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MEETING OVERVIEW

ISFMP Policy Board Meeting
Thursday, October 30, 2014
2:00-4:00 p.m.
Mystic, Connecticut

Chair: Louis Daniel (NC) Vice Chair: Doug Grout (NH) Previous Board Meeting:
Assumed Chairmanship: 11/13 August 6, 2014

Voting Members: ME, NH, MA, RI, CT, NY, NJ, PA, DE, MD, DC, PRFC, VA, NC, SC, GA,
FL, NMFS, USFWS (19 votes)

2. Board Consent
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from August 6, 2014

3. Public Comment — At the beginning of the meeting public comment will be taken on items not
on the agenda. Individuals that wish to speak at this time must sign-in at the beginning of the
meeting. For agenda items that have already gone out for public hearing and/or have had a public
comment period that has closed, the Board Chair may determine that additional public comment
will not provide additional information. In this circumstance the Chair will not allow additional
public comment on an issue. For agenda items that the public has not had a chance to provide input,
the Board Chair may allow limited opportunity for comment. The Board Chair has the discretion to
limit the number of speakers and/or the length of each comment.

4. Habitat Committee Report (2:15-2:35 p.m.)
Background
e The Habitat Committee is meeting to discuss the 2014 and 2015 Work Plans, including
progress reports on Habitat Hotline Atlantic and Habitat Management Series. A set of
guest speakers will lead discussions on local and regional fisheries habitat management
topics, including a study on land-use discourse, blue carbon initiatives, and ecosystem-
based management. The HC will also share experiences with creating ocean
acidification task forces at the state agency level.
Presentations
e M. Yuen will provide an update on committee activities
Board actions for consideration at this meeting
e None

5. Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat Partnership Report (2:35-2:45 p.m.)
Background

e The ACFHP Steering Committee met on October 27, 2014

e Overview of FY15 proposals submitted
Presentations

e L. Havel (Coordinator) will provide an update on Partnership activities
Board action for consideration at this meeting
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6. Law Enforcement Committee Report (2:45-2:55 p.m.)

Background
e The Law Enforcement Committee met on October 28, 2014

Presentations
e Update on LEC activities by M. Robson

Board action for consideration at this meeting
e None

7. Management and Science Report (2:55-3:05 p.m.)

Background

e The Management and Science Committee (MSC) met October 27, 2014

e The MSC discussed new developments in the Councils’ Research Set-Aside Programs,
research studies from the Science Center for Marine Fisheries, the FishSmart Program,
the ASMFC/MAFMC Observer Program, NMFS Climate Change and Stock
Vulnerability Analysis, collaboration with the Multispecies Technical Committee on
ecosystem-based fisheries management, and changes to committee consensus and
voting in the revised ASMFC Technical Committee and Assessment Process
Guidelines

Presentations
e S. Madsen will provide a report on MSC activities

Board guidance for consideration at this meeting
e None

8. Review and Consider Revisions to the ASMFC Committee Guidance and Assessment
Process Document (3:05-3:25 p.m.) Action

Background
e The Policy Board directed staff to update the ASMFC Committee Guidance and
Assessment Process Document to reflect changes to policy on how the Boards/Sections
give guidance to technical committees and how technical committees make
recommendations to Boards/Sections

Presentations
e Review revisions to the guidance document by T. Kerns

Board actions for consideration at this meeting
e Approve the ASMFC Committee Guidance and Assessment Process Document

9. Progress Report on the Atlantic Menhaden Stock Assessment (3:25-3:30 p.m.)

Background
e The menhaden benchmark assessment is scheduled for completion in December 2014

Presentations
e Update on the progress of the assessment by M. Waine

Board actions for consideration at this meeting
e None

10. Fish Passage Working Group Report (3:30-3:40 p.m.)

Background
e The Fish Passage Working Group (FPWG) met February 11-12, 2014

Vision: Sustainably Managing Atlantic Coastal Fisheries




e The FPWG recently completed a protocol for prioritizing fish passage projects

Presentations
e S. Gephard will provide a report on FPWG activities

Board guidance for consideration at this meeting
e None

12. Other Business/Recess
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The ISFMP Policy Board of the Atlantic States
Marine Fisheries Commission convened in the
Presidential Ballroom of the Crown Plaza Hotel Old
Town, Alexandria, Virginia, August 6, 2014, and was
called to order at 10:25 o’clock a.m. by Chairman
Louis B. Daniel, I1I.

CALL TO ORDER

CHAIRMAN LOUIS B. DANIEL, I1I: 1 call to order
the ISFMP Policy Board. Our executive meeting ran
over just a little bit. For those of you that aren’t on
the executive committee, 1’1l be giving a report on the
executive committee meeting at the business session
today. The business session is after this meeting; so
we’ll have a discussion on various things.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA AND
PROCEEDINGS

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: You have your agenda in
front of you as well as the proceedings from our May
2014 meeting. Are there any concerns or objections
of moving forward with our agenda and approving
the minutes from our May meeting? Seeing none;
those stand approved.

PUBLIC COMMENT

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: This is an opportunity for
public comment. This is for items that are not on the
agenda. | see one hand in the back. Are there others
that wish to address the ISFMP Policy Board? If not,
if you would come to the microphone and state your
name, any organization you might represent and have
your say.

MR. DAVID FRULLA: David Frulla for the
Fisheries  Survival Fund, the organization
representing the Limited Access Scallop Fleet on the
east coast. | wanted to check to see if you would
prefer to have comment relating to the Special
Management Zones off Delaware now or during that
segment of your meeting.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Yes; let’s do that during the
segment of the meeting, David, if you don’t mind.

MR. FRULLA: No, not at all, thank you.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Okay, just remind me and
raise your hand again or come up here and me in the
head if | forget. Anybody else from the public; |
didn’t see any other hands. If not, we’ll move right
into our agenda. The first item is a review of our
stock rebuilding performance. Toni.

REVIEW OF STOCK REBUILDING
PERFORMANCE

MS. TONI KERNS: I’'m going to go through our
annual review of the stock rebuilding performance.
On your CD Briefing materials there was the
overview of all of our species and how we’re doing
as well as a memo that talked about some definitions
that we are proposing to use that go along with the
stock rebuilding performance document and our
status of the stocks.

I will read those definitions as | go through to make
sure the board is confident in those definitions. We
had a little bit of wordsmithing the last time we
talked about these, so | want to make sure that
everybody approves these definitions. As you all
know, this is part of our strategic planning and a task
in the 2014 action plan. The objective of doing the
review each year is to validate the status and the rate
of progress that we’re doing in our species’
management plans.

If the progress that we’re making is not acceptable to
the policy board, the policy board should be
identifying corrective action. Those could mean
having direct feedback to the different species’
management boards on how to take action to move
forward with individual species’ management plans.
It also provides staff with input into the 2015 action
planning process.

We have five categories. There is one category that
we’ve changed the name and not as rebuilding; and
we’ve called it now viable/rebuilding based on
feedback from the policy board. We also have
rebuilt, concerned, depleted and unknown. For
rebuilt we’re defining this as the stock biomass is
equal to or above the biomass level set by the FMP to
ensure population sustainability.

The stock is still rebuilt if it drops below the target
but remains above the threshold. For a viable stock,
those are stocks that exhibit stable or increasing
trends. Biomass is approaching the target level set by
the FMP to ensure population sustainability. For the
stocks that are rebuilt, it includes Gulf of Maine/GBK
lobster, herring, sea bass, bluefish, scup, Spanish
mackerel, spiny dogfish and summer flounder. The
viable/rebuilding stock is red drum.

For stocks of concern; stocks of concern are those
that are developing emerging issues, which could
include increased effort, declining landings or
impacts due to environmental conditions. Atlantic
croaker — these are the stocks that are all of concern —
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not experiencing overfishing, but the biomass is
increasing and F is decreasing.

The biomass is unknown in the assessment due to the
uncertainty in the shrimp trawl discards; although
there was just a recent workshop on discards that was
conducted by SEDAR and we’ll be using that to help
inform the croaker management plan. The South
Atlantic Board is also considering an addendum that
looks at a traffic light approach to monitoring the
stock outside of the assessment time period; and that
would be an update to the current trigger mechanism
that we have previously used.

Atlantic menhaden; overfishing is occurring, but it’s
unknown if the stock is overfished. We’re exploring
uncertainty in the assessment through the benchmark
that will be completed this winter. The board set
interim reference points that would increase SSB and
availability for ecosystem services as well as
established the first TAC in 2013 that works towards
ending overfishing; and we were under that TAC in
2013.

Striped bass is not overfished and overfishing is not
occurring. The SSB is approaching the overfished
threshold; and this is from the 2013 assessment.
Projections show that the SSB will likely fall below
the threshold due to poor year classes from 2005 to
2010. The advice from the technical committee is to
reduce F across all sectors. There is an addendum
that was just approved for public comment that looks
at doing so.

Coastal sharks; the overfishing and overfished status
varies by species. Our FMP complements the federal
regulations. The technical committee had a general
concern that the fin-to-carcass ratio may create a
loophole because different states retain different sets
of fins for spiny dogfish, but the board has initiated a
draft addendum to actually remove the fin-to-carcass
ratio, which would be consistent with the Shark
Conservation Act, and will be considered later this
week.

For horseshoe crab; there are different trends in the
status of the stock. We don’t have a coast-wide
assessment, but the New England and New York
Region, the trends in the population seem to
declining; whereas, the Delaware Bay and southeast
trends seem to increasing. The board is still trying to
solve an issue with the biomedical data in order to
use them in regional assessments due to some
confidentiality issues in including that data within the
regions due to the low number of biomedical
companies within each region. We set a

precautionary cap on harvest; and we have a loss of
an abundance index without the dedicated Horseshoe
Trawl Survey.

For spotted seatrout; there is no coast-wide
assessment planned or recommended by the plan
review team, but we do have state stock assessments
that are close to or slightly above their SPR goals in
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia and Florida.
These assessments would benefit from additional
fishery-independent abundance indices, improved
discard information and additional biological
samplings of the fisheries. The Omnibus that we
approved in 2011 includes  recommended
management measures to help protect the spawning
stock biomass.

For winter flounder, Gulf of Maine; the last stock
assessment was not accepted, so there no F and SSB
target generated although they did put together a
proxy F and found that overfishing was not
occurring. In 2013 and ’14 we maintained the same
measures through the commission. NOAA Fisheries
increased their state waters subcomponent in 2012 to
272 metric tons and then maintained that state waters
subcomponent through 2014.

Depleted; the definition we’re using for depleted is
reflects low levels of abundance though it is unclear
whether fishing mortality is the primary cause for the
reduced stock size. I’ll go through the depleted
species. For American eel; the trend analysis shows
that the stock is declining and it is at or near low
levels. There is decreasing trends in some of the
river systems for the yellow eel stages. There are
significant fisheries that are still occurring.

The most recent Addendum 111 addresses some of the
concerns that the technical committee had. It
approved a nine-inch size limit, reduced the
recreational bag and has restrictions on pigmented
eels. The current addendum that we are discussing
tomorrow will also look at possible quotas for the
glass eels as well as the yellow eels and then
measures for the silver eel fishery. The technical
committee has also recommended improving passage
to help the eel.

The American Lobster Southern New England Stock
is at 58 percent of its SSB target. Although
overfishing is not occurring, this is the lowest levels
of abundance since the 1980’s. There was a draft
addendum that was approved and reduced
exploitation by 10 percent. The Lobster Board had a
report on how well that 10 percent reduction did. Not
all the LCMAs met that reduction and the board is
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going to review plans from the LCMTs that did not
meet the reduction in November. We also have
approved trap cuts for Area 2 and 3, which will be
implemented in 2016.

For American shad, the trends in the fisheries varies
by river system. Currently we do not have an
assessment scheduled; but all of the states have put in
sustainable fishery management plans as well as
habitat plans.

For northern shrimp, the stock is overfished and
overfishing is occurring. The second closed the
shrimp fishery due to its poor status in 2014 for the
first year. The section has approved an addendum
that includes management tools to slow catch rates
for northern shrimp and is exploring an amendment
that will look at limited entry as well as some other
management issues in the upcoming year.

For river herring; river herring is depleted or at
historic lows. The overfishing status is unknown.
Most of the state river surveys are flat or decreasing;
and a lot of the available run estimates are
decreasing. The states have approved sustainable
fishery management plans as well as most states have
submitted and the board has approved habitat plans
as well.

The River Herring Technical Expert Working Group,
which is a joint effort by the commission and NOAA
Fisheries, is looking at identifying conservation
efforts, critical data gaps, monitoring and evaluating
progress towards rebuilding. NOAA has put forward
a large sum of money to help fund projects that will
address some of these data gaps; and Marin is going
to talk about that a little bit more later today.

For tautog; we’re at 39 percent of the SSB.
Overfishing is occurring and the states have
implemented regulations to achieve the target F. We
had a benchmark assessment that is ongoing and
should be ready for the board’s review early next
year.

Weakfish; there hasn’t been really any changes in
weakfish. Based on the results of the assessment, the
weakfish stock is at very low levels. There is going
to be an assessment that will be addressed next year.
The board annually assesses the stock status using
indicators to monitor the population until the
assessment is completed.

For winter flounder, Southern New England, Mid-
Atlantic, it’s overfished but overfishing is not
occurring. We followed the technical committee’s

advice and established low limits to discourage a
directed fishery and dead discards. There is no
assessment scheduled currently.

For the unknown species; the definition is there is no
accepted stock assessment to estimate the stock
status. We have three species listed. Sturgeon; it is
at low abundance. We need river-specific abundance
estimates and better bycatch information. There are
four DPSs that are listed as endangered and one as
threatened. The benchmark assessment is scheduled
to be completed in 2015; and we will have a report
out on that later today as well.

For black drum; we have an assessment that is
currently ongoing and will be completed this winter.
The FMP was approved in 2013 and put together
some minimum management measures until we have
an assessment to consider.

Lastly, we have spot; there are some unfavorable data
trends in the spot fishery. The commercial landings
have been declining. The commercial catch-at-age
data which showed an expansion of the age structure
in the early 2000’s has started to contract in the last
several years. The length at age and weight at age
have decreased for ages one and three. The
distribution of the trophy citations of the recreational
catch of spot has decreased over the last several
years. That is all of our species. Again, I’m looking
to make sure that the definitions that have been listed
meet the needs of the policy board.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Thank you, Toni.
Questions or comments for Toni? Doug.

MR. DOUGLAS E. GROUT: Mr. Chairman, | did
have a question on the definition you have in the
table for rebuilt and viable. 1’1l tell you up front my
concern is that you could potentially have someone
look at this and say that is rebuilt/viable and
rebuilding. That’s because the way | see it — and
maybe you can explain if I’'m misreading this —
rebuilt is when the stock biomass is equal to or above
the biomass level. Then it goes on to clarify and say
a stock is still considered rebuilt if it drops below the
target but remains above the threshold.

Under viable/rebuilding, it says viable stocks exhibit
a stable or increasing trend so they’re stable or going
up; and the stock biomass is approaching the target
level. Both of those cases could be between the
target and threshold of the biomass; but is the
difference here that one is declining and the other one
is — you could have a declining stock that’s rebuilt?
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MS. KERNS: | added that caveat to the rebuilt
because we do have species that have been declared
rebuilt, but then their biomass levels start to decrease,
but they don’t come off the rebuilt status until they
drop below the threshold. That is why that sort of
caveat was there; and the difference between the
viable and rebuilding is that those species have not
gotten to that rebuilt status yet.

In theory the rebuilt species that had dropped below
the threshold could be going in either direction. It
could have dropped and then started to come back up,
but it never dropped below the threshold so it still has
that rebuilt declaration to it.

MR. GROUT: So the major distinction here is that
viable/rebuilding; they’ve never ever — at least since
we’ve been assessing them, they’ve never reached a
rebuilt status? Let’s put it this way; since they
dropped below the threshold, they have now gotten
up to a rebuilt status. Okay.

MS. KERNS: Correct.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Other questions or
comments for Toni? Tom.

MR. THOMAS FOTE: I’'m just wondering what is
going to happen with winter flounder in the councils.
Have they decided whether they’re going for the
same trip limits as they did last year; does anybody
know?

MR. TERRY STOCKWELL: The New England
Council is about to go through its annual
specification-setting session; so | can’t answer your
question quite yet.

MR. DAVID V.D. BORDEN: Mr. Chairman, |
actually have two pretty different points. One is on
the definitions that goes back to Doug’s point. One
of my concerns with the definitions, the way they
exist, is that to me | think it sets up a dynamic that we
create an expectation among some of our constituents
that we can rebuild some of these stocks when we
don’t know if we can.

In other words, if we have a depleted stock — and |
keep going back and I’ve read this definition that it is
unclear whether fishing mortality is the primary
cause for the reduced stock size. It is almost like that
doesn’t go far enough at least in my own mind.
Some of these stocks, if we just put a whole bunch of
scientists in a room and said can you rebuild this
stock, | think there would be a debate about whether

or not it’s possible to rebuild some of these stocks.
There is sufficient uncertainty.

It’s almost like we should add something to that that
at least lets the public know that it may or may not be
possible to rebuild. 1’d use weakfish kind of an
example. If we put the best and brightest scientific
minds in a room and said can we rebuild the weakfish
stock, I’m not sure that we’d get a answer to that. |
just ask people to think about that a little bit.

And then the other point is | want to go back to
winter flounder if you want to take these separately,
to Tom’s point on winter flounder, if somebody else
wants to comment on that. 1’m still uncomfortable
with where we are with winter flounder. This isn’t a
criticism of the council, but we have kind of a
disconnect that | don’t think is doing either
organization value.

The council has liberalized the winter flounder
regulations in Southern New England; and it’s
because for valid reasons they changed some of the
assumptions that they were using; specifically, the
rebuilding time period, which allowed the council to
liberalize the catch limits. The commission on the
other hand hasn’t changed its plan.

We have fishermen fishing out of the same port. One
fisherman is fishing at a 3,000 — if they’re in a sector
| think the limit — and the council members can
correct this if | misspeak — the sector representatives
are fishing at 3,000 pounds and the state waters
fishermen are fishing at 50 pounds; one side of the
line and the other side of the line both fishing on the
same stock.

It is like a disconnect and somehow we have to sort
that out. This isn’t the time to do that, but I think we
collectively have to figure out a mechanism to bring
those two sets of regulations together so they’re kind
of consistent within the overfishing requirements. In
other words, I’'m not talking about liberalizing the
regulations or deviating from the overfishing
standard. I'm just saying somehow we’ve got to
reconcile those differences, because | don’t think it
serves our interest or the council’s interest. Thank
you.

MR. GROUT: To David’s first point, one of the
things that popped into my head is when we hear the
comment a stock cannot be rebuilt is the question has
something changed in the environment or that the
target biomass level — the ability of a fish to get to a
target biomass level has changed in absence of
fishing.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the ISFMP Policy Board. 4
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting



Draft Proceedings of the ISFMP Policy Board Meeting August 2014

There is potentially a couple of examples that | could
provide of that where the target biomass have
changed. | believe one was with yellowtail in federal
stock assessment. | think it was Southern New
England yellowtail, but maybe my council chairman,
Terry, can help validate that; but that the biomass
levels changed in a peer-reviewed stock assessment
to a lower level.

Potentially we could even argue and make the point
with Southern New England lobster where we set a
different threshold level than had been there before.
It was a recognition that given environmental
conditions or habitat changes, in the absence of
fishing you may not be able to rebuild to that old
level.  The concept that you can’t ever rebuild, I
think we’ve got to be cautious about using that
statement. It just may be that things have changed in
the environment that the rebuilding level has
changed.

MR. G. RITCHIE WHITE: To continue to go down
that line of thought, shouldn’t we be footnoting the
species where this is occurring not necessarily that it
can’t be rebuilt, but the majority of contribution to
the inability to do it. Northern shrimp is a prime
example. We can set anything we want in place there
and you’re not going to get shrimp if the water
doesn’t get cold.

When we’re listing that in our species, it looks like
our management decisions have put that in a situation
that it’s in, and shouldn’t there be more recognition
that management doesn’t have much to do with some
of these species.

REPRESENTATIVE WALTER A. KUMIEGA, IlII:
I was wondering if instead of having terms for these
stock statuses, that maybe we’d be better off with a
numerical scale. The terms are somewhat
misleading. Rebuilt to somebody may mean, well,
woo-hoo, it is rebuilt, we can fish all we want.
Shrimp would probably get a zero right now because
it’s closed; it can’t support any fishing. There are so
many nuances between their statuses that having four
or five or whatever we have terms doesn’t seem to
fully describe what their condition is.

MR. WILLIAM A. ADLER: 1 want to just visit
winter founder in Southern New England. [I’ve
mentioned this before. When you look at the target
and threshold on that particular species, | don’t know
who set the target and threshold so high; and you
look at the chart on that and it’s like it has never been
there or it might have been there in the year 1862.

I’m not sure, but | think that somewhere in the goals
of winter flounder Southern New England, somebody
should probably take a look at that target and
threshold and probably have to bring it down a little.
Some of it may have to do with the environmental
discussions we just had; but I’ve seen this forever, it
seems, that, oh, yes, you’re overfished and it is
because the line is so high, it’s almost like you could
never reach it.

| don’t know at what point do we get the scientists to
try to say, well, maybe we should bring that down a
little to more reality of the past | don’t know how
many years. 1’ve brought this up before at the Winter
Flounder Board, but | just want to continue to
reiterate on that particular species | think somebody
should do something to make the target and the
threshold a little more realistic. 1’ll stop there; thank
you.

MR. FOTE: | especially think about weakfish
because that’s the poster child where we did
everything right. With cooperation with the South
Atlantic Council, we got fish excluding devices put in
on the shrimp fishery. We basically changed the
whole way we market weakfish. It was no longer the
six-inch fish going to like smelts.

Every fish had to be at least sexually mature before it
was harvested. We cut down on the quotas and did a
fabulous job and yet had no results. It went in the
opposite direction after a period of time. It was not
our fault; but when you put in overfished and
overfishing, people say what are doing about this,
how are you going to bring them back?

I look at them and | go you’ve got to call the man
upstairs because we ain’t getting them back by what
we’re doing. It has to be environmental conditions
or, as the peer-reviewed stock assessment said,
natural causes. Maybe we need to put an asterisk.
Weakfish could all of a sudden rebound when the
environment conditions are right. We’ve seen that
over a period of time.

The other one is croaker. Croaker was down as high
and now it’s starting go down as low; and what could
we do to influence that rebuilding might not be there
and be a fishery — if it goes down, like it has in
cycles, we’ll start clamoring overfished and have to
rebuild it; and 1 don’t know if we’re going to do
much about that.

MR. ADAM NOWALSKY: Mr. Chairman, | think
what I’m hearing is there are concerns from a number
of people about a need to take a look at these
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performance definitions and how we relate them. I’m
not sure how we best go about achieving that.
Everybody has been able to key on a particular
species as an example. I’ll use tautog as an example,
which is listed as depleted, which says it reflects a
low level of abundance even the SSB is at over 50
percent of the threshold.

