Monday, June 13t

‘MID-ATLANTIC

\ FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

JUNE 2016 MEETING AGENDA
June 13-16, 2016

Courtyard Newark (sleeping rooms)
400 David Hollowell Drive, Newark, DE 19716
Telephone 302-737-0900

University of Delaware — Clayton Hall (meeting),
100 David Hollowell Drive, Newark, DE 19716
Telephone 302-831-2998

1:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.

Tuesday, June 14t

Ecosystem and Ocean Planning Committee (Tab 1)
- Fishing activities that impact habitat — draft policy document
« Review input from Advisory Panel
« Provide comments/revisions to draft document
- Other Committee updates

9:00 a.m.
9:00 a.m. —10:00 a.m.

10:00 a.m. —-11:30 a.m.

11:30 a.m. —12:00 p.m.

12:00 p.m. - 1:00 p.m.
1:00 p.m. -2:30 p.m.

Council Convenes

Mackerel, Squid, Butterfish Specifications, Meeting as a Committee
of the Whole (Tab 2)

- Review fishery performance and 2017 specifications

- Review butterfish cap operation

- Review butterfish/longfin squid mesh information

River Herring/Shad, Meeting as a Committee of the Whole (Tab 3)
- Review cap operation and management progress
- Review “Stock in the Fishery” white paper outline

Squid Capacity Amendment (Tab 4)
- Review Action Plan

Lunch

Climate Change and Mid-Atlantic Fisheries (Tab 5)
Jon Hare — NOAA Fisheries

Malin Pinsky — Rutgers University



2:30 p.m. —3:30 p.m.
3:30 p.m. —4:30 p.m.

4:30 p.m. -5:30 p.m.

Wednesday, June 15"

BOEM’s Renewable Energy Activities (Tab 6)
Brian Hooker - BOEM

Mid Atlantic Ocean Data Portal Presentation (Tab 7)
Jay Odell — Nature Conservancy

eVTR Framework — Meeting 1 (Tab 8)
Andy Loftus — Loftus Consulting

9:00 a.m.
9:00 a.m. -12:00 p.m.

12:00 p.m. - 1:00 p.m.
1:00 p.m. - 1:30 p.m.

1:30 p.m. -3:00 p.m.

3:00 p.m. -5:00 p.m.

Thursday, June 16™

Council Convenes

Industry-Funded Monitoring Amendment (Tab 9)
- Review draft EA and select preferred mackerel alternatives for public
hearings

Lunch

Law Enforcement Report
- NOAA Office of Law Enforcement
- U.S. Coast Guard

Surfclam and Ocean Quahog Specifications (Tab 10)
- Develop recommendations for 2017 — 2018 specifications

Blueline Tilefish 2017 Recreational Specifications/Possible
Reconsideration (Tab 11)

- Consider alternatives to proposed blueline tilefish recreational
specifications

9:00 a.m.

9:00 a.m. - 1:00 p.m.

Council Convenes

Business Session

Organlzatlon Reports (Tab 12)
NMFS Greater Atlantic Regional Office
- NMFS Northeast Fisheries Science Center
- NOAA Office of General Counsel
- Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

Liaison Reports (Tab 13)
- New England Council
- South Atlantic Council
- Regional Planning Body

Executive Director's Report (Tab 14)
Chris Moore



Science Report
Rich Seagraves

Committee Reports
- Ecosystem and Ocean Planning Committee
- SSC

Continuing and New Business

April 2016 Motions

Unmanaged Forage Fish

Move to accept list recommended by EOP Committee:
Engraulidae (anchovies)

Clupeidae (herrings, sardines)

Argentinidae (argentines)

Atherinopsidae (silversides)

Ammodytidae (sand lances)

Sternoptychidae (pearlsides)

Chlorophthalmidae (greeneyes)

Scomber colias (chub mackerel)

Scomberesox saurus (Atlantic saury)

Hemiramphidae (halfbeaks)

Ophidiiformes (cusk eels)

Pelagic molluscs (squids, cuttlefish etc.)

Copepods, Krill, Amphipods and any other species under 1 inch as adults
Myctophidae (lanternfish)

Elliott/Nowalsky

Move to amend to add bullet mackerel, frigate mackerel, and false albacore.
McMurray/Anderson (14/6/0)
Motion carries

Amended motion becomes main motion.
(20/0/0)
Motion carries

Move to substitute to add bullet mackerel and frigate mackerel.
Nowalsky/Kaelin (5/14/0)
Motion fails

Move to amend to add two species of decapod crabs to the list of unmanaged forage species: Lady crabs (also called calico crabs),

scientific name Ovalipes ocellatus; and rock crab, scientific name Cancer irroratus.
deFur/McMurray (5/14/0)
Motion fails

Move on behalf of EOP Committee:

ALTERNATIVE 2: Alternatives to regulate harvest

A Prohibit possession of all EC species

B. Prohibit possession of all EC species, but allow an incidental possession with trip limits of:
1. 1,500 pounds per trip for each EC species

I1. 1,700 pounds/trip — 99th percentile of trip-level landings for all the species with documented catch for 1996-2015
C. Prohibit possession of all EC species but allow incidental possession of some EC species EC species with a per trip possession

limit.
l. Prohibit possession of:

a. Families: Engraulidae (anchovies), Argentinidae (argentines), Atherinopsidae (silversides), Ammodytidae
(sand lances), Sternoptychidae (pearlsides, marine hatchetfishes), Chlorophtalmidae (greeneyes), and Myctophidae

(lanternfish)
b. Orders: Ophidiiformes (cusk eels).



C.

a.
b.

2015

Groups: Copepods, krill, amphipods, and other species under 1 inch as adults: including the families of
Calanidae (copepods) and Euphausiidae (euphausid krill), the orders: Amphipoda (amphipods) and ispoda (isopods),
and the class Ostracoda (ostracods).

I1. Limited possession of all remaining EC species (round herring, scaled sardine, thread herring, Spanish sardine,
halfbeaks, Atlantic saury, pelagic molluscs except sharptail shortfin squid) with a per trip possession limit of:

1,500 pounds per trip for each EC species

1,700 pounds/trip — 99th percentile of trip-level landings for all the species with documented catch for 1996-

Move to amend to strike section C and strike “Prohibit possession of all EC species, but” from section B from alternative set 2, which
would apply to all EC species, excluding chub mackerel.
McMurray/Kaelin (20/0/0)

Amended motion carries

Amended motion is main motion.

(20/0/0)
Motion carries

Move to include chub mackerel alternatives in public hearing document, as shown in table below:

3A: Manage chub
mackerel as an EC
species

3Ai: Prohibit possession once an annual fishery-wide
landings limit is met

Annual landings limit alternatives:

e 2.86 million pounds/year
e 1.75 million pounds/year
e 900,127 pounds/year

e 5.25 million pounds/year

3Aii: Allow an incidental possession limit once an
annual fishery-wide landings limit is met

Annual landings limit alternatives:

2.86 million pounds/year
1.75 million pounds/year
900,127 pounds/year

¢ 5.25 million pounds/year
Incidental possession limit alternatives:

. 10,000 pounds
« 40,000 pounds

3B: Manage chub
mackerel as a stock
in the fishery

3Bi: Prohibit possession once an annual fishery-wide
landings limit is met

Annual landings limit alternatives:

2.86 million pounds/year
1.75 million pounds/year
900,127 pounds/year

5.25 million pounds/year

3Bii: Allow an incidental possession limit once an
annual fishery-wide landings limit is met

Annual landings limit alternatives:

2.86 million pounds/year
1.75 million pounds/year
900,127 pounds/year

e 5.25 million pounds/year
Incidental possession limit alternatives:

. 10,000 pounds
e 40,000 pounds

3C: Manage chub
mackerel through the
Council’s
discretionary
authority under MSA

3Ci: Prohibit possession once an annual fishery-wide
landings limit is met

Annual landings limit alternatives:

2.86 million pounds/year
1.75 million pounds/year
900,127 pounds/year

5.25 million pounds/year




303(b)(12) and
National Standard 9

3Cii: Allow an incidental possession limit once an
annual fishery-wide landings limit is met

Annual landings limit alternatives:

2.86 million pounds/year
1.75 million pounds/year
900,127 pounds/year

e 5.25 million pounds/year
Incidental possession limit alternatives:

. 10,000 pounds
e 40,000 pounds

Elliott on behalf of committee (20/0/0)
Motion carries

On behalf of the committee, move to add to public hearing document alternatives 4Ai and 4Aii and 4b (in table below), with the addition of
options for no action and an option for no new or expanded fisheries for EC species in the amendment.

Elliott/Kaelin (20/0/0)
Motion carries

Alternative Sub-Alternative

4Ai: Status quo EFP process
4A: Require EFP prior to development of

ECs
relating to ECs

new or expansion of existing fisheries for 4Aii: Develop policy for Council review of EFP applications

4B: Consideration of stock in the fishery
designation prior to new
fisheries/expansion of existing fisheries
for ECs

Move that alternatives 5A, 5B, 5Ci and ii, 5Di and ii, and 5Ei-iv in table below be added to public hearing document.

Elliott/Anderson (20/0/0)
Motion carries

Alternative Sub-Alternative

5A: List of fisheries and gear types (50 CFR

600.725)
5B: Require GARFO permit for possession of 3
EC species
5Ci: Develop a process that provides the Council
with data on annual catch of EC species in its
5C: Monitoring /reporting jurisdiction.

5Cii: Add EC species to SAFIS, VTRs, CDFRs, and

other required reporting mechanisms.

5D: Geographic scope of amendment

5Di: Federal waters, bounded by seaward lines

extending from CT/NY boundary and VA/NC boundary




5Dii: Federal waters, bounded by seaward lines
extending from CT/NY boundary and Cape Hatteras,

NC

5Ei: List of EC species

5Eii: Possession limits and landings limits
5E: Frameworkable items

5Eiii: Spatial and seasonal closures

5Eiv: Recreational fishing regulations

Move to take alternatives approved today to public hearings.
Anderson/McMurray
Approved by consent

Golden Tilefish Framework 2 — Meeting 2
In section 5.5, move alternative 5.5.3 (alternative 3), restrict the recreational golden tilefish fishery to rod and reel fishery only — with a five

hook limit per rod as the preferred alternative.
King/DilLernia (17/0/0/1) - Recusal by Laurie Nolan
Motion carries

In section 5.6, move alternative 5.6.1 (alternative 1), No action/ Status quo as the preferred alternative.
Hemilright/Kaelin

Move to substitute alt 3 (5.6.3) - incidental permit holders cannot possess golden tilefish at the time of landings in excess of 50% of the
total of all combined species landed as the preferred alternative.

Nowalsky/Nolan (16/2/0/1) - Recusal by Laurie Nolan

Motion carries

Substitute motion become main motion.
17/1/0/1 - Recusal by Laurie Nolan
Motion carries

Move to submit Tilefish Framework 2 to NMFS.
King /Linhard - Recusal by Laurie Nolan
Motion Approved by Consent

Scup GRAs
Move as a preferred alternative, alternative 3B with the addition of removing statistical area 632 and the sliver of 631.

Nolan/Luisi

Move to substitute “3G” April 2016 AP proposal as preferred option.
Nowalsky/King (15/1/2)
Motion to substitute carries

Substitute motion becomes main motion.
(15/0/3)
Motion carries

Motion to submit framework to Agency.
Luisi/Elliott
Approved by consent



Omnibus Industry-Funded Monitoring Amendment

Move to modify the IFM alternatives as recommended by the Committees.
King/Linhard (17/0/1)
Motion carries

Move that an additive approach be used for portside/EM in the IFM Amendment.
Bullard/DiLernia (15/0/0)
Motion carries

Blueline Tilefish

Move that we adopt the SSC’s ABC of 87,031 pounds for 2017.
O’Reilly on behalf of Committee (16/3/1)

Motion carries

Move that the Council recommend 2a and 2c for the management unit and objectives.
O’Reilly on behalf of Committee (19/0/1)
Motion carries

Move that the Council recommend as a preferred alternative, Alt 3 regarding status determination criteria.
O’Reilly on behalf of Committee (19/0/1)
Motion carries

Move to recommend 4a as preferred, to use the golden tilefish permit for commercial reporting.
O’Reilly on behalf of Committee (19/0/1)
Motion carries

Move to recommend 4c and 4e as preferred, the standard commercial vessel/dealer reporting options.
O’Reilly on behalf of Committee (19/0/1)
Motion carries

Move to recommend 5a and 5c¢ as preferred for for-hire permitting and reporting.
O’Reilly on behalf of Committee (19/0/1)
Motion carries

Move to recommend 6a (vessel-level permitting) and 6d as preferred alternatives.
O’Reilly on behalf of Committee (17/1/2)
Motion carries

Move to amend to remove 6d and refer reporting requirements for the recreational sector back to the tilefish committee.
Nowalsky — motion fails for lack of second

Move to recommend Alts 7 and 8 as preferred (including using tilefish AP). Allocation changes could also be made via a framework.
O’Reilly/Elliott

Move to amend to add that allocation changes within the range of actual allocations in the Blueline Tilefish Amendment could be frame-
workable.

DiLernia/O’Reilly (15/4/1)

Motion carries

Amended motion become main motion.
(16/3/1)
Motion carries

Move to amend to remove the frame-workable aspect regarding allocations.
Nowalsky/Nolan (8/10)
Motion fails

Move to table to time certain.
DiLernia/McMurray (3/17)
Motion fails

Move to recommend Alt 9 as preferred (use the standard specifications process including control rule and risk policy).
O’Reilly on behalf of Committee (19/0/1)
Motion carries



Move to recommend 10b1 as preferred, median 2009-2013 catch - 73% Recreational, 27% commercial.
O’Reilly on behalf of Committee (16/2/2)
Motion carries

Move to substitute to adopt option 10c1 as preferred (2004-2013 median catch %s — 76% Recreational — 24% Commercial).
DiLernia/O’Reilly (8/10/2)
Motion fails

*Use in Specifications

REC COoM (all pounds)
ACL 63,533 23,498
ACT 63,533 23,498
TAL 62,262 23,263

Move to accept above ACLS/ACTS/TALS.
O’Reilly/deFur (17/2/1)
Motion carries

Move 11c, a 300 pound commercial trip limit as preferred.
O’Reilly on behalf of Committee (18/1/1)
Motion carries

Move to substitute using a 500-pound trip limit beginning on June 5, 2016, continuing until 80% of the 23,263 pound commercial ACL is
caught, at which time the trip limit would revert to 300 pounds (continuing into the future with 300 pounds on January 1, going to 500-
pounds on July 1, and then reverting to 300 pounds when 80% of the ACL is caught).

