Horseshoe Crab Adaptive Resource
Management, or ARM framework benchmark
was added to the schedule in 2021. That was
already scheduled for that time, but the ARM
hadn’t been included on the schedule
previously.
Jonah crab was tentatively
scheduled for 2023 for a first-time assessment.
The details are still being sorted out on that.
One of the key challenges that ASC discussed
was that there is a bottleneck of assessments
scheduled for 2022. On the last schedule that
was approved by the Board there were 11
benchmarks and 4 assessments scheduled in
2022. To try to reduce some of this bottleneck,
the ASC recommended the following changes.
One, to shift croaker to 2024 from 2022, shift
Atlantic sturgeon from 2022 to 2024, and to
shift spot from 2022 to 2024. The river herring
assessment, there was also a recommendation
to shift that on the schedule to 2023. This is
really just to reflect the substantial workload
and time that is needed to complete that
update.
Finally, striped bass on the schedule remained
the same as the last approved schedule, which
is with a tentative assessment update in 2021.
However, the ASC recommended consulting the
Striped Bass Management Board and Technical
Committee on the pros and cons of shifting the
update to a later year. This is the final
proposed schedule from ASC, and with that I
would be happy to take any questions.
CHAIR KELIHER: Thank you, Sarah, are there
any questions from the Policy Board. Not
seeing any questions, coming up right now we
do have some suggested schedule changes that
have been presented. Does anybody have any
concerns regarding the schedule changes that
have been presented?
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: This is Bob Beal
really quick, Pat.
CHAIR KELIHER: Go ahead, Bob.
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: The only one that
popped into my head, and I should have talked
to staff about it earlier is, delaying sturgeon
until 2024. I don’t know if that causes any
problems with any pending ESA reviews that
NOAA Fisheries might be having, given the
threatened and endangered listing of Atlantic
sturgeon up and down the coast. I’m not sure if
the Management Science Committee thought
about that, or if that is something as staff we
need to go back and check on. But just, the
thought just popped in my head.
CHAIR KELIHER: No, I appreciate that, Bob. I
think that is considering some conversations
around possible changes in the future. I would
recommend that staff check into that, just to
make sure we’re not going to be missing any
deadlines, as far as an assessment, because if
we could see changes in any listing criteria
based on that assessment, that would be a
good thing. Go ahead, Sarah.
MS. MURRAY: Yes, if you don’t mind. I just
wanted to note, and other staff please chime in
if I’m mischaracterizing this. But I believe we
were looking into this both in regards to river
herring and Atlantic sturgeon, and we didn’t
think that this would present an issue for
Atlantic sturgeon. Toni or Katie, if you have
other information, let me know.
MS. KERNS: I think we’ll have to check in with
NOAA Fisheries. I did check on the shad and
river herring question, but I did not check in on
sturgeon. I do know that they, the habitat is in
the process of doing a couple workshops right
now that got delayed due to COVID, so we’ll
check in with them and get back to the Board if
there are any problems.
CHAIR KELIHER: I’m not sure we need to deal
with this with a motion. We’ve got schedule
changes that have been presented by Sarah on

behalf of the Science and Assessment
Committee. With the one change going that
we’ll be checking back in with the Agency on
sturgeon. Does anybody have any objections
that they would like to bring up around the
schedule?
MS. KERNS: Pat, I just wanted to let you know
that Justin Davis had his hand up. Maybe it was
a question, I’m not sure. It was up before you
asked.
CHAIR KELIHER: Justin, do you have a question,
or is that remaining from the last topic?
DR. DAVIS: I did have a question, thanks Mr.
Chairman. I just wanted to be clear that in the
new proposed schedule there is still an update
scheduled for striped bass in 2021.
MS. MURRAY: Yes, that is correct.
DR. DAVIS: Okay, thank you.
CHAIR KELIHER: Thanks, Justin, sorry I missed
your hand. Anybody else? Last call for
objections to modification of the schedule.
Hearing no objections, it is consensus that the
schedule be modified as presented. Thank you
very much, Sarah. Any other issues, Sarah, that
you need to bring before the Policy Board?
MS. MURRAY: No, that is everything for me,
thank you.
CHAIR KELIHER: Great, thank you very much.
Let’s quickly shift gear and go to the Habitat
Committee Report.
ATLANTIC COASTAL FISHERIES HABITAT
PARTNERSHIP
DR. LISA HAVEL: I’ll wait for the presentation to
come up. If you don’t mind, I’ll start with the
ACFHP update, and then move to Habitat
Committee, since ACFHP should be a little bit
quicker.
CHAIR KELIHER: That would be great.
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DR. HAVEL: Okay, and then I’ll take questions
on both updates at the end. The Steering
Committee met virtually May 26-27. They
received updates on current on-the-ground
projects, and update on the conservation
mapping project, which is very close to
completion now. They discussed outreach and
communication initiatives, came to consensus
on the Melissa Laser Award recipient for 2020,
and reviewed the 2020-2021 Action Plan.
The fiscal year 2021 National Fish Habitat
Action Plan U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the
Ground Conservation Funding RFP will be
released in August this year. It’s slightly
delayed, in order to incorporate the completed
habitat mapping prioritization that we’re
wrapping up right now. For those interested, if
you want to see the announcement when it
does get released, please sign up for our
newsletter, or follow us on Facebook.