I think if we looked at a glass of water that was over
half full we wouldn’t necessarily call that glass
depleted at that point. It exhibits characteristics of
stable, being consistent in recent years, viable on a
slightly uptick of a trend; so there we have that
species in one particular category, but yet it clearly
could be put into a number of the others as well.
That is just an example of | think you need to revisit
these performance definitions as they currently exist.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: With no other hands around
the table, I’d like to summarize and make some
comments. | was thinking that these comments might
come up in the board deliberations, but they haven’t.
We have struggled back and forth and worked on
these definitions for a long time; and | was ready to
shut down any wordsmithing discussions that ensued
this morning or today.

| think there are nuances and caveats with all the
fisheries that we have; and every one of them, the
original stock assessments and FMPs are hundreds of
pages long that address that; so there is no way that
we can provide a single definition or a single stock
status that really is going to be reflective of
everything we do. | just don’tit’s possible.

In North Carolina our stock status definitions, some
of them are a page long and they address a lot of the
concerns that Walter brought up and | think some of
the other folks around the table brought up. The
number idea is intriguing, but I think there are some
minor adjustments to this table that we can make that
may address a lot of the concerns around the table.

I would throw out for your consideration — | agree a
lot with what Doug said; and from my perspective
you can’t be viable and rebuilding at the same time.
That is inconsistent with at least our definitions is
that by definition you’re either recovering and
rebuilding or you are viable. One of the things that |
would suggest would be that we say “rebuilt/viable”;
because if it is rebuilt, it viable.

Granted, those may vacillate up and down between
the target and the threshold over time; and we don’t
really want to start saying, no, they’re no longer
viable because they’re now not at the target; and then

just simply state “rebuilding” or
“rebuilding/recovering”, which is really the same
thing; and then just simply indicate recovering and
rebuilding stocks exhibit increasing trends; not stable,
but increasing trends.

All you would have to do is take that work “stable”
out; and then you would end up with a continuum
that | think makes more sense or at least it does to
me. You’re either viable and rebuilt or you’re
recovering or you’re depleted, concerned, et cetera.
That way | don’t think we need to really get involved
in too much more discussion about the actual
definitions. That’s my view from the discussions
around the table; and so I would open the floor again
for comments on what I’ve suggested. Doug.

MR. GROUT: Just to clarify when you say we’re
taking out under rebuilding the “stable” word; so
what if we have a — where would that stock be
defined if you have a stock between the threshold and
the target that is in the process of rebuilding but is at
a stable level for ten years but still hasn’t rebuilt.
CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Well, the way we’ve
handled that is that it’s still rebuilding. If it never
met the target, then it is rebuilding.

MR. GROUT: | would still be rebuilding —
CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Yes.
MR. GROUT: - regardless of whether it is going up?

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Right; if, for example, there
is vacillations in the year class strength of red drum
that live to be 60 years — you know, one of the
questions we’ll talk about today under the Red Drum
TORs is when are we rebuilt in red drum? s it after
60 years of healthy year classes are established or
not? They could be under a rebuilding status for
years and years and years.

But if you’re sitting somewhere and you’re below the
target and you haven’t been declared rebuilt or viable
at some point — | mean at some point this commission
is going to designate something as rebuilt or
recovered; so it has never been rebuilt or declared
rebuilt or recovered, it would remain in the
recovering mode until it met that definition.

MR. GROUT: But you’re going to take out those
“stable” words?

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: That would be my
suggestion but that’s for the board to decide. It could
be stable at a low level and that’s not good; so then it
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could be depleted. Stable would complicate the
recovering definition in the North Carolina definition,
which is inconsequential to this discussion, but it’s
not consistent.

MR. GROUT: Maybe I’'m missing something here,
but I thought if we’re rebuilding we’re already above
threshold, right, so you’re not stable at a low level.
You’re above the threshold but below the target; and
I thought you just had originally said that the trend
wouldn’t make any difference if you’re rebuilding,
whether it is stable or increasing, but then you’re
taking out the “stable”. It sounds like a circular
argument there.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: If you’re above the
threshold and just sitting there; are you recovering if
you’re not moving forward, if you’re not increasing?

MR. GROUT: You’re not recovering but you’re in
the rebuilding phase?

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Right.

MR. GROUT: Okay, so we just have it as a
rebuilding if it is stable?

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: You could. I mean, I think
that will create some confusion, but it sounded like it
already has by taking it out. | don’t object to keeping
it in there; that was just a suggestion. The key is
being over the threshold. Dave Simpson.

MR. DAVID SIMPSON: | think my latest word that
| have a problem with is “viable”. Toni loves
“depleted”, but I look at definitions online of “viable”
and basically it’s capable of surviving. That’s the
gist of the definition. If any of our stocks are not
capable of surviving, then we’re way beyond a
fishery management problem. You’re declaring
failure and an Endangered Species Act action. |
think it serves us no purpose at all because it is
extremely misleading. | would get rid of it; |
wouldn’t use the term “viable”.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: 1 have to confess that was
my word. (Laughter) I’ve got to take credit where
credit is due and blame where it’s due. We ran into
that same argument at home where we wanted to say
“healthy”; and then we ended up with stocks that
because of other situations they weren’t necessarily
healthy.

It would connote that, for example, bay scallops or
something that could have contaminants in it were
healthy, and that created a problem and human health

issues. We tried to come up with a word that we
could use to define, and we clearly define it as being
a stock that is capable of maintaining a sustainable
harvest. That’s the way we defined “viable”; we
didn’t use the Webster’s Dictionary.

If there is another word that somebody — you could
say “sustainable”, but “rebuilt you get back into the
same concerns that Dave brought up is that you may
not every be able to rebuild; and so some stocks, they
may never be able to be considered rebuilt; whereas,
they might be considered “viable” if they’re able to
continually produce.

MR. SIMPSON: | think my problem was I looked at
the Daniel Webster Dictionary and not the Louis
Daniel Dictionary. (Laughter)

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: See, that’s your problem,
then.

MR. SIMPSON: Yes; so you may be thinking in
terms of a viable fishery; you know, that it’s
economically profitable. What | was reading is it’s a
viable population and that’s very different.

MR. LOREN W. LUSTIG: Mr. Chairman, I’'m
reminded that what we’re discussing here today is
probably going to go onto our website. It will go into
documents and the like, and | was thinking about the
concerned citizen with a reasonable knowledge base,
will that concerned citizen come to an accurate
conclusion?  Hopefully so at the end of this
discussion when they peruse these terms, they’ll
actually come to the correct and accurate conclusion.
When | hear words like “complicated” or
“confusing”, then | lose hope on that. Let’s make
sure it’s clear. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: So are you comfortable with
“rebuilding/recovering”, but keeping the “stable”
word in? Does anybody object to that designation?
Okay, so we’re good there. You don’t like “viable™;
we have “rebuilt”. Do you want to just leave it as
“rebuilt” or do you want slash with that one, too. It

could be “sustainable”, “really nice”, “good”, “happy
face”, “emoticons”. That is what we should use is
“emoticons”, the crying and everything. 1I’m cool
with whatever you guys want, but “rebuilt” is fine

with me, just to leave it as “rebuilt”. Bob.

MR. ROBERT BALLOU: 1 just want to put a word
in for “sustainable”. 1 think it’s a word that people
have become increasingly comfortable with; and to
communicate to the public, | like using “sustainable”
in lieu of “viable”. Thank you.
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CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Any objection to
“rebuilt/sustainable”?  There is a concern with
“rebuilt/sustainable”, Adam?

MR. NOWALSKY: Well, it’s not so much a concern
with that, Mr. Chairman, as it is are we really going
to be able to come to explicit definitions here today
in the time we have allotted or would we be better
served by charting some course how to better address
this? | think we’ve heard a lot of concerns.

I think to Loren’s point, these are terms that are going
to be attached to the species we manage for public
consumption; and what we do with them and what
people do with them, as they come here and provide
public comment and input on these, | think this is
really very important as it reflects the job we’re doing
here. | think it deserves the time that we need to put
into it however we best achieve that.

MR. WILLIAM J. GOLDSBOROUGH:  With
respect to sustainable, to me that’s a word that we
would only use to describe a harvest level, whether or
not that removal rate is sustainable, and not used to
describe the status of the stock. Just like with
“stable”, it could be sustainable at a low level; and in
fact the lowest levels are probably the most
sustainable. Maybe the thing to do is to use “stable”;
but when we use it, always say “stable but a low
level” or “stable”, but — you know, qualify it a little
bit.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: If somebody thinks that
they’re going to read a sentence or two sentences that
is going to adequately characterize the status of
fishery, then they’re going to be disappointed. There
is no way. As we’ve heard around the table, there are
many difficulties and issues associated with Gulf of
Maine flounder or winter flounder and whatever the
issue is, weakfish.

You can’tdo it. | don’t see that there is any way that
this board, sitting around this table, is going to
wordsmith and construct definitions above and
beyond what we’ve already done. Where we are at
this stage of the game is | think we’ve done this now
twice or three times we’ve come back with these
definitions.

If we’re not happy with these definitions, | guess we
need to start over and try to do it again. 1 just don’t
know that we’ll ever have a suite of definitions that
adequately address every single concern about every
single fishery we have. Really, it is up to the board
to decide do you want to retain these definitions and
move forward with these definitions as presented

here today or do you want to reboot and maybe set up
a sub-group of the board to put together something;
because staff has done as much I think as they can do
to bring us something that is generic enough that it
incorporates all the different issues. Doug.

MR. GROUT: | think the problem we’ll have is,
you’re right, a problem that cannot be solved. More
specifically, when people look at a word, they’re
going to make their own definition. | think the
important thing for the commission is to have a table
with how we define it; so when people come and say,
okay, rebuilt, what does that mean, this is what it
means to the commission.

| think the staff has done a good job. 1 think we’ve
got a couple minor tweaks that we were talking about
here of coming up with some very simple definitions
that will meet hopefully what our definition is. At
least I’'m comfortable with it the way it is. | don’t
know if the rest of the commission is with this, but |
think we’re at that point right now where we’re as
good as we’re going to be able to get.

MR. NOWALSKY: | would speak in favor of
further refinement, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: | think at least from our
experience we’ve done that. They’re not going to be
etched in granite on the front door; so we will be able
to make modifications if we start to get questions
about a certain definition. That’s hard for me to
project what we’re going to see. I’ve got one very
clear order to refine and either silence or comfort
with where we are right now. Robert, you have a lot
of consternation on your face.

MR. ROBERT H. BOYLES; JR.: We started this
several years ago with the idea that at one point we
had a date on these things; and we were going to hold
ourselves accountable. Excuse me; our predecessors
decided that we were going to be accountable and by
2015 we were going to rebuild or we were going to
make satisfactory progress.

| think the issue we have here is one of
accountability. Are we doing when we come here
quarterly what we employ a staff and what we go
home to try to accomplish? | think we all recognize
the challenges that are not associated with controlling
F; but | think at the end of the day | think we put
ourselves in a perilous position if we tweak
definitions.

Again, this is good conversation; but | think | go back
to where we were. This was an effort to where are
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we going to be in 2015; what is our report card; what
are our shareholders going to have to say about the
job we’re doing? 1 just encourage us to think about
that as we contemplate where we go from here.
Thanks.

MR. WHITE: | was just asking Bob a number of
years ago we used colors. | support living with these
definitions, but then adding colors that are more
general; and that would be for the public. You’ve got
green, yellow and red. We can understand these for
the most part; and if we lump this in general into the
colors, the public will certainly understand the colors.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: | have no objection to that;
and | think that might get to one of Loren’s
comments. | think it does; he is nodding in the
affirmative. Are we good with this? David.

SENATOR DAVID H. WATTERS: Mr. Chairman, |
hope that we will be cautious in terms of the
definitions we use for a couple of reasons. First, if
you look at the long historical record into which we
entered, there has been baseline creep in terms of
what these stocks may have been decades ago. We
have to realistic and deal with the situations that we
face in terms of what is practical on these stocks.

I would hope we would be quite cautions, though, in
determining that something is viable when it’s at a
relatively low level historically. In terms of the 2015
aspirations, of course, they’re aspirations, but I think
it’s our job as a commission to hold ourselves, again
within practical means, to understanding the task
before us is to do what we can to increase stocks and
make them truly sustainable.

I also feel as we’re moving more towards ecosystem-
based management that we’re going to be
understanding that some of these low stocks and
thresholds might appropriately be higher; and we’ve
already seen arguments about that in the last couple
of years. I’m happy to go forward with this, but | do
think we need to have some understanding that |
think the public might look at those viability ones and
say, well, why are they calling that viability or
potentially patting themselves on the back when we
know that these are very low levels. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DANIE: Thank you; good comments.
What | have from the discussion around the table is
the two categories that would change would become
“rebuilt/sustainable”; the “viable word goes away;
and the *“viable/rebuilding” definition would be
“recovering/rebuilding”; and then with the definitions
as they are in the table right now with colors in the

red, green and yellow to designate to the public what
we deem is good versus they may perceive as good or
bad.

With the one exception that I’ve heard from; is
everyone in agreement with that approach? Seeing
no objections; that is the way we will proceed.
Thank you for a very good discussion. We have a lot
of those on tap for today. | do want to tell you before
I move on to the next agenda item that, again, we had
a very good spirited discussion at our executive
meeting this morning.

The business will be a very important meeting for
everyone to attend. | know a lot of times folks say,
“Well, we don’t have anybody to find out of
compliance, so we’ll skip that.” Please do not skip
the business meeting today. It occurs right after
lunch, but there are very important discussions and
very important information coming from the
executive committee that needs to be go out to the
full commission for discussion and comment as well.

Before anybody decides to leave early from this
meeting, | just wanted to make sure you got that.

CONSIDER COMMENTS ON NOAA
FISHERIES SPECIAL MANAGEMENT
ZONES PROPOSED RULE

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: All right, the next item on
the agenda is a review and consider comments on
NOAA Fisheries Special Management Zones
Proposed Rule. Dave, this is your issue and | know
you’re keyed up; so if you would like — Dave, let us
go through the presentation first. | know you’re lined
up to ask questions after Toni has given her
presentation.

MS. KERNS: NOAA Fisheries has a proposed rule
on special management zones off the coast of
Delaware for five artificial reef sites. They extended
the public comment period and comments can be
submitted until August 19. I’'m going to present
information on these artificial reef sites, trying to get
feedback from the policy board on whether or not the
commission wants to submit comment on the
proposed rule; and if so, what do those comments
want to be.

These artificial reef sites are proposed in the federal
waters off the coast of Delaware for artificial reefs
that have been sponsored by the Sportfish Restoration
Project Funds. In maintaining the funding for the
building and the maintenance of these sites, there is
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need to have only recreational fishing being used in
those areas.

Having commercial fishing in those areas goes
against the rules of the original funding for the
program. It proposes to only allow hook-and-line
and spearfishing in the areas. Part of the rationale is
to limit the gear conflicts on the reefs. They range in
distance from four to fifty-eight nautical miles
offshore; they are rectangular in shape; and are
proposed to have a 0.46 kilometer or 500-yard buffer
zone around each of the areas that range from 7.42 to
8.81 square Kilometers.

In briefing materials there is a chart showing where
those reefs are. It was a PDF and | could not transfer
that over into a picture, so | apologize. Some of the
impacts that are listed in the proposed rule; it is
information that comes from the vessel trip reports
that are shown within 0.46 kilometers of the reefs.

In Site 13 there are greater than ten commercial
fishing trips from 2008 to 2010. In Site 14 there is
greater twenty trips in 2009. At Site 11 there is seven
to twenty-five trips from 2004 to 2006; but that
number drops in the more recent years, 2008 to 2010,
to three to eight trips. Site 11 and 13 are dominated
by pot and trap gear; and Site 14 was dominated by
the trawl and dredge gear. The gross income impacts
on the percent of total average of gross income for
those vessels that are fishing in these areas.

You can see that less than 5 percent of these vessels
that are fishing in this area for the small shellfish is
six businesses; for a large shellfish business it is only
one; and for small finfish it is three. From 5 to 9
percent of their income coming these reef sites; it is
very few; only one in the small shellfish and one in
the small finfish; as well as the 10 to 19 percent.

There is only one entity that has 20 to 29 percent of
its revenue coming from these areas; and it is a small
finfish entity. Additional impacts; you would have
increased availability of fish to the hook-and-line and
spearfishing if you no longer have commercial
fishing in those areas. The commercial effort would
shift to other areas.

For the fixed gear, these shifts may result in
increased gear conflicts because they’re forced to
move into areas with mobile gears; and that also
could potentially lead to increase gear damage or
loss, but it’s difficult to determine the full impact
since you don’t know exactly how people would
move. If they do move to other sites, those sites

could be less productive, depending on where they
move to.

The New England Fishery Management Council
submitted comments to NOAA that were in the
supplemental materials. We reviewed them. Terry,
if you have anything additional that | left out, please
let me know. Their comments are mostly pertaining
to Area 14, which overlaps with scallop, skate and
monkfish fishing grounds.

That area is within the Elephant Trunk Scallop
Rotation Area. That area has been open since 2004
and has proven to be a very valuable and productive
fishery. The council found that the analysis that was
conducted for the EA was incomplete. There were
no impacts on the monk and skate fisheries and no
overlays of the management zones in the SMZs were
conducted.

The council found the center survey overlaps with
Area 14; and it shows very high concentrations of
offshore scallop beds with Site 14. VTRs are likely
an underestimate of impacts, but no attempt was
made to correct such an action. For example, you
could use VMS to do these impacts.

The EA also does not account for any of the inter-
annual variation of the fishery due to the rotational
aspect of that scallop management area. They’re
recommending that NOAA goes back and redoes the
analysis for that. Also to note; there is currently no
artificial reef within Area 14; so it is open fishing
ground right now; and closing the area would be
actually closing an active fishing ground.

The council predicts that depending on the timing of
the fishery, you could have a loss between one and
twenty million dollars since it is a rotational fishery.
There were also comments submitted by Delaware.

Delaware had suggested that they also have these
SMZs within their state waters; and they do not have
buffer zones around their reefs in Delaware. Their
fish and wildlife enforcement agents don’t consider
this to be a problem to not have buffer zones; so
they’re recommending to have no buffer zones.

Delaware only includes featureless bottom sites, but
in most cases natural wrecks adjacent to sites within
the proposed buffer zones. These are traditional
areas for commercial pot fishermen; and they don’t
believe that those areas should be lost. They also
noted that the precedent for a proposed buffer may
have been established by the South Atlantic Council
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within their snapper grouper fisheries; and they have
been in effect for over twenty years.

At that time the Loran was the best navigational aid;
but today since we have GPS, it’s easier for vessels to
identify and pinpoint their location so that you
wouldn’t need that 500-yard buffer zone. Again, I'm
looking to see if the commission should submit on
the rule; and so, what are the issues that we would
want to address.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Questions for Toni? Galen.

MR. GALEN R. TROMBLE: Just one clarification;
the federal rule does not prohibit commercial fishing,
per se. It is a gear restriction, so commercial fishing
with hook-and-line gear would still be allowed in the
areas under the rule.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: But scalloping would not?

MR. TROMBLE: With mobile gear. If you could
catch them with hook-and-line, I guess you could.
(Laughter)

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Can you do that?
MR. TROMBLE: No, you can’t do that.

MR. STOCKWELL: Thank you, Toni, for a good
summary of the council’s letter. Just to follow up on
the last comment, the New England Council did ask
if this was to move forward, to consider exempting
mobile bottom-tending gear from Area 14. In your
supplemental materials there is a copy of a letter |
wrote last week; and there are three pages of graphs
that depict the area and exploitable biomass.

MR. ADLER: In the statistics, Toni, that you came
out with like a percentage of income and percentages
of stuff, we’ve run into this in a different issue, the
whale issue, and trying to say, “Well, you know,
nobody fishes here or very few fish here, it is not a
big deal.” As we’ve always found out in that issue
had to do with, yes, there’s not too many; but for the
few that do; it is a very important area for them.

| don’t know whether the statistics just throw
everything together like they did in our thing; it is a
very small percentage of income, it is a very small
percentage of fishermen, it is a very small — yes, it
probably was, but it was very important to those few
that were there.

I’m not sure the way the statistics are gathered, they
go, well, very small amount of money was earned —

yes, maybe it was a lot for one guy and not a lot in
the overall picture. | wanted to ask Russell, if I
could, have you heard anything from the fishermen in
that area about this issue? That’s where I’ll stop.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Do you want to address
that, Russell?

MR. RUSSEL DIZE: To be honest with you, that is
handled by the coastal groups and mostly what | look
at is the Chesapeake Bay area. | haven’t had any
input from the coastal groups on this.

MR. THOMAS O’CONNELL: We’ve shared this
proposal with our coastal fishermen and have not
heard any objections up to this point.

MR. MARTIN GARY: [I've had a chance to dive
several of those sites off of Delaware myself; and
I’ve seen a number of the fish pots. The ones that are
in the periphery of the material that is put down,
whether it is subway cars or whatever that material is,
concrete, everything seems to work out well. The
interactions I’ve had with the recreational fishermen
and the charterboat fishermen and the partyboat
fishermen, it seems like that coexist fine.

The issues seem to manifest themselves when the
gear is wrapped up in the material. 1’ve come upon a
couple of pots while | was diving where they were
entangled in the material. 1’ve actually released over
a dozen and half tautog and sea bass that are tripped
in the pots. | guess my question for Toni or the
Delaware folks is what is the exact nature of the
conflict? Is it that the fishermen are encountering
numerous buoy gear that are in the vicinity they just
can’t fish those locations? It does appear that as long
as the fish pots are on the periphery, everybody
seems to coexist in harmony.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Dave, can you address
Marty’s question?

MR. DAVID E. SAVEIKIS: Yes, thank you, Mr.
Chairman. The primary conflicts are in addition to
the funding restriction issue with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the sport fish restoration is our
recreational fishermen are encountering conflicts
with the commercial pots. The recreational
fishermen are entangling in those, and it is a direct
gear conflict. Hopefully, that answers the question.

Now, a couple of other points | want to reiterate. The
statistics really don’t fully capture the impact I think
of — Bill brought up the issue before — fully capture
the impact on a few select commercial fishermen that
fish the area. There are significant economic impacts
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to a couple of our fishermen. Our Tidal Finfish
Advisory Council in the state supports the concept of
the SMZ but does not support the 500-yard buffers.
The Division of Fish and Wildlife also did not ask for
that 500-year buffer and intend to submit comments
requesting those be removed.

MR. BOYLES: Earlier reference was made of the
South Atlantic Council. 1’d just like to maybe ask a
question just for clarification and also comment about
our situation with our reefs. In the South Atlantic |
believe it’s a gear restriction. Also, the restrictions
on possession are limited to the personal possession;
so it is in effect — | guess it has the effect of being a
recreational bag limit and possession limit on the
SMZs off of South Carolina at least. | guess the
question for NOAA Fisheries and Delaware; is that
what is contemplated here?

MR. PAUL PERRA: No; the possession limit is
whatever it is recreational or commercial, depending
on how you’re fishing. The restriction is just for the
gear.

MR. NOWALSKY: Does Delaware have any
response to the concerns about Reef Site 14 or a
suggested way forward?

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Will you ask that again?

MR. NOWALSKY: Does Delaware have a
suggested way forward or a response to the concerns
about Reef Site 14?

MR. SAVEIKIS: Reef Site 14, when that was
originally permitted, the area was closed; and we
have no concerns with removal of that. In fact, we
will be submitting comments to support removal of
14 from the SMZ.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Does that address most of
the concerns that have been discussed?

REPRESENTATIVE KUMIEGA: Terry was just
showing me his scallop chart; and it seems a little
odd that you would put something like that in a
productive area. | thought typically artificial reefs go
places that aren’t very productive, to make them
productive, and this is already a productive scallop
bed. It seemed a little odd.