Hemilright/Linhard (4/15/1)

Motion fails

Move Alternative 12a for 2016 (7 fish per person) and staff’s recommendation for 2017:
-Switch to Jan 1 fishing year (commercial and recreational), but keep with Golden Tilefish Process
-Close Jan 1-April 30, Open May 1, Close October 31.
-7 for-hire inspected/5 for-hire uninspected/3 Private

O’Reilly on behalf of Committee (13/3/3)

Motion carries

Move to amend to also close the season in Wave 6.
DiLernia/O’Reilly (13/4/3)
Motion carries

Move to amend the term Party to for-hire inspected and charter to for-hire uninspected.
DiLernia/Heins (14/2/3)
Motion carries

Move to adopt 13b, set EFH according to life history information, not extending up Great South Channel or Gulf of Maine.
O’Reilly/Anderson (19/0/1)
Motion carries

Move that concerning AMs that the Council adopt 14a, AMs with allocations, and use the Black Sea Bass AMs for the recreational sector
(3-year averaging and stock-status dependent paybacks).

O’Reilly/DiLernia (14/2/1)

Motion carries

Move that if NMFS projects that the Commercial landings will reach 100% of the commercial TAL that NMFS will close the season.
Nolan/Michels (17/0/1)
Motion carries

Move to submit the amendment to the Agency as passed today.
O’Reilly/DilLernia (13/3/2)
Motion carries



Spiny Dogfish

Request that NMFS increase the Federal dogfish trip limit to 6,000 pounds.
Luisi/King (16/0/1)

Motion carries

New Business

Move to nominate Paul Rago to the SSC.
Heins/Nolan

Moved by consent

The above agenda items may not be taken in the order in which they appear and are subject to change as necessary. Other items may be added, but the
Council cannot take action on such items even if the item requires emergency action without additional public notice. Non-emergency matters not contained
in this agenda may come before the Council and / or its Committees for discussion, but these matters may not be the subject of formal Council or Committee
action during this meeting. Council and Committee actions will be restricted to the issues specifically listed in this agenda. Any issues requiring emergency
action under section 305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act that arise after publication of the Federal Register Notice for this meeting may be acted upon
provided that the public has been notified of the Council’s intent to take final action to address the emergency. The meeting may be closed to discuss
employment or other internal administrative matters.



Stock Size Relative to Biological Reference Points
(as of June 3, 2016)
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* Year of the data used to determine stock size.

NOTE: Unknown B, - lllex squid, and mackerel.
NOTE: Of the 14 stocks managed by the Council, 9 are above B, 3 are under B,
and 2 are unknown.
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Fishing Mortality Ratios for MAFMC Managed Species

* Year of the data used to determine fishing mortality.

NOTE: Unknown - lllex squid, Longfin squid, and mackerel.



MID-ATLANTIC FISHERY COUNCIL - SPECIES STOCK STATUS
(AS OF JUNE 3, 2016)

STATUS DETERMINATION

CRITERIA REBUILDING PROGRAM /
Fthreshold % Bmsy
Summer F35%wmsp=0.31 69 Yes No Most recent benchmark assessment was
Flounder million Ibs 2013. Most recent assessment update
was 2015.
Scup F40%wmsp=0.22 96.23 Most recent benchmark assessment was
million Ibs No No 2015.
Black F40%msp=0.44 12 No No Most recent assessment update was
Sea Bass million Ibs 2012. Most recent benchmark
assessment was 2011.
_ Fasoespr=0.19 111.7 No No Most recent benchmark assessment was
Bluefish million Ibs 2015.
Most recent benchmark assessment was
Illex Squid @ Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown 2006; not able to determine current
(short finned) = exploitation rates or stock biomass.
Most recent benchmark assessment was
Longfin Unknown 46.7 Unknown No 2010; not able to determine current
Squid million Ibs exploitation rates.
Most recent benchmark assessment was
Atlantic Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown 2010; not able to determine current
Mackerel exploitation rates or stock biomass.
Butterfish Frroxy=2/3M 50.3 No No Most recent benchmark assessment was
=0.81 million Ibs 2014.




STATUS DETERMINATION

CRITERIA REBUILDING PROGRAM /
—— - STOCK STATUS
SPECIES Overfishing Overfished OVERFISHING | OVERFISHED
Fthreshold % Bmsy
Surfclam _ F=M=0.15 1,071 No No Most recent benchmark assessment was
g million Ibs 2013.
Ocean Fasoomsp= 3,064 No No Most recent assessment update was
Quahog 0.022 million Ibs 2013. Most recent benchmark
assessment was 20009.
Golden m‘ F2s59%6msp=0.370 5.68 No No Most recent benchmark assessment was
Tilefish e million lbs 2014
Spiny
Dogfish 175.6 No No Most recent assessment update was
(Joint P Fmsy=0.2439 million Ibs 2015. Most recent benchmark
managter:nent i = Female SSB assessment was 2010.
wi \
NEFMC)
Monkfish NFMA -
(Joint NFMA & 1.25 kg/tow No No Most recent assessment update was
management | SFMA SFMA - (north and south | (north and South | 2013. Most recent benchmark
with g‘ Fmax=0.2 0.93 kg/tow management management | assessment was 2010.
NEFMC) (autumn trawl areas) areas)
survey)

SOURCES: Office of Sustainable Fisheries - Status Report of U.S. Fisheries; SAW/SARC and TRAC Assessment Reports.




Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
* 800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901-3910
Phone: 302-674-2331 | Toll Free: 877-446-2362 | FAX: 302-674-5399 | www.mafmc.org

FISHERY Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman | Lee G. Anderson, Vice Chairman
MID-ATLANTIC

MANAGEMENT : : :
COUNGIL Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director

MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 1, 2016
TO: Ecosystem and Ocean Planning (EOP) Committee
FROM: Jessica Coakley, Staff and George Lapointe, Contractor

SUBJECT: Draft Policy on Fishing Impacts that Impact Habitat and Other Committee Updates

The following materials are enclosed for the Committee to consider:

1) Summary of the May 11 EOP Advisory Panel (AP) Meeting

2) Draft Policy — Fishing Impacts on Habitat

3) Questions for EOP Committee Discussion

4) Proposal for Council Policy - Prepared by EOP AP member Joseph Gordon, and supported by
EOP members Brad Sewell, Fred Akers, and Pam Lyons-Gromen

5) Essential Fish Habitat Review Action Plan

6) Update on Regional Habitat Activities from GARFO (attachments in online materials only)



MAFMC EOP AP meeting notes
11 May 2016

Attendees:

Fred Akers, Great Egg Harbor Watershed Association
Bonnie Brady, Long Island Commercial Fishermen’s Association
Jessica Coakley, MAFMC staff

Greg DiDomenico, Garden State Seafood Association
Warren Elliott, MAFMC member, Chair of EOP Committee
Joseph Gordon, Pew Charitable Trust

Monty Hawkins, Charter captain

Jeff Kaelin, MAFMC member, EOP Committee member
David Kaplan, VIMS

Lauren Latchford, NMFS Habitat Div.

Meghan Lapp, Seafreeze Ltd

George Lapointe, MAFMC contractor

Terra Lederhouse, NMFS Habitat Div.

Peter Moore, MARACOOQOS

Purcie Bennet-Nickerson, Pew Charitable Trust

Brad Sewell, Natural Resources Defense Council

David Stevenson, NMFS GARFO

David Wallace, David Wallace and Associates

Judith Weis, Rutgers Univ.

Meeting Notes:

1) Introductions

George Lapointe introduced himself as facilitator of the Fishing Impact on Habitat Policy
development process. AP members and other attendees introduced themselves.

George Lapointe discussed how the EOP AP and Committee got to where we are today; to
advance development of a Council policy on the impact of fishing gear on habitat. AP members
were reminded that policies are not management actions, rather they set forth guidelines and
principles from which action oriented measures can be developed by Council Committees and
the Council. Others added that the policy needed to support future management actions to be
useful. Other AP members also added that the policy can be used as a link to funding and
research priorities.

He asked if there were any additions to the draft agenda. Some AP members tabled a proposed
draft policy for the AP’s consideration (Attached — Prepared by Joseph Gordon). There was not
consensus on using this document as a substitute for the draft policy document.



MAFMC EOP AP meeting notes
11 May 2016

2) Discussion topics regarding draft fishing impacts policy

The first discussion topic was the separation of historically fished areas from other areas, called
Frontier Fishing areas and historically fished areas in the draft policy document. Also discussed
were how different areas and degree of use could be mapped and defined.

Historically fished versus unlisted areas — questions of how you would map this and define this.
Nearshore, offshore, and | fished (l.e., corals areas)

Some AP members thought that calling areas fished versus unfished has too much fishing focus,
and not enough habitat focus. Others thought that having the labels may not have value for the
draft policy and suggested making the definition less of a centerpiece of the document. They
thought that there are areas that should be a priority for protection and, accordingly, the policy
should be more oriented to the habitats.

There was discussion about a balance between detail and talking about guiding principles, and
that the policy should consider areas that are unfished be treated differently than areas that
are fished. Other AP members replied that this is the intention of the draft document with
“frontier fishing areas” and areas that have historically been fished.

Some AP members expressed concerns about the implications of the policy that the Council
should keep in mind. This includes:

e The sea is greening (eutrophying) and abundance of fish is changing. In this direction,
we could lock up offshore fishing because of the policy.

e Shifting environment over time. A lightly fished area may not be important in the future,
or may be more important to current fisheries as fish move to adapt to changing ocean
conditions.

e The fishing impact policy may impose more restrictions on fishermen, in addition to
restrictions imposed by the forage fish amendment.

e The cumulative impact of various habitat and ecosystem actions, e.g. forage fish
amendment, coral protection, on ability of fishermen to fish in a changing environment.

Some AP members felt that we need to understand what the spatial implications of this type of
policy might be. Others noted that the purpose of the draft policy and the AP is not to draw
maps and define areas. Rather, the draft policy should craft high-level recommendations that
other Council committees can use to formulate specific fishery management measures. Others
thought that there was some value to having principles that can be applied across all the plans
and guide general management approaches. For example, having a different approach to
lightly fished area allows for a more proactive approach because there are not jobs on the line.

The AP discussed the various essential fish habitat (EFH) efforts that would take place in the
next few years, in part to establish an EFH baseline. The Council is conducting a 5-year review of
EFH, as required by law. The Council will conduct an EFH review that will begin with a scientific



MAFMC EOP AP meeting notes
11 May 2016

review process which may take a couple of years. This should result in improved mapping of
fish habitat and fishing activities.

One AP member thought that the proposed policy is like an architectural drawing of a building
that has burned down because bottom habitat has been lost and therefore the landscape has
changed substantially from what is was historically. The information on what habitats have
been lost could be used to conduct habitat restoration, a concept that shouldn’t be overlooked
in the Council’s habitat efforts.

Some AP members suggested that the Council do the EFH work first before working on the
Fishing Impact on Habitat Policy. For example, we don’t know where fluke habitat is, so where
does fishing interact with fluke nursery habitat. Is trawling occurring in SAV beds? The AP
discussed that the Fishing Impacts on Habitat Policy will not close areas to protect fluke habitat
but perhaps the policy should consider the vulnerability of habitats because this is an important
issue.

Some AP members think that the impact of decreasing vessels and effort in the fishing fleet is a
mitigating factor on fishing impacts on habitat; reducing effort may be a way of mitigating
fishing impacts on habitat. There has already been an enormous reduction in fishing
participants and communities have been negatively impacted. One AP member said that past
trawling heavily impacted the bottom, removing all growth in fished areas, but that this type of
impact hasn’t been seen in a number of years. The objective of the draft policy cannot be
putting people out of business. An open minded discussion is needed in how to protect habitat
and the fishermen and communities that rely on them.

AP members mentioned that the NEFMC did an evaluation of the habitat vulnerability first
(using SASI model) and then looked at the sensitivity of those habitats to specific gear types.
Think policy should acknowledge that MSA requires you to minimize impacts on habitat. Finding
balance between protecting areas that are heavily fished versus lightly fished. The NEFMC
Habitat Committee spent much time with their advisors on impacts of fishing on habitat. This
included are there areas other than spawning aggregations, and whether fishing should not be
allowed in complex habitats. There is a difficult balance of effort versus the amount of coverage
by a given gear. AP members noted that the habitat in the Mid-Atlantic is less complex than in
New England which makes the job of habitat protection easier because “you don’t have to
protect every rock.”

Some AP members thought that the draft policy should concentrate on lightly fished areas
because there is more “more bang for your buck” from the lightly fished areas. There is a
reason that some areas are heavily fished, i.e. the most productive areas are probably the most
highly fished.

Another AP member stated that there seems to be consensus on discussion on the inclusion of
more habitat protection in the policy, beyond what has been done so far with coral protection
and non-fishing impacts. The fishing and non-fishing breakdown is more about where to target

3
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how to improve the situation. They added that there’s been a suggestion that impacts must be
proven before acting but there are legal requirements and potential biological implications
which suggest actions to minimize impacts and improve the situation vis a vis habitat impacts
from fishing activity.

The AP discussed what is happening with respect to EFH. Staff indicated that the EFH review
and designations are all required by law. The Council’s EFH actions will be for the science folks
to put together available information and then look to provide this information the Council with
their policy. Think there are a set of things that the Council can articulate in advance.

GARFO staff went over the EFH strategic plan highlights which are to maintain sustainable
fisheries, ecosystems, and habitat in the mid-Atlantic. The strategic plan at
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/habitat/garfohcdstrategicplan.pdf
contains the following sections:

1.0 Introduction
2.0 Strategic Planning Process
3.0 Implementation
4.0 Habitat Conservation Division Mission and Goals
5.0 Strategic Plan — Habitat Conservation Division Administration
6.0 Strategic Plan — Northern Subregions
6.2 Southern New England
6.3 Long Island Sound
6.4 New York Bight
6.4 Upper Chesapeake Bay (double numbering in strategic plan)
6.5 Lower Chesapeake Bay
6.6 Offshore, Outer Continental Shelf
Note — each of these sub-region sections contains the following sections:
a. Priority Habitats and Associated Species
b. Potential Threats to Habitat
c. Habitat Goal for Sub-region

Links to the strategic plan to describe the foundation for what ends up in the policy. The first
step is to identify what habitats need a higher level of protection.

Some AP members felt that the mapping of habitat is an important component of habitat
protection in the Mid-Atlantic, i.e. without better habitat mapping, managing to minimize
impacts of fishing gear on habitat will be limited.
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Specific suggestions on draft document (attached)

1) Include preamble or language regarding EFH and MSA language pertinent to habitat
protection

Some AP members thought that the draft policy document should include language referring to
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and sections of the Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA) relevant to
habitat protection. Some AP members thought that the preamble should include what is
required by laws and guidelines.

There was not opposition to this idea but some reservations were expressed about how broad
this come become and that specific language in an introduction or preamble would been to be
carefully crafted.