We received funding through the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service NFHP as well. We put funding
towards four different on-the-ground projects
this year. The first one is Magothy River
Shoreline Restoration in Maryland. This will
restore 500 linear feet of shoreline, to reduce
chronic erosion. They’re using seeded reef balls
and woody tree boles and root fans, and this
will establish needed plan tidal wetlands.
The second project is the County Line Dam
Removal in New Jersey. This will remove the
second dam on the Paulinskill, in order to open
3.5 river miles.
Between this dam, the
Columbia Dam removal, which we helped to
fund in 2018, and the Paulina Dam, which is
scheduled to be removed soon as well. In total
it will open 45 river miles for shad and river
herring.

You can do both of those via our website,
Atlanticfishhabitat.org.
Regarding project
funding since the last time I provided an
update.
ACFHP received Fish America
Foundation funding, a small grant, and this
project is being led by the Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission, Fish and Wildlife
Research Institute.

The third project is an oyster reef restoration
project in Mosquito Lagoon, Florida. This will
restore 420 linear feet of habitat, and reduce
erosion from boat leaks. Finally, we are helping
to fund a stream restoration project on the
Town Brook, which is in Plymouth,
Massachusetts. This will be replacing a 60-foot
Alaskan seep pass with a 420-foot bypass
channel with 2 percent slope and several
resting pools.

Currently, Florida Bay is experiencing sponge
loss due to algal blooms, and so this project is
growing 5,000 sponges for out-planting. These
sponges will benefit gray snapper, spiny lobster,
and other species as well. ACFHP also received
funding from NOAA Recreational Fishing, and
this funding will go towards a one-acre oyster
reef restoration project on the eastern branch
of the Lynnhaven River in Virginia.

It will open access to 269 acres of alewife
spawning habitat.
In total we’re putting
$161,934.00 directly to on the ground
restoration this year, the ACFHP funding. We
also endorsed a project. The upper and lower
Kickemuit River Dam Removal. This is being led
by Bristol County Water Authority and Save the
Bay, and it’s taking place in Warren, Rhode
Island.

This project is being led by the Chesapeake Bay
Foundation, and Lynnhaven River Now, and
they are going to be actively engaging with
fishers through site location for the oyster reef,
and also via outreach at the Virginia Rod and
Reef Slam: Angling for Oyster Restoration. To
be determined whether that will still take place
in 2020, but if not, there is opportunity in 2021.

The Dam was created in 1954 to protect water
supply from tidal inundation after Hurricane
Carol, but is no longer being used. This removal
will open 8 square miles for river herring and
other species. ACFHP as usual would like to
thank ASMFC for your continued operational
support, and I’ll move right into the Habitat
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Committee Report, and then happy to take any
questions on both at the end.

and Habitat Area of Particular Concern for
multiple species.

HABITAT COMMITTEE

The ASMFC updated our SAV Policy in 2018,
emphasizing its importance.
The Habitat
Committee recommends that shoreline
stabilization alternatives to avoid or minimize
impacts to SAV should be considered.
Hierarchical approach to siting and design of
living shorelines that incorporates avoidance
and minimization measures, should be
demonstrated before unavoidable impacts to
SAV are considered.

DR. HAVEL:
The Habitat Committee met
virtually May 28 to 29. They received updates
on the documents in progress, acoustic impacts
to fish habitat, fish habitats of concern
document, as well as the habitat hotline. We
received an update on the Northeast Regional
Habitat Assessment, as well as an ACFHP
update.
We had a discussion on clean water and
ecological flows.
The Habitat Committee
decided that their next habitat management
series document should focus on dissolved
oxygen and pH based on this discussion. Finally,
there was a discussion on living shorelines
impacts to SAV, and I’ll go into more details on
the next couple slides for that.
There was a background document on this
included in your briefing materials, and I’ll hit
the highlights in the next couple slides. Living
shorelines when properly sited are a great
alternative to hardened shorelines.
They
incorporate vegetation or other natural soft
elements, and they promote shoreline
stabilization, wave attenuation.
They help with erosion control, and they
improve fish habitat. The Habitat Committee
supports the use of these softer, more
ecologically beneficial means of protecting and
stabilizing shoreline.
There has been
streamlined permitting developed on state and
federal levels, and living shorelines preference
has been codified in some state laws and
regulations. There have generally been positive
developments in terms of living shorelines.
However, some states are placing living
shorelines in close proximity to submerged
aquatic vegetation beds, directly or indirectly
impacting this important habitat for many
Commission-managed species.
Submerged
Aquatic Vegetation is an Essential Fish Habitat