MR. SAVEIKIS: | want to reinforce that. When it
was permitted, it was a closed fishery at the time; so
currently we don’t see the justification for keeping 14
as an SMZ.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: | know when we discussed
the South Carolina SMZs at the South Atlantic
Council years ago, one of the big concerns — and you
may have dealt with this in Delaware — was the
funding sources of those reefs. | believe, if I’m not
mistaken, Robert, that South Carolina funded all their
reef material with Wallop-Breaux funds that were
recreational dollars; so that was one of the big issues.
Let me go to Robert.

MR. BOYLES: Mr. Chairman, I’ll answer it in the
form of a question. Yes; that is in fact the case; and
off of South Carolina there are a number of areas that
are known as artificial reefs that were not constructed
reefs. There were old shipwrecks, and | guess that’s
my question to Delaware. These are all constructed
with federal aid dollars as the case was with the
South Carolina SMZs; Dave, is that correct.

MR. SAVEIKIS: Robert, that is correct, yes, using
federal Wallop-Breaux funds.

MR. BOYLES: Just to follow up; I think this is a
very reasonable request. | think given where we
were in South Carolina, our community came to us.
Again, | think it’s important to note that this is not
exclusion of commercial fishermen, but it is a gear
restriction. 1 think that satisfied, at the time, NOAA
Fisheries; and | support the request.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: All right, with that, | know
Dave Frulla would like to address the board.

MR. FRULLA: Mr. Chairman, my name is David
Frulla; and we represent the Fishery Survival Fund,
the Limited Access Scallop Fleet. 1 really should
probably quit while we’re ahead, which is a good
admonition. We really appreciate Delaware’s offer
to take Site 14 off.

If I may, just for a minute, give you a little bit — for
those of you in New England, you know this pretty
well and many of you from the Mid know this, but |
just want to sure that folks understand what we talk
when we’re talking rotational scallop management.

There are two elements to the scallop fishery in New
England for the Limited Access Fleet. One is days at
sea, that you get a certain number of days at sea; and
the other are these trips into access areas where
access areas are — they’re trip-limited. The fleet gets
a certain number of trips per year. These areas rotate
and they closed, almost like rotational farming, based
on when scallops set there.
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There are areas in New England that are a bit
different because of the Georges Bank Closed Areas;
and those areas are drawn and permanent and are
drawn without regard really to scallop abundance.
There are three areas in the Mid-Atlantic, the Hudson
Canyon, the Elephant Trunk and Delmarva going
north to south.

Those areas were drawn and are used because those
are historic areas of scallop settlement. The Elephant
Trunk is in the middle; and it’s the one we’re
concerned about. That has seen in the sixteen years
I’ve been doing scallop management the largest set of
scallops we’ve ever seen. There is one that may be a
little bigger off southern Georges that is coming
along now.

There is a very, very good set in the Elephant Trunk
right now as well that are coming along and we
expect to open in a year or two. You wouldn’t see
with these areas fishing every year. You would see it
periodically, which is what you see in the tables.
That shouldn’t come as a surprise. One thing I think
I would note, though, to Mr. Adler’s comment
through the Chair is that this may not be an issue here
of a handful of fishermen being especially dependent
on this area and not from the scallop fleet, but it is the
fleet.

If I’'m understanding it correctly, when you use the
VTR data, you only report VTR information once
when you’re fishing in a statistical area; so that
means there is the random chance that you happen to
report when you were on that site which is presently
open to fishing; so you’ve got a little bit different
dynamic working here.

The other point I’d note is that just in terms of the
haul length information and the number of hauls per
trip that are reported; you tend to get a different —
again a different set of considerations in scallop
fishing when you’re in an access area because these
are areas of high abundance and high grow-out; so
you’re going to take shorter hauls and fewer trips.
Thank you. Again, | just appreciate — | don’t want to
belabor this. | hope you do decide to recommend
taking Area 14 out. Thanks for the opportunity to
address you.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Thank you, Dave. What |
hear around the table is an interest in perhaps sending
a letter supporting the Delaware request for the SMZs
with the exemption of Area 14.

MS. KERNS: No buffers.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Or buffers. Is everybody
comfortable with that? Dave.

MR. SAVEIKIS: We would also like to extend and
appreciate if the Atlantic States would also comment
in support of removing the proposed 500-yard
buffers.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Yes; and removing the 500-
yard buffers. Bill.

MR. ADLER: Yes; removing the 500-yard buffer
from just 14 or the other areas?

MR. SAVEIKIS: All the areas; and then 14 would be
a moot point if, indeed, it was eliminated from an
SMZ.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Yes; I think everybody kind
of gets what they want here. Paul, welcome.

MR. PERRA: We proposed the measures exactly as
recommended through the Mid-Atlantic Council.
The Mid-Atlantic  Council got input from
enforcement; and that’s the reason they put in the
buffer. There was debate about a thousand yard
buffer; no buffer was a compromise. Just for your
information, the Mid-Atlantic Council is going to
meet next week here in Washington; and they have
this item on the agenda. Without input from
enforcement, 1’d be kind of concerned about how the
commission would comment on the buffer.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: From our understanding,
Delaware’s enforcement indicated it was not an issue;
is that correct, Dave?

MR. SAVEIKIS: An additional follow-up, | want to
point out around most of these sites there are existing
wrecks that are natural wrecks for which there are
really no conflicts; and then that 500-yard buffer
would preclude our sea bass fishermen specifically
who are potting on those wrecks that are outside the
SMZ or the reefs that we establish. These naturally
occurring wrecks would be unduly impacted if there
was the 500 yard; and we feel that is unfair to our
commercial fishermen.

MR. BRANDON MUFFLEY: Mr. Chairman, just
two points from New Jersey’s standpoint. Regarding
the Wallop-Breaux funds, New Jersey did lose its
federal aid funding specifically to build artificial
reefs because of these conflicts. It has been two
years since New Jersey has had these funds available;
so it is a real issue that is there. And, two, just to
inform the board; New Jersey Division of Fish and
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Wildlife will be submitting comments as a state
agency in support of the proposed measures as well.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Supporting Area 14 be
included or not?

MR. MUFFLEY: Well, that hasn’t been discussed.
The letter hasn’t gone out yet so we can modify the
letter to include it. We would support that.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Yes; I think for our Mid
partners on the commission, getting your agreement
with this would probably be helpful, for sure. We
can’t control that; but we’re also a lot bigger than the
Mid-Atlantic Council, so we can take them, if we
have to. (Laughter) Anything else on the SMZ
request?

If there is no objection to the letter; then we will draft
a letter probably for Bob’s signature doing exactly
what we all agreed to. | will refresh one more time
that we will support Delaware’s request for SMZs
with the caveats to remove Area 14 and remove the
500-yard buffer requirements. That is the position of
the commission on that issue. All good? All right,
let’s move on. Next on the agenda is the stock
assessment updates.

STOCK ASSESSMENT UPDATES

ATLANTIC MENHADEN

DR. GENEVIEVE M. NESSLAGE: | would like to
update you on the status of the Atlantic Menhaden
Assessment. 1’m pleased to report that we are still on
schedule for a peer review in December through our
host down at SEDAR. We have held, in preparation
for this assessment, 12 meetings. Those include nine
webinars and five in-person meetings, including our
first assessment workshop, which was held in June.

We did not complete all of our tasks at that
workshop; and we felt we needed one more to finish
things up; and so we’ll be holding that next, actually,
down in Beaufort once more. | would like to briefly
review the items that we did manage to complete at
the June assessment workshop. We did review and
finalize all input data sources and decisions regarding
those data sources.

We reviewed all parameter and model configurations
options. We identified the base and the long list of
sensitivity model runs that we’ll be completing. We
also reviewed the progress on the historical tagging
data analyses that have been going on. We also
began initial discussions on biological reference

points; and we will be revising that topic extensively
next week again.

We provided feedback on development of the
assessment model. Some preliminary models had
been built, but we changed the configuration so much
that they needed to be rerun. We will be reviewing
the results of those next week. Then we also were
provided with a stakeholder analysis of the potential
effects on menhaden migration on our estimation of
fishery selectivity patterns. We did review that
consider it as information for the assessment.

| also want to update you briefly on the Ecological
Reference Point Working Group’s progress. The
group held two conference calls since | last updated
you; and we met in June during the Technical
Committee Meeting Week to finalize our work on the
TOR Number 7 for the Atlantic Menhaden
Assessment.

Just to remind you, that was to identify potential
ERPs that could account for menhaden’s role as a
forage fish and to provide the peer reviewers with an
idea of where we think we might be going with that
methodology and what we think might be the
appropriate approach and then get some construction
feedback from them on those ideas.

At present we have identified multiple ecological
reference points as candidates and several different
tools or models that we might use to calculate those
reference points. Those are all still under
consideration and will undergo further vetting as we
proceed this fall. We hope to review at least the
preliminary results from most of our models at our
September Technical Committee Meeting Week.

Those will be included in the Atlantic Menhaden
Assessment Report to address TOR Number 7. Just
because the way our process works, the Atlantic
Menhaden Technical Committee will then review the
entire report, including the ERP Plan; and that will be
at meeting in November, before it goes to peer
review.

Then, obviously, the peer review panel will hopefully
provide some constructive feedback on our idea. Just
recap the whole timeline — I know some of you are
interested in the exact dates — throughout the rest of
the year, we will again next week have our August 12
to 15 Assessment Workshop again in Beaufort.

In September, during Technical Committee Meeting
Week, the ERP Working Group will be meeting
again to finalize our ERP Plan. We will have
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numerous phone calls to cross the t’s and dot the i’s,
I’m sure. Then November 5 to 6, the technical
committee will do the final vetting and approval of
the report for peer review and the peer review will be
December 9 to 11 in Atlantic Beach, North Carolina.
Then we hope to have the finalized assessment and
peer review report to you at the February meeting in
2015. I’'m happy to take any questions. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Bill, I just assumed.

MR. GOLDSBOROUGH: Well, thank you, Mr.
Chairman. Actually, | will take the opportunity to
ask Genny, just because I’m curious, were any
alternative models or modeling approaches submitted
for consideration?

DR. NESSLAGE: For the meeting next week you’re
speaking about or the first meeting? Next week, yes,
Doug Butterworth and Rebecca Rademeyer have
submitted through Omega Protein, as consultants for
Omega Protein, have submitted an alternative model
and some conclusions based on those models. They
submitted it a month ago in preparation for this
meeting; and we’ve had a chance to vet it and review
it. He will be presenting at the meeting and then we
will be discussing its merits at that meeting.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL.: | figured you had an interest
there, Bill. That was with all due respect. Any other
questions on menhaden? All right, next is tautog,
Katie.

TAUTOG

DR. KATIE DREW: | don’t actually have any slides
for this because this is going to be a very short
update. After our assessment meeting this summer,
the Tautog Technical Committee sort of took a step
back to reconsider some of our regional definitions
within the assessment. Had we decided to
completely redo those, that would have delayed us
more; but we’ve decided to go with the ones that we
did most of the analyses on.

As a result, we’re planning to go peer review
sometime in October or November. As a result, we
won’t have the final assessment and peer review
report ready for the October board meeting, but we
will have that done for you in time for February. |
will take any questions on that.

MR. NOWALSKY: Will there be both a coastal and
a regional analysis, a VPA going to peer review or
only one of the other?

DR. DREW: There will be both. There will be a
coast-wide modeling approach, which is sort of the
continuity run, if you will, to compare to the previous
results; and then we will also be doing separate
assessments on a regional basis.

MR. SIMPSON: Can you remind me what the
regions are you will be doing. Right now we have a
Massachusetts/Rhode Island assessment and how
does that fit into the regions?

DR. DREW: The regions will be Massachusetts,
Rhode Island and Connecticut as a single region;
New York and New Jersey as a single region; and
then Delaware, Maryland and Virginia as a single
region.

MR. SIMPSON: | just have to say it will be
interesting to see how we figure out how to split
Long Island Sound in two and those two highly
overlapping fisheries. | don’t know if there is
something we can do to sort of anticipate the logical
disconnect if the rules are even more different in the
future than they are now between our two states’
waters.

MR. NOWALSKY: To that point, Mr. Chairman, |
was just wondering if you could provide any insight
to the board about how that region is working with —
are you just splitting a line down the middle of Long
Island Sound or how is that contributing to the
regions?

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: | would have to ask Katie to
answer that or somebody from staff. | would have
absolutely no idea.

DR. DREW: Do you mean from a management
perspective or from a science and data perspective?

MR. NOWALSKY: From a science and data
perspective and then how you would expect us to
filter that into the management process.

DR. DREW: That’s a good question and it’s
something the technical committee struggled with as
well of do we lump Connecticut with New York and
New Jersey or do we put Connecticut with
Massachusetts and Rhode Island. 1 think we went
with putting them with Massachusetts and Rhode
Island on the basis on the available indices and the
trends that we’re seeing as well as some of the
biological information that in terms of growth rates
they appear to be more similar to the Massachusetts
and Rhode Island stock then to the New York and
New Jersey stocks.
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We recognized that obviously there are removals
from the Long Island Sound System that may not be
getting perfectly accounted for with the data that we
have. In terms of going forward with management, |
think that’s a question for you guys of are you
comfortable with having separate regulations within
Long Island Sound; and if you’re not, how can you
make those line up with where the stock needs to be
at.

| don’t think we’re anticipating — obviously, | can’t
speak to the final results, but I don’t think we’re
anticipating a situation where one stock is overfished
and needs immediate reaction and the other stock is
perfectly fine and needs no intervention. 1 think there
is room to compromise in terms of types of
regulations that will be needed within Long Island
Sound so that you can get a consistent management
program in this area.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Yes; and that’s enough on
that because this is just an update on the delay in the
stock estimate. We’re not going to get into a
discussion or debate on the assessment or any other
things like that. Nope! Now go ahead with the
sturgeon.

STURGEON

DR. DREW: 1 do have a presentation for this. For
the Atlantic Sturgeon Assessment, basically progress
so far we had a data workshop in the fall of 2013
where we brought all of our technical committee
members as well as some outside expertise together
to sort of review the available datasets and try to
figure out where we’re going to go from here.

After that we formed subcommittees of the stock
assessment subcommittee to focus on genetic
information, tagging and bycatch that all contribute
we hope to the overall assessment. These have met
via conference call and webinar since then; and we
have tentatively scheduled an assessment workshop
for the fall of 2014.

However, through the data-gathering process, the
stock assessment subcommittee has identified a
number of ongoing projects that you’re actually
getting a list of now that have been funded either
through Section 6 funding with a start date of 2010.
The completion date was 2013 and a lot of them got
no-cost extensions through 2014. These are acoustic
tagging programs, genetic data to give us information
on movement, spawning, life history, mortality rates.

The problem is they are all ongoing now; and so it
has been difficult to get the data both because the Pls
are reluctant to hand out data that is incomplete and
where the project is not finished yet as well as being
reluctant to hand out data that may undercut their
future publishing opportunities. As a result, we need
additional input from the board because we have
identified basically two timelines that the assessment
can proceed on.

The major difference between them is our ability to
get down to a stock or a system or a DPS level
assessment for a lot of these datasets. The data from
these projects will greatly enhance our ability to
assess Atlantic sturgeon on a stock or a DPS level.
Unfortunately, waiting for those data to become
available, though, will probably delay completion of
the stock assessment until 2017.

We’ve put together as part of the memo sort of a
timeline of what kind of analyses we’re looking at
and what level that we can complete them at. This
was part of the memo that went out in supplemental
materials. Basically the point is on the coast-wide
level there are a number of things that we can do to
be completed and reviewed in 2015 that we would
get to as well in 2017.

Those would include things like trend analysis where
we’re looking at relative changes in abundance,
tagging models to give us estimates of mortality
across the coast, data-poor models to look at
historical stock size and potential productivity of the
stock, SPR reference points to give us something to
measure against; and historical proxy reference
points, again to give us something to measure
against. These can be completed on the coast-wide
level in 2015.

Waiting until 2017 would allow us to get better
information or new information to a lot of these
analyses, but more importantly would allow us to go
down to a finer scale to assess this species on. A lot
of the trend analyses we may not necessarily be able
to do on a stock or a DPS level; and definitely the
tagging model we could not complete at a stock or
DPS level to give us estimates of total mortality.

The data-poor models we can’t do on a stock or DPS
level at this point. We could do SPR reference points
for some systems; but again without a measure of
mortality to compare it against, they’re not very
useful. Similarly with the index reference points,
unless you have something to compare it against,
they’re not very useful.
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Whereas, if we wait for some of this new information
that will hopefully become available over the next
year or so, we will be able to get down to a finer
scale for this population and a more appropriate
modeling level for this population, whether that’s
stock or DPS or river system. What we’re looking
for from the board is basically input on the timeline
that you prefer based on your management needs and
objectives so that we can start to prioritize the work
that we’re doing and create an assessment timeline to
fit that schedule. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Very good summary. Let
me just add to Katie’s report one little caveat. |
appreciate very much Angela Somma being here with
the Protected Species Group. If you’ll recall,
whatever it was, two years ago when the stock was
declared an endangered species in most jurisdictions
and threated in the Gulf of Maine, | believe it was,
we were encouraged to move forward with an
incidental take permit. We all were. | don’t know
what progress has been made particularly in those
states north of North Carolina where they have gill
net fisheries that are known to interact with Atlantic
sturgeon.

The issue that we face is that in North Carolina we
have an incidental take permit now. We got it a
couple of weeks ago signed sealed and delivered.
I’m implementing an incidental take permit right
now. | don’t know if any other states are doing that
yet or not and how close any of the other states are
with their incidental take permits.

For those of us that have one or are almost ready to
have one and will begin implementing them, I’'m
facing the risk of having to close my fishery down if |
catch a certain number of sturgeon. Nobody else
does. Because they didn’t move fast enough or they
haven’t worked hard enough or whatever the issue
might be, they don’t have an incidental take permit.

As far as | know, Georgia and North Carolina are the
only two states that have incidental take permits on
sturgeon. Because of that, we may be extremely
disadvantaged by having that permit. That increases
the importance from having a stock assessment done
as quickly as we possibly can in order to try to get
some sense on what the status of stock is.

We have had discussion at the board level as to the
concerns at least that | have expressed about using
the stock assessment and some SPR value to
determine whether or not a stock is endangered or
not. That is a precedent that could be very
dangerous. Especially for something like winter

flounder or a stock that is at a very low SPR rate that
could create some real issues for us.

What 1I’m hearing now is that in order to have a good
and concise stock assessment, that we’re going to be
three years off from even being able to have a stock
assessment even done on Atlantic sturgeon. If you
look at the memo that was passed around, there is
almost ten million dollars, if not more than ten
million dollars, being spent now to collect this
correction.

It would have behooved us to have that information
before the listing occurred; and | think there should
nods in agreement all around the table about that, but
they’re not. They’re endangered species and so we
run some real serious risks of being able to handle
lawsuits that may come down on us.

I’m not trying to sway your decision in any way,
shape or form, but | think that’s an important
component for those of you with inshore gill net
fisheries that interact with sturgeon to keep in mind
as you discuss or deliberate on whether or not to —
because today we have got to provide guidance to
staff do we want the quick and dirty, right out of the
gate and do the more comprehensive one later?

| think with the importance that this could have and
with the expense that the states are going to have to
go through to develop these ITPs and implement
them, it might behoove us to do both and modify our
schedules accordingly. Again, that will be up to the
ISFMP Policy Board as to what to do. 1 just felt like
that was important information for you to have.

I’m sorry if | was proselytizing from the Chair on the
state of North Carolina, but I’m only aware of North
Carolina having the ITP that is active and is going to
be dealt with every day. First | had Dave Borden.

MR. BORDEN: Mr. Chairman, | was going to ask
the question that you actually led into is why can’t
we do both? In other words, if we do both | would
envision we get the results of the first phase — and the
staff | think has done an excellent job of articulating
that it is not going to be as fine a resolution as we
need to manage based on the DPS; but we could take
some action, a general action to help protect the stock
and then move on with a more detailed analysis in
which will put us in the position where we can
actually manage down to the DPS level, which is
what we need to do. Could we have a discussion
about what are the pros and cons of doing both?
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CHAIRMAN DANIEL: If I could ask either Katie or
Bob to address the potential issues and how that
might impact our stock assessment plans to do both.

DR. DREW: I think our concern with doing both is
that it’s a tremendous amount work. What you’re
talking about is dedicating a huge technical
committee to five years of work for the foreseeable
future; and right now we’re struggling to get work
done with people’s current workload.

If you want us to do it that way, is to do a fast, rushed
assessment to get at this broad coast-wide level,
which  will then be immediately probably
questionable due to the new available data that is
going to relate to the coast-wide population and then
immediately send that staff back to work to redo a lot
of these analyses and do them on a finer scale; so I’m
not saying that it is impossible, but what I’m saying it
is a tremendous amount of work from all of your
technical committee members.

We’ve already struggled to get work to get data done
with people’s current workloads; so to commit that
much time and staff energy I think would be a con to
the approach of doing them both. Obviously, you
guys have your own concerns from a management
perspective on this; but that in my mind would be the
biggest con is that you would do something that
would then later become out of date due to the
availability of new data as well as having committed
a tremendous amount of technical committee
resources to something that becomes out of date and
then requires additional work on their behalf to be
done in 2017.

SENATOR WATTERS: Mr. Chairman, | hear and
attend to your concerns that you’ve mentioned about
your particular situation in your state, but | did want
to hope the commission look very carefully at what
we heard from the technical committee about this. |
think there are a couple of important points here.

One is | think we need that tagging information
because that is really what is going to help us make
decisions as to what is causing mortality. Secondly, |
think the historical information is particularly
important. Because of the longevity of the species
and the uncertainties about what we’re looking at, |
would recommend to people who want to really look
at the best long-term study that has been to sturgeon
is Jeff Bolster’s Book, “The Mortal Sea”; the chapter
on sturgeon that goes back several centuries and up to
recent times. We need more of that information.

The third concern | have here and I think the most
important one is the availability of peer review.
Especially in the context of the endangered species
filings, if we are not able to have full peer review of
the materials that are brought forward, I think it is
going to hurt the credibility of what we’re basing our
science for. 1 would respectfully argue to listen to the
technical committee here, to it once; you know,
measure twice, cut once, do this for the 2017 and
then have the assurance that have taken advantage of
what is available to us to make appropriate
management decisions. Thank you.

MR. BALLOU: Mr. Chairman, a key issue in my
mind is how our assessment, whether it be something
sooner rather than later, ties in with the federal
government’s schedule for revisiting the listing,
which | understand is on a five-year cycle, if I’m not
mistaken.  Maybe | said that wrong, but it’s
something along the lines of once listed, that listing
can’t be revisited or wouldn’t be revisited for at least
five years; but come five years there is a portal, if |
understand, to revisit.

I would want to make sure that we take full
advantage of that opportunity by providing whatever
information we have at the earliest possible time in
influence a potential reconsideration and wouldn’t —
although | totally appreciate the sentiments just
expressed about a peer-reviewed assessment and
getting the best available information to the Service,
I’m challenged by the issue of delaying too much and
by doing so not availing ourselves of the earliest
opportunity to encourage a revisiting of the listing.
Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Thank you, Bob; and | think
with both Galen and Angelia here, if | misspeak
they’ll correct me, but | believe that we could petition
to have them delisted at any time. | do believe — and
Angela is coming up so I’m not going to say anymore
until she corrects me.