2) Want the non-fishing and fishing impact policies to be different

Because the non-fishing impact policy is externally oriented, giving Council policies to other
organization and efforts, and the fishing impact policy is internally oriented, giving direction to
the Council and Committees as they work on fishery management issues.

3) Policy adaptation for changing conditions

Some AP members felt that it is important for the policy to be able to adapt to changing
conditions in the Mid-Atlantic region, including habitat changes and changes in fish abundance
and distribution.

4) Separation of frontier from historically fished areas.
Replace 5 (Frontier Fishing Areas) and 6 (Historically Fished Areas) with “any areas”.

Some AP members thought that the distinction between no or light fishing and heavier fishing
in an area is an important distinction to retain. Others thought that the distinction was a proxy
for good (little or no fishing) and bad (heavier fishing) which raises the issues of what
management actions are needed to address the different types of impacts. Others thought that
the dichotomy between fished and unfished is too stark, creating boxes or lines where they
might not be needed.

There was consensus to look for other terms than “frontier” and “historically fished”. One
member suggested “impacted” and “un-impacted” habitat designations.

Some AP members said that the labels might make sense but delineating the different areas
would be impossible because of lack of mapping based on whatever criteria, fished vs. non-
fished, historically fished vs not historically fished, was included in the policy.
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Other AP members thought the distinction should be what areas need higher levels of
protection from fishing impacts.

5) Include state waters or apply only to federal waters

There was consensus to recommend inclusion of state waters in the draft policy because (1) it is
an important part of the habitat for many Council managed fisheries, and (2) it would promote
a dialogue on important nearshore habitat issues with state managers and other Councils.

Advocate for state waters and other areas to be included in the policy - would advocate for the
Council to include that so it can have dialogue with state managers, and other Councils.

6) Inclusion of specific habitat types of concern

The AP discussed whether to include specific habitat types, such as methane seeps, hard
bottom, or clay bank areas, in the policy.

The consensus was to refer to unique habitat types as examples but not necessarily to drive
down the policy to individual, unique habitat types.

7) Seasonal Habitat Protection

The AP discussed whether to include seasonal habitat protection in the draft policy. Some AP
members favored discussion of seasonal aspects of habitat use and opportunities to mitigate
impacts. There was discussion about the need to separate seasonal measures to protect
habitat versus seasonal measures to protect fish. If policies are included addressing seasonal
habitat protection measures, the policy should be kept at a high level and leave the specifics to
Council species / fisheries committees.

Some AP members thought that an analysis of seasonal protections including seasonal and
time/area closures should be included in the draft to help inform fishery management decisions
to reduce impacts on habitat (Joe Gordon Language). It was noted that this type of analysis is
often not prioritized.

Some AP members thought that if seasonal protections are included in the policy, they should
be segregated into single event, versus short term and long term impacts.

8) Include forage fish as habitat impacted by fishing?
Some AP members thought that forage fish should be included as habitat to be considered for

“impacts of fishing activities” under the draft policy. They said this was because forage fish is
considered a habitat component in MSA.
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Other AP members said that the draft fishing impacts on habitat policy did not need to include
forage fish as habitat because the Council is addressing forage fish in a separate process, similar
to what was done by the Council with coral protection measures.

9) Include ghost fishing gear?

The AP discussed the merit of including lost or ghost gear in the fishing impacts on habitat
policy. Some AP members thought that ghost gear is an issue in some areas. They thought that
this included two components. First, encouraging policies that prevent gear loss or incentivize
gear retention. The second component is encouraging policies for making gear biodegradable
and for biodegradable escape panels or vents (where appropriate).

Some AP members thought that marine debris is a major issue and that fishing gear is a minor
component of the marine debris discussion.

There was discussion that ghost fishing gear is an issue mortality causing habitat, suggesting
that the overall topic be retained. This could be through incentives to best practices with
respect to ghost gear or using the policy as a way of the Council supporting initiatives and
funding to remove ghost gear and other debris.

10) Include gear modifications?

AP members expressed a variety of views on whether to include gear modifications as an
option for mitigating fishery impacts on habitat. Some AP members argues for excluding gear
modification because the process for modifying gear correctly is slow, expensive, and very
technical which requires expertise that most AP and Council members do not have. They added
that many “top down” driven gear modifications are not effective or practical for the fishery to
use all the time.

Other AP members thought that gear modification to protect habitat could be a tool that
should be retained as an option in the Fishing Impacts policy. They added that inclusion of gear
modification in the policy could be used to support gear research and to incentivize gear and
methods that minimizes habitat impacts. They also thought that gear modification as an
option for Committees and PDTs to discuss would provide a mitigation option for consideration,
e.g. choosing a gear modification option over area closures.

There was general agreement that we all want gear to have the lowest impact on habitat as
possible.

11) Background document on different gear types
Staff noted that there was much discussion about how the background document should be

modified to accurately describe different types fishing gear, both generally and specific to the
Mid-Atlantic region. Because the document isn’t needed to draft the Fishing Impacts policy
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document, it was suggested that the AP recommend setting the document aside given that the
draft policy is general in nature and specific gear descriptions are more suited to action by
specific FMP Committees, PDTs and APs as they consider how to incorporate the policy in
future actions.

There is general agreement that the background document is not necessarily needed to
consider the policy discussion and would be a distraction.

12) Other Issues discussed by AP members

The Fishing Impact Policy should
i.  Support future actions to be useful.
ii. Not be too prescriptive. We can’t freeze or accurately predict the future

b. Habitat improvement or restoration

Some AP members felt that habitat improvement or restoration were important
concepts for the Council to incorporate in future actions. They thought that much
damage has been done to habitat and that restoration could be an important tool to
make habitat better rather than just reducing current and future impacts

Outreach and education about EFH

Some AP members think that the Council consider doing more education and outreach
about EFH because many people do not understand the connection between healthy
habitat and healthy fisheries. They added that there was extensive outreach done on
the deep sea corals and people collectively supported the effort because they
understood it. They thought that it would be beneficial to connect people to habitat.

Background documents on fishing impacts on habitat

Some AP members expressed concern about the background information and scientific
studies used to document fishing impacts on habitat. They said that many of the studies
were old, occurred in areas not representative of conditions in the Mid-Atlantic, and had
sample sizes that were too small to draw conclusions from.

Other AP members thought that the background information and scientific studies were
robust enough to draw conclusions from and from which to develop the Fishing Impacts
on Habitat Policy.
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Council Fish Habitat Policies — Preamble

Fish require healthy surroundings to survive and reproduce. A fish’s habitat is a combination of
physical factors, such as water temperature and bottom type, chemical factors such as oxygen
levels and dissolved minerals, and biological and ecological characteristics such as prey and
forage. Many species of fish have different habitat requirements for each life stage (i.e., egg,
larvae, juvenile, adult). Habitat plays an essential role in the reproduction, growth, and
sustainability of commercial and recreational fisheries and is essential to the biodiversity of
marine and coastal ecosystems.

Human activities have significantly altered coastal and marine habitat over time. A variety of
factors have contributed to the degradation or destruction of fish habitat, including coastal
development, land-based pollution, fishing gear impacts, invasive species, dams and other
blockages that restrict the movement of migratory fish species, and changes in the volume and
delivery of freshwater to estuaries. In addition, climate change and growing demands for new
energy sources have the potential to cause wide-ranging impacts on fish habitat. Given the
continued population growth and development in coastal areas, these pressures on coastal and
marine habitats are expected to increase in the future. Also, it is important to note that once
habitat is damaged or lost, it is difficult and costly to recover.

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council is responsible for the management of marine
fisheries in the Exclusive Economic Zone. The Council develops management plans and
management measures for fourteen species of fish and shellfish. Most of the Council’s
managed resources have strong nearshore and coastal linkages to habitat, and in many cases
the nearshore and offshore environment for these managed resources is a continuum.

Fish stocks cannot be managed sustainably in the absence of a healthy marine ecosystem, and
healthy fish habitat, which starts inland with freshwater stream and river inputs, and continues
offshore to the outer continental shelf of the US Atlantic. Anthropogenic activities and projects
within the Greater Atlantic region (i.e. Northeast region, including the Mid-Atlantic and New
England waters) have the potential to impact the productivity of the Council’s managed fishery
resources?, other federally-managed fish resources?, state-managed fish resources?, and the
forage on which these fish rely. In addition, many of these activities have the potential to
impact species protected under the Endangered Species Act and Marine Mammal Protection Act?,
such as marine mammals and sea turtles.

1 Mid-Atlantic Council managed stocks: Atlantic mackerel, black sea bass, Atlantic bluefish, butterfish, shortfin squid (//lex),
longfin squid (Loligo), ocean quahogs, scup, spiny dogfish, summer flounder, Atlantic surfclams, golden tilefish, and monkfish.
2 Other Federally-managed fish stocks: American lobster, Atlantic herring, Atlantic salmon, Atlantic sea scallop, Atlantic
sturgeon, shortnose sturgeon, red crab, river herrings, skates, whiting and other hakes, cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder,
pollock, plaice, witch flounder, white hake, windowpane flounder, Atlantic halibut, winter flounder, redfish, Atlantic wolffish,
and ocean pout (http://www.nefmc.org), highly migratory species such as tunas, sharks, swordfishes, and billfishes
(http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/hms/), as well as other southern Atlantic fish species (http://www.safmc.net).

3 For lists of state managed fish stocks, see http://www.asmfc.org.

4 For lists of protected resources, see: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/index.htm.
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The Council has the ability to address impacts of fishing gear and practices on fish habitat
through management of fisheries under its jurisdiction, and through cooperative management
for fishing activities and practices under the jurisdiction of other management organizatons.
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the Council have the ability to regulate
fishing activities that reduce habitat quantity and function through the fishery management
plan development, amendment, and regulatory process. However, the application of this
authority to protect habitat from fishing activities is a difficult and complex task which requires
guantification of habitat impacts by fishing gear, identification of habitats needing protection,
and development of practical, targeted management actions that will achieve the desired
habitat protection objective while simultaneously minimizing negative impacts on the region’s
fisheries.

The Council’s implementation of Ecosystem Approaches to Fisheries Management (EAFM) is
comprised of a number of components which are intended to be complementary and not
redundant to each other. This includes the following components:

e Policies on Non-Fishing Activities and Projects that Impact Fish Habitat

e Deep Sea Corals Amendment to the Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish Fishery
Management Plan (FMP)

e Unmanaged Forage Fish amendment

e Other actions?

e Policy on fishing gear and activities that impact fish habitat

This policy applies to managing the impact of fishing on sensitive benthic habitat areas.

The following principles guided the development of these policies:

1. Take an ecosystem approach, which includes consideration of benthic communities and
habitat, and their linkages within the ecosystem, is fundamental to the sustainable use of

our marine resources.

2. To ensure healthy and productive marine ecosystemes, it is imperative that the impacts of
fishing in sensitive benthic habitats be considered in fisheries management decision making.

3. Sustainable use that safeguards ecological processes is a priority of fisheries management
decision making.

4. Not all benthic areas require equal levels of protection, as not all areas are equally
ecologically or biologically significant or vulnerable to particular fishing gear or practices.
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To support these overarching principles, the Council’s policy direction on fishing impacts on
habitat is focused in three areas:

1)

2)

3)

Actions that apply to all areas of the marine ecosystem

Actions that apply to areas of the marine ecosystem where there is a history of significant
fishing; this includes ongoing fishing activity

Actions that apply to areas of the marine ecosystem where there is little or no history of
fishing. In the Mid-Atlantic this includes deep areas of Outer Continental Shelf

There is a higher level of scientific uncertainty about benthic habitat and its associated
communities in areas of little or no fishing areas as contrasted with areas of significant fishing.

Policies that apply to all areas of the marine ecosystem

The Council will consider measures which avoid or reduce the potential for lost gear, or
“ghost gear”, should be considered in fishery management plans, where practicable.

The Council will consider fishing gear modifications or substitutions which reduce the
impacts on benthic habitats should be considered in fishery management plans, where
practicable. It is understood that gear modifications are complex, costly, and require much
testing. This policy should be used to promote and incentivize gear research identified as
having the potential to minimize the impacts of fishing gear on marine ecosystem habitat.

The Council will consider measures that apply to all areas of a species habitat use.

The Council will consider measures that apply seasonally or temporarily to minimize the
impacts of fishing gear or practices on habitat for a particular species or fishery

Policies that apply to areas of the marine ecosystem where there is a history of significant
fishing; this includes ongoing fishing activity

1.

The Council will identify benthic areas and high productivity areas that may be more at risk
than others within areas of significant fishing activity, and prioritize the work and fisheries
management actions that may be required to mitigate or avoid harm. This will include
consideration of the cumulative impacts of all fisheries and fisheries gears on Mid-Atlantic
fish benthic habitat through fishing gear impact analyses.

Evaluate the effectiveness of existing fisheries management measure for minimizing fish
habitat impacts, and determine whether changes are required.
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3. Implement management measures across fishery management plans that may reduce
impacts on benthic habitat. For example, efficiencies in the fisheries such as trip limits, or
other existing measures impact the time gear may spend on the seabed.

Policies that apply to areas of the marine ecosystem where there is little or no history of
fishing. In the Mid-Atlantic this includes deep areas of Outer Continental Shelf

1. In areas of little or no history of fishing, the Council will evaluate the expansion of existing
or new fisheries or new fishing gears for potential impacts to benthic habitats, and
determine the sensitivity of these areas to the proposed fishing activity.



Questions for EOP Committee members about Fishing Impacts on Habitat Policy
development

1) Term to differentiate fished vs. less fished areas?

The terms used to describe areas based on the relative amount of fishing that has taken
place, or is taking place, are important but the policy development process has not
brought forth terms that are clear and get agreement from AP members.

Among the terms discussed are:

a) Historically fished areas — frontier fishing areas

b) Fished areas — unfished areas

c) Areas with significant fishing — areas with little or no fishing
d) Other designations

2) Include state waters in the policy?

The AP recommended that state waters be included in the policy because of the
importance of estuarine and nearshore habitats for Council managed species. The AP
did acknowledge the difficulties that could arise by addressing fishery impacts on habitat
in state waters.

Given that the policy includes principles for habitat protection as compared with specific
actions on individual fisheries, the policy objective for including state waters would be
that habitat protection should consider all areas important to a particular fishery.

3) Include temporary habitat protections in the policy?

The AP discussed including temporary habitat protections in the policy to address
habitats that are important seasonally such as spawning or juvenile habitats.

4) Include habitat restoration in the policy?

Some AP members felt that habitat restoration should be included as a component of
the fishing impacts policy, using examples of oyster reefs and “harder” bottom areas
such as exposed peat banks that have been impacted by fishing but could be restored
to provide significant fishery and ecological benefits.