Because of the ecological importance of SAV,
increasing instances of living shorelines and
nature-based projects being proposed in
conflict with SAV, continued reported losses of
SAV along the Atlantic coast and worldwide,
and difficulties associated with mitigating and
restoring SAV that has been damaged or lost.
The Habitat Committee requests the Policy
Board approve the development of a living
shoreline’s policy that would be protective of
SAV.
They are asking to draft a policy, and then the
Policy Board would have the ability to provide
input on this draft policy, and pass or not pass
the policy. The request is just to go ahead with
developing a draft for you all to review at a
future date.
As always, we welcome
suggestions for action items that you would like
the Committee to work on, and I’m happy to
take any questions.
CHAIR KELIHER: Great, thank you, Lisa. Are
there any questions for Lisa on either of those
presentations? Not seeing a lot of hands go up.
Any objections to the development of a draft
policy by the Habitat Committee as it pertains
to SAVs and Living Shorelines? Steve Murphy.
STEVEN W. MURPHY: I don’t have an objection
to them developing a policy, but I do believe
this is not a one-size-fits-all approach, and I
think I understand the concerns of the
Committee, where certain states have allowed
the development of living shorelines on SAV. In
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North Carolina at least, we have general
regional permit or general permit that we use
through our coastal management.
We also have those same considerations for
protection of SAV built into the nationwide
regional conditions, which is an option available
to any state to do that, as well working with
your regional Corp office. I just want to caution
that I don’t think one-size-fits-all approaches
are the way to do this. I know it’s just a policy,
but policies have a tendency to be held over us
from time to time on the state level. I just
wanted to make those comments as they move
forward.
CHAIR KELIHER: On that particular topic, I was
going to ask a question of Lisa. Have you
consulted with the different state coastal
programs around this who are utilizing living
shoreline approaches?
DR. HAVEL: Well, this came up through the
Habitat Committee so all of the state
representatives on the Committee were at the
discussion back in May. We heard from
multiple states that this is an issue. It is not an
issue in every state in the ASMFC, but it was
enough of a concern amongst the group that
they thought a policy would be warranted.
There also seemed to be agreement from NOAA
in the northeast region that it would be helpful
as well for their purposes.
CHAIR KELIHER: Great, thank you. I’ve got Lynn
Fegley.
MS. FEGLEY: Thank you, Lisa. Just help me
understand. I think it’s fine to go ahead and
jack the policy and see what it looks like. But I
guess I’m a little confused. If living shorelines
are being placed in proximity to SAV beds and
potentially causing harm, isn’t that better than
putting a hardened shoreline there? Is it the
idea that those areas just there is no option?
Do you see what I’m saying? I’m not sure if
there is a shoreline problem and an SAV bed at
the same time, is the policy going to try to help
lead people to the best-case solution?

DR. HAVEL: That’s a good question, and I think
that’s why they would like to help develop with
a hierarchical approach. In most cases living
shorelines are recommended over hardened
shorelines, but the Habitat Committee thinks
that there might be a happy medium, or you
could put possibly breakers or something
farther out away from the shore, and not in
conflict with SAV that might help protect with
some of the erosion.
Also, having SAV in general helps promote
shoreline stabilization to where you might not
even need a living shoreline to begin with. They
want to have all of those options in the policy,
so that it’s not just going to be, well you can’t
put a living shoreline, you’re going to end up
with riff raff. It’s not going to be a one-size-fitsall like that.
MS. FEGLEY: Gotcha.
CHAIR KELIHER: Cheri Patterson.
MS. PATTERSON: I find good utility in this, and I
would definitely be for this sort of action.
Generally, my experience is that it provides
more than a unilateral utility. Then it provides
many sorts of options for us to consider in a
policy atmosphere.
CHAIR KELIHER: I don’t have any more hands
up right now. I think you’ve got a green light,
Lisa, to go ahead and develop a draft policy to
present back to the Policy Board for a future
meeting to continue discussion. I appreciate
the presentation on both of those areas, so
thank you very much. We’re about five minutes
over. I am pleased to announce that the last
agenda item is review of noncompliance
actions, and why I’m pleased is we don’t have
any reviews of noncompliant actions.
That is good news for the Commission.
ADJOURNMENT
CHAIR KELIHER: Is there any other business to
be brought before the Policy Board today? I am
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seeing no hands, so with that a motion to
adjourn would be in order. Mel Bell has
motioned to adjourn and I think Justin Davis has
seconded it, so with that thank you very much.
I appreciate everybody’s time and energy here
today, and good luck with the remainder of the
Commission meetings.
(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 12:20
p.m. on August 5, 2020)
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