MS. ANGLEA SOMMA: Angela Somma; | am the
chief of the Endangered Species Division for the
National Marine Fisheries Service. No, that is
correct; you could certainly petition at any time.
There is a five-year review requirement. We did list
Atlantic sturgeon in 2012; so in 2017 we will be
obligated to do another review of the status to
determine whether the current listing classification is
accurate or whether it should be revised.

You will also recall that NOAA Fisheries made a
commitment that once the stock assessment was
completed, even if that is before the five-year
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timeframe, that we would look at it and determine
whether there was sufficient information there that
would cause us to do a new status review even earlier
than the five-year timeframe.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Thank you, Angela; and
again thank you for being here. We appreciate that. |
certainly hear Katie loud and clear. Again, it is what
is a priority for you and your staff and your state with
doing it both ways. Walter.

REPRESENTATIVE KUMIEGA: Mr. Chair, given
what we just heard, | think it makes sense to do this
once and do it right. 1 don’t think we’re going to
have a good enough stock assessment. If we try and
do it for next year, it is not going to be good enough
information to change the listing status and that’s
really what we need to do if it is warranted. We need
good data and we need a good study, so I think it’s do
it once and do it right.

MR. BORDEN: I’'m sensitive to the staff concerns
about workload; and | certainly don’t want to impose
any more work on the staff than is absolutely
necessary. | totally agree with the last comment that
it’s critical given the experience we’ve gone through
over the last two years to do this right. 1 would
support the 2017 timeline; but 1I’m not sure that we
shouldn’t do something in addition to that, Mr.
Chairman, which is at some point convene a meeting
of the Sturgeon Committee and discuss all of this.

Maybe that committee can come up with some
general proposals that we could put on the table to try
to mitigate some of the negative impacts on the
sturgeon population in the interim period so that
we’re actually doing something for sturgeon
conservation as we get this finer detail, which we
need to — | mean, the detail that’s going to come out
of all this work is critical if we want to manage these
species down to the river system basis. If we want to
do justice to the management program, that’s what
we have to get to eventually. | think maybe we
should do both of those things.

MR. MUFFLEY: Mr. Chairman, I’m going to voice
my support in doing the 2015 and the 2017
assessment, knowing what kind of workload it is
going to cause to staff and state staff to get this done.
I think given the status of where North Carolina is
with their permits and where all the other states are
with their permits, which is nowhere, getting some
information — it may not be exactly where we want it
to be, which is what we want in 2017, but | think the
assessment could be good enough to give us a good
idea of where we are with the sturgeon population.

Much of this information that is in the Section 6
funding is already available. There are a number of
years already done; so that new information could be
added into this 2015 assessment and it will lay the
groundwork for the 2017 assessment. All of the
background information will be there; and you have a
baseline assessment to do to move forward with the
2017 assessment. | think it will add some credence to
what the states need to go through for their incidental
take permits. It will help out those states; and | think
we need to get a sense of where we are with this
population now rather than longer.

MR. NOWALSKY: | would support the comments
of both as well; but I would just ask while we see two
columns of a 2017 timeline checking more boxes
than a 2015 timeline; if the 2015 assessment is a
three star, does the 2017 get us to five stars or does it
give us three and a half? How much more are we
actually going to have in meaningful information to
base management decisions and/or inform the
Service about the merits of the listing from that 2017
timeline?

DR. DREW: | think the question is at what level do
you want to manage the species on? Do you want to
treat it like it’s a single coast-wide stock or do you
want to manage it down to individual river systems or
state or DPS levels? The fact that I’m using DPS
here, it should give you some clue as to how the
Fisheries Service use it in that they are treating it as
parts of a subpopulation, as individual stocks.

Our ability to provide you guys and to provide the
Service with an overall trend of, hey, Atlantic
sturgeon on the coast are doing this; is that useful
from either a management perspective related to the
biology of the species or is that relevant to how the
Fisheries Service is assessing their endangered specie
status?

Obviously, I cannot speak to the latter, but | think the
board should have an idea of how useful a coast-wide
estimate is going to be if we need to manage the
species on a stock-specific level. There is very little
we can do on a stock-specific level with the data that
we have now, but a lot more will become possible
when these projects are completed and with
additional work from the stock assessment
subcommittee.

MR. WHITE: Mr. Chairman, | don’t know if the
Service can comment but it might be interesting to
hear their take on these two different assessments.
Will the rushed assessment possibly be enough for
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them to delist; and if not, why would we waste all
that effort?

CHAIRMAN DANIEL:
question. Go ahead, Angela.

That’s a very good

MS. SOMMA: | don’t know that | could answer that
question. | want to be clear; our commitment was not
that we would necessarily delist. Our commitment
was that we would look at the stock assessment and
the information in it at whatever point in time it came
out and make a determination whether we would redo
a status review; not that we would necessarily take
action based on that stock assessment alone and
move forward with a change in the listing.

Certainly, the information in there would be quite
valuable. | can’t answer that question until we
actually see what the stock assessment looks like to
know what information is there and how useful it
could actually be and whether it would trigger us to
do another status review.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: | guess my comment there
would be that, certainly, it will be a tremendous
amount more information than you had when the
listing decision was made. Hopefully, all the things
that we’re hearing and all the reports that we are
receiving will provide us with good information to
get to that point.

| would encourage everyone to continue to move
forward with their ITPs so that you can begin to
collect the information that we’re collecting in North
Carolina. We’re getting a tremendous amount of
abundance and distribution information, but also very
good information on discards. These things handle
being captured in gill nets very, very well.

The discard mortality rates are extremely low for
what we’re finding. | think any of that information
that the other states can gather and provide for when
we do a status review will be helpful. While Angela
is here, | will tell you that working the Sturgeon
Group, whatever they call themselves at the Protected
Resources Section, was a pleasure.

They worked really well with my staff to get this
thing done in what I think is probably record time.
We now have two state-wide ITPs; and this one did
not take us nearly as long and was not nearly as
arduous a task; so hopefully you all will find that.
Maybe we played the guiana pig and got the ball
rolling, but | would certainly encourage everyone to
move forward with their ITPs.

MR. BALLOU: Mr. Chairman, there was a teaser a
minute ago regarding the opportunity for the
commission to request reconsideration at any time
and not necessarily waiting for that five-year
mandatory review.

To me there is perhaps an opportunity here to
consider — and 1’m not sure how viable this would be,
but consider a request sometime between now and
2017, assuming we go forward with the full
assessment for 2017 that would provide an update
with regard to the additional data that is available as
sort of an interim approach to not necessarily doing
an assessment — doing two assessments but rather
providing the Service with the information that has
become available since the listing with a request to
consider the status pending the follow-up full
assessment that now looks to be targeted for 2017.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Yes; anything we can do |
think you wouldn’t get an objection from me. | don’t
know what the technical requirements would be of
having to put all of the information together, but as
opposed to a stock assessment it may be just as
arduous a task to put all the information together and
summarize it as it would be to assess the stock.

| don’t know, but that’s a good potential. | think
Angela is aware of our need and what we want to do.
Our goal is to try to get these things delisted through
good, sound data and analysis. | think if we can
provide that the National Marine Fisheries Service |
think we have a chance. If | were them, | probably
would wait on the 2017 assessment, which has got all
the new and the best information involved in it; but at
the same time if there was overwhelming evidence
that goes contrary to the listing decision, they may be
able to get the ball rolling earlier. 1 just don’t know
and | don’t think Angela can tell us, but maybe she
can.

MS. SOMMA: Well, if the commission does any
form of a stock assessment in 2015, we certainly are
going to look at it and evaluate it. You certainly
wouldn’t need to submit some kind of a formal
request or a petition for us to do that. We’ve been
working with the commission all along on the stock
assessment.

We’re as interested in the information as you all are;
so whatever comes out in 2015, if there is some form
of a stock assessment, we certainly will be looking at
it very carefully to see whether that along would be
enough for us to do another status review. Certainly
any and all information — | mean, this isn’t the only
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information and research that’s being done on
Atlantic sturgeon.

We are certainly constantly collecting — and, you
know, we fund a lot of this work through our Section
6 Program. That is an Endangered Species Act
Program. We were funding some Atlantic sturgeon
work prior to the listing, but listed species get priority
under Section 6, so that’s one of the reasons why
there is a lot of research going on now.

We have heard loud and clear about the data gaps
that went into the listing; and we’re trying to close
some of those data gaps. We’re certainly going to
take a very close look at whatever comes out in 2015
if there is some form of a stock assessment. Related
to the incidental take permits, | did want to thank
Louis for his kind comments.

He is correct; so far we’ve had two states come in,
Georgia and North Carolina. | just want encourage
other states to continue to work on that and reiterate
our commitment. | think Louis has affirmed that
we’ve lived up to that commitment. If you’re willing
to work with us and really work on trying to come up
with a conservation plan, we have committed the
staff, resources and time to work on it and try and get
through the process in an expeditious manner.
Thanks.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: And you have done that;
and | appreciate that. With that said from the
National Marine Fisheries Service and with the
expectation and understanding that they will be
looking at the data just like we will be. They will be
involved with — | assume the technical committee and
the stock assessment committees have got National
Marine Fisheries Service staff on board.

I think if we get the silver bullet in 2015, then, great;
but it is sounding to me around the table that the
majority are looking at the 2017 assessment in order
to really be the anchor behind our request to delist
unless something happens before then that we feel
comfortable with our partners to move forward with.
Is that a fair characterization of where we are at this
point?

Is there any objection to that being the direction to
staff moving forward? That was what they were
primarily asking us for was that direction. Just one;
everybody is in agreement on that? Seeing no
objections; then that’s the way we will proceed. It is
very important that we, as state directors and others
to make sure that our staff are available and are

participating and helping compile all this
information.

Otherwise, our other assessments are going to suffer
for it; but I think we all understand and agree that this
a priority issue for our stock assessment staff and so
any additional help you can provide would be much
appreciated. So with that, what | would like to do is
go ahead and break for lunch; and we will start back
with this after lunch and then we’ll go right into the
business meeting. | think it will be sort of seamless, |
think, in order to do that unless there is objection
from Bob. With that, we will stand in recess until
1:30.

(Whereupon, the meeting was recessed at 12:30
o’clock p.m., August 6, 2014, and reconvened at 1:31
o’clock p.m., August 6, 2014.)

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: All right, everybody, it is
1:31 so we will resume the ISFMP Policy Board.
Marin is going to update us on the River Herring
Technical Expert Working Group progress.

RIVER HERRING TECHNICAL EXPERT
WORKING GROUP PROGRESS REPORT

MS. MARIN HAWK: This is just an update on the
progress of the River Herring Technical Expert
Working Group, which as Toni mentioned is also
known as the TEWG. 1 just wanted to provide you
guys a little bit of background first. If you will recall
back in 2013 river herring was found to be not
warranted under the Endangered Species Act.

NOAA Fisheries and the commission are coming
together to develop and implement a conservation
plan for river herring. NOAA Fisheries has provided
the commission with $95,000 and plans to
supplement this with an additional $200,000.
Basically what we’re trying to do is fill in data gaps
in the listing determination before the status review,
which will occur in about five years.

Again, the TEWG was formed to provide individual
expert opinions to the commission and NOAA
Fisheries to aid in the development of this plan. The
reason we say individual expert opinions is because
under the Federal Advisory Committee Act the
TEWG cannot make consensus recommendations; so
we document the ideas and thoughts of the members
on the TEWG.

There are about 80 people on the TEWG; and it is
composed of members from state agencies, the
industry, the recreational  fishing  industry,
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government representatives and members of NGOs.
Basically what will happen is NOAA Fisheries and
the commission will consider TEWG input when
formulating the requests for research proposals; and
the priorities may be based on the expert opinions
that are obtained from the TEWG.

They will also be based on public comment and
science and management needs. Those research
projects will contribute to that river herring
conservation plan that NOAA Fisheries is
developing. Just a little bit more about the structure
of the TEWG; what we’ve done is we’ve split those
80 people into six different subgroups and then a
committee that we’re calling the Ecosystem
Integration Committee.

The first subgroup is the Climate Change Subgroup,
and that subgroup will be focusing on topics directly
related to climate change. So far in the process, the
data gaps that they’ve identified is the amount of
available river herring spawning habitat. They would
like some more information on the impacts of the
stream flow on passage and the interactions with
barriers. The Stock Status Subgroup is focusing on
the modeling approaches for river herring; and
they’re working to identify the data needs for future
assessments and for the listing determination.

The Habitat Subgroup is the largest subgroup. It also
has the widest scope.  They’re developing a
spreadsheet which will hopefully focus their efforts
on habitat research to date and determine where there
are gaps in monitoring. The Fishery Subgroup is
focusing on the strengths and weaknesses of catch
estimates and looking at how management actions
that have been implemented could influence those
catch numbers.

The Species Interaction Subgroup is focusing on
predator/prey relationships. They’re trying to
determine the predation pressure on different life
stages of alewives and how predation impacts natural
mortality in different regions along the coast. The
Genetic Subgroup has discussed utilizing molecular
marker techniques that were used on the west coast
for Pacific salmon.

They’re trying to determine a good way to
standardize genetic techniques on the east coast to
ensure that any samples taken are comparable to
other samples from different laboratories. Finally,
the Ecosystem Integration Committee is an
overarching committee, which is composed of the
chairs and co-chairs of each of the subgroups.

They’re working to ensure an integrated approach is
taken and topics that cross subgroups are addressed
from a holistic view. Finally, the next steps; we have
another call on September 3. As | mentioned, the
commission and NOAA Fisheries will be releasing
our request for proposal sometime this fall. Thank
you.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Are there questions for
Marin? Bob.

MR. BALLOU: Marin, which federal program
served as the source of funding for this? You
referenced $295,000 | believe total committed from
NOAA Fisheries. Which NOAA Program is that that
they drew those funds from?

MS. HAWK: 1 don’t know, but I will find out and
get back to you.

SENATOR WATTERS: Thank you for the report. |
had a question. Since we obviously can’t regulate
much of the habitat of the species; is the group going
to come up with some — to be able to identify or
come up with some recommendations about how to
address issues with the states or those folks who may
control dams or other habitat areas that obviously
have the most impact on the species success.

MS. HAWK: Yes; the Habitat Subgroup, they’re
kind of getting things together currently, but they’ve
mentioned that passage is one of the largest threats
that they’re going to focus and hopefully determine
some good solutions.

MS. KERNS: Bob, I think | can answer your
question. It is from the GARFO office.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Anything else on the
TEWG? Seeing none; thank you.

COLLABORATION WITH GREAT LAKES
FISHERIES COMMISSION

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Next up is discussion of
collaboration with Great Lakes Fisheries Commission
on American eel management.

MS. KERNS: Some of you were members of the
commission back in 2008 and 2009 when we had
started to work with the Great Lakes Fisheries
Commission on an MOU on the eel management.
We had a draft, the commission had signed it and
then we sort of lost steam from the other side of our
partnership.
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A couple of weeks ago Bob and | met with staff from
the Great Lakes Commission; and we’d like to move
forward with collaboration with the Great Lakes.
That may or may not entail developing another
MOU, but at least starting to collaborate with them
on science and then possible discussing different
types of management that could help coordinate how
we move forward with eels. We’re just looking for
direction if that’s something that the policy board is
interested in having staff start to collaborate with the
Great Lakes.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Is there any objection to
that? It seems like a good opportunity. Seeing none;
let’s move on it.

ATLANTIC COASTAL FISH HABITAT
PARTNERSHIP REPORT

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: The last item on our agenda
for the policy board is Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat
Partnership Report, Pat.

MR. PATRICK CAMPFIELD: A couple of quick
funding updates for the Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat
Partnership; in 2013 the partnership solicited
applications for on-the-ground habitat conservation
projects. The partnership received 18 applications
and submitted a rank list to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.

Fish and Wildlife recently announced all fish habitat
partnership projects nationally were approved for
FY-14 funding. Two project applications submitted
to ACFHP were approved to receive funding. The
first is an Oyster Reef and Salt Marsh Habitat
Restoration Project in Stump Sound, North Carolina,
which is about 20 miles northeast of Wilmington.

Red drum, spotted seatrout, weakfish, spot, croaker
and shrimp will benefit from the restored and
protected salt marsh and oyster habitat. The second
project is a barrier removal in West Creek, New
Jersey, which is a tributary to Barnegat Bay. This
project will restore access to over 13 kilometers of
stream habitat for river herring, eel and other
diadromous species.

Moving on to the FY-15 project fund opportunities;
again, the Fish and Wildlife Service and ACFHP are
requesting project applications to restore and
conserve habitat for coastal, estuarine dependent and
diadromous species. Federal funding available to the
partnership through Fish and Wildlife will be used to
support the top-ranked proposals.

The maximum amount of available funds for
individual projects is $50,000. Funds can be used for
on-the-ground habitat conservation and improvement,
as well as related design and monitoring and
activities. The number of projects funded will be
dependent on the amount requested and funding
availability.

| also wanted to highlight that applications must be
received by Friday, September 26, a couple of
months from now. For more information on the
proposal submission guidelines, visit the partnership
website, atlanticfishhabitat.org.  Finally, you may
have noticed that 1 am not Emily Greene, the long-
time coordinator for the Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat
Partnership.

Emily took a new job with NOAA’s Office of Habitat
Protection back in April. The partnership has hired a
new coordinator, Lisa Havel, who will start in
September. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; that
concludes my report.

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Questions for Pat? That
concludes all the agenda items for the policy board.

ADJOURNMENT

CHAIRMAN DANIEL: Is there any other business
to come before the policy board? If not, we’ll go
straight into the business session.

(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 1:45
o’clock p.m., August 6, 2014.)
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this document is to improve the functioning of the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commission (Commission) by providing guidance to all Commission technical support
groups on the structure, function, roles, and responsibilities of ASMFC committees and their
members. This document also provides guidance on the Commission stock assessment process.

2.0 ASMFC BOARDS AND COMMITTEES

This section contains a brief outline of the structure, composition, and function of ASMFC
Committees. For additional details, please consult the Interstate Fisheries Management Program
Charter.
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2.1 ISFMP Policy Board

The ISFMP Policy Board is comprised of: all member states of the Commission, each state a
voting members (The position of a state shall be determined by caucus of its Commissioners in
attendance); one representative from the National Marine Fisheries Service and one
representative from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service each a voting member; one
representative from the Potomac River Fisheries Commission and one representative from the
government of the District of Columbia shall each be a member, eligible to vote, on any matter



which may impose a regulatory requirement upon their respective jurisdictions; and one
representative of the Commission's Law Enforcement Committee is a non-voting member.

The ISFMP Policy Board is responsible for the overall administration and management of the
Commission's fishery management programs. The goal of the program is to promote the
cooperative management of marine, estuarine, and anadromous fisheries in state waters of the
East Coast through interstate fishery management plans (FMPs). The major objectives of the
ISFMP are to:

o Determine the priorities for interjurisdictional fisheries management in coastal state
waters;

e Develop, monitor, and review FMPs;

e Recommend to states, regional fishery management councils, and the federal government
management measures to benefit these fisheries;

« Provide an efficient structure for the timely, cooperative administration of the ISFMP;
and

e Monitor compliance with approved FMPs.

2.2 Management Boards and Sections

Management boards are established by and advise the ISFMP Policy Board. Each board/section
is comprised of the states/jurisdictions with a declared interest in the fishery covered by that
board/section. The boards/sections consider and approve the development and implementation of
FMPs, including the integration of scientific information and proposed management measures. In
this process, the boards/sections primarily rely on input from two main sources — species
technical committees and advisory panels. Boards/sections are responsible for tasking plan
development teams (PDTSs), plan review teams (PRTS), technical committees (TCs), advisory
panels (APs) and stock assessment subcommittees (SAS). Each management board/section shall
select its own chair and vice-chair. Chairmanship will rotate among the voting members every
two years.

2.3 Plan Development Teams

PDTs are appointed by boards/sections to draft FMPs. They are comprised of personnel from
state and federal agencies who have scientific and management ability, knowledge of a species
and its habitat, and an interest in the management of species under the jurisdiction of the relevant
board. Personnel from regional fishery management councils, academicians, and others as
appropriate may be included on a PDT. The size of the PDT shall be based on specific need for
expertise but should generally be kept to a maximum of six persons.

2.4 Plan Review Teams

PRTSs are appointed by the boards/sections to review regulations and compliance. Members are

knowledgeable concerning the scientific data, stock and fishery condition, and fishery

management issues. PRTSs are responsible for providing advice concerning the implementation,

review, monitoring and enforcement of fishery management plans that have been adopted by the
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Commission, and as needed be charged by the board/sections. The PRT should generally be kept
to a maximum of six persons.

2.5 Advisory Panels

AP members include stakeholders from a wide range of interests including the commercial,
charter boat, and recreational fishing industries, conservation interests, as well as non-traditional
stakeholders. Members are appointed by the three Commissioners from each state with a
declared interest in a species because of their particular expertise within a given fishery. APs
provide guidance about the fisheries that catch or land a particular species. The AP’s role is to
provide input throughout the entire fishery management process from plan initiation through
development and into implementation.

2.6 Technical Committees

Management boards/sections appoint TCs to address specific technical or scientific needs
requested periodically by the respective board/section, PDT, PRT, or the Management and
Science Committee (MSC). A TC may be comprised of representatives from the states, federal
fisheries agencies, Regional fishery management councils, Commission, academia, or other
specialized personnel with scientific and technical expertise and knowledge of the fishery or
issues pertaining to the fishery being managed. The TC should consist of only one representative
from each state or agency with a declared interest in the fishery, unless otherwise directed by the
board/section.

TCs are responsible for addressing specific technical or scientific needs of the board/section,
PDT, PRT, or the MSC. TCs can be asked to provide a technical analysis of AP
recommendations. Although the TC may respond to requests from multiple committees, the
board/section provides oversight of TC tasks and priorities. When tasked by multiple
committees, it is the responsibility of the ISFMP staff, in consultation with the TC and
board/section chairs, to prioritize these tasks. Although members have been appointed to the TC
by their specific agency, each member’s responsibility is to use the best science available in an
objective manner, not to represent the policies and/or politics of that agency.

2.7 Stock Assessment Subcommittees

Upon the request of a board/section, the TC shall nominate individuals with appropriate expertise
in stock assessment and fish population dynamics to a species stock assessment subcommittee
(SAS), which will report to the TC. SAS nominations are approved by the board/section and
shall continue in existence as long as the board/section requires. Membership of a species SAS
will be comprised of TC members with appropriate knowledge and experience in stock
assessment and biology of the species being assessed. Individuals from outside the TC with
expertise in stock assessment or biology of the species may also be nominated and appointed, if
necessary. The TC chair will serve as an ex-officio member of the species SAS. Overall
membership should be kept to a maximum of six persons unless additional analytical expertise is
requested by the board, TC or SAS.



2.8 Management and Science Committee

The MSC provides advice concerning fisheries management and the science of coastal marine
fisheries to the ISFMP Policy Board. MSC’s major duties are to provide oversight to the
Commission’s Stock Assessment Peer Review Process, review and provide advice on species-
specific issues upon request of the ISFMP Policy Board, evaluate and provide guidance to
fisheries managers on multispecies and ecosystem issues, and evaluate and provide advice on
cross-species issues (e.g., tagging, invasive species and exotics, fish health and protected species
issues). The MSC also assists in advising the Policy Board regarding stock assessment priorities
and timelines in relation to current workloads. The MSC is comprised of one representative from
each member state/jurisdiction, the NOAA Fisheries Northeast and Southeast Regions, and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Regions 4 and 5 who possess scientific as well as
management and administrative expertise.