Fishing Impacts to Essential Fish Habitat
Proposal for Council Policy

Prepared by EOP AP member Joseph Gordon and supported by EOP members Brad
Sewell, Fred AKkers, and Pam Lyons-Gromen

Preamble

Marine habitats provide fish with shelter, food, and places to grow and reproduce. Habitat
includes more than just structures; it describes a combination of physical factors, such as
water temperature and bottom type, chemical factors such as oxygen levels and dissolved
minerals, and biological and ecological characteristics such as forage and trophic interactions.
Many species of fish have different habitat requirements for each life stage (i.e., egg, larvae,
juvenile, adult). Habitat plays an essential role in the sustainability of commercial and
recreational fish populations and is essential to the biodiversity of marine and coastal
ecosystems.

The relationship between the integrity of habitat and the health of wild animal populations is
indisputable. Habitat loss through degradation is prominent among factors leading to the
impacts to species’ populations and consequently is a key focus of the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA).1 Over time, fishing activities and fishing
gear have impacted our ocean ecosystems, sensitive benthic habitat, spawning areas, juvenile
fish habitat, species age structures, biodiversity, species interactions, and predator prey
interactions. As a result, ecosystem function and fisheries productivity have been impaired.
These fishing impacts are compounded by a variety of other anthropogenic impacts that have
contributed to the degradation or destruction of fish habitat, including coastal development,
offshore energy development, land-based pollution, invasive species, dams and other
blockages that restrict the movement of migratory fish species, and changes in the volume
and delivery of freshwater to estuaries. In addition, climate change is causing wide-ranging
impacts on the suitability fish habitat for certain species through increases in water
temperature and acidity. Once habitat is damaged it can be difficult and costly to recover.

The MSA recognizes the loss or degradation of marine and estuarine habitat as a significant
and long-term threat to ocean ecosystems and sustainable U.S. fisheries. The MSA defines
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) in broad terms that are fundamentally grounded in ecological
science and oriented toward species needs, requiring that the Council’s EFH management
efforts focus on “those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding
or growth to maturity.”2 The term “substrate” is further defined in the MSA’s implementing
regulations to include “sediment, hard bottom, structures underlying the waters, and
associated biological communities.”3

The MSA requires NOAA Fisheries and regional councils to develop and implement fishery
management plans that, to the extent practicable, minimize adverse effects cause by fishing to
Essential Fish Habitat in the marine environment.* This includes places where young fish can

116 U.S.C. §§ 1801-1884 (2007).

216 U.S.C. § 1802 (10).

*50 CFR § 600.10.

416 U.S.C. § 1853(a)(7): Every fishery management plan must “describe and identify essential fish habitat
for the fishery . .. and minimize to the extent practicable adverse effects on such habitat caused by fishing,
and identify other actions to encourage the conservation and enhancement of such habitat.”



find refuge, food, and other conditions promoting growth to maturity and successful
spawning, and the places where spawning fish aggregate. All of these key aspects of the
behavioral ecology of fish must be considered when developing EFH policy.

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council is responsible for the management of marine
fisheries in the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) off the coasts of New York, New Jersey,
Delaware, Maryland, Virginia and North Carolina. The Council develops management plans
and management measures for fourteen species of fish and shellfish. Most of the Council’s
managed resources have strong nearshore and coastal linkages to habitat.

The following principles and policies apply to managing adverse effects on Essential
Fish Habitat including Habitat Areas of Particular Concern:

Ecosystem Based Management:

1. Take an ecosystem approach when describing and identifying EFH, which includes
consideration of communities, habitat, and their linkages within the ecosystem that are
fundamental to the sustainable use of our marine resources.

2. Evaluate and manage for impacts of climate change to EFH when making fishery
management decisions. This evaluation should include climate change impacts to
spawning habitat, forage species, sensitive benthic habitats, juvenile fish habitat, and
alterations in species’ range and interactions. Provide stronger protections and buffers
for habitats that are sensitive/vulnerable to climate change and disturbance.

3. Comprehensively evaluate individual and cumulative impacts from fishing and other
anthropogenic and natural damage to EFH. Specifically consider impacts to sensitive
benthic habitat, spawning grounds, forage, and other essential fish habitat elements.

4. Protect and enhance habitat, biological diversity, trophic interactions, and the physical,
biological, and chemical elements of the ecosystem that support its overall stability.

5. Understand and manage for the overlap of gears, habitats, species, and fisheries, and
consider the impacts of each decision on the others.

6. Protect essential forage needed for feeding and growth of managed species. The MSA
clearly identifies feeding and growth as essential elements of EFH. With few exceptions,
the relevant food sources are animal populations such as small fish, crustaceans, mollusks
and other benthic invertebrates. These populations occupy places in the water column
and on the bottom. Habitat that that provides food and promotes growth to maturity of
these food resources must be conserved as an element of EFH for managed species.

7. Account for and protect from both long-term and short-term adverse effects on habitat
related to management decisions.

Describe, Identify, Conservation and Enhance EFH:

8. Ensure healthy and productive marine ecosystem habitats by identifying and describing
(mapping) EFH, identifying potential impacts to EFH, and ensure conservation by
minimizing adverse impacts to EFH as required by the MSA.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Engage in consultations with federal and state government agencies regarding non-
fishing anthropogenic actions that may adversely impact EFH. Under the MSA the Council
may comment and make recommendations to the Secretary of any Federal or State
agency considering any activity that, in the view of the Council, may affect the EFH of a
fishery resource under its authority. The Council should engage in federal actions
authorizing release of pollutants, construction, dredging, or other anthropogenic actions
that may adversely impact EFH to ensure conservation of EFH.

Protect shallow and deep coral habitats and sensitive soft-bottom habitats from adverse
impacts associated with fishing and fishing gear.

Require best practices in anchoring, particularly in sensitive habitats.

Evaluate and mitigate single vessel impacts, fishery-wide impacts, and fishery-wide
cumulative adverse impacts on EFH.

Consider time/area closure alternatives in all management actions like quota setting.

Use tools to ensure adequate abundance and availability of forage. Some potential tools
to consider are time, area, and age class protections, migration corridor protections, and
protection of nurseries of forage for managed species. The availability of adequate prey is
necessary to protect the “feeding” and “growth to maturity” aspects of EFH under the
MSA.

Evaluate fishing impacts on EFH of species managed by the MAFMC that are caused by
fisheries not managed by the MAFMC.

Implement cautious management in the face of uncertainty. In a shifting climate it is
difficult to determine biological, ecological, and economic value of habitat. Creating
climate buffers and other precautionary management measures is necessary where
unpredictable systemic ecosystem changes can cause unknown adverse impacts to
species and habitat.

Restore EFH that has already been impacted by fishing and other anthropogenic causes.

Develop a habitat protection and restoration plan for managed species with quantitative
and measurable goals.

A historically fished area is a marine ecosystem area where there is a history of fishing;
this may include ongoing fishing activity.

a. The Council will identify through the Habitat Area of Particular Concern
identification process benthic areas and high productivity areas that may be more
at risk than others within historically fished areas, and prioritize the work and
fisheries management actions that may be required to mitigate or avoid harm.
This will include consideration of the cumulative impacts of all fisheries and
fisheries gears on Mid-Atlantic fish benthic habitat through fishing gear impact
analyses.

b. Evaluate the effectiveness of existing fisheries management measures for
minimizing fish habitat impacts, and determine whether changes are required.



c. Implement management measures across fishery management plans that may
reduce impacts on benthic habitat.

20. An unfished area is an area of the marine ecosystem where there is limited or no history
of fishing. In the Mid-Atlantic this includes deep areas of the Outer Continental Shelf.
There is a higher level of scientific uncertainty about benthic habitat and its associated
communities in unfished areas than within historically fished areas.

a. Within the Council’s “deep sea coral zones”, areas where corals have been
observed or where they are likely to occur, fishermen will be prohibited from
using bottom-tending fishing gear such as trawls, dredges, bottom longlines, and
traps. Large swaths of the area in these coral zones are areas that have
experienced little or no previous fishing impacts.

b. The Council will prohibit the expansion of existing or new fisheries or new fishing
gears into unfished areas for potential impacts to benthic habitats, until it has
determined the sensitivity of these areas to the proposed fishing activity and
adopted management measures to minimize those impacts.

Habitat Areas of Particular Concern:

21. Designate and protect Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs) for all managed
species. HAPCs are discrete areas within EFH that have importance for ecological
function, particular sensitivity, stress from human activity, and rarity.

22. Create HAPCs that:

a. Protect habitats that are difficult to restore. Many habitats (like corals) take a
long time to recover from damage. The council should proactively protect
sensitive benthic habitat and not rely on potential restoration after negative
impacts.

b. Minimize adverse impacts of fishing in sensitive benthic habitats in fisheries
management decision making. Regarding the MSA requirement to minimize
adverse effects on EFH to the extent practicable, the phrase “to the extent
practicable” does not mean that any economic impact makes minimization
impracticable. In considering the economic impact, the value of habitat
protection (e.g., spawning habitat, nursery habitat, and forage habitat) must also
be considered in the analysis.

c. Ensure heightened protections for areas of particular sensitivity. Different
habitats have different ecological and biological significance and vulnerability to
particular stressors. Manage to ensure heightened protections for all sensitive
benthic habitats.

d. Ensure heightened protections for areas of ecological significance to managed
species including spawning, and nursery habitat areas that, because of their
importance to species survival and healthy ecosystems need increased safeguards
from degradation.

Fishing Gear:



23.

24.

25.

Implement measures which avoid or reduce the potential for lost gear, or “ghost gear” in
fishery management plans.

Implement fishing gear modifications or substitutions which reduce the impacts on
benthic habitats in fishery management plans. Gear should have the lowest impact
possible.

Incentivize less damaging gear and techniques to reduce the ecological footprint of
fisheries analogous to the living shorelines policy.

Research and EFH Updates:

26.

27.

28.

29.

Enhance habitat research by establishing a network of Dedicated Habitat Research Areas
(DHRAs), including reference areas protected from all fishing and other local human
disturbance. These areas are essential elements of adaptive and Ecosystem-Based Fishery
Management (EBFM).

Use the Best Scientific Information Available, consistent with NS2 and the EFH Guidelines
when describing, identifying, enhancing, and conserving EFH.

Implement a 5-year review of all EFH, as required in the EFH regulations.

Carefully review any and all scientific information on EFH that had become available
since the last review and ensure that description and identification of EFH is consistent
with the any new scientific information. Update and augment EFH conservation measures
as necessary to ensure compliance with the Best Available Science.

Public input:

30.

31.

32.

33.

Fully inform the public of all EFH 5-year review processes, and allow for public comment
and input.

Ensure open informed decisions with public input where gear or habitat priorities
conflict, like when fisheries overlap in space and time.

Fully inform the public of gear and fishing adverse impacts to sensitive benthic habitat
including corals, and allow for the opportunity for public comment and input.

Fully inform the public of all consultations with the federal government for all
anthropogenic adverse impacts to EFH and allow the opportunity for public comment and
input.



Action Plan (as of 5/02/16) to develop an EFH Review Technical Report

Council: Mid-Atlantic

Additional Expertise Sought:

Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT)

Agency | Role Person

MAFMC staff FMAT Chair Jessica Coakley
NMFS GARFO Habitat David Stevenson
NMFS HCD Habitat Terra Lederhouse
NMFS HCD Habitat Howard Townsend
NMFS NEFSC Habitat Dave Packer
NEFMC staff Habitat Michelle Bachman

Title of Action: Development of an “EFH Review” Technical Report.

Objective of Action: A report will be developed to address the 10 components of the Habitat
Review for the Council. In this report, the Council will be presented with information to support
revising habitat designations and descriptions and/or other aspects of the FMPs. The Council can
then initiate FMP action(s), to consider revising EFH components or management measures
within their individual FMPs or as an Omnibus action to amend all FMPs simultaneously.

1. Description and Identification of EFH

Evaluate new scientific literature and information from other relevant sources to see whether
species-specific EFH description and identification, as written in the FMP as text and provided as
maps, is appropriate and reflects best available information and methods. Suggest changes to
EFH text or map designations as appropriate.

2. Fishing activities that may adversely affect EFH
Review whether there have been changes in or newly available information on fishing activities
that may adversely affect EFH. Evaluate the impact of fishing activities on EFH.

3. Non-Magnuson-Stevens Act fishing activities that may adversely affect EFH
Review whether there have been changes in current Non-Magnuson-Stevens Act fishing (e.qg.,
state water fisheries). Evaluate the impact of non-MSA fishing activities on EFH.

4. Non-fishing related activities that may adversely affect EFH
Review whether there have been changes to or newly available information on non-fishing
activities affecting habitat. Evaluate the impact of non-fishing activities on EFH.

5. Cumulative impacts analysis
Review cumulative impacts discussions across all FMPs, and update if appropriate.

6. Conservation/Fishing Impact Recommendations
Review fishing and non-fishing activities and determine whether actions to minimize impacts on
EFH or other conservation actions are appropriate.



7. Prey species
Review prey species information and determine if updates are appropriate.

8. Identification of HAPC
Review current HAPC designations and approach, and consider new approaches and/or new
candidate HAPC designation and approaches.

9. Research Needs
Review existing habitat research needs and determine whether updates are appropriate.

10. Develop approaches to better integrate goals and objectives into habitat actions.
Consider how habitat goals and objectives can be used to make the Council’s use of its habitat
authorities more effective.

Fisheries that Apply: All Council managed FMPs, excluding Monkfish (as MAFMC is not the
lead Council).

Type of NEPA Analysis Expected: To be addressed by another FMAT if Council decides to
develop an FMP action.

Applicable Laws/lIssues: To be determined if Council decides to develop an FMP action.
Other Issues: At this time, no additional issues have been identified.
Timing Issues: At this time, no timing issues have been identified.

Timeline for Development:

2016-2018 Development Track

First FMAT Meeting May 2016

Develop report (may include additional meetings of the

FMAT or other technical meetings as needed) June 2016 —May 2017

Update Ecosystem and Ocean Planning (EOP) Committee

on progress to date on 10 components of EFH Review June 2017
Continued report development by FMAT July 2017 — May 2018
Present EOP Committee and Council with final technical

June 2018
report
Council can consider FMP action and form another FMAT "

to develop, as needed




MAFMC MEETING - GARFO HCD Updates.

Offshore G&G Activities

NMEFS HCD SERO and GARFO issued combined comments on BOEM’s PDEIS for G&G
survey work in the Mid and South Atlantic in 2012 (letter attached). At that time, it was
determined that a programmatic EFH assessment provided by BOEM did not assess adequately
the potential impacts of the G&G activities on EFH. We also disagreed that the impacts to EFH
from the seafloor disturbance would be negligible. We determined that a programmatic
consultation was inappropriate based upon the information available and issued an EFH
conservation recommendation (cr) that BOEM consult with is on each individual application for
G&G activities that would affect EFH adversely. BOEM concurred with the EFH cr in their
2014 response (attached).