2.9 Assessment Science Committee

The Assessment Science Committee (ASC) is a stock assessment advisory committee that
reports to the ISFMP Policy Board. ASC is comprised of one representative from each
state/jurisdiction, the NOAA Fisheries Northeast and Southeast Regions, the 3 East Coast
regional fishery management councils, and the USFWS. All agencies may nominate individuals
for appointment to the ASC based on stock assessment and population dynamics expertise. The
ISFMP Policy Board should review all nominations and appoint members to the ASC based on
expertise, as opposed to agency representation. The ASC membership should be kept to a
maximum of 25 members and periodic rotation of membership should be considered. The ASC
is responsible for reviewing and recommending changes to the update and benchmark stock
assessment schedule, advising the Policy Board regarding priorities and timelines in relation to
current workloads, providing stock assessment advice and guidance documents for TCs and
boards on technical issues as requested, and providing oversight to the Commission’s Stock
Assessment Training Program.

2.10 Multispecies Technical Committee

The Multispecies Technical Committee (MSTC) is appointed by and advises the ISFMP Policy
Board on multispecies modeling efforts with the goal of moving towards the use of multispecies
model results in management decisions. The MSTC is comprised of state, federal, and academic
scientists from the TCs with the expertise necessary to complete multispecies tasks on the
species of interest and modeling approaches being employed. Individuals from outside the TC
with expertise in stock assessment or biology of the species may also be appointed, if necessary.

2.11 Habitat Committee
The Habitat Committee is a standing ASMFC committee appointed at the discretion of the
Commission Chair on an annual basis. The Committee advises the ISFMP Policy Board with the
goal of enhancing and cooperatively managing vital fish habitat for conservation, restoration, and
protection, and supporting the cooperative management of Commission managed species. The
Habitat Committee is primarily responsible for developing habitat sections of FMPs and creating
habitat management series publications as needed. Membership includes state representatives,
the -USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, National Ocean Service, Environmental Protection Agency, U.S.
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Geological Survey, and the Army Corps of Engineers. Two seats are available on the Habitat
Committee for members from non-governmental organizations (NGO).

2.12 Artificial Reef Committee

The Artificial Reef Committee is a standing Commission committee appointed at the discretion
of the Commission Chair. The Committee advises the ISFMP Policy Board with the goal of
enhancing marine habitat for fish and invertebrate species through the appropriate use of man-
made materials. The Committee is comprised of the state artificial reef coordinators,
representatives from the National Marine Fisheries Service, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. The Artificial Reef Committee works in close coordination with Habitat Committee,
and reports to the ISFMP Policy Board.

2.13 Law Enforcement Committee

The Law Enforcement Committee (LEC) is a unique body of professionals in marine fisheries
enforcement. It is comprised of representatives from each of the Commission’s participating
states and the District of Columbia. Members also represent NOAA Fisheries, the U. S. Coast
Guard and the USFWS. The LEC carries out assignments at the specific request of the
Commission, the ISFMP Policy Board, the boards/sections, the PDTs, and the PRTs. In general,
the Committee provides information on law enforcement issues, brings resolutions addressing
enforcement concerns before the Commission, coordinates enforcement efforts among states,
exchanges data, identifies potential enforcement problems, and monitors enforcement of
measures incorporated into the various FMPs.

2.14 Committee on Economics and Social Sciences

The purpose of the Committee on Economics and Social Sciences (CESS) is to provide
socioeconomic technical oversight for both the ISFMP and the Atlantic Coastal Cooperative
Statistics Program (ACCSP). CESS’s major duties are to develop and implement mechanisms to
make economic and social science analysis a functioning part of the Commission's decision
making process; function as the technical review panel for social and economic analyses
conducted by the Commission and the ACCSP; and nominate economists and social scientists to
serve on each species TC, Socioeconomic Subcommittee, or PDT, in order to provide technical
support and development of socioeconomic sections of FMPs (including amendments and
addenda). The CESS is comprised of one representative from each member state, two
representatives from NOAA Fisheries Headquarters (one economist and one social scientist), the
NOAA Fisheries Northeast and Southeast Regions, and one representative from the USFWS who
possess social science expertise and familiarity with fisheries management.

2.15 Other Technical Support Subcommittees

Upon the approval of a board/section, the TC shall appoint individuals with special expertise, as
appropriate, to other technical support subcommittees (not including SASSs) in order to support
TC deliberations on specific issues. These kinds of subcommittees include species tagging and
stocking subcommittees, but do not include ISFMP socioeconomic subcommittees. All technical
support subcommittees shall report to the TC and shall continue in existence so long as the
Management board/section requires. All technical support subcommittees should elect their own
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chair and vice-chair, who will be responsible for reporting to the TC and the management
board/section as necessary. Overall membership should be kept to a maximum of six persons
unless additional expertise is requested by the TC or board.

2.16 Special Issue Technical Committees

The ISFMP Policy Board may form new TCs to address special issues (e.g., Interstate Tagging
Committee, Fish Ageing Committee, Fishing Gear Technology Work Group, Fish Passage
Working Group). Nominations are approved by the Policy Board. Special TCs meet as often as
necessary (resources permitting) to address specific Policy Board tasks.

3.0 Committee Responsibilities

Chairmanship: Unless otherwise specified, all Commission committees and subcommittees will
elect their own chair and vice-chair. Chairs serve two-year terms and chairmanship should rotate
among members of the committee. The role of the chair is demanding and only those willing and
able to commit the time and energy required by the job should agree to serve. The chair must be
willing to perform the job and state/federal agencies must be willing to provide the chair time to
attend to Commission business. It is the responsibility of all officers to facilitate meetings in an
objective manner and represent the viewpoints of all committee members, including opposing
opinions and opinions in opposition to their own.

3.1 Plan Development Teams

PDT will be responsible for preparing all documentation necessary for the development of a
FMP, amendment, or addendum, using the best scientific information available and the most
current stock assessment information. Each FMP, amendment, or addendum will be developed
by the PDT in conformance with Section Six of the ISFMP Charter. PDTs will be tasked
directly by the board/section. In carrying out its activities, the PDT shall seek advisement from
the appropriate TC, SAS, AP, LEC and the Habitat Committee. Following completion of its
charge, the board/section will disband the PDT.

3.2 Plan Review Teams
PRT will be responsible for providing advice concerning the implementation, review,
monitoring, and enforcement of FMPs that have been adopted by the Commission, and as needed
be charged by the boards/sections to draft plan addenda. PRTs will be tasked directly by the
board/section. Each PRT shall at least annually or as provided in a given FMP, conduct a review
of the stock status and Commission member states' compliance for which implementation
requirements are defined in the FMP. The PRT shall develop an annual plan review in order to
evaluate the adequacy of the FMP. This report will address, at a minimum, the following topics:
adequacy and achievement of the FMP goals and objectives (including targets and schedules),
status of the stocks, status of the fisheries, status of state implementation and enforcement, status
of the habitat, research activities, and other information relevant to the FMP. The PRT shall
report all findings in writing to the board/section for appropriate action. Compliance review
shall be consistent with the requirements of Sections Six and Seven of the ISFMP Charter and
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the respective FMP requirements. In addition to the scheduled compliance reviews, the PRT
may conduct a review of the implementation and compliance of the FMP at any time at the
request of the board/section, Policy Board, or the Commission. When a plan amendment process
is initiated by the Management board/section, the PRT will continue its annual review function
applicable to the existing plan. In carrying out its activities, the PRT shall seek advisement from
the appropriate TC, SAS, AP, LEC, MSC and Habitat Committee.

3.3 Technical Committees

TCs are responsible for addressing specific technical or scientific needs requested by the
respective board/section, PDT, PRT, or the MSC. At times, the TC may be requested to provide
a technical analysis of AP recommendations. Among its duties, the TC shall provide a range of
management options, risk assessments, and justifications, and probable outcomes of various
management options. The TC will coordinate the process of developing stock assessments for
Commission-managed species. It is not the responsibility of the TC to conduct a review of the
Commission member states' compliance for which implementation requirements are defined in
the FMP. This is a responsibility of the PRTs.

3.4 Species Stock Assessment Subcommittees

Species SASs are responsible for conducting stock assessments for use by PDTs in formulation
of a FMP, amendment, or addendum and for conducting periodic stock assessments as requested
for use by the TC in reporting status of the stock to the board/section. The species SAS is
responsible for data analysis and preparation of a stock assessment report. Initial input on
available data and stock assessment methods should be provided by the TC and ASC. The
species SAS shall use the best scientific information available and established stock assessment
techniques. Stock assessment techniques should be consistent with the current state of scientific
knowledge.

4.0 Committee Tasking

Boards/sections can task the appropriate Commission committee through board/section action or
direction from the board/section chair. Species-specific technical tasks should be directed to the
appropriate ISFMP technical support group in writing by the board/section chair (this can be
communicated via ISFMP staff). Boards/sections may also consider referring broader scientific,
law enforcement, habitat and social/economic issues to the MSC, the ASC, the LEC, the Habitat
Committee, or the CESS. These committees may provide recommendations to boards/sections
based on a more focused area of expertise.

Boards/sections will develop specific and clear guidance in writing whenever tasking committees
for advice. The board/section chair will develop the written charge. The charge will contain
terms of reference to clearly detail all specific tasks, the deliverables expected, and a timeline for
presentation of recommendations to the board/section. It is the responsibility of the ISFMP staff
and any technical support group chair present at board/section meetings to ensure the timeline
can be met. Any problems or discrepancies encountered by the technical support group in
meeting the charge will be discussed with the appropriate ISFMP staff and board/section chair.
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Any charge developed by a board/section to a technical subcommittee will be initially forwarded
by the board/section chair or ISFMP staff to the TC for review and input. It is not the
responsibility of the TC to modify or approve a board/section charge, however, input on
appropriate mechanisms to meet that charge should be provided. The TC will review products
by a technical subcommittee before products are provided to a board/section to ensure the charge
has been addressed.

The boards/sections are responsible for making decisions on allocation issues. However, they
may task the TC with the development of technical options for addressing allocation. The
board/section should develop specific guidelines and initial options for further development by
the TC.

5.0 Committee Expectations

Committee members should expect to attend several (1-4) meetings each year, depending on the
specific management or assessment activities being pursued. As many of these meetings as
possible will be held during one of the three scheduled Technical Meeting Weeks. Committee
members should save those dates in their calendars until the agendas for each meeting week are
set (typically immediately following each quarterly Commission Meeting so TCs can respond to
board tasks).

It is important that all members of a Commission committee fully participate in all meetings and
activities of the committee. The appropriate Administrative Commissioner should be informed if
a committee member is unable to commit to the level of participation required. Commission staff
should be contacted by the committee member prior to the start of the meeting if he or she is
unable to attend. The committee member should provide staff with the name of his/her proxy for
that committee meeting in writing (email or letter). Proxies must be from the same state or
jurisdiction or agency as the individual making the designation. Proxies shall abide by the rules
of the committee.

Commission technical support groups are expected to provide scientific and technical advice to
the board/section, PDT, and PRT in the development and monitoring of a FMP, amendment, or
addendum. It is also important that each committee member provide periodic briefings to his/ her
agency’s Administrative Commissioner on the discussions and actions taken at all technical
support group meetings. Specific activities conducted by TC and SAS members may include:
e Requesting, preparing, and objectively evaluating fishery-dependent and fishery-
independent data,
e Conducting periodic stock assessments,
e Providing recommendations on the status of the stock and the fishery,
e Evaluating management options and harvest policies, conducting risk assessments, and
assessing probable outcomes of various management options.



New TC members may wish to consult the Commission’s Stock Assessment Training Program
materials, manuals, and ASC working papers prior to participating in an assessment. Science
staff may be contacted for a complete list of available training and guidance documents.

Even though all TC and SAS members have been appointed by a specific agency, it is not
appropriate for TC members to represent the policies and/or politics of that agency. It is
the responsibility of each committee member to use the best scientific information available
and established stock assessment techniques consistent with the current state of scientific
knowledge. All participants in the Commission process should act professionally and expect to
be treated with respect. See Section 6.6 on meeting etiquette.

5.1 ASMFC Staff Roles and Responsibilities

5.1.1 ISEMP Staff: ISFMP is responsible for organizing all PDT, PRT, AP, and TC and SAS
activities. ISFMP staff shall serve as ex-officio members of all TCs and will chair the PDTs and
PRTs. ISFMP staff will provide liaison among the PDTs, PRTs, SAS, TCs, APs, and the
boards/sections. ISFMP staff will also provide liaison on species-specific issues to the LEC,
MSC, TC subcommittees, and Habitat Committee. ISFMP staff, in consultation with the TC
chair and vice-chair, is responsible for scheduling committee meetings, drafting agendas, and
distributing meeting materials. Either the Habitat Coordinator or the ISFMP Director will
provide primary organizational support for the Habitat Committee. ISFMP staff, in consultation
with the TC chair and vice-chair, will determine the relevant oversight committee for
presentations of all findings and advice from the technical support group. ISFMP staff, in
consultation with the board chair, will refer any relevant AP recommendations to the appropriate
technical support group for evaluation.

ISFMP staff, in consultation with the TC and board chairs, will assist in prioritizing tasks
assigned to technical support groups. Staff should track committee meeting attendance and
provide records upon request. ISFMP staff and the chair of the TC should assist in clarifying the
details of any tasks assigned to the TC by the board/section. Assistance should also be provided
in the development of the written charge, including all specific tasks, the deliverable expected,
and a timeline for presentation of recommendations to the board/section.

5.1.2 Science Staff

Science staff are responsible for organizing all MSC, ASC, MSTC, CESS, and special issue
committee activities. The Science Director, with the assistance of Science staff, is responsible for
coordinating Commission peer reviews. The Scientific Committee Coordinator is responsible for
providing support to the MSC, ASC, MSTC, and CESS with assistance on technical matters
from other Science staff. Stock Assessment Scientists are responsible for providing support to
special issue committees (Fish Passage, Interstate Tagging, Gear Technology, Fish Ageing). The
primary responsibility of Stock Assessment Scientists is to provide quantitative technical support
to SASs, TCs, and special issue committee activities. Stock Assessment Scientists may serve as
members of SASs and other technical support groups (e.g., tagging and stocking subcommittees).
Science staff may serve as chair or vice-chair of SASs or other technical support groups.

Science staff are not members of TCs but may provide technical support to TCs and also assist
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FMP Coordinators with organizing TC and SAS activities, as needed. FMP Coordinators are
responsible for providing primary support to TCs and SASs. The FMP Coordinator and assigned
Science staff will discuss technical needs for each committee as they arise and coordinate roles
and responsibilities based on schedules. The ISFMP and Science Directors will resolve
workload and responsibility conflicts that may arise.

6.0 MEETING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
For the purpose of this section 6 and 7 a meeting can be an in-person, conference call or webinar
unless specified.

6.1 Meetings announcements

A public notice, via the Commission website (www.asmfc.org), will be provided at least two
weeks prior to all in-person meetings of the Commission and its various committees, and at least
48 hours notice will be provided for any meetings held by conference call ; provided exceptions
to these notice requirements may be granted by the Commission Chair. A non-committee
member can request, through Commission staff, to be notified of committee meetings via email
(Note: the public notice of the Commission website is the official notification of a scheduled
meeting). Non-committee members may attend any in-person or conference call committee
meeting, unless confidential data is being discussed.

If a non-committee member would like to attend a webinar he/she should contact Commission
staff 24 hours prior to the webinar in order for staff to determine if space is available. If
Commission staff is not contacted, priority for available webinar space will be given to
committee members.

6.2 Materials Distribution

Meeting materials will be distributed to committee members prior to committee meetings via
email or FTP site, if necessary. Agendas and documents for public review will be available via
the Commission website. Draft materials with preliminary content and/or with confidential data
will not be distributed outside of the committee. The chair will explain at the outset of meetings
that all data and analyses are preliminary and not to be shared until they have been finalized and
distributed to the appropriate board/section.

6.3 Roles of Chair and Vice-chair at Meetings
It is the responsibility of the chair of the technical support group to conduct and facilitate
meetings. Chairs will lead committees through agenda items in consultation with staff, including
items requiring specific action. The TC chair should assist in clarifying the details of any tasks
assigned to the TC by the board/section. Assistance should also be provided in the development
of the written charge, including all specific tasks, the deliverable expected, and a timeline for
presentation of results and/or recommendations to the board/section. The chair should attend all
board/section meetings and should be in frequent contact with the appropriate ISFMP staff. It is
also the responsibility of the chair of the technical support group to provide presentations to the
relevant oversight committee on all findings and advice. All formal presentations should be
conducted in a manner consistent with the guidance provided in 7.4.5.
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The committee chair is also responsible for clarifying the majority and/or minority opinions,
where possible. The overall goal of all technical support groups is to develop
recommendations through consensus. The chair is responsible for facilitating committee
discussion toward reaching a consensus recommendation for board/section consideration. If
consensus cannot be reached, the committee shall vote on the issue. The majority opinion shall
be presented to the board/section as the recommendation, defined as a simple majority, including
a record of number of votes in favor and against. The committee will also present the minority
opinion, prepared by a committee member(s) that voted in the minority, to the board/section.
Voting should be used only as a last resort when full consensus cannot be reached. The
Commission will periodically conduct meetings management and consensus-building seminars
for all chairs and vice-chairs of technical support groups, and others as appropriate. Chairs and
vice-chairs should attend these seminars in order to improve their ability to conduct efficient
meetings, objectively facilitate discussions and develop consensus recommendations, and
objectively represent opposing viewpoints.

General Guidelines for Chairs/Vice-Chairs
e Provide leadership to the committee
1. Strive to reach consensus recommendations
2. Encourage engagement of all committee members; guide new and less vocal
members through the issues and provide opportunities for their input
3. Balance input from those who support a recommendation versus those who oppose a
recommendation
4. Move through the agenda in a timely manner and include public participation as was
established at the start of the meeting
e Chairs should provide regular communication to the committee. This may be done directly
from the individual, or through ASMFC staff. This should include:
il
2. Update on current issues
3. Significant news events that might impact the species
4. New technical data on stocks or harvests
e Communicate with the staff, the Board Chair and other committees.
1. Work with Board Chair on directed tasks from the board

The vice-chair will act as chair when the chair is unable to attend a meeting or conference call. It
is the role of the vice chair of committees to take meeting minutes that will be used to develop
meeting summaries and committee reports. A member of the committee will be appointed by the
vice chair to take minutes when the vice-chair is acting as chair.

6.4 Meeting Records

Meeting summaries are provided for all Commission committee meetings (a committee report or
meeting minutes can serve as the meeting summary). If the vice-chair is unable to take minutes
or there is no vice-chair, another committee member will be appointed to take minutes. Meeting
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summaries will be distributed by ISFMP staff to all committee members for review and
modification. Meeting summaries should be finalized and approved by the committee no later
than 60 days following the meeting. Draft meeting summaries will only be distributed to
committee members for review. The chair should ensure that all committee member comments
are addressed prior to approval and public distribution of meeting summaries and committee
reports.

Commission staff should ensure that meeting summaries of all Commission technical support
groups are distributed to other appropriate support groups, including APs, TCs, LEC, and MSC.
All board/section meeting summaries, and appropriate documentation, should also be provided to
technical support groups. Upon approval, these documents will also be posted to the Commission
website.

6.5 Public Participation at Meetings

Public comment or questions at committee meetings may be taken at designated periods at the
discretion of the committee chair. In order for the committee to complete its agenda, the chair,
taking into account the number of speakers and available time, may limit the number of
comments or the time allowed for public comment. The chair may choose to allow public
comment only at the end of the meeting after the committee has addressed all its agenda items
and tasks. Where constrained by the available time, the chair may limit public comment in a
reasonable manner by: (1) requesting individuals avoid duplication of prior comments/questions;
(2) requiring persons with similar comments to select a spokesperson; and/or (3) setting a time
limit on individual comments. The Commission’s public participation policy is intended to fairly
balance input from various stakeholders and interest groups. Members of the public are expected
to respectful of guidelines outlined in section 6.6, meeting etiquette.

Members of the public may be invited to give presentations at committee meetings if the
board/section has tasked the committee with reviewing their materials, or if members of the
public have been invited in advance by the committee chair to respond to a request from the
committee for more information on a topic. Invitations will be offered in advance of the meeting.
Public presentations will not be allowed without these invitations. See Section 8 for additional
details regarding public participation in stock assessment data, assessment, and peer review
workshops.

6.5.1 General Submission of Materials

Public submissions of materials for committee review outside of the benchmark assessment
process must be done through the board/section chair (see Section 4.0). The chair will prioritize
the review of submitted materials in relation to the existing task list. Materials provided by the
public should be submitted to the chair at least one month in advance of the meeting. A
committee is not required to review or provide advice to the board/section on materials provided
by the public unless it is specifically tasked to do so by the chair in writing or from
board/section. Materials will be distributed to committees by Commission staff.
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6.5.2 Benchmark Assessment Submissions

The Commission welcomes the submission of data sets, models, and analyses that will improve
its stock assessments. For materials to be considered at data or assessment workshops, the
materials must be sent in the required format with accompanying methods description to the
designated Commission Stock Assessment Scientist at least one month prior to the specific
workshop at which the data will be reviewed; see Section 8.6.1. The Commission will issue a
press release requesting submissions at the start of the assessment process. The press release will
contain specific deadlines and submission requirements for materials to be considered in the
benchmark stock assessment process.

6.6 Meeting etiquette

It is the role of the chair to ensure participants (committee members and members of the public)
are respectful of the following meeting guidelines. The chair should stop a meeting if a
participant is not following the guidelines. Commission staff should note when these guidelines
are not being followed if the chair does not do so. If a participant is being disruptive the chair
may ask the individual to leave the meeting.

e Come prepared. Read the past meeting summary prior to the meeting. Bring
something to write on and with. All presenters should ensure their handouts,
presentations, etc., are organized and complete.

e Be respectful of others. Hold your comments until the chair asks for comments,
unless open discourse throughout the meeting is encouraged. Do not interrupt other
attendees. Wait to speak until the chair recognizes you. Hold your side comments to
others until a meeting break or after the meeting is adjourned. Side conversations are
disruptive to other participants and inconsiderate of the group.

e Mute electronics. Turn all cell phones on vibrate or turn off completely. Do not
answer your phone while in the meeting.

e Attend the entire meeting. Make travel arrangements to allow participation in the
entire meeting. Early departure by committee members disrupts the meeting and
impacts the development of consensus recommendations and decisions.

If complaints arise they can be brought to the chair of the committee, Commission staff, or the
Commission’s Executive Director.

7.0 COMMUNICATIONS POLICIES AND GUIDELINES

7.1 Email Policies

For the purposes of distributing draft committee documents, distribution will be limited to
committee members. Non-committee members may request to receive notices of committee
meetings, agendas, approved meeting summaries and final committee reports.
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7.2 Recordings

Committee meetings are open for the public to attend and as such may be recorded (audio or
video) by any participant (public or committee member) with notification to the chair and staff
prior to the start meeting, and so long as those recordings are not disruptive to the meeting. The
chair and/or staff will notify committee members prior to the start of the meeting that they will
be recorded. Staff may record meetings for note taking purposes, but the official meeting record
is the meeting summary or committee report. Staff recordings will not be distributed.

7.3 Webinars

While committee members are encouraged to attend all technical meetings in person, the
Commission acknowledges occasional travel constraints or other impediments to attendance in
person. If a committee member cannot attend a technical meeting in person, that member may
request that a webinar be arranged to accommodate them. However, the Commission cannot
guarantee that the audio or visual quality of the webinar will be sufficient to allow complete
participation in the meeting by remote committee members. Committee members should contact
Commission staff at least twenty-four hours in advance if they require a webinar, and those
requests may be accommodated as feasible.