BOEM agreed to review each application and request from the applicant additional information
deemed necessary to analyze impacts of the specific activity within specified locations or areas
on marine protected species, archaeological resources, biological features, and EFH. During that
review, BOEM would draft a site-specific environmental assessment (SEA) with the EFH
Assessment as an appendix. On the basis of the SEA and the EFH Assessment, BOEM would
then make the determination whether or not proposed specific activities would adversely affect
EFH, which would warrant an EFH consultation. As a matter of process, permit applications for
all proposed G&G activities in the Atlantic will be posted to BOEM's webpage:

http://www.boem.gov/Currently-submitted-Atlantic-OCS-Region-Permits/
There are currently eight applications posted on the webpage.

TGS - Permit Number E14-001

GX Technology Corporation - Permit Number E14-003
WesternGeco LLC - Permit Number E14-004

CGG Services (US) Inc. - Permit Number E14-005
Spectrum Geo Inc. - Permit Number E14-006

PGS - Permit Number E14-007

TDI-Brooks International, Inc. - Permit Number E14-010
NEOS GeoSolutions Inc. - Permit Number E15-002

BOEM has not yet initiated consultation with us or with the SERO on any of these.

Wind Energy

New York BOEM Task Force Meeting

A New York BOEM Intergovernmental Task Force meeting was held in Garden City, NY on
April 28, 2016. The meeting objectives included an update on the progress of the NY wind
energy area (WEA) which was officially identified on March 15, 2016, a discussion of the draft
proposed sale notice (PSN), a review major leasing milestones, and a discussion of next


http://www.data.boem.gov/PI/PDFImages/GandG/3/3138.pdf
http://www.data.boem.gov/PI/PDFImages/GandG/3/3131.pdf
http://www.data.boem.gov/PI/PDFImages/GandG/3/3132.pdf
http://www.data.boem.gov/PI/PDFImages/GandG/3/3136.pdf
http://www.data.boem.gov/PI/PDFImages/GandG/3/3137.pdf
http://www.data.boem.gov/PI/PDFImages/GandG/3/3133.pdf
http://www.data.boem.gov/PI/PDFImages/GandG/3/3344.pdf
http://www.data.bsee.gov/PI/PDFImages/GandG/5/5535.pdf

steps. Three major issues arose with regards to the NY WEA including, commercial fishing,
navigation, and visual impacts. These issues are identified in the draft PSN, but the WEA was
not specifically modified as result of these issues. Preparation of an Environmental Assessment
for issuing a lease within the NY WEA is underway and will likely be published by late spring,
at the same time as the final PSN. Representatives from the squid fishery and scallop fishery
were present and provided comments during the public comment period, including concerns
regarding impacts to industry in states outside New York, including Rhode Island and
Massachusetts ports. BOEM environmental studies program will be partnering with New York
State University at Stony Brook on a tagging study to look at fish movement. The state of New
York is planning to prepare an Offshore Wind Master Plan, led by NYSERDA.

NJ Task Force Meeting

New Jersey BOEM Task Force Meeting was held on May 19, 2016. HCD staff was unable to
attend. The agenda included a presentation of the New Jersey auction results, an overview of the
commercial leases and next steps, an overview of the environmental stipulations and the next
steps for the environmental review of the site assessment plans, and an overview of the relevant
studies in the NJ lease areas. There also was an introduction of the commercial lessees —

Lease OCS-A 0498 (RES America Developments, Inc.)
Lease OCS-A 0499 (U.S. Wind Inc.)
US Wind

US Wind is planning to construct and operate a 500-600 MW wind farm offshore Maryland in
2017. The cable for the project will run through Indian River Bay, Delaware. NOAA received
the Site Assessment Plan (SAP) from BOEM on March 22, 2016 for the installation and
operation of a MET tower located in the Maryland Wind Energy Area. We provided comments
on EFH and ESA species potentially impacted by that part of the project in a letter on April 20,
2016. This project was also recently discussed at May 19, 2016, Delaware joint state/federal
interagency permit processing meeting.

Block Island Wind Farm — Rhode Island

The five jacket foundations are now installed and construction to install the turbines will begin
this summer. Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) for the cable has been completed at
Scarborough Beach in Narragansett and at Block Island. On Block Island, the export submarine
cable to the wind farm has been complete and the cable laying barge will work on the remainder
of the cable within the wind farm. The submarine cable from Narragansett to Block Island will
be laid in May and June.

Ocean Qutfall - Delaware

The city of Rehoboth Beach has applied for an Army Corps permit to install a wastewater outfall
pipeline and diffuser via directional drilling and mechanical dredging in the Atlantic Ocean east
of Deauville Beach, Rehoboth Beach, Sussex County, Delaware. The purpose of installing this




force main and ocean outfall is to comply with the consent order by discharging treated
wastewater effluent from the Rehoboth Beach Waste Water Treatment Plant to the diffuser,
eliminating the discharge into the Lewes and Rehoboth Canal. Construction of the ocean outfall
is expected to begin in October 2017 and continue until April 2018, avoiding the timeframe from
May 1 through October 1 to reduce the risk of impacts to local marine species. A copy of this
PN was sent to the council.

Aquaculture - Maryland

Man O’ War Shoals — Council was copied on our comment letter. The Maryland Department of
Natural Resources has applied for a permit from the Army Corps of Engineers to hydraulically
dredge two to five millions bushels (120,000 to 300,000 cubic yards) of oyster (Crassostrea
virginica) shell from Man O’War Shoal in the Chesapeake Bay near the mouth of the Patapsco
River, Baltimore County, Maryland over a five year period. The shell would be used for oyster
reef restoration and for private aquaculture leases. Our letter recommended that the processing of
the permit be held in abeyance until additional information was provided to describe the project
and its potential affects more fully and a complete EFH assessment was provided. The Army
Corps has requested additional information from the Maryland Department of Natural Resources
(the applicant). This information is due to the Corps by August 1. We expect an interagency
meeting will follow.

Port Development

The Baltimore District of the Army Corps is contemplating the deepening and widening of the
Baltimore Harbor and approach channels. The SEIS is anticipated to be out for public comment
soon.

Beach Nourishment Projects.

There are a number of beach nourishment projects on going or proposed along the Mid-Atlantic
coast including almost all of NJ and the south Shore of Long Island. HCD recently commented
on the following:

1. Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study. The project area extends from Fire Island
Inlet east to Montauk Point in Long Island, New York. The proposed action includes beach and
dune restoration, inlet modifications, groin modifications, a breach response plan, and other non-
structural measures, as well as, the continuation of the authorized dredging in Fire Island,
Moriches and Shinnecock Inlets and the ebb shoals outside of the inlets with the placement of the
dredged material in down drift areas.

2. Asharoken Storm Damage Reduction Project. The proposed project is on the north shore of
Long Island in the Town of Huntington, Suffolk County, New York. The proposed plan includes
dredging 600,000 cubic yards (cy) of sand from a new 55 acre offshore borrow area with
placement along the shoreline for beach nourishment and rebuilding the berm.

3. Little Egg Inlet Sand Resource Borrow Area Investigation. The project involves use of a new
3,288-acre sand borrow area within the Little Egg Inlet as a source of sand for beach



nourishment along the 17-mile stretch of Long Beach Island’s (LBI) Atlantic coastline between
the Barnegat Inlet and Little Egg Inlet, NJ. The borrow area is an HAPC for sandbar shark.

A number of projects are on-going including Long Beach Island, NJ using existing borrow areas.
The number occurring at any given time is limited by the number of suitable dredges available.
SERO reports that there are a few beach nourishment projects in the Kitty Hawk, NC area
mining several hundred acres of offshore bottom for sand. These bottoms, while not featureless,
have much less topography than the shoal areas off the other part of the Mid-Atlantic that
GARFO has focused on.

Transportation Projects:

The US Department of Transportation has initiated the NEC FUTURE study to determine a
program of investments to improve passenger rail service on the Amtrak Northeast Corridor
between Washington, D.C., and Boston. No specific actions have been proposed. However an
offshoot of this is the Gateway project, a new passenger rail tunnel under the Hudson River. It
was formerly known as the Access to the Region’s Core project.

Tappan Zee Bridge construction of the new bridge is underway. Coordination has just begun on
the removal of the old bridge.

In NC, the replacement of Bonner Bridge over Oregon Inlet and relocation of NC Highway 12
leading to the bridge from Rodanthe (the south) is a continuing controversy due to impacts
within Pamlico Sound.

Miscellaneous:

On June 1, the Army Corps issued a Federal Register Notice announcing the reissuance of the
existing Nationwide Permit and two new permits (removal of low head dams and the
construction of living shorelines). Nationwide permits are supposed to allow the authorization of
activities that will have no more than a minimal adverse effect, individually and cumulatively on
the environment. HCD will be working with the individual Corps Districts (NY, Philadelphia,
Baltimore and Norfolk) to develop regional conditions to minimize impacts to EFH and other
species such as river herring and shad. A copy of the FRN is attached.
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MEMORANDUM

Date: 6/1/2016

To: Council

From: Jason Didden

Subject: Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish (MSB) Specifications

Mackerel is in multi-year specifications for 2016-2018 and the squids and butterfish are in
multi-year specifications for 2015-2017. The Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee
(SSC) reviewed the previously-set 2017 MSB Acceptable Biological Catches (ABCs) during its
May 2016 meeting and recommended no changes. The Council is scheduled to:

e Review fishery performance and 2017 specifications
« Review butterfish cap operation
« Review butterfish/longfin squid mesh information

To support these agenda items, the following materials have been posted to
http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/june-2016:

-Staff Memo to SSC

-Staff Fishery Information Documents
-Advisory Panel Fishery Performance Reports
-NMFS Science Center (NEFSC) data updates
-NMFS MSB Regulation Summary Sheet

The Scientific and Statistical Committee’s (SSC) report follows this memorandum.

The MSB Monitoring Committee met May 31, 2016 via webinar. Monitoring Committee
attendees included Jason Didden, Carly Bari, Chuck Adams, Lisa Hendrickson, and Kiersten
Curti. Douglas Christel and Greg DiDomenico also attended. Given the SSC’s positive review
of the previously-set 2017 MSB ABCs, and that the Monitoring Committee is not aware of any
other pending operational issues with the MSB fisheries (including the butterfish cap), the
Monitoring Committee did not recommend any changes for the previously-set 2017
specifications.


http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/june-2016
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The Monitoring Committee also discussed butterfish and longfin mesh issues. Regarding the
allowed strengthener for butterfish (5 inches), it was noted that Cornell is currently wrapping up
research on several butterfish mesh liners that also used 6.5 inch (between the knots)
strengtheners (diamond and square). The Monitoring Committee would still like to review the
appropriateness of the current strengthener provisions, but it seems most appropriate to wait
for the results of the Cornell work before considering any changes to butterfish mesh
requirements.

Regarding longfin mesh issues, Amendment 10 included language that the longfin mesh
increase implemented in that Amendment (2 1/8” mesh in Trimesters 1 and 3) would be
reviewed. Staff examined 2005-2009 vs 2011-2015 observer-recorded mesh sizes on
observed hauls from trips that had at least 50% longfin squid as their retained catch. 2010
was not included given that was the transition year when 2 1/8” mesh became required in
Trimesters 1 and 3 (Sept 1 — April 30). Preliminary results indicate that while a substantially
greater percentage of hauls used mesh over 2 1/8” in the 2011-2015 period, a substantial
number of hauls (slightly over half) also appear to be using mesh less than 2 1/8” in the 2011-
2015 period. Possible multi-fishery fishing (especially for lllex) make discerning the meaning
of these findings challenging and will require additional examination of haul by haul observer
data that was beyond the scope of analysis that could be done as part of this specifications
process. The monitoring committee recommended that additional investigation of the mesh
data be continued as part of the fishery descriptive information for the in-progress Squid
Amendment.

The Monitoring Committee also reviewed the performance of the river herring and shad (RH/S)
cap on the mackerel fishery, and is not aware of any operational issues outside of the low
observer coverage in the mackerel fishery, which could lead to imprecise estimates. There is
further discussion of this issue in the RH/S agenda item.

Page 2 of 2
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MEMORANDUM

DATE.: 1 June 2016
TO: Richard obins, Jr., MAFMC Chairman

I [ — - . |
FROM: / John Boreéman, Ph.D., Chair, MAFMC Scientific and Statistical Committee

SUBJECT:’ Report of the May 2016 SSC Meeting

The SSC met in Baltimore, MD, on 25-26 May 2016 for the main purpose of developing multi-year
ABC recommendations for Surfclams and Ocean Quahogs, and reviewing data updates to determine if
the SSC’s ABC recommendations for the squids, mackerel, and butterfish should be changed. The SSC
also continued discussion of criteria for assigning coefficients of variation for OFLs, and providing input
during the Council’s re-examination of its risk policy for setting ABCs. The final meeting agenda is
attached (Attachment 1).

A total of 12 SSC members were in attendance on May 25" and 10 on May 26th, which constituted a
quorum for both days (Attachment 2). Also in attendance were scientists from the NEFSC (NMFS
Northeast Fisheries Science Center) by phone, staff from the Council, and representatives from the
fishing industry and the general public. Documents cited in this report can be accessed via the MAFMC
SSC website (http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2016/may-25-26).

Surfclams

Jessica Coakley (MAFMC staff) reviewed the most recent survey and catch data provided by the
NEFSC and the fishery performance report prepared by the Advisory Panel, with assistance from Dan
Hennen (NEFSC staff). The current ABC specifications for Surfclams expire at the end of the 2016
fishing year, so the SSC is being requested to develop new specifications for the 2017 and 2018 fishing
years. A new benchmark assessment is expected later this year.

The SSC’s responses to the Council’s terms of reference (ToRs, in italics) for Surfclams are as follows:

For Surfclam, the SSC will provide a written report that identifies the following for fishing years 2017-
2018:

1) The level of uncertainty that the SSC deems most appropriate for the information content of the most
recent stock assessment, based on criteria listed in the Omnibus Amendment.



The SSC considered this stock to be characterized by an “SSC-modified OFL probability distribution” in
line with its designation in 2013 (old Level 3).

2) If possible, the level of catch (in weight) and the probability of overfishing associated with the
overfishing limit (OFL) based on the maximum fishing mortality rate threshold or, if appropriate, an
OFL proxy.

Owing to the lack of a new stock assessment, the SSC used the same method that was used in 2013 to
estimate the catch in weight for the 2017 and 2018 fishing years. The relevant levels are:

2017 69,925 mt P(overfishing) = 50%
2018 70,102 mt P(overfishing) = 50%

3) The level of catch (in weight) and the probability of overfishing associated with the acceptable
biological catch (ABC) for the stock.