If a committee meeting is held via webinar (i.e., there is no in-person meeting), it shall be open
to the public. As with in-person meetings, public comment or questions at committee webinars
may be taken at designated periods at the discretion of the committee chair (see Section 6.5 for
more detailed guidance on public participation in committee meetings). Certain agenda items
may not be open to the public; these include discussion of confidential data and preliminary
model results. Non-committee members will be asked to leave before confidential issues are
discussed. To ensure that enough bandwidth is reserved for the meeting, members of the public
who wish to attend the webinar must contact staff 24 hours prior to the webinar to ensure there is
available space.

Commission policy on meeting etiquette (Section 6.6) applies to webinars as well as in-person
meetings. In addition, participants are asked to mute their phone lines when not speaking to
reduce background noise that may disrupt the call.

Quarterly Commission Board Meetings are broadcast via webinar and information on listening to
those meetings will be available via the Commission’s website.

7.4 Reports

All reports developed by an Commission committee should include, at a minimum, the following
components (1) the specific charge to the committee, (2) the process used by the committee to
develop recommendations and/or advice, (3) a summary of all committee discussions, and (4)
committee recommendations and all minority opinions. All committee reports are a consensus
product of the committee, not an individual member.

7.4.1 Non-Committee Member Reports: Outside of the benchmark stock assessment process, a
non-committee member may submit reports for committee review through the board/section
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chair (see Section 6.5.1). The board/section chair will determine if the report should be reviewed
by the appropriate committee and specify tasks to be completed in the review. Non-committee
reports will follow the same formatting guidelines and distribution procedures as Commission
committee reports.

7.4.2 Distribution of Committee Reports: Draft committee reports will only be distributed to
committee members. All committee member comments should be addressed prior to approval
and distribution of committee reports. Stock assessment and peer review reports will not be
distributed publicly until the board/section receives and approves the reports for management
use. Results of a stock assessment may not be cited or distributed beyond the committee before
the assessment has gone through peer review and been provided to the board/section.
Commission staff will distribute reports to the appropriate boards/sections and post committee
reports on the website following board approval.

7.4.3 Corrections to Reports: Corrections to published stock assessment reports can be made on
rare occasions when mistakes are found after board/section approval. All corrections will be
highlighted in yellow within the report. A new publication date will be added below the original
publication date on the cover of the report, e.g., Corrected on March 29, 2012. An explanation of
the correction will be included in the introduction or executive summary and highlighted.

7.4.4 Templates: Appendices 4, 6, 7, and 8 contain outlines for FMPs, addenda, amendments,
FMP Reviews, and stock assessment and peer review advisory reports.

7.4.5 Presentations: Chairs and committee members will be responsible for presenting technical
reports to boards/sections, APs, and other committees who may have a limited technical
background. It is important to effectively present technical information to fishery managers and
stakeholders in a straightforward and understandable manner.

All presentations should be developed using a Power Point template provided by Commission
staff. Staff can assist in the development of presentations. A copy of the presentation should be
provided to staff prior to the meeting. Presentations should be developed consistent with
guidelines for other professional presentations, such as the American Fisheries Society. Some
general guidelines include:

o Keep visuals simple, limit one idea per slide.

e Prepare figures and tables specifically for your presentation. Copies from
manuscripts or papers usually contain too much detail for a presentation.

e When working with words, think brevity. Use a maximum of 6 words per line with 5
or 6 lines per slide. Use key phrases to emphasize important points. Do not use font
smaller than 24 point

e Tables should be simple with a maximum of 3 columns and 5 rows or vice versa.

e Graph/table values should be in a large enough font to be clearly viewed.

e Visuals appear confusing when too many colors are used; limit to 2 to 4 contrasting
colors.
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8.0 STOCK ASSESSMENTS

8.1 Definitions

8.1.1 Stock Assessment Update

A stock assessment update consists of adding the most recent years of data to an existing, peer-
reviewed, and board-accepted stock assessment model without changing the model type or
structure. Correction of mistakes in existing, peer-reviewed, and board- accepted stock
assessment models are permitted during an assessment update.

8.1.2 Benchmark Stock Assessment

The term benchmark stock assessment refers to either a new stock assessment or a stock
assessment for which existing data inputs and model structure are modified and must therefore
be subject to an external peer review. Benchmark changes to data, parameterization, and model
type or structure are often made in response to previous peer review recommendations.

8.1.3 Peer Review

Peer review is the critical evaluation by independent (i.e., unbiased) experts of scientific and
technical work products. In fisheries science, the periodic review of a stock assessment evaluates
the validity of the assessment data, model, and assumptions used, and determines if the science
conducted is adequate for informing management. A peer review by independent assessment
peers that have had no involvement, stake or input into the assessment provides a judgment on
the quality and completeness of the science used in a stock assessment. Peer reviewers are
selected who have no conflict of interest with regard to the technical committee members or the
fishery being assessed (see Appendix 5).

8.2 The Assessment Process

The ASC provides oversight for the benchmark data and assessment workshop process (see
below), and the MSC provides oversight for the peer review workshop process. All changes to
the assessment process are reviewed and approved by the ISFMP Policy Board.

The Commission plans and monitors stock assessments of all managed species via the long-term
benchmark stock assessment and peer review schedule. The ASC reviews the schedule
biannually to assist the ISFMP Policy Board in setting overall priorities and timelines for
conducting all Commission stock assessments in relation to scientist workloads. The Policy
Board is responsible for reviewing the schedule, prioritizing stock assessments, and approving
the finalized schedule. The schedule is based on a recommendation by the ASC to conduct a
benchmark stock assessment and peer review for all species every five years. The ASC and the
ISFMP Policy Board should prioritize benchmark stock assessments and associated peer reviews
based on the following criteria:

o Assessments for fisheries with unknown stock status

e Assessments for fisheries with new fishery management plans (FMPs)
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e Assessments with a major change in the stock assessment data or model

e Assessments for existing FMPs undergoing amendments

o Assessment reviews for species that have not undergone an external review in at least five
years

Using the approved schedule, boards/sections task TCs to conduct assessments. Once a stock
assessment has been peer reviewed, the chairs of the SAS and peer review panel will draft
reports on the results of the stock assessment and peer review panel those reports will be sent to
the board/section. The board/section considers acceptance of the reports for management use. If
accepted, the board may task the TC and AP to review the reports, perform follow-up tasks, and
report back within a specified timeframe.

An alternative stock assessment for a Commission-managed species developed by external
groups must be brought to the attention of the board/section chair during a benchmark stock
assessment process if the group would like their assessment to be considered for management
use. Alternative assessments are subject to the same standards, documentation, and process as
assessments developed by the Commission, including SAS, TC, and independent peer

review. External groups must notify the Commission one month in advance of an assessment
workshop regarding their interest in presenting an alternative assessment at the workshop. Any
analyses submitted outside the benchmark process may not be considered for management until
the next Commission benchmark assessment. For more details, see Section 8.6.2 below.

8.3 Assessment Frequency and Benchmark Triggers

Assessment frequency for a given species is recommended by the TC, keeping in mind FMP
requirements and the biology of the species (especially the number of years necessary to begin to
detect the anticipated effects of new management actions). Update assessments are conducted
for a select group of Commission species and are performed on a regular schedule, typically
every 1-3 years between benchmark assessments. Annual updates are generally not needed for
species that are not overfished and overfishing is not occurring. Requests for additional update
assessments may be made by the board/section to the Policy Board and are granted based on
prioritization of the existing stock assessment schedule, relative workloads of assessment
scientists, and available funding. Changes in stock indicators may trigger an update or
benchmark assessment to be completed as outlined in the FMP, with TC consultation.

Before requesting an additional assessment, the board/section should task the SAS with
determining if an update or benchmark assessment is warranted. If the SAS is unsure, the ASC
may be consulted. In the case of multispecies models (MSVPA), the Multispecies Technical
Committee (MSTC), recommends the timing of a benchmark assessment for approval by the
Policy Board, and updates of the model are performed before each menhaden assessment.

An assessment update will need to be converted to a benchmark assessment if a benchmark
trigger occurs (see trigger examples below). The policy board must approve the scheduling of
new benchmark assessments, including when new methods or data streams are presented. If

17



scheduling a benchmark is not approved, the update will continue and will only use the previous
methods and data streams. The Commission has employed a default five-year benchmark
frequency to prevent excessive time from elapsing between peer reviews of each species
assessment used by management. More or less time may be scheduled between benchmarks
depending on the biology and management needs of the species. The following are examples
actions that would trigger a benchmark (not inclusive):

e Change in stock unit definitions or boundaries.

e Change in model type

e Change in input data sources used (additions, deletions, major modifications)

e Change in input parameters (e.g., natural mortality, selectivity, steepness, etc.)

e Change in model configuration (e.g., estimation vs. specification of parameters, changes
in stock-recruitment or selectivity parameterization, etc.)

e Appearance in update assessment of severe retrospective pattern or other diagnostics
indicating a significant problem with the model that was not identified during the last
peer review.

e Changes to reference point model or type

Requests for additional benchmark assessments and associated peer reviews may be made by the
board/section to the Policy Board and are granted based on prioritization of the existing stock
assessment and peer review schedule, relative workloads of assessment scientists, and available
funding.

Assessments rejected at a peer-review should not undergo projections, updates, or
benchmark assessment and peer review until the deficiencies identified by the review are
addressed or a different model is used that is appropriate for the existing data. This is
intended to: 1) match the assessment technique to the available data, rather than management
requirements that exceed the available data, and 2) ensure that the necessary research/work is
done to improve data for a species before conducting an assessment using a method that is
appropriate with the available data. Species TCS should review and evaluate whether or not the
assessment deficiencies identified in previously rejected assessments have been addressed. When
making recommendations for the benchmark assessment and peer review schedule, the ASC will
consider whether or not those deficiencies have been addressed.

On rare occasions an analytical error in a stock assessment is discovered after either peer review
or management board acceptance. Corrections to the assessment will be added to the previous
versions of the accepted assessment report and highlighted in order to document the development
of assessment results, including stock status (see Section 7.3.3 above). Simple errors in
calculations that do not change the peer-reviewed structure of the data or model will not require
additional review. Errors in model structure and primary inputs (e.g., survey indices, catch-at-
age tables) will require review in the form of written correspondence from the original reviewers.
The SAS and TC chairs, Management board chair, and Commission Science Director will
determine the need for and means of subsequent peer review.
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Commission-managed species display numerous life history strategies and have data sets that
vary greatly in quantity and quality. To reflect this variability, specific time lines should be set
by each TC and board/section to account for the specific requirements of each species
assessment. Planning should begin at least 24 months in advance of the expected peer review
date. For species with no accepted benchmark stock assessment, the assessment process might
need to begin as early as 36 months in advance of a scheduled peer review.

Should a SAS determine that an assessment is unable to meet its stock assessment timeline; the
SAS chair will present a revised time line and an explanation for the revised time line to the TC
for review and possible approval. If the new time line is accepted by the TC then the TC chair
will go before the board and explain the need for a new time line. The TC chair, in consultation
with the SAS chair, will explain to the board the TC’s reasons for requesting a new time line.
The board will then vote to approve the new time line or continue with the established time line.

8.4 Data Confidentiality

State and federal laws requires all those who view or receive copies of confidential data have up-
to-date clearance with the agency that provided the data. Data confidentiality access for each
state can be applied to through the ACCSP, for more information please visit http://warsaw-
grouper.accsp.orq:7777/pls/accsp/f?p=111:1:2835351801161881::NO:::. All TC and SAS
members and other workshop participants who wish to view confidential data should be prepared
to prove their confidential data clearance status and explain the nature of the agreement before
viewing or receiving confidential data. Data providers are responsible for identifying
confidential data submitted to the Commission and fellow committee members or workshop
participants. Confidential data should only be handled and viewed by those with the required
clearance. Data presented to those who do not have appropriate clearance must be compiled so
that confidentiality is maintained; if sharing or display of non-confidential data is not adequate
for the TC or SAS to complete their tasks, portions of data and assessment workshops will be
closed to the public.

8.5 Committee Process

The overall goal of all technical support groups is to develop recommendations through
consensus. The chair is responsible for facilitating committee discussion toward reaching a
consensus recommendation for board/section consideration. If consensus cannot be reached, the
committee shall vote on the issue. The majority opinion shall be presented to the board/section as
the recommendation, defined as a simple majority, including a record of number of votes in
favor and against. The committee will also present the minority opinion, prepared by a
committee member(s) that voted in the minority, to the board/section. Voting should be used
only as a last resort when full consensus cannot be reached.

8.6 Assessment Updates

Assessments updates typically consist of one or two SAS workshops to review updated data and
modeling results, troubleshoot any problems that arise, and organize the report and presentation
to the board/section. Once the update is complete, the TC holds a meeting or conference call to
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review the update report results, conclusions, and recommendations. All update SAS workshops
are facilitated by the SAS chair and all TC meetings are facilitated by TC chair. The SAS will
prepare the update assessment which is to be approved by the species TC prior to distribution to
the board/section. For species managed cooperatively by the Commission and the regional
councils, a stock assessment report may be developed by NOAA Fisheries Northeast or
Southeast Fisheries Science Centers (NEFSC and SEFSC).

8.7 Benchmark Assessments

The SAS will prepare the benchmark assessment, which is to be approved by the species TC
prior to peer review. For species managed cooperatively by the Commission and the regional
councils, a stock assessment report will be developed by the NEFSC or SEFSC.

Prior to the start of the benchmark assessment process, a meeting or conference call with the TC
chair, SAS chair, and Commission staff will initiate assessment planning, review the stock
assessment checklist (Appendix 1), and develop a draft time line for subsequent assessment-
related meetings and milestones. The TC, in consultation with the SAS, will draft the terms of
reference for the assessment. Both the draft time line and draft terms of reference will be
presented to board/section for additional modifications and approval. Generic terms of reference
for Commission peer reviews are provided in Appendix 2.

At the start of a benchmark assessment, before the data workshop, the MSC, in consultation with
the species TC, will determine the need for an integrated peer review. Integrated reviews will be
considered for species assessments that did not pass previous review, or passed with major
recommendations for improvement. If it is deemed necessary, the integrated reviewer will
provide analytical guidance during the construction of the assessment, enhancing the quality of
assessment results. An integrated review report will be written to convey guidance from the
reviewer to the SAS, and also later be provided to the peer review panel. Guidance will not
override the expertise and results generated by the SAS. The integrated reviewer’s
recommendations will serve as supplementary expert guidance for the SAS to consider, and
decide on whether alternative approaches should be pursued, or not. Further guidelines for the
use of integrated reviewers can be found in the Commission’s Protocol for Integrated Peer
Review.

The benchmark assessment process involves a minimum of three workshops, namely the data
workshop, assessment workshop, and peer review workshop. Additional intermediate workshops
may be conducted if necessary to complete the assessment.

8.7.1 Data Workshop

The objectives of data workshops are to coordinate the collection, preparation, and review of
available data and to conduct preliminary analyses to help determine the best approach(es) for
assessing each stock. Data workshop participants will include the TC, SAS, Commission and
ACCSP staff, and other interested or invited parties. For species with significant recreational
harvest, staff from the Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP) will be invited to
attend the data workshop to present and review recreational fishing estimates and their PSEs.
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MRIP staff will also be asked to compare historical and current data collection and estimation
procedures and to describe data caveats that may affect the assessment.

Stakeholders will be encouraged to attend Commission data workshops and share any
information or data sets that might improve the stock assessment. A public announcement will be
made prior to the data workshop to call for data of which the TC may not already be aware.
Commission staff will send notifications to known interested parties soliciting data and inviting
participation from a wide range of stakeholders, agencies, and academics to attend at their own
expense. For data sets to be considered at the data workshop, the data must be sent in the
required format, with accompanying methods description, to the designated Commission Stock
Assessment Scientist at least one month prior to the data workshop.

Prior to the data workshop, data availability spreadsheets (Appendix 3) will be distributed by
Commission staff to all new data holders to obtain detailed descriptions of available data. For
each data set identified, staff will distribute data submission instructions to data holders. All data
holders should follow the requested formatting and metadata requirements and meet the data
submission deadline for their data to be considered.

Data workshop products include a comprehensive database of acquired data sets, a table of data
sets and reasons for inclusion or exclusion, and a draft report that contains the first five sections
of the stock assessment report (see Appendix 4). All decisions and recommendations will be
documented by the dedicated note-taker and/or Commission staff. At the conclusion of the
workshop, participants will discuss the possible approaches for conducting the assessment based
on available data, assign tasks and due dates to prepare for the assessment workshop.
Commission staff will maintain all stock assessment data files, final reports, working papers and
additional materials on a secure server at the Commission.

8.7.2 Assessment Workshop

The objectives of the assessment workshop are to rigorously evaluate the methods and stock
assessment models developed, to ensure appropriate use of the data in models, and to determine
the status of the fishery examined. Assessment workshop participants shall include the SAS, TC
chair, and Commission ASMFC staff. All Commission meetings are open to the public.
However, all participants will be responsible for abiding by confidentiality agreements for data
used at the assessment workshop and those without confidential access to data being presented
may be asked to temporarily leave the room.

All benchmark data and assessment workshops are facilitated by the SAS chair. Preliminary
model runs should be performed before the workshop to ensure proper model function to
minimize the time spent at workshops correcting computer issues. Conducting and reviewing
model runs are the focal points of the meeting.

If relevant data are identified during or within two weeks after the data workshop, then the new
data should be reviewed and approved at the start of the assessment workshop by the SAS. As a
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rule, data identified more than two weeks after the data workshop may not be considered, unless
the SAS ascertains the addition of such data may have a significant impact on the assessment
outcome. These data must meet the same quality standards as those provided on a timely basis
through the data workshop. Late, missing or unavailable data that are identified should be
discussed to determine the impact on the ability of the SAS to conduct a comprehensive stock
assessment.

SAS members will present on the stock assessment methods and models that have been
developed. Data use, model formulation, results, diagnostics, and conclusions should be
presented. Each analysis will be critically evaluated, a table of strengths and weaknesses of each
approach will be constructed, and the SAS will select the best approach or approaches for
assessing the stock. It is recommended that other peer-reviewed models be explored in addition
to the model(s) currently used in an assessment. The Commission encourages development of
new models (ones that have not been peer-reviewed). These exploratory models should be
compared with existing peer-reviewed models and submitted as part of the peer reviewed
benchmark assessment. If the new model passes peer review, it can be used as the primary
model.

Stakeholders will be encouraged to attend Commission assessment workshops and share any
analyses that might improve the stock assessment. A public announcement will be made prior to
the assessment workshop to call for analyses of which the SAS may not already be aware.
Commission staff will send notification to known interested parties inviting participation from a
wide range of stakeholders, agencies, and academics to attend at their own expense. For
analyses to be considered at the assessment workshop, the analyses must be sent in the required
format, with accompanying methods description, to the Commission at least one month prior to
the assessment workshop. Anyone participating in the assessment workshop and presenting
results from an analysis or assessment model is expected to supply all source code, executables,
and input files used in the generation of those analyses or models along with a detailed methods
description to Commission staff at least one month in advance of the assessment workshop.
These measures allow transparency and a fair evaluation of differences between models being
considered. Anyone who provides alternative analyses or models and follows the above
requirements will be required to present and undergo SAS review of their methods and findings
at the assessment workshop; however, only members of the SAS will be allowed to participate in
final deliberations on the use of each analysis or model in the Commission assessment. If the
alternative assessment meets the standards of documentation but cannot be reconciled by the
SAS with the Commission assessment, the Board chair may, at his or her discretion, add a
review workshop terms of reference directing the peer review panel to address the alternative
assessment as it would a minority report from a TC member. If the alternative assessment
receives a favorable review, the review panel chair will present the panel’s recommendations
regarding the use of both the Commission and alternative assessments to the board/section.

The SAS will then conduct final model runs, sensitivity analyses, uncertainty estimation, and any
other tasks as needed to finalize modeling efforts. The SAS will develop its eensensus
recommendation on stock status in terms of the appropriate reference points and compose the

22



final sections of the draft stock assessment report. The SAS will also review and prioritize
research recommendations according to the terms of reference. The SAS will assign tasks with
due dates needed to finalize the stock assessment report.

For the final assessment report, journal articles and grey literature (e.g., annual and technical
reports published by agencies) may be cited if they contain detailed descriptions of the data and
methods and are accessible to public (e.g., available in public libraries, from agencies on request,
or on an agency’s website). Grey literature cited in the assessment but not already accessible to
the public will be stored in the Commission Science Department stock assessment archive and
made available to interested parties upon request.

Commission FMP Coordinators will track the delivery of SAS final tasks. Upon completion of
all tasks, the SAS chair and FMP Coordinator will make final edits to the full stock assessment
report. The FMP Coordinator will schedule a final meeting or conference call of the
subcommittee to review and approve the stock assessment report before it is submitted to the TC.
The FMP Coordinator will schedule a TC meeting to review and approve the stock assessment
report to send for peer review. When assistance is needed, Commission Stock Assessment
Scientists will help FMP Coordinators with tracking progress and finalizing the stock assessment
report.

The TC review of the stock assessment report final draft serves as the last opportunity to evaluate
the assessment work before peer review. The TC review will take place in person or via webinar
at the discretion of staff. Staff will send the final draft of the stock assessment report to the TC
two to four weeks before the TC meeting. If the stock assessment report is approved by the TC,
it will be distributed to the appropriate peer review venue. If the stock assessment report is not
approved by the TC, then the TC will return the report with comments to the SAS. The SAS will
address the comments and re-submit the report to the TC for its approval. The Commission’s
Science Director will forward the stock assessment report and supporting materials to the peer
review panel one month before the review workshop. The SAS chair will prepare a final
presentation of the stock assessment for the review panel.

8.7.3 Peer Review Workshop

The purpose of an external peer review is to obtain judgment of the value and appropriateness of
the stock assessment for use in management and to provide recommendations for future research
and assessment improvements. The peer review will not provide specific management
recommendations.

The Commission may choose among 6 venues for conducting a peer review:
Commission Review Process

NEFSC’s SAW/SARC or “research and operational assessment” process
SAFMC’s SEDAR process

TRAC process

CIE desk review

arONOE
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6. Other formal review process using the structure of existing organizations (i.e., American
Fisheries Society, International Council for Exploration of the Seas, National Academy
of Sciences).

The SAW/SARC (Northeast) and the SEDAR (Southeast) processes will be utilized as fully as
possible. The Commission staff will serve on the Northeast Coordinating Council (formerly the
SAW Steering Committee) and the SEDAR Steering Committee.

The procedures and logistics for planning a stock assessment peer review are dependent on the
type of review to be conducted. For information on options 2-6 above, consult the coordinating
agency. For the Commission Review Process, the Science Director will initiate selection of the
peer review panel. The ASC and SAS should provide suggestions on peer reviewers as soon as
the final assessment workshop is complete. A small group of rotating MSC members (2-3
people) is to assist the Science Director in making the final decision on review panel
membership. When possible, the MSC group should consist of representation by states outside
the management range of the species. Criteria for selection of peer review panel members
include:

e Knowledge of the life history and population biology of the species under review;

e Proficiency in utilizing quantitative population dynamics and stock assessment

models;
e Knowledge of broader scientific issues as outlined in the terms of reference, and;

e Professional objectivity and credibility.

All peer reviewers participating on a Commission review panel must sign a conflict of interest
statement in addition to the peer review panelist contract (Appendix 5). Panel members involved
with the Commission’s peer review must not have been involved with the Commission stock
assessment and management process for the species under review. In addition, at least one panel
member should be from outside the range of the species. Once reviewers are under contract to
serve on the peer review panel, their names can be released upon request, but will not be posted
on the website. Commission Science staff will advise that no contact be made between the
panelists and SAS before the peer review workshop.

Terms of reference for the peer review will be developed by the TC and SAS at the initiation of
the assessment. The terms of reference will be approved by the board/section. The approved
stock assessment report for peer review and supporting documentation will be distributed by the
Commission’s Science Director to the peer review panel approximately four weeks prior to the
review workshop. The Commission’s Science staff will coordinate all review workshop logistics
in consultation with panel members. Workshop information will be distributed by the
Commission’s Science Director.

The Commission peer review involves a multi-day meeting of the panel to review the stock
assessment for a single species. Commission peer reviews will be coordinated by the
Commission’s Science Director. For Commission review workshops, the full SAS, board/section
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chair, and AP chair will be invited to attend the review. At review workshops, stakeholders may
attend as observers and provide comment at the discretion of the Review Panel chair. Only
members of the TC, SAS, the review panel, and Commission staff will be invited to engage in
discussions regarding the assessment.

The panel should select one member to serve as chair of the review. Duties of the panel chair
include focusing discussion on the issues of the review, developing consensus within the review
panel, taking the lead role in writing the advisory report, and presenting the finalized advisory
report to Commission boards/sections.

Panel members may request specific presentations of other issues, including minority opinions.
Requests for presentations should be made to the Science Director prior to the review Workshop
to allow the presenter ample preparation time.

The review workshop will include a period for the presentation of the stock assessment report
and any additional presentations, a period of open discussion among the review panel and SAS, a
period for the review panel to ask specific questions of the assessment and supplemental reports,
and a closed session for the development of the advisory report. During a review workshop,
minor edits to the stock assessment report can be made with the concurrence of the SAS chair,
review panel chair, and Science Director, if edits do not change the intent of the report. If major
edits are made, notification of the modified report will be sent to the TC for their approval. The
final assessment report, made publicly available on the Commission website, will include
highlighted changes and a description of how and why the document was changed from the
version presented at the review workshop.

The review panel will develop an advisory report during the review workshop, or shortly
thereafter. The report will address each term of reference individually as well as the advisory
report requirements outlined in Appendix 6. The advice included in the report should be a
consensus opinion of all review panel members. It is the review panel chair’s responsibility to
ensure the contents of the advisory report provide an accurate and complete summary of all
views on issues covered by the review. In the event consensus cannot be reached on an issue, the
chair will incorporate all reviewers’ opinions in the report. Development of the advisory report
will be coordinated by the Science Director or a designated Commission Stock Assessment
Scientist.

If the review panel has questions or needs clarification on the stock assessment report, the
questions should be directed to the Science Director, who will work with the SAS chair to
provide the panel with an answer. In certain situations, the panel may wish to communicate with
the SAS before completing the advisory report, or before the board/section meeting. Post-review
communication will be limited to chair-to-chair interaction, and the Science Director will be
involved in those conversations.

The advisory report will be distributed to all relevant species committees (board/section, TC,
SAS, AP) upon completion and approximately two weeks prior to presentation of the results.
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Advisory reports will not be distributed publicly, except for the meeting week briefing materials,
until accepted by the board/section. Following distribution of the advisory report, the TC will
review the advisory report findings and to evaluate the feasibility for each research
recommendation made in the stock assessment and advisory reports. The TC shall provide the
board/section with a timeline outlining the expected delivery of each item, ranging from ‘asap’ to
‘pending funding’, where applicable. The TC shall also indicate whether each item, once
addressed, can be used in a future assessment update, or whether incorporating that item would
trigger a benchmark assessment (see section 8.3).

If the TC/SAS and the review panel cannot reach agreement, the following process for
reconciling the differences between the review panel and the TC will be followed:
The results of the peer review will be presented by the review panel chair
to the board/section.
J
The board/section will refer the peer review results to the TC and SAS for
review and action.
2
The TC and SAS will revise the stock assessment report based upon the
peer review advice. If the SAS and TC do not agree with the peer review
advice, they will provide justification for not incorporating the advice, and
provide alternate analyses.
2
The final assessment, including the peer review and post-review actions,
will be presented to the board/section by the TC.
\!
The board/section will make the final determination on status of stock and
reference points.

For all reviews, after the board/section has received the presentation of the peer review results,

the board should indicate that it “accepts’ or “does not accept’ the stock assessment report and
peer review advisory report for management use.
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APPENDIX 1. GENERAL CHECKLIST FOR TRACKING PROGRESS OF
COMMISSION BENCHMARK STOCK ASSESSMENTS

Pre-Assessment Webinar

Who: TC chair and SAS chair, and Commission FMP Coordinator and Stock Assessment
Scientist

When: A minimum of one to two years before scheduled peer review

« Review and discuss stock assessment process and policies. All should have read this
document before meeting.

« Review and discuss the roles and responsibilities for participants of the data and
assessment workshops.

« Develop draft timeline with milestones (data and assessment workshops, related TC
meetings, the peer review and report to boards/sections). The timeline will be presented
to the TC and to the board/section for approval.

. Stock Assessment Scientist develops draft terms of reference. After the webinar, the FMP
Coordinator will distribute draft terms of reference, draft timeline, and other relevant
stock assessment materials to the TC and SAS.

Pre-Assessment Technical Committee Meeting

Who: TC and SAS, and Commission FMP Coordinator and Stock Assessment Scientist
When: Timing is determined during pre-assessment webinar and will be several months in
advance of data workshop

Checklist:

. Commission staff review goals and objectives of the benchmark stock assessment and
peer review process.

. Review draft terms of reference, edit, and forward to board/section for approval.

« Review draft timeline, edit, and forward to board/section.

. Review data availability spreadsheets and distribute to the TC and SAS members. Set
deadline for TC and SAS members to return data availability spreadsheets.

. Determine additional data sources to contact, as needed, including other state and federal
agencies, universities, consulting agencies, utility companies, etc.

. Develop assignments and due dates for TC and SAS members and Commission staff for
the data workshop. Each task should be assigned to a specific person with the date
initially assigned and due date noted. Some specific tasks include:

o For each data set, prepare data set for submission in proper format, provide a
written description of the methods, preliminary analyses, and metadata, and
prepare a short presentation

0 SAS chair should prepare a short presentation reviewing of previous stock
assessments as a working paper, conduct or update the literature review (life
history/habitat and other relevant work), and prepare a short presentation

« Stock Assessment Scientist identifies members of TC and SAS who may need to obtain
confidential data clearance, remind all members of confidentiality rules, and provide
instructions on how to obtain confidential access, if needed.
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Finalize date and location for data workshop.

Data Workshop Preparation
When: Between pre-assessment TC meeting and data workshop

Stock Assessment Scientist sends data availability spreadsheets and data workshop
announcement to newly identified data holders. Staff also requests that these data holders
submit data, working paper and presentations prior to data workshop. Commission staff
will provide data submission instructions to additional data holders that respond to initial
inquiry.

Stock Assessment Scientist compiles data availability spreadsheets submitted by TC and
SAS members, as well as other identified data holders.

Stock Assessment Scientist makes data submissions available to all data holders (with
proper confidential access, as appropriate).

FMP Coordinator forwards draft assessment time line and terms of reference to
board/section.

Stock Assessment Scientist and SAS chair track data submission and assignment
progress.

Stock Assessment Scientist and SAS chair compile data sets from TC, SAS, and
additional date holders that will be stored on the Commission’s secure server and
distributed via the data workshop CD.

Commission staff develop and distribute data workshop agenda

Stock Assessment Scientist send preliminary data workshop ftp instructions to TC and
SAS

Stock Assessment Scientist monitor progress of data confidential access requests

Data Workshop

Who: TC and SAS, Commission FMP Coordinator and Stock Assessment Scientist, invited data
holders and interested stakeholders.

When: Timing determined at pre-assessment meeting, at least 3-6 months after TC meeting.
Check-list:

. Presentation on the goals and objectives of data workshop and terms or reference.

« Review summary of previous stock assessments.

« Review summary of literature review (life history/habitat and other relevant work).

« Review all data sets

. Develop list of data analysis and report-writing assignments and due dates

. Determine additional data analyses to conduct and possible approaches for assessing
stock(s)

. Determine SAS assignments and due dates for assessment workshop (additional data
analyses, modeling approaches).

. Finalize date and location of assessment workshop.

Assessment Workshop Preparation

TC chair, SAS chair, and Commission FMP Coordinator and Stock Assessment Scientist
edit data report.
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FMP Coordinator sends data workshop report (including all data and additional
materials) to SAS.
FMP Coordinator sends assignments and due date reminders to SAS.

Assessment Workshop

Who: SAS, Commission FMP Coordinator and Stock Assessment Scientist
When: Timing determined during pre-assessment workshop meeting
Check-list:

Presentation on the goals and objectives of assessment workshop and terms of reference.
Review report sections, any additional data analyses, and conduct final evaluation of each
data set for use in assessment and list reasons data sets were included or not (if
modifications are necessary)

Determine best approach or approaches for assessing stock.

Conduct model runs, sensitivity analyses, model diagnostics, uncertainty estimates, as
appropriate.

Develop eensensus-recommendation of stock status.

Develop prioritized research recommendations.

Assign tasks for writing up final sections of draft stock assessment report.

Post-Assessment Workshop Follow-up

SAS members complete final assignments for stock assessment report.

SAS chair and FMP Coordinator make final edits to full report; SAS submit outstanding
tasks.

FMP Coordinator plans full TC meeting to review and approve stock assessment report.
FMP Coordinator sends stock assessment report to TC two to four weeks prior to
meeting.

Stock Assessment Scientist files final draft of stock assessment report, all working
papers, all data sets and other stock assessment materials on secure server

FMP Coordinator files material on Commission Meeting CD

Fisheries Science Director and Stock Assessment Scientist begin identifying review panel
members if Commission peer review is the selected venue.

Technical Committee Review of Stock Assessment Report

SAS chair presents terms of reference and final stock assessment report.

TC reviews assessment and either approves the stock assessment report for peer review
or returns it to the SAS to address TC concerns.

If the stock assessment report is approved by the TC, it will be distributed to the
appropriate peer review venue.

If the stock assessment report is not approved by the TC, then the TC will return the
report with comments to the SAS. The SAS will address the comments and re-submit the
report to the TC for its approval.
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Preparation for Peer Review
« Stock assessment report and supporting materials submitted to review panel one month
before review meeting.
« SAS chair and other SAS members prepare presentations for the review workshop

Review Workshop
« SAS chair and other SAS members present assessment to peer review panel and conduct
additional analyses from panel’s prioritized list as time allows

Post Review Workshop

« SAS and panel chairs prepare presentations for board

. FMP Coordinator finalizes stock assessment report and Science staff finalizes advisory
report for Commission Meeting CD

« Follow up TC meeting/webinar held if issues arise that need to be addressed before
board/section meeting

« Stock Assessment Scientist drafts layman’s stock assessment overview to accompany
board/section meeting press releases

Board/Section Meeting
« SAS and panel chairs present to board/section
. Board accepts or does not accept assessment and review for management; additional
tasking of SAS or TC may occur in response to assessment and review

Post-Board/Section Meeting
. Final edits to assessment and advisory reports and stock assessment overviews conducted
and all relevant documents placed on website
. TC evaluates the feasibility and timeline for each research recommendation made in the
stock assessment report and peer review advisory report; determines whether each item,
once addressed, can be used in a future assessment update, or whether it will require a
benchmark assessment
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APPENDIX 2. GENERIC TERMS OF REFERENCE

Generic ASMFC Terms of Reference for Stock Assessment Process

1.

o

Characterize precision and accuracy of fishery-dependent and fishery-independent data
used in the assessment, including the following but not limited to:

a. Provide descriptions of each data source (e.g., geographic location, sampling

methodology, potential explanation for outlying or anomalous data)

Describe calculation and potential standardization of abundance indices.
Discuss trends and associated estimates of uncertainty (e.g., standard errors)
Justify inclusion or elimination of available data sources.

Discuss the effects of data strengths and weaknesses (e.g., temporal and spatial
scale, gear selectivities, aging accuracy, sample size) on model inputs and
outputs.

Review estimates and PSEs of MRIP recreational fishing estimates. Request
participation of MRIP staff in the data workshop process to compare historical and
current data collection and estimation procedures and to describe data caveats that may
affect the assessment.

Develop models used to estimate population parameters (e.g., F, biomass, abundance)
and biological reference points, and analyze model performance.

a. Describe stability of model (e.g., ability to find a stable solution, invert Hessian)

b. Justify choice of CVs, effective sample sizes, or likelihood weighting schemes.

c. Perform sensitivity analyses for starting parameter values, priors, etc. and conduct
other model diagnostics as necessary.

d. Clearly and thoroughly explain model strengths and limitations.

e. Briefly describe history of model usage, its theory and framework, and document
associated peer-reviewed literature. If using a new model, test using simulated
data.

f.  If multiple models were considered, justify the choice of preferred model and the
explanation of any differences in results among models.

State assumptions made for all models and explain the likely effects of assumption
violations on synthesis of input data and model outputs. Examples of assumptions may
include (but are not limited to):

a. Choice of stock-recruitment function.

b. No error in the catch-at-age or catch-at-length matrix.

c. Calculation of M. Choice to use (or estimate) constant or time-varying M and
catchability.

d. Choice of equilibrium reference points or proxies for MSY-based reference
points.

e. Choice of a plus group for age-structured species.

f. Constant ecosystem (abiotic and trophic) conditions.

Characterize uncertainty of model estimates and biological or empirical reference points.
Perform retrospective analyses, assess magnitude and direction of retrospective patterns
detected, and discuss implications of any observed retrospective pattern for uncertainty in
population parameters (e.g., F, SSB), reference points, and/or management measures.
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10.

11.

Recommend stock status as related to reference points (if available). For example:

a. Is the stock below the biomass threshold?

b. Is F above the threshold?

Other potential scientific issues:

a. Compare trends in population parameters and reference points with current and
proposed modeling approaches. If outcomes differ, discuss potential causes of
observed discrepancies.

b. Compare reference points derived in this assessment with what is known about
the general life history of the exploited stock. Explain any inconsistencies.

If a minority report has been filed, explain majority reasoning against adopting approach
suggested in that report. The minority report should explain reasoning against adopting
approach suggested by the majority.

Develop detailed short and long-term prioritized lists of recommendations for future
research, data collection, and assessment methodology. Highlight improvements to be
made by next benchmark review.

Recommend timing of next benchmark assessment and intermediate updates, if necessary
relative to biology and current management of the species.

Generic ASMFC Terms of Reference for External Peer Review

3.

Evaluate the thoroughness of data collection and the presentation and treatment of
fishery-dependent and fishery-independent data in the assessment, including the
following but not limited to:

a. Presentation of data source variance (e.g., standard errors).

b. Justification for inclusion or elimination of available data sources,

c. Consideration of data strengths and weaknesses (e.g., temporal and spatial scale,

gear selectivities, aging accuracy, sample size),
d. Calculation and/or standardization of abundance indices.

Evaluate the methods and models used to estimate population parameters (e.g., F,
biomass, abundance) and biological reference points, including but not limited to:

a. Evaluate the choice and justification of the preferred model(s). Was the most
appropriate model (or model averaging approach) chosen given available data and
life history of the species?

b. If multiple models were considered, evaluate the analysts’ explanation of any
differences in results.

c. Evaluate model parameterization and specification (e.g., choice of CVs, effective
sample sizes, likelihood weighting schemes, calculation/specification of M, stock-
recruitment relationship, choice of time-varying parameters, plus group
treatment).

Evaluate the diagnostic analyses performed, including but not limited to:
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10.

a. Sensitivity analyses to determine model stability and potential consequences of
major model assumptions
b. Retrospective analysis

Evaluate the methods used to characterize uncertainty in estimated parameters. Ensure
that the implications of uncertainty in technical conclusions are clearly stated.

If a minority report has been filed, review minority opinion and any associated analyses.
If possible, make recommendation on current or future use of alternative assessment
approach presented in minority report.

Recommend best estimates of stock biomass, abundance, and exploitation from the
assessment for use in management, if possible, or specify alternative estimation methods.

Evaluate the choice of reference points and the methods used to estimate them.
Recommend stock status determination from the assessment, or, if appropriate, specify
alternative methods/measures.

Review the research, data collection, and assessment methodology recommendations
provided by the TC and make any additional recommendations warranted. Clearly
prioritize the activities needed to inform and maintain the current assessment, and
provide recommendations to improve the reliability of future assessments.

Recommend timing of the next benchmark assessment and updates, if necessary, relative
to the life history and current management of the species.

Prepare a peer review panel terms of reference and advisory report summarizing the
panel’s evaluation of the stock assessment and addressing each peer review term of
reference. Develop a list of tasks to be completed following the workshop. Complete and
submit the report within 4 weeks of workshop conclusion.
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APPENDIX 3. EXAMPLE DATA AVAILABILITY SPREADSHEETS

Introduction

|overview

The purpose of this request is to develop a catalog of the types of fisheries-dependent and fisheries-independent data

- available on SPECIES X. An evaluation of the available data will serve as a starting point for the selection of stock
assessment methods. Prior to the Data Workshop, the Stock Assessment Subcommittee will put forth a request for the
necessary data, including the preferred format for data submission.

|Directions

For each source of data available from your state/jurisdiction (including historical data sets), please fill-in the appropriate
sheet as described below.

The forms on the following sheets are intended to assist with the stock assessment process. The data sources described in
the 'Key' sheet represent the types of information typically collected by the states/jurisdictions.

|Additional Information

Please review the 'Additional Info' sheet and provide responses where appropriate. For each item, provide contact
information for individuals who manage each data set.

|Please submit a completed data availability file for your state to Pat Campfield at pcampfield@asmfc.org
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Key

[Species X Data Availability by State |

Years Available - include the range of years in which data are available; if there are breaks in a time series, please describe missing years in Notes
if Gear Type, Units Effort, or other data became available after the time series started, identify the first year this information is available
(e.g., counts, lengths taken throughout the time series; started collecting ages later)
Temporal Resolution - check a box describing level of detail (select one only)
date - check if full date known
season - check if only season (Spring, Summer, Fall, Winter) and year are known
year - check if only the year landed, caught in survey, etc. is known
Spatial Resolution - check a box describing level of detail (select one only)
latitude and longitude - check if detailed coordinates known
NMEFS statistical area - check if area known, but greater detail (lat/long) unknown
state waters - check if only the state in which fish were landed, caught, etc. is known
Gear Type - check if fishery or survey gear (trawl, pound net, etc.) is known
Units Effort - check if some measure of effort (tow duration, hours net set, catch per day, etc.) is known and can be used to calculate CPUE
Counts - check if number of individuals in each sample known
Weight - check if individual or aggregate sample weights known
CPUE - check if pre-calculated CPUE is available
Sex - check if sex was determined for some or all of sampled fish (i.e., mature individuals)
Subsample - check if sub-sample size used to estimate landings, discards, survey tow total catch, etc. is known
Variance - check if pre-calculated measure of variance is available

File Type - are the data in SAS, xls, Access, ascii, field sheets, etc?

Notes - provide more details to clarify available data
(e.g., length measurements in FL; scale or otolith age samples)

35



Commercial Data

Source:

Commercial Fishery

YEARS AVAILABLE

TEMPORAL

RESOLUTION

RESOLUT!

SPATIAL

ON

DATA

TYPE

INFO

From To

date

season, yr

year only

lat / long

[l
w
S
2

stat area

state

waters

GEAR TYPE

UNITS EFFORT

Counts

Lengths

Weights

Ages
Sex

CPUE

Suk

Variance

File Type

NOTES

Landings

Discards

ME
NH
MA
RI
CcT
NY
NJ
DE
PA
MD
VA
NC
SC
GA
FL
NMFS

ME
NH
MA
RI
CcT
NY
NJ
DE
PA
MD
VA
NC
Ne
GA
FL
NMFS
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Recreational Data

Source:

Recreational Fishery

YEARS AVAILABLE

| RES

LU

TEMPORAL

ION]

SPATIAL

OLUTI

[

INFO

From To

date

season, yr

year only

lat / long E

NMFS
stat area

state
waters

GEAR TYPE

UNITS EFFORT

DATA

Counts

Lengths

Weights

Ages
Sex

CPUE

Suk

Variance

File Type

NOTES

Landings

Discards

eleased Alive

Total Catch

ME
NH
MA
RI
CcT
NY
NJ
DE
PA
MD
VA
NC
sC
GA

NMFS

ME
NH
MA
RI
cT
NY
NJ
DE
PA
MD
VA
NC
sC
GA
FL
NMFS

ME
NH
MA
RI
CcT
NY
NJ
DE
PA
MD
VA
NC
sC
GA
FL
NMFS

ME
NH
MA
RI
CcT
NY
NJ
DE
PA
MD
VA
NC
sC
GA

NMFS
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Fisheries-Independent Survey Data

TEMPORAL

SPATIAL

R YEARS AVAILABLE = DATA
RESOLUTION RESOLUTION - g
5 > [ a w S q
ol |5 EleleglEE]e|2|2]a].|ulE || erwe
TYPE INFO From To T BN EMEEL RS S H E E IR R R NOTES
clelsl s [2E[7s]E]2]1S|2|2]|° o5 s
2| > K 7] o = - & >
Catch ME
NH
MA
RI
CcT
NY
NJ
DE
PA
MD
VA
NC
SC
GA
FL
NMFS
Example
Source: EXAMPLE Fishery YEARS AVAILABLE TEMPORAL SPATIAL — DATA
RESOLUTION RESOLUTION w s
5| > 8o o w = .
sl 2|5l S|elleslElE]2lE|L]s]s|ulE L |[teme
TYPE INFO From To slel2] I [(sS8le2le|2]5|2|®|S[(2]|2(849E NOTES
“lelgls(2E|%g|2|2]S8|a|2|T o5 |£
[ >] = w ol 5 = s | =
Catch ME 1985 present X X X X | X | X ]99] x Excel lengths in Tl
NH 1990 present X X X X Excel
MA 1985 present X X X X XXX X ]| X]X] X | X| SAS relative inde
RI 2000 present X X X X Excel
CcT 1990 2002 X X X X | X | x]o01 SAS
NY 1990 2002 X X X X X Excel
NJ 1995 present X X X X X X | X Excel Age-0 index
DE 2002 2005 X X X X ascii
PA 1990 present X X X X X X X[ X[X Access
™MD 1980 present X X X X X Access, SAS
VA 1980 present X X X X X)X X[ X[X]X X X | Access late summel
NC 1980 present | X X X X | X I XX [os5] X ] X ] X | X]|SAS lengths in FL
SC 1995 present X X X X X Excel
GA 1995 present X X X X X Excel
FL 1980 present X X X X X X | X[ X X X X X | Access, SAS movement,
NMFS 1980 present X X X X X)X X[ X[X]X X X | Excel
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Additional Information

| ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

1. Is your state's SPECIES X regulatory history available? Please provide contact information for the best source
of this information.

Contact Info
AGENCY

CONTACT

ADDRESS

PHONE
FAX

E-MAIL

NOTES

2 Are there additional sources of information or data sets from your state that would be useful for stock
assessment? This could include discard mortality studies, natural mortality studies, stock identification studies,
tagging studies, citation program data.