The SSC determined the ABC by using the Council’s risk policy:

2017 44,469 mt P(overfishing) = 29%
2018 45,524 mt P(overfishing) = 30%

The SSC noted that it is continuing to use an OFL CV = 100% for its projections based on estimates
derived from an assessment that employed data only up to and including 2011. Some additional caution
that may be necessary because of this extended projection period. However, this is offset by survey
evidence of average or above average recruitment in the southern regions, the fact that the quota has not
been fully harvested in each year, and generally low exploitation rates.

4) The most significant sources of scientific uncertainty associated with determination of OFL and/or
ABC.

The data for the most recent assessment included data up to and including 2011; therefore, the lack of an
assessment that uses the most recent data is an important source of uncertainty. The SSC notes that a
new assessment is expected to undergo peer review in July 2016 and, if accepted, should provide the
basis for specifications when the SSC next reviews this species in May 2017. Additionally, the principal
sources of uncertainty from the 2013 determination still apply:

a. The F =M foundation for establishing OFL;
Estimates of M used in the assessment;

c. The scales at which regional replenishment occurs and the potential impact of localized
depletion;

d. Absolute biomass is not known, and biomasses are currently scaled to presumed abundance
in 1999 to develop reference points (because the 1999 biomass is assumed to serve as a
proxy for carrying capacity (K) of the stock); and

e. Uncertainty in the fishing mortality rates (F), as identified by the SARC external review
panel (Houde, et al. 2013). In particular, the comparison of catch to the scaled abundance
(see point ¢ above) introduces unquantified uncertainty in estimates of F. Also, incidental
mortality estimates, which are used, in part, to generate fishing mortality rates are poorly
described and are not current.

5) Ecosystem considerations accounted for in the stock assessment, and any additional ecosystem



considerations that the SSC took into account in selecting the ABC, including the basis for those
additional considerations.

No specific, additional ecosystem considerations were provided to the SSC to include in developing the
recommended ABC. The SSC notes that increasing regional temperatures are likely to impact the
distribution and abundance of this species. The SSC also notes that ecosystem considerations are
included in the terms of reference for the new benchmark assessment: ToR 3 addresses changes in
Surfclam habitat quality related to climate change and other factors, and ToR 4 addresses a possible
change in depth of Surfclams over time and its impact on vital rates.

6) Prioritized research or monitoring recommendations that would reduce the scientific uncertainty in
the ABC recommendation and/or improve the assessment level.

The SSC notes that the ToRs for the upcoming benchmark assessment encapsulate the committee’s
concerns relative to research and monitoring recommendations.

7) The materials considered in reaching its recommendations.

* 2016 Surfclam and Ocean Quahog AP Fishery Performance Report

* A Vulnerability Assessment of Fish and Invertebrates to Climate Change on the Northeast U.S. Continental Shelf by
Hare JA, Morrison WE, Nelson MW, Stachura MM, Teeters EJ, Griffis RB, et al. (2016)

MAFMC Staff Memo from Jessica Coakley to Chris Moore, dated 6 May 2016

2016 Surfclam AP Information Document

2016 Surfclam Data Update

Estimated Proportion of Undersized Surfclam Landings for 2015

SAW 56 Summary Report

SAW 56 Assessment Report

SAW 56 Panelist Report

These documents can be accessed via the SSC’s website (http://www.mafme.org/ssc-
meetings/2016/may-25-26).

8) A certification that the recommendations provided by the SSC represent the best scientific
information available.

To the best of the SSC's knowledge, these recommendations are based on the best available scientific
information.

Ocean Quahogs

As with Surfclams, Jessica Coakley (MAFMC staff) reviewed the most recent survey and catch data
provided by the NEFSC and the fishery performance report prepared by the Advisory Panel, with
assistance from Dan Hennen (NEFSC staff). The current ABC specifications for Ocean Quahog also
expire at the end of the 2016 fishing year, so the SSC is being requested to develop new specifications
for the 2017 and 2018 fishing years. A new benchmark assessment is expected in 2017.

The SSC’s responses to the Council’s terms of reference (ToRs, in italics) for Ocean Quahogs are as
follows:

For Ocean Quahog, the SSC will provide a written report that identifies the following for fishing years



2017-2018:

1) The level of uncertainty that the SSC deems most appropriate for the information content of the most
recent stock assessment, based on criteria listed in the Omnibus Amendment.

Owing to the lack of a more recent assessment, the SSC followed precedent and confirmed its previous
evaluation of this stock as one for which “OFL cannot be specified with current state of knowledge.”

2) If possible, the level of catch (in weight) and the probability of overfishing associated with the
overfishing limit (OFL) based on the maximum fishing mortality rate threshold or, if appropriate, an
OFL proxy.

The SSC deemed that it lacked credible information on which to calculate an OFL.

3) The level of catch (in weight) and the probability of overfishing associated with the acceptable
biological catch (ABC) for the stock.

The SSC recommends setting an ABC for the 2017 and 2018 fishing years that maintains status quo.
The recommended ABC in each year is 26,100 mt — a direct extension of the level of ABC that has been
in operation since 2014.

The SSC notes its expectations expressed in 2013 — that catches would remain relatively constant. The
SSC also notes that a new assessment is expected in February 2017, the results of which, if accepted,
should be available for SSC’s May 2017 meeting at which it can reconsider specification of ABC for the
2018 fishing year.

4) The most significant sources of scientific uncertainty associated with determination of OFL and/or
ABC.

The SSC reiterates its concerns noted in its 2013 report. The SSC also encourages that information from
the SCeMFiS program on levels of recruitment be brought forward for consideration by the SAW/SARC
working group and SSC.

Principal concerns in 2013 were:

* The fishing mortality rate reference point was deemed non-credible because species to which
Ocean Quahog was compared were not appropriate;

*  40-year forecasts were provided in the previous assessment report and should be continued;

*  Mechanisms for low recent recruitments are not known — could be either a result of underlying
stock productivity or a consequence of life history of a long lived-species; and

*  The nature of historical recruitments is poorly known.

5) Ecosystem considerations accounted for in the stock assessment, and any additional ecosystem
considerations that the SSC took into account in selecting the ABC, including the basis for those
additional considerations.

No specific, additional considerations are included in the SSC’s recommended ABC. The SSC
recommends that the upcoming assessment should follow the ecosystem considerations included in the
Surfclam assessment and other habitat-related factors that may be relevant.



6) Prioritized research or monitoring recommendations that would reduce the scientific uncertainty in
the ABC recommendation and/or improve the assessment level.

The SSC noted these areas in its 2013 report — and they are reiterated here with added notes in brackets:

* Development of credible management reference points remains a high priority. [The recent

publication of a management strategy evaluation by Hennen (NAJFM — 2015) is step in this
direction.]

* Reliability of estimates of stock biomass should be evaluated.

* Progress on developing age-length keys would be helpful for the assessment and for
understanding recruitment patterns. [The SSC notes that the results from the SCeMFiS program
may help in this regard.]

* Improved understanding of age-specific reproductive values would be of help in understanding
the stock’s resilience. For example, are the older and much larger females as important
contributors to the spawning potential as they are for some long-lived fishes?

* Quantification of habitat-specific productivity would be important — both in terms providing
robust vital rate estimates and also ensuring sustainable patterns of exploitation.

* Impacts of climate variability on long-term productivity and spatial distribution of the stock and
of the fishery.

7) The materials considered in reaching its recommendations.

* 2016 Surfclam and Ocean Quahog AP Fishery Performance Report

* A Vulnerability Assessment of Fish and Invertebrates to Climate Change on the Northeast U.S. Continental Shelf by

Hare JA, Morrison WE, Nelson MW, Stachura MM, Teeters EJ, Griffis RB, et al. (2016)
MAFMC Staff Memo from Jessica Coakley to Chris Moore, dated 9 May 2016

2016 Ocean Quahog AP Information Document

2016 Ocean Quahog Data Update

Stock Assessment Update for Ocean Quahogs through 2011

These documents can be accessed via the SSC’s website (http://www.mafme.org/ssc-
meetings/2016/may-25-26). The SSC also referenced the following journal article:

Hennen, D. R. 2015. How should we harvest an animal that can live for centuries? North American Journal of
Fisheries Management 35:512-527, 2015

8) A certification that the recommendations provided by the SSC represent the best scientific
information available.

To the best of the SSC knowledge, these recommendations are based on the best available scientific

information.

Mackerel, Squids, and Butterfish

For Atlantic Mackerel, Longfin Squid, ///ex squid, and Butterfish, the SSC was asked to review their
ABC recommendations for the 2017 fishing year to determine if they needed to be changed based on
new evidence. Atlantic Mackerel are in year three of three-year specifications, and the squids and
Butterfish are in year two of three-year specs. Jason Didden (MAFMC staff) and staff from the
Northeast Fisheries Science Center (Kiersten Curti for Atlantic Mackerel, Lisa Hendrickson for the
squids, and Chuck Adams for Butterfish) walked the SSC through the latest survey and catch data, as



well as the fishery performance reports developed by the MSB Advisory Panel. Documents considered
during the SSC deliberations are accessible via the SSC website (http://www.mafmc.org/ssc-
meetings/2016/may-25-26) and include the MAFMC staff memo containing ABC recommendations,
MAFMC staff’s fishery information updates, catch and survey updates from the NEFSC, the combined
fishery performance report, the most recent Canadian assessment and TRAC assessments for Atlantic
Mackerel, and other informational materials. For all four species, the SSC determined that the
available information did not support changing the ABC recommendations for fishing year 2017.
However, the SSC did note some concerns about the status of Atlantic Mackerel and the squids.

For Atlantic Mackerel, the SSC continues to be concerned about the absence of large fish in the survey
area of US and Canadian waters. The SSC appreciated inclusion of the catch-by-area charts in the
information provided by the NEFSC, and encouraged development of analogous charts for all species
managed by the MAFMC. Since the implementation of annual catch limits in 2011, total catch of
Atlantic Mackerel has been less than 40% of the annual ABCs, with the exception of 2015 where catch
was approximately 51% of the ABC. Indices-at-age derived from the most recent (spring 2015) bottom
trawl survey are predominately fish aged 1 to 3, similar to the age distribution observed in 2009 and
2011; no fish aged six or older were captured in the survey. In the past, these pulses of recruitment did
not result in capture of older fish in later years. The SSC was informed that the Canadians are planning
to do an assessment of mackerel in the coming year; the SSC encouraged development of a combined
US/Canada joint assessment for Atlantic mackerel as part of the TRAC (Trans-Boundary Assessment
Committee) process. However, Kiersten Curti informed the committee that recent talks with Canada
indicated reluctance by the Canadians to conduct a joint TRAC-type assessment.

The SSC noted that the mean body weight of both squid species captured in the NEFSC bottom trawl
survey is still declining. This continues to be a cause for concern that has been attributed to
environmental factors, primarily water temperature.' The SSC asked if the smaller size of the squids
was a limiting factor in the squid fishery; Jeff Kaelin will check and respond.

CV Subgroup Report

Sarah Gaichas walked the SSC through her summary notes of her discussions with NEFSC stock
assessment scientists regarding approaches to estimating the coefficient of variation (CV) for the
overfishing limit (OFL), a key step in the development of ABC recommendations that invokes the
Council’s risk policy. The SSC then had a broader discussion of how to proceed regarding OFL CV
estimation for both the short term and in the longer term.

The SSC made three general recommendations:

1. Historical forecast error is worth exploring as a short-term solution to establish an OFL CV
based on assessments. This information could be requested within the assessment process, and
would be available ideally whenever SSC is making recommendations.

a. The most useful OFL CVs would be developed from separate distributions for forecasts
one, two, and three or more years out.

! Dawe, E. G., L. C. Hendrickson, E. B. Colburne, K. F. Drinkwater, and M. A. Showell. 2007. Ocean climate effects on the
relative abundance of short-finned (/llex illecebrosus) and long-finned (Loligo pealeii) squid in the Northwest
Atlantic Ocean. Fish. Oceanogr. 16 (4): 303-316.



b. Estimation would be done by looking across previous actual assessment documents, and
not just using retrospective patterns within the current assessment. The number of
assessments included would generally require going back as far as possible without
getting to models and/or data sets that differ radically from the current situation.

c. Discussion of basic protocols within the subcommittee and with assessment scientists
will be necessary; e.g., when are assessments too different to include in the analyses?

2. Move ahead with more formal dialogue with the NEFSC to address the larger issue of estimating
uncertainty in the OFL: how to develop criteria for “bins” of OFL CV by life history, data
quality, assessment characteristics, and what an assessment able to estimate a satisfactory OFL
CV directly actually looks like.

a. This dialogue could take the form of a 1-2 day workshop, possibly associated with an
SSC winter meeting, and possibly convened in Woods Hole.

b. The Subgroup needs to develop clear objectives and a work plan before scheduling any
workshop.

3. Investigate coordination with the NEFMC SSC on risk policy, and how to ensure that requests
made of NEFSC assessment scientists were efficiently coordinated between Councils.

The SSC had a related discussion of the MAFMC Risk Policy. The OFL CV Subgroup (Sarah Gaichas,
Olaf Jensen, Tom Miller, Brian Rothschild, and Mike Wilberg, with the addition of Paul Rago and
David Tomberlin) will assist the Council with analyses of the current risk policy and potential
alternative components. Performance of the current risk policy (including selected OFL CV levels)
could be addressed alongside alternative configurations of the risk policy that might include changes to
P* (probability of overfishing) values, species-specific control rules, or other measures to control
interannual variability of ABCs. A management strategy evaluation could address this, but it would be a
long-term project and best coordinated with the longer-term collaborative approach to address OFL CV
(see point 2 above).

A broader approach to risk policy looking beyond single species approaches to stewardship and
management was suggested. This may need the SSC and Monitoring Committee working together, and
addressing it would require adding economic and social sciences expertise to the OFL CV Subgroup.
Questions to investigate could include:

*  When setting ABC for one species, what are ecological and economic outcomes for other
species?

* What have been the consequences of our decisions, beyond impacts on the stock? Evaluating
this requires better performance measures for economic and social objectives.

* What is being given up throughout the fishery? What other choices will be available given a
specific ABC for one species? What are impacts to other fisheries?

*  What is the consequence overall of choosing an ABC?

* How might new National Standard 1 and 2 Guidelines influence with the risk policy?

Council’s ACL/AM Omnibus Framework

Rich Seagraves updated the SSC on an action recently taken by the Council to initiate a review of its
risk policy and ABC control rule framework, which were implemented as a result of the 2007 MSA
Reauthorization. MAFMC staff is currently developing a set of alternatives to the risk policy for
consideration by the Council, including different control rules based on different life histories or species
groups, a potential increase to a maximum P* of 45%, and the shape of the risk tolerance response



curve. The Council is also considering building in inertia to ABC recommendations to minimize inter-
annual variability in catch (i.e., restrict inter-annual changes in to ABC to some percentage). In
addition, the Council would like to see a more formalized treatment for species with assessments in the
data poor category; staff recommends working with the SSC’s CV Subgroup and the Council’s
Executive Committee to accomplish this task. The Council is also considering convening an external
panel to provide an independent peer review of the current system. Finally, the Council is interested in
determining how the risk policy has performed over the past five years (which could be determined via a
management strategy evaluation) and is seeking ways to improve that performance.

During the ensuing discussion, the SSC noted that recent reductions in ABCs were not the result of
decisions made about the CV of OFL by the SSC (i.e., they were not due to the selection of CVs input
into ABC control rule framework). For example, recent changes in the ABC for summer flounder were
the result of changes in stock biomass from the recent assessment update. [The MAFMC SSC is one of
the few SSCs actually facing the probability question instead of using ad hoc methods.] This is a
difficult scientific question and it is probably impossible to get a direct analytical estimate from stock
assessments. While the Council welcomed the reduction in the OFL CV from 100% to 60% for some of
the species, their concerns relate to the lack of objective criteria to establish the CV about OFL for a
given stock assessment. The SSC shares these concerns, which is the basis for establishment of the CV
Subgroup.

In terms of maintaining stability of annual catch limits, there is a tension between maximizing yield and
maintaining stable catch streams. The Council’s desire to place limits on the maximum change in ABC
from year to year is largely driven by social and economic considerations. Establishing boundary
conditions for acceptable volatility in catch vs risk to populations is not a scientific matter but rather a
policy one driven by social and economic considerations. The main objective should be to reduce the
volatility in ABCs and avoid chasing assessment noise, while following the rules during standard
assessment updates.

In terms of outcomes, the Council and SSC need to consider the consequences of decisions based on the
current risk policy and ABC control rule framework. This evaluation should extend beyond the
biological impacts on the stock and should include critically important social and economic performance
measures as well. On a related issue, the SSC noted that there is an artificial separation between ABC
and ACL/TAC considerations - the SSC has never looked at the latter part. The Council should consider
ways to address this separation and re-evaluate the SSC’s role relative to the role of the Monitoring
Committees.

The SSC also noted that the CV Subgroup is currently establishing criteria to bin the CVs for MAFMC
stock assessments. The uncertainty associated with the different sources of data that drive the overall
OFL CV needs to be more fully explored (see the preceding section of this report). The current risk
policy implies a different temporal trajectory of the population in response to the control rule, which
does not vary by species. It is critical that an empirical basis is established for specification of the CV
for each Mid-Atlantic stock assessment (the stock’s life history could be a basis).

Staff will report back to the Council on this discussion and proceed with the plan to engage the SSC
through the CV Subgroup in an evaluation of the current system, and consider modifications to the risk
policy and ABC framework (with external peer review of any proposed changes).

cc: SSC Members, Lee Anderson, Chris Moore, Rich Seagraves, Jos¢é Montafiez, Jason Didden, Jessica
Coakley, Dan Hennen, Kiersten Curti, Lisa Hendrickson, Chuck Adams
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MEMORANDUM

Date: June 2, 2016
To: River Herring and Shad (RH/S) Committee/Council
From:  Jason Didden NY‘B

Subject:  Annual RH/S Progress Review

In October 2014, the Council approved a list of questions to form the basis of an annual RH/S Progress
Review. This memo addresses those questions. In addition, a proposed outline for the updated Stock in
the Fishery White Paper (August completion) follows the Progress Review.

1. How has the Atl. mackerel RH/S cap performed?

A review of cap performance (http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/Mackerel_RHS/Mackerel RHS.htm)
indicates that a relatively small percentage of the RH/S cap was caught in 2014, 2015, or 2016 to date.
There have been no closures related to the RH/S cap so far. Low mackerel landings have contributed to
the low RH/S estimates. Due to the overlap in the Atl. Herring and mackerel fisheries, their RH/S cap
catches cannot be added together to produce a total catch across caps - RH/S on a trip with both Atl.
herring and mackerel can count against both the Atl. herring and mackerel RH/S caps. Because the cap
amounts were set considering this circumstance, double counting is not a problem for monitoring. The
Monitoring Committee has not found any operational issues with the cap, other than noting that the
recent low observer coverage and high RH/S catch variability means precision may be low. The
Industry-Funded Monitoring Amendment has analyzed precision in the 2014/2015 mackerel RH/S caps:

Fishing Year": CV (Observer Coverage)
Catch Cap 2014 20153

RHSMackerel 48 9% (37.8%) 22.7% (7.3%)°

Source: GARFO Quota Monitoring Database as of 5/22/2016

'Catch cap fishing year: river herring/shad = calendar year; haddock = May-April

*Fishing Year 2015 data are PRELIMINARY

Somewhat counterintuitively, the Coefficient of Variation (CV — a measure of relative precision) for
2015 was better than 2014 despite substantially lower observer coverage in 2015. CV is dependent on
both coverage and the underlying data - the RH/S catches in 2015 were more similar to each other on the
few 2015 observed mackerel trips compared to 2014, resulting in better CVs despite the lower coverage.


http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/Mackerel_RHS/Mackerel_RHS.htm
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2. What has recent coastal RH/S catch been?

The ASMFC annual fishery management plan reviews are available at
http://www.asmfc.org/species/shad-river-herring. Catch figures for 2012-2014 from those reports (all
“Table 2”) are provided below:

Table 2. American shad and river herring in-river commercial and ocean bycatch landings
(in pounds) provided by states, jurisdictions and the NOAA Fisheries for 2012.

American Hickory
Shad River Herring Shad
Maine* 1,606,535
New Hampshire 2,681
Massachusetts
Rhaode Island
Connecticut 61.623
New York' 1,485 16,965
New Jersey” 28,120 24 924
Pennsylvania
Delaware
Maryland 290
D.C.
PRFC 4742 446
Virginia 4.601 999
North Carolina 235.861 678 65,645
South Caralina’ 299528 163,076
Geurgia4
Florida
Tatal 635,960 1,790,309 68,014

'New York American shad landings are from ocean bycatch
%Includes in-river and coastal harvest

*American shad landings include hickory shad

4Gen:-rgia & Maine (shad) landings are confidential


http://www.asmfc.org/species/shad-river-herring
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Table 2. American shad and river herring in-river commercial and ocean bycatch landings
(in pounds) provided by states, jurisdictions and NOAA Fisheries for 2013.

American Hickory

Shad River Herring | Shad
Maine® 1423878
New Hampshire 4.420
Massachusetts
Rhade Island
Connecticut 65,679
New York! 932 10,349
New Jersev’ 3483
Pennsylvania 2.854
Delaware
Maryland 305
D.C.
PRFC 3,799
Virginia 4,825 755
North Carolina 257,869 743 71326
South Carolina 205,368 192,454 652
Georgia 62,017 2,162
Florida
Total 608,428 1,632,149 78,378

!New York American shad landings are from ocean bycatch

Includes in-river and coastal harvest

*Maine (shad) landings are confidential
Table 2. American shad and river herring in-river commercial and ocean bycatch landings (in
pounds) provided by states, jurisdictions and NOAA Fisheries for 2014,

American Shad | River Herring Hickory Shad
Maine* 1,720,285
New Hampshire
Massachusetts 192
Rhode Island
Connecticut 61,544
New York®? 8,450
New Jersey® 42,599 456
Pennsylvania
Delaware 85,794
Maryland
D.C.
PRFC 4,013 1,300
Virginia 1,325 1,025
North Carolina 193,130 989 109,407
South Carolina* 333,602 114,905 1,311
Georgia®
Florida
Total 776,586 1,844,821 119,118

!New York American shad landings are from ocean bycatch
INew Jersey shad landings includes in-river and

Delaware Bay harvest

3Georgia, Maine, and New York shad landings are
confidential

4South Carolina American shad landings include hickory
shad
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The Omnibus Industry Funded Monitoring Amendment has analyzed observer data to obtain RH/S
incidental catch estimates for purposes of determining which fleets have accounted for RH/S catch. The
table below is excerpted from draft Omnibus Industry Funded Monitoring Amendment text:

FLEETS RESPONSIBLE FOR RH/S CATCH (TOTAL CATCH FROM 2005-2013)

Fishing Fleet Percent of RH/S Catch
Midwater Trawl (Single and Paired) 57%
Small Mesh Bottom Trawl 33%
Large Mesh Gillnet 7%
Purse Seine 0.3%

While the 2014 RH/S caps in the Atlantic herring fishery approximately matched this pattern, catch was
higher for small mesh bottom trawl in the 2015 herring caps, and that would have only accounted for a
portion of total small mesh bottom trawl RH/S catch. See
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/Mackerel RHS/Mackerel RHS.htm for
historical performance of the Atl. herring and mackerel RH/S caps. Staff recommends that the Council
request that the Science Center update general RH/S catch estimates (as estimated via the Standardized

Bycatch Reporting Methodology (SBRM)), so that Amendment 14 RH/S catch analyses are updated
through 2015.

THIS SECTION INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK


http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/ro/fso/reports/Mackerel_RHS/Mackerel_RHS.htm
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3. What levels of observer coverage have been achieved in relevant fisheries?

The revised SBRM prioritization procedures determine year to year observer coverage generally based
on where discards of federally-managed species most occur, and available funding. In recent years this
process has led to fewer midwater trips being observed (but more small mesh bottom trawl trips). The
Omnibus Industry-Funded Monitoring Amendment is seeking to supplement SBRM coverage through a
variety of options. The following tables were developed for the Industry-Funded Monitoring
Amendment and describe planned and realized coverage levels for the relevant fleets as pertaining to
RH/S caps. As described in #1 above, coverages of trips that qualified for the mackerel fishery’s RH/S
cap were 38% (CV=49%) in 2014 and 7% (CV=23%) in 2015.

Sea Days

allocated 2:;31:;(1 VTR sea Observed | VTR trips,
. for April ! ' | days, July | trips,July | July 2012
Fleet Region | 51410 ]‘;ly 2012 1 5012t0 | 2012 to to June
March oJune |, 62013 | June 2013 2013
2013
2015
Sl MA 1,289 631 7,003 263 3,569
Bottom Trawl
Small Mesh NE 1,604 463 7,315 171 3,315
Bottom Trawl
Purse seine MA 12 0 447 0 441
Purse seine NE 20 71 699 31 319
Midwater Trawl )
(Pair and Single) Ma 0 7 72 1 10
Midwater Trawl | = p 45 638 1,389 146 394

(Pair and Single)
Source: NEFOP/GARFO Proposed Seaday Allocation for 2014 (Appendix C); Wigley et al.,

2014 (Appendix D).
Proposed
sea days 25:31:;3‘:1 VTR sea Observed | VTR trips,

. for April ! days, July | trips,July | July 2014
Fleet Region | 016 to ]‘;Lyli?lf‘ 2014 to 2014 to to June

March 2015 June 2015 | June 2015 2015
2017

Small Mesh

Bottom Trawl MA 1,171 997 6,761 360 3,088
Small Mesh ) .

Bottom Trawl NE 798 933 8,847 319 3,381
Purse seine MA 6 0 174 0 172
Purse seine NE 19 29 661 13 315

Midwater Trawl
(Pair and MA 30 8 134 1 26
Single)
Midwater Trawl
(Pair and NE 440 160 1,189 43 363
Single)

Source: 2016 Discard Estimation, Precision, and Sample Size Analyses for 14 Federally Managed
Species Groups in the Waters off the Northeastern United States; Wigley et al,, 2016 (included in
Appendix 4).
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4. Was a cap set for RH/S for the following year?

Caps were previously set for 2014 and 2015, and in 2015 the Council set a cap of 82 mt (180,779
pounds) for 2016-2018. If the Atlantic mackerel fishery catches 95 percent of the RH/S cap (77.9 mt),
the directed mackerel fishery will be closed and vessels will be limited to a 20,000-1b incidental catch
trip limit for the remainder of the fishing year.

5. Was the cap based on recent catch or more directly tied to RH/S population dynamics?

The cap was originally based on catch ratios expanded up to the mackerel quota. Given the low RH/S
cap catches and low mackerel quota, the Council has reduced the RH/S cap in recent years. With the
current 82 mt mackerel cap, in order to catch the mackerel quota the fishery must maintain a RH/S catch
rate around the median value for 2005-2012.

6. What progress has been made on aligning cap operation with the Atlantic herring
fishery’s cap?

Given the degree of alignment created by the current estimation procedures and the potential for the
Councils to disagree on year to year cap amounts even if a joint framework was established, it is not
clear to staff that there likely would be substantial gains from moving from the status quo cap setting
procedures. If a cap was based on a biologically-derived amount, then more explicitly aligning the caps
may be more important. See previous memo on this topic at http://www.mafmc.org/s/Tab16_ED-
Report.pdf for additional background.

7. What other RH/S coordination with other management partners has occurred (NMFS,
NEFMC, ASMFC, states, NGOs, academia, TEWG, etc.)?

The TEWG continues to actively keep a variety of parties engaged in RH conservation issues. Staff will
provide a high-level overview at the Council meeting, but the following products provide a medium-
level summary of recent TEWG outcomes:

*River Herring Conservation Plan Executive Summary and 2015 Year in Review
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/riverherring/conserv/rh_plan 2015 executive_summary 042916.pdf

*Fisheries Subgroup 2015 Update
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/riverherring/tewg/fisheries/tewg_fisheries_-
data_gaps _and cons_ideas update nov 2015.pdf

*Genetics Subgroup 2015 Update
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/riverherring/tewg/genetics/genetic_subgroup white paper final upd
ated _march 9 2016.pdf

The Omnibus Industry-Funded Monitoring Amendment (another topic at the June 2016 meeting) has
also served to maintain a high level of collaboration among NMFS, the MAFMC, and the NEFMC on
RH/S issues even though the goals of that Amendment are broader than just RH/S issues.


http://www.mafmc.org/s/Tab16_ED-Report.pdf
http://www.mafmc.org/s/Tab16_ED-Report.pdf
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/riverherring/conserv/rh_plan_2015_executive_summary_042916.pdf
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/riverherring/tewg/fisheries/tewg_fisheries_-_data_gaps_and_cons_ideas_update_nov_2015.pdf
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/riverherring/tewg/fisheries/tewg_fisheries_-_data_gaps_and_cons_ideas_update_nov_2015.pdf
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/riverherring/tewg/genetics/genetic_subgroup_white_paper_final_updated_march_9__2016.pdf
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/riverherring/tewg/genetics/genetic_subgroup_white_paper_final_updated_march_9__2016.pdf
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8. How has the Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) been involved?

There have been preliminary discussions with the SSC regarding a working group to evaluate the
feasibility of developing a biologically-based cap. The ASMFC currently has assessment updates
scheduled for shad in 2017 and river herring in 2018. Embedding an SSC member in those updates may
be one way to assist the SSC in becoming more familiar with RH/S data, which could assist in any SSC
efforts to develop a biologically-based cap.

9. What other actions have been taken by the Council that could affect RH/S?

The primary work from staff over the last year that could affect RH/S involves the TEWG and the
Omnibus Industry-Funded Monitoring Amendment. Council staff has also promoted the existing RH/S
voluntary bycatch programs (SMAST/Cornell) through communication with industry. Another issue
that has come up repeatedly in TEWG discussions is that members of the public with diverse
perspectives believe that a one-stop database of RH/S run strength trends would be very helpful to
contextualize news reporting of runs in particular areas. Council staff has been engaging with NMFS
and ASMFC staff to determine if such a project is feasible, and how it could be accomplished. The
State of Maine took preliminary steps to accomplish a portal for this kind of information,
www.riverherring.com, and discussions are continuing on a way to create a resource that would allow
quick access to regional run count information. Council staff has also provided support to NOAA
General Counsel regarding legal actions pertaining to RH/S and the stock in the fishery issue, which will
culminate in a revised stock in the fishery white paper and subsequent Council reconsideration of the
stock in the fishery issue in October.

10. What information is available on RH/S abundance trends?

RH/S are scheduled to undergo assessment updates in 2018/2017 respectively. Benchmarks are
scheduled for five years after the updates, though if new data or modeling improvements suggest
a benchmark would be appropriate sooner, then sooner is also a possibility for benchmarks.
Waiting until after 2020 for benchmarks should allow some of the improvements in data
collection being worked on through the TEWG to be useful for an assessment. Also, if state
moratoria and/or RH/S catch caps have had positive impacts there would be more time to
observe those impacts. While collecting state by state river run data is beyond the resources of
Council staff (that is an assessment update type activity), the ASMFC does provide selected run
counts in its FMP reviews, provided below for 2012-2014:


http://www.riverherring.com/
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Table 3. American shad and river herring passage counts at select rivers along the Atlantic
Coast in 2012.

River
State/River Shad Herring
Maine
Androscoggin 11 170,191
Saco | 6404 27858
Kennebec 3 179,357
Sebasticook 163 1,703,520
St. Croix 36,168
New Hampshire
Cocheco 27,608
Chyster 2573
Lamprey 56,862
Exeter 378
Taylor 92
Winmicut 3
Massachusetts
Mesrimack | 21,396 |
Bhode Island
Galbert Stuart 107,901
Nonguit 60,132
Buckeye Brook 00,625
Pennsybrania Marvland Delaware
Susgquehanna
(Conowingp) | 23,629 52
Susquehanna (Holtwood) | 4,238
South Carolina
St. Stephen Dam | 150,082
Total 2012 205,928
Total 2011 307,793
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Table 3. American shad and river herring passage counts at select rivers along the Atlantic
Coast in 2013.

State/River Shad River Herring
Maine

Androscoggin 14 69207
Saco 6171 43 414
Kennebec ] 04 456
Sebasticook 114 2272492
St. Croix 16.677
New Hampshire

Cocheco 18,337
Cryster 7.149
Lamprey 79.408
Exeter 378
Tavlor 128
Winnicut 0
Massachusetts

Merrimack | 37.140 | 17350
Connecticut

Holyoke Dam | 302.067 | 076
Ehode Island

Gilbert Stuart 01.240
Nongquit 52,563
Buckeve Brook 45.244
Pennsylvania/Marvland/Delaware

Susquehanna (Conowingo) 12,733 |7
Susquehanna (Holtwood) 2,503

Susguehanna (Safe Harbor) 1,927

Susquehanna (York Haven) 202

South Carolina

5t. Stephen Dam 324 084

Total 2013 774,132 | 2,808,149
Total 2012 205,928 | 2,493 322

Note: Passage numbers on Susquehanna River are cumulative, For example, any shad counted at the York
Haven dam has also passed the previons three dams (Safe Harbor, Holtwood and Conowingo). The dams are
listed in ascending order of passage mile.
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Table 3. American shad and river herring passage counts at select rivers along the Atlantic

coast in 2014,

Mote: Passage numbers on Susquehanna River are cumulative. For example, any shad counted at the York Haven
dam has also passed the previous three dams (Safe Harbor, Holtwood and Conowingo). The dams are listed in

State/River | Shad | River Herring
Maine

Androscoggin 0 55,953
5aco 2,580 11,576
Kennebec 1 108,432
Sebasticook 26 2,282,454
5t. Croix 25,893
New Hampshire

Cocheco 29,968
Oyster 4,227
Lamprey 84,868
Exeter 789
Taylor 37
Winnicut 0
Massachusetts

Merrimack 34,789 33,515
Rhode Island

Gilbert Stuart 102,408
Monguit 71,501
Buckeye Brook 47,263
Connecticut

Holyoke Dam 370,506 647
Pennsylvania/Maryland

Susquehanna (Conowingo) 10,425 382
Susquehanna (Holtwood) 2,625

Susquehanna (Safe Harbar) 1,336 0
susquehanna (York Haven) 8 0
South Carolina

5t. Stephen Dam 42,535 171,200
Total 2014 426,073 3,031,753
Total 2013 776,162 2,922,985
Total 2012 205,928 2,493,322

ascending order of passage mile.
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Updated NMFS and NEAMAP trawl survey indices through 2015 for river herrings are
provided below. All values are above long term medians. Staff will provide shad indices at the
Council meeting. Spring 2016 data should be available prior to October 2016 (and possibly by
August 2016), but the spring 2016 NMFS data will have to be interpreted cautiously given the
issues with the timing of that survey in 2016.
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NEAMAP Alewife SPRING

GeometricMean Numerical Index

Spring Indices: All Ages
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NMFS Blueback - FALL
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NEAMAP Blueback SPRING

GeometricMean Numerical Index
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Proposed Outline — Stock In Fishery RH/S White Paper
with Expanded Environmental Analysis

1. Intro
2. Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA) Requirements
a. Definition & Need for Conservation and Management
b. National Standards (NS)
I. National Standard 7 details & applicability
Ii. Proposed NS1 guideline revision details relative to stock in fishery decision
c. Required & Discretionary contents of fishery management plans (FMPs)
3. RH/S Background
a. Description of RH/S Biology/Life History/Abundance (current and historical)
I. Review current/new science, especially genetic information, indices (MA
vs NE), available run information, etc.
ii. Review recent assessments (note current NMFS participation)
iii. Consider upcoming assessment updates/benchmarks
b. Description of RH/S Role in the Ecosystem
c. Description of RH/S Directed & Incidental Fisheries (current and historical)
I. Historical use and value of RH/S directed fisheries
ii. Consideration of recent/current/future observer coverage levels
d. Description of recent/current RH/S Management
I. General jurisdictional issues
ii. States
iii. ASMFC
iv. ESA/NMFS
v. TEWG
vi. Councils (caps, coordination issues, etc.)
vii. Voluntary — shore-side monitoring/bycatch avoidance program(s) results;
study fleet + environmental modeling work
viii. Dam removals & passage improvements
e. Consider role of climate change
4. Describe the kinds of alternatives (with examples) that result from the required and
discretionary MSA FMP contents, e.g. proxy status determination criteria, catch limits,
accountability measures, EFH, time area closures, etc.
5. Environmental analysis (direct, indirect, and cumulative) of immediately adding vs not
adding River Herring and Shad to a fishery and managing it by use of proxies.
a. Describe no-action impacts, including:
1. full consideration of the impacts of the earlier decision by the full Council
to not add River Herring and Shad into an FMP in Amendment 14

15
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Review success criteria and progress updates to determine course of RH/S
situation over last 3 years
1. Are RHS stocks improving?
2. Any evidence that incidental catch in federal fisheries has been
limited and/or reduced?
3. Has scientific information about RH/S improved (life history,
abundance, etc.)?
4. Has coordination between the entities that are involved in RHS
management improved?
full consideration of the future impacts of failing now to include River
Herring and Shad in the fishery

b. Fully describe the likely impacts of immediately adding RH/S as typically-
managed Council stocks through the use of proxy reference points

iv.

V.

Describe likely impacts from required FMP provisions
Describe potential impacts from discretionary FMP provisions
Impacts include standard VECs (RH/S, other non-targets, EFH, protected
resources, socio-economic), as well as ecosystem considerations
Evaluate how FMP requirements, such as additional support for
management, stock assessments, observer coverage, EFH designation, etc.
may help:

1. increase RH/S populations

2. fill data/information gaps that could have indirect future benefits
Impact considerations to include impacts from higher RH/S populations on
all VECs

6. Other applicable legal requirements

16



Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
e 800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901-3910
3 Phone: 302-674-2331 | Toll Free: 877-446-2362 | FAX: 302-674-5399 | www.mafmc.org

FISHERY Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman | Lee G. Anderson, Vice Chairman
MID"ATLANTIC Témﬂvm” Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director
MEMORANDUM
Date: 6/1/2016
To: Council
From: Jason Didden
Subject: Squid Amendment Update

For review and discussion at the June Council meeting, please find the following documents in
this tab:

-Draft Action Plan

-May 19, 2016 FMAT meeting summary

-Squid Amendment — Permit Requalification Examples



DRAFT Squid Amendment Action Plan (as of 5/31/16)

Council: Mid-Atlantic

Additional Expertise Sought:

Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT)

__Agency | Role | Person |

Title of Action: Squid Amendment — Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish (MSB) Fishery

Management Plan (FMP).

Objectives of Action/Purpose and Need:

A. Consider reducing the number of vessels in the directed longfin squid / Illex

MAFMC FMAT Chair Jason Didden
NMFS Sustainable Fisheries — Carlv Bari
GARFO GARFO liaison y
NMFS GA . . .

RFO Fisheries Statistics Jay Hermsen
NMFS . )
GARFO Permitting Don Paskowski
NMFS . . )
NEESC Stock Assessment/Technical Lisa Hendrickson
NMFS . )

NEESC Socioeconomics John Walden
NMES . ]

NEESC Anthropologist Julia Olson

fisheries. The Council is considering this action because there is considerable
latent effort in both fisheries - a relatively small portion of vessels with limited
access (“moratorium”) squid permits account for the majority of landings in most
years, and the Council is concerned that activation of latent permits in the squid
fisheries could lead to excessive fishing effort (shortening seasons), and increased
catch of non-target species.

. Consider provisions for new permits for Maine/northern states. The Council is
considering this action because of reports of increased longfin squid abundance
off Maine, and the State of Maine requested consideration of provisions for
additional access by fishermen in northern states.

. Re-evaluate the longfin squid trimester allocations. The Council is considering
this action because some constituents have requested that more longfin squid be
available during the summer trimester (Trimester 2), while other constituents have
concerns that increased summer trimester effort may be negatively impacting
spawning success.



D. Consider a longfin squid buffer zone (i.e. time-area closure) in the area south of
Martha’s Vineyard/Nantucket. The Council is considering this action because
scoping comments indicated public concern that longfin squid fishing effort
concentrated in this area may be negatively impacting other fishing in Nantucket
Sound, due to localized depletion of prey and/or bycatch of recreationally-
targeted species.

Fisheries that Apply: Longfin and Illex Squid, Butterfish indirectly (longfin/butterfish
joint moratorium permit).

Types of Measures to be considered:

- A — Squid permits — Consider options based on vessel landings in relatively recent
years and possible use of 2013 control date.

- B — Northern states permits — Providing new permits for vessels in only a few states
may violate the Magnuson Act’s provisions to not discriminate between residents of
different States. However, it may be possible to create a lottery for temporary (3-
year?) permits that could only be used to land squid in Maine and/or New Hampshire
(anyone could apply and be included in the lottery). The FMAT is investigating this
issue. Currently vessels can apply for an Exempted Fishing Permit (EFP) if they
want to explore new aspects of a fishery.

- C —Squid Trimesters — The FMAT is conducting an analysis to explore if there is a
correlation between higher/lower catch/effort in the summer trimester and
lower/higher catches in the following offshore fishery, and vice-versa. Depending on
the results of that analysis, consider modifications to trimester allocations/rollover
provisions. The FMAT will also conduct analysis of bycatch and protected resource
impacts by trimester.

- D — Buffer Zone — Consider prohibiting vessels from possessing more than X pounds
longfin squid while in an area of Federal waters immediately south of Martha’s
Vineyard and Nantucket for all or some part of Trimester 2 (summer). The FMAT is
analyzing effort trends in the three areas colored purple, green, and blue, as well as
trends in several species’ catch and abundance in/around Nantucket Sound. Possible
Federal waters closure areas could align with the FMAT analyses — 3 and 12 nautical
mile lines are provided for reference.
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Type of NEPA Analysis Expected: Document expected to be EA.

Acronym NEPA Analysis

EA

Environmental Assessment

Requirements

NEPA applies, no scoping required,

public hearings required
under MSA

Applicable Laws/Issues:

Magnuson-Stevens Act Yes
Administrative Procedures Act Yes
Regulatory Flexibility Act Yes

Paperwork Reduction Act

Possibly; depends on data collection needs

Coastal Zone Management Act

Possibly; depends upon effects of the action
on the resources of coastal states in the
management unit

Endangered Species Act

Possibly; level of consultation, if necessary,
depends upon the actions taken

Marine Mammal Protection Act

Possibly; level of consultation, if necessary,
depends upon the actions taken

E.O. 12866
(Regulatory Planning and Review)

Yes

E.O. 12630 (Takings)

Possibly; legal review will confirm

E.O. 13132 (Federalism)

Possibly; legal review will confirm

Essential Fish Habitat

Possibly; level of consultation, if necessary,
depends upon the actions taken

Other Issues: At this time, no additional Amendment development issues have been

identified.

Yes

Information Quality Act

Timing Issues: No unusual timing issues expected.




Timeline for Development/Review/Implementation:

2015-2017 Development Track

Timeline, based on current
Action Council meeting schedule
e —
Scoping April 2015
First FMAT meetings, consideration of relevant data Early 2016
sources
Council reviews action plan June 2016
FMAT continues analyses June-August 2016
AP and then C_ommlttee meet to provide input on options Late August 2016
for all alternatives
Additional development of alternatives & analysis fall 2016
!\/IAF_MC Meetm_g to adopt public hearlng_document and December 2016
identify any preliminary preferred alternatives
Public hearings January/February 2017
MAFMC Meeting to: review comments; select final .
. April 2017
preferred measures; approve/adopt amendment)
Final Rule Effective January 1, 2018




Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
e 800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901-3910
Phone: 302-674-2331 | Toll Free: 877-446-2362 | FAX: 302-674-5399 | www.mafmc.org

FISHERY Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman | Lee G. Anderson, Vice Chairman
MID'ATLANTIC el Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director
MEMORANDUM
Date: 6/1/2016
To: Council
From: Jason