Data
SOURCE:

TYPE:

INFO:

Contact Info

3. Does your state engage in SPECIES X stock enhancement? If yes, please provide the types of data collected
in enhancement efforts and/or information for the appropriate contact.
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Data
SOURCE:

TYPE:

INFO:

Are individual fish lengths-weights available for any data sources from your state?

Data
SOURCE:

TYPE:

INFO:

Contact Info

AGENCY

CONTACT

ADDRESS

PHONE

FAX

E-MAIL

NOTES

If age data are available for one or more of your state's data sources, are the age-length keys used to generate
those data available?

Data
SOURCE:

TYPE:

INFO:
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Are you aware of any SPECIES X socio-economic publications or data that would be useful for stock
assessment or projections?

Data
SOURCE:

TYPE:

INFO:

Contact Info
AGENCY

CONTACT

ADDRESS

PHONE
FAX
E-MAIL
NOTES
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APPENDIX 4. COMPONENTS OF THE ASSESSMENT REPORT

Acknowledgements
Executive Summary
Table of Contents
List of Tables

List of Figures

Terms of Reference
(written by SAS and approved by species technical committee and management board)

1.0  Introduction
1.1 Brief Overview and History of Fisheries
1.2 Management Unit Definition
1.3 Regulatory History
1.4 Assessment History
1.4.1 History of stock assessments
1.4.2 Historical retrospective patterns

2.0  Life History
2.1  Stock Definitions (include tagging, genetic information, if available)
2.2 Migration Patterns
2.3  Age
2.4  Growth
2.5  Reproduction
2.6 Natural Mortality

3.0  Habitat Description
3.1  Overview - brief review of habitat requirements relevant to assessment results
(e.g., temperature, depth, salinity, DO, pH, flow, substrate, vegetation)
3.1.1 Spawning, egg, and larval habitat
3.1.2 Juvenile and adult habitats

4.0  Fishery-Dependent Data Sources
4.1  Commercial (include all appropriate subsections - subsections may be removed or

added as necessary)

4.1.1 Data Collection and Treatment
4.1.1.1 Survey Methods (including coverage, intensity)
4.1.1.2 Biological Sampling Methods (including coverage, intensity)
4.1.1.3 Ageing Methods
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4.1.1.4 Catch Estimation Methods (e.g., catch-at-age)
4.1.2 Trends
4.1.2.1 Commercial Catch Rates (CPUE)
4.1.2.2 Commercial Landings
4.1.2.3 Commercial Length/Weight/Catch-at-Age
4.1.2.4 Commercial Discards/Bycatch
4.1.3 Potential Biases, Uncertainty, and Measures of Precision

4.2 Recreational (include all appropriate subsections - subsections may be removed or
added as necessary)
4.2.1 Data Collection and Treatment
4.2.1.1 Survey Methods (including coverage, intensity)
4.2.1.2 Biological Sampling Methods (including coverage, intensity)
4.2.1.3 Ageing Methods
4.2.1.4 Catch Estimation Methods (e.g., catch-at-age or -length)
4.2.2 Trends
4.2.2.1 Recreational Catch Rates (CPUE)
4.2.2.2 Recreational Landings
4.2.2.3 Recreational Length/Weight/Catch-at-Age
4.2.2.4 Recreational Discards/Bycatch
4.2.3 Potential Biases, Uncertainty, and Measures of Precision

5.0  Fishery-Independent Data
5.1  Surveys (include all appropriate subsections - subsections may be removed or
added as necessary)
5.1.1 Data Collection and Treatment
5.1.1.1 Survey Methods (including coverage, intensity)
5.1.1.2 Biological Sampling Methods (including coverage, intensity)
5.1.1.3 Ageing Methods
5.1.1.4 Catch Estimation Methods (e.g., catch-at-age or -length)
5.1.2 Trends
5.1.2.1 Catch Rates (Numbers)
5.1.2.2 Length/Weight/Catch-at-Age
5.1.2.3  Abundance and Biomass Indices (-per-unit effort)
5.1.3 Potential Biases, Uncertainty, and Measures of Precision

6.0  Methods
6.1  Background (on models and software used)
6.1.1 Assessment Model Description (discuss assumptions and any
differences from previously published applications)
6.1.2 Reference Point Model Description (discuss assumptions any
differences from previously published applications)
6.2  Configuration (include all appropriate subsections - subsections may be removed
or added as necessary)
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7.0

8.0

9.0

6.2.1 Assessment Model(s)

6.2.1.1
6.2.1.2
6.2.1.3
6.2.1.4
6.2.1.5
6.2.1.6

6.2.1.7
6.2.1.8

Spatial and Temporal Coverage

Selection and Treatment of Indices

Parameterization

Weighting of Likelihoods

Estimating Precision (e.g., ASEs, Likelihood profiling, MCMC)
Sensitivity Analyses

6.2.1.6.1  Sensitivity to Input Data

6.2.1.6.1  Sensitivity to Model Configuration

Retrospective Analyses

Projections

6.2.2 Reference Point Model(s)

6.2.2.1
6.2.2.2
6.2.2.3

Parameterization
Estimating Uncertainty
Sensitivity Analyses

Results (include all appropriate subsections - subsections may be removed or added as

necessary)

7.1 Assessment Model(s)

7.1.1 Goodness

of Fit

7.1.2 Parameter Estimates (include precision of estimates)

7121
{127
7.1.2.2

Selectivities and Catchability
Exploitation Rates
Abundance or Biomass Estimates

7.1.3 Sensitivity Analyses

7.13.1
7.1.3.2
7.1.4  Retrospec

Sensitivity to Input Data
Sensitivity to Model Configuration
tive Analyses

7.1.5 Projection Estimates
7.2  Reference Point Model(s)
7.2.1 Parameter Estimates
7.2.2 Sensitivity Analyses (e.g., to M, selectivities)
7.3 Results Uncertainty (e.g., interpretation of alternate model results)

Stock Status (discuss cur
8.1  Current Overfishi
and control rules)

rent BRPs & any new proposed BRPs separately, if applicable)
ng, Overfished/Depleted Definitions (define targets, thresholds,

8.3 Stock Status Determination
8.3.1 Overfishing Status
8.3.2 Overfished Status

8.3.3 Control R

ules

8.3.4 Uncertainty

Research Recommendations
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10.0

11.0

12.0

13.0

Minority Opinion (if applicable)
10.1  Description of Minority Opinion
10.2  Justification from Majority (on why not adopted)

Literature Cited

Tables - suggested tables include the following:
Landings (numbers and weights)

Catch-at-Age

Lengths/Weights-at-Age

Fecundity/Maturation Schedule

Natural Mortality Schedule

Age-Length Keys

Survey or Index Values

Model Configuration and Inputs

Model Outputs, Parameter Estimates and Precision
Results (e.g., Abundance, Biomass, SSB, and Fishing Mortality)

Figures - suggested figures include the following:
Landings by Year, all states

Landings by Year, by state
Length/Weight-at-Age

Observed Survey Values by year

Observed and Predicted Survey Values by year
Residuals

Results (Abundance, Biomass, SSB) by year
Stock Abundance and Catch by year
Sensitivity Plots

Retrospective Plots

Appendices 1-X (if applicable)
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APPENDIX 5. INSTRUCTIONS FOR PEER REVIEWERS AND CONFLICT OF
INTEREST STATEMENT

Overview

The Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (Commission) Benchmark Peer Review
Process provides a framework for the critical evaluation by independent experts of fish
population models upon which fishery management decisions are based. For full details, see the
Commission document “Technical Support Groups Guidance and Benchmark Stock Assessment
Process”. The term benchmark stock assessment refers to an assessment that goes through an
independent peer review. Benchmark assessments are prompted by new fishery management
actions, a major change in stock assessment model or data, or a Commission or regional fishery
management council time-trigger. Stock assessment reviews evaluate the validity of the models
used, the input data, parameters, and model results, alternative assessment methods, and
additional research needs. A review by independent assessment scientists that have no
involvement, stake, or input into the assessment provides a judgment on the quality and
completeness of the science used in a stock assessment. Peer review panel decisions are based
on science; discussions and deliberations shall not consider possible future management actions,
agency financial concerns, or social and economic consequences.

Preparation for the Review Workshop

In general, peer reviews are conducted within 6 to 8 weeks of the completion of the stock
assessment report. A Commission stock assessment review panel is composed of 3-5 scientists
(state, federal, university, or private). Review panel members should possess:

« Knowledge of the life history and population biology of the species under review

« Proficiency in utilizing quantitative population dynamics and stock assessment models
« Knowledge of broader scientific issues as outlined in the terms of reference, and

. Professional objectivity and credibility.

Panel members involved with a Commission peer review must not have involvement with the
Commission stock assessment and management process for the species under review. In
addition, at least one panel member should be from outside the range of the species.

The stock assessment report, all supporting materials, and instructions for peer reviewers will be
distributed to the review panel by the Commission’s Science Director one month before the
review meeting. Reviewers shall read the documents to gain an in-depth understanding of the
stock assessment, the resources and information considered in the assessment, and their
responsibilities as reviewers. The Science Director will organize the review workshop in
coordination with panel members and the SAS.
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The Review Workshop

A Commission peer review involves a multi-day meeting of the review panel to evaluate the
stock assessment for a single species. The full SAS, TC chair and vice-chair, board/section chair
and vice-chair, and chair and vice-chair of the advisory committee should be invited to attend the
review. Stakeholders shall be invited to attend Commission peer reviews, but not as panel
members, and the review panel chair will encourage public comment.

The workshop will begin with introductions and a short overview of the review workshop
objectives presented by the Science Director. Panelists should then select one member to serve
as panel chair. Duties of the panel chair include focusing discussion on the issues of the peer
review, developing consensus within the review panel, taking the leading role in development of
the advisory report, and presenting the finalized advisory report to appropriate Commission
boards/sections.

The review workshop will include a period for the presentation of the stock assessment report
and any additional presentations, a period of open discussion for all attendees, a period for the
review panel to ask specific questions of the SAS, a closed door session for the review panel to
reach consensus on the review, a period for the panel to review the major points of their
consensus opinion on each term of reference with the SAS, and a closed door session for
development of the advisory report. Presentation of the stock assessment report and any
minority reports will occur on the first day(s) of the meeting. Panel members may request
specific presentations on other issues. Requests for presentations should be made to the Science
Director prior to the workshop to allow the presenter ample preparation time. During a review
workshop, minor changes to the stock assessment report can be made with the concurrence of the
Science Director, SAS chair, and review panel chair. Minor changes/results will appear as an
appendix to the stock assessment report, and an explanation for the change will be referenced in
the advisory report. Only clarifications will be allowed during the review workshop.

The review panel will develop and author an advisory report during the review workshop, or
shortly thereafter. The findings and advice included in the advisory report will be a consensus
opinion of all peer review panel members. Panels are expected to reach conclusions that all
participants can accept, which may include agreeing to acknowledge multiple possibilities. It is
the review panel chair’s responsibility to ensure the contents of the advisory report provide an
accurate and complete summary of all views on issues covered by the review. In the event
consensus cannot be reached on an issue, the chair will incorporate all reviewers’ opinions in the
report.

Development of the advisory report will be coordinated by the Science Director or designated
Fisheries Science staff. The report will include all content outlined in Appendix 1. Each term of
reference will be addressed individually by number in Section Il, including discussion of
majority versus minority reports when present. A clear statement will be made indicating
whether or not the task(s) outlined in each term of reference was satisfactorily completed by the
SAS using the best available data and stock assessment methodology; specifically, is the
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assessment suitable for use by managers in exploring management options? The advisory report
also includes advice on the issues listed in Appendix 1, Section 111. Comments on topics not
listed in Appendix 1 are encouraged and will be included in the Other Comments section.

If the review panel finds a term of reference deficient to the extent that SAS members present
cannot correct the deficiencies during the course of the review workshop, or the SAS chair
deems that desired modifications would result in an alternative assessment, then the review panel
shall reject that term of reference. If a term of reference is rejected, the panel should include in
the advisory report 1) a justification for rejection (i.e., a complete description of the deficiency)
and 2) specific, constructive suggestions for remedial measures or alternate approaches to correct
the assessment.

Presentation of Peer Review Results

Results of the peer review will be presented within 4 weeks of the completion of the peer review.
The advisory report will be distributed to all relevant committees (board/section, TC, SAS, AP)
upon completion and approximately two weeks prior to presentation of the results. The results of
the peer review will be presented by the chair of the review panel to a meeting of the
board/section.

The advisory report and presentation will not include specific management advice. The stock
assessment report and the advisory report will be posted on the Commission website
(www.asmfc.org) after acceptance by the board/section.

Commission Peer Review Code of Conduct

« Review panel decisions shall be based on science. Discussions and deliberations shall not
consider possible future management actions, agency financial concerns, or social and
economic consequences.

. Personal attacks will not be tolerated. Advancement in science is based on disagreement
and healthy, spirited discourse is encouraged. However, professionalism must be upheld
and those who descend into personal attacks will be asked to leave by Commission staff.

« Review panelists are expected to support their discussions with appropriate text and
analytical contributions. Each panelist is individually responsible for ensuring their points
and recommendations are addressed in workshop reports; they should not rely on others
to address their concerns.

. Panelists are expected to provide constructive suggestions and alternative solutions;
criticisms should be followed with recommendations and solutions.

Expectations of the Peer Review Process

The peer review WILL:
« Provide a judgment of the value and appropriateness of the science and scientific

methods which produced the assessment
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« Provide recommendations for future research and improvements of future assessments
« Evaluate all input parameters and biological characteristics incorporated into the model
« Evaluate the stock assessment methods

. Evaluate status of stocks relative to current FMP goals

The peer review WILL NOT:
« Resolve all issues
« Answer all questions
« Provide specific management recommendations
« Provide options to reach management targets
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ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION
PEER REVIEWER CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT

The Commission stock assessment peer review process involves establishing a peer review panel
composed of 3-5 scientists (state, federal, university, or private) who will provide judgment on
the quality and completeness of the science used in the stock assessment. It is of the utmost
importance that input provided by peer reviewers be unbiased.

Potential reviewers should declare themselves not eligible to serve on the review panel for the
species under review if they have a relationship with persons involved in the assessment under
review that might be construed as creating a conflict of interest.

Conflict of interest may include (but is not limited to):

e Involvement, stake, or input to the Commission stock assessment or with the management
process for the species under review.

e Involvement with state, federal, or international management, the fishing industry, or any
other interest group regarding the species under review.

o A well-formed position or history of advocacy for a specific viewpoint on a subject relevant
to the stock assessment under review.

o Current association as a thesis or postdoctoral advisor or student of scientists involved in the
stock assessment.

o Collaboration (within the last 3 years, currently, or planned) on a project, book, or paper with
scientists involved in the stock assessment under review.

« Financial partnerships (consulting, business, or other financial connection) with the persons
involved in the stock assessment under review.

e Spouse, child, or general partner relationship with scientists involved in the stock assessment
under review.

I hereby certify, to the best of my knowledge, | do not have a conflict of
interest and am not likely to give appearance of a conflict of interest, impropriety, or impairment
of objectivity with respect to the stock assessment | am asked to review.

Signature Date
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APPENDIX 6. ADVISORY REPORT OUTLINE

The advisory report will be developed by the review panel, with assistance from the
Commission’s Science staff. The report will provide an evaluation of each term of reference and
be followed by an advisory section providing general scientific advice on the topics outlined.
The advice included in the report should be a consensus opinion of all review panel members.

Standard Contents
l. Introduction

. Terms of Reference (addressed individually by number)

1. Advisory Section

Status of Stocks: Current and projected
Stock Identification and Distribution
Management Unit

Landings

Data and Assessment

Biological Reference Points

Fishing Mortality

Recruitment

Spawning Stock Biomass

Bycatch

Other Comments

V. Sources of Information
V. Tables

VI. Figures

* for all sections, “information not available” should be indicated where appropriate
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APPENDIX 7. FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN OUTLINE

DRAFT FMP OUTLINE
(approved by ISFMP Policy Board - May 1999)

This document outlines the contents of Commission FMPs developed by the ISFMP. It contains FMP
elements required by the ISFMP Charter as well as suggestions on other sections, should information on
these elements be available.

It is intended that this outline be a working document for use by PDTs, PRTs, and others in drafting,
compiling, and reviewing FMPs as guidance in FMP development and implementation. The ISFMP
Charter, Section Six, lists the required elements of a FMP.

This outline was adopted by the ISFMP Policy Board during the Spring Meeting in Atlantic Beach, North
Carolina on May 20, 1999. Suggestions for additional changes to the FMP outline are welcomed and
should be forwarded to ISFMP Staff.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS/ FOREWORD
TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES

LIST OF FIGURES

1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background Information
1.1.1 Statement of the Problem
1.1.2 Benefits of Implementation
1.1.2.1 Social and Economic Benefits
1.1.2.2 Ecological Benefits
1.2 Description of the Resource
1.2.1 Species Life History
1.2.2 Stock Assessment Summary
1.2.3 Abundance and Present Condition
1.3 Description of the Fishery
1.3.1 Commercial Fishery
1.3.2 Recreational Fishery
1.3.3 Subsistence Fishing
1.3.4 Non-Consumptive Factors
1.3.5 Interactions with Other Fisheries, Species, or Users
1.4 Habitat Considerations
1.4.1 Habitat Important to the Stocks
1.4.1.1 Description of the Habitat
1.4.1.2 Identification and Distribution of Habitat and Habitat Areas
of Particular Concern
1.4.1.3 Present Condition of Habitats and Habitat Areas of Particular Concern
1.4.1.4 Ecosystem Considerations
1.5 Impacts of the Fishery Management Program
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1.5.1 Biological and Environmental Impacts
1.5.2 Social Impacts
1.5.2.1 Recreational Fishery
1.5.2.2 Commercial Fishery
1.5.2.3 Subsistence Fishery
1.5.2.4 Non-consumptive Factors
1.5.3 Economic Impacts
1.5.3.1 Recreational Fishery
1.5.3.2 Commercial Fishery
1.5.3.3 Subsistence Fishery
1.5.3.4 Non-Consumptive Factors
1.5.4 Other Resource Management Efforts
1.5.4.1 Artificial Reef Development/Management
1.5.4.2 Bycatch
1.5.4.3 Land/Seabed Use Permitting
1.6 Location of Technical Documentation for FMP (refers reader to citations only)
1.6.1 Review of Resource Life History and Biological Relationships
1.6.2 Stock Assessment Document
1.6.3 Social Assessment Document (if available)
1.6.4 Economic Assessment Document (if available)
1.6.5 Law Enforcement Assessment Document (if available)
1.6.6 Habitat Background Document (if available)
2.0 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
2.1 History and Purpose of the Plan
2.1.1 History of Prior Management Actions
2.1.2 Purpose and Need for Action
2.2 Goals
2.3 Objectives
2.4 Specification of Management Unit
2.4.1 Management Areas
2.5 Definition of Overfishing
2.6 Stock Rebuilding Program (if appropriate)
2.6.1 Stock Rebuilding Targets
2.6.2 Stock Rebuilding Schedules
2.6.3 Maintenance of Stock Structure
2.7 Resource Community Aspects
2.8 Implementation Schedule
3.0 MONITORING PROGRAM SPECIFICATIONS/ELEMENTS
3.1 Assessment of Annual Recruitment
3.2 Assessment of Spawning Stock Biomass
3.3 Assessment of Fishing Mortality Target and Measurement
3.4 Summary of Monitoring Programs
3.4.1 Catch and Landings Information
3.4.2 Biological Information
3.4.3 Social Information
3.4.4 Economic Information
3.4.5 Observer Programs
3.5 Stocking Program (if appropriate)
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3.6 Bycatch Reduction Program
3.7 Habitat Program
4.0 MANAGEMENT PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
4.1 Recreational Fisheries Management Measures
4.2 Commercial Fisheries Management Measures
4.3 For-Hire Fisheries Management Measures
4.4 Habitat Conservation and Restoration
4.4.1 Preservation of Existing Habitat
4.4.2 Habitat Restoration, Improvement, and Enhancement
4.4.3 Avoidance of Incompatible Activities (see sturgeon FMP)
4.4.4 Fisheries Practices (see sturgeon FMP)
4.5 Alternative State Management Regimes
4.5.1 General Procedures
4.5.2 Management Program Equivalency
4.5.3 De minimis Fishery Guidelines
4.6 Adaptive Management
4.6.1 General Procedures
4.6.1.1 Procedural Steps
4.6.2 Circumstances Under Which Change May Occur
4.6.3 Measures Subject to Change
4.6.4 Schedule for State Implementation
4.7 Emergency Procedures
4.8 Management Institutions (Policy Bd, Mgmt Bd, TC, AP, etc.)

4.9 Recommendations to the Secretaries for Complementary Actions in Federal Jurisdictions
4.10 Cooperation with Other Management Institutions (i.e., for Atl. herring - Cooperation with

Canada)
5.0 COMPLIANCE
5.1 Mandatory Compliance Elements for States
5.1.1 Mandatory Elements of State Programs (as applicable)
5.1.1.1 Regulatory Requirements
5.1.1.2 Monitoring Requirements
5.1.1.3 Research Requirements
5.1.1.4 Law Enforcement Requirements
5.1.1.5 Habitat Requirements
5.1.2 Compliance Schedule
5.1.3 Compliance Report Content
5.2 Procedures for Determining Compliance
5.3 Recommended (Non-Mandatory) Management Measures
5.4 Analysis of Enforceability of Proposed Measures
6.0 MANAGEMENT AND RESEARCH NEEDS
6.1 Stock Assessment and Population Dynamics
6.1.1 Biology/Community Ecology
6.2 Research and Data Needs
6.2.1 Biological
6.2.2 Social
6.2.3 Economic
6.2.4 Habitat
7.0 PROTECTED SPECIES
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7.1 Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) Requirements
7.2 Endangered Species Act (ESA) Requirements
7.3 Protected Species with Potential Fishery Interactions
7.4 Protected Species Interactions with Existing Fisheries
7.4.1 Marine Mammals
7.4.2 Sea Turtles
7.4.3 Seabirds
7.5 Population Status Review of Relevant Protected Species
7.5.1 Marine Mammals
7.5.2 Sea Turtles
7.5.3 Seabirds
7.6 Existing and Proposed Federal Regulations/Actions Pertaining to Relevant Protected
Species
7.7 Potential Impacts to Atlantic Coastal State and Interstate Fisheries
7.8 Identification of Current Data Gaps and Research Needs
8.0 REFERENCES
9.0 APPENDICES



APPENDIX 8. FMP ADDENDUM OUTLINE

1.0 Introduction
. Management authority (state/federal waters)
« Management unit
« Amendment the document is working under
« Purpose/goal of the document (list out issues if there is more than one being considered in the
document)

2.0 Overview
2.1 Statement of the problem
« Why the board is considering a change in management
« This paragraph should be short, simple, and to the point
2.2 Background
. Events leading to the consideration for a change in management
3.0 Management Options
. If the management options are replacing a previous management action be sure to state
upfront that this section will replace section x of Amendment/Addendum Y
« Almost always include status quo as first option

. Committee Recommendations/Comments (if necessary)

If there is more than one issue being considered you would repeat the three sections above (3.1-3.2)

4.0 Compliance

« Due dates for proposals, plan reviews, implementation dates
5.0 Recommendation for Federal Waters

« Not all plans will have this section
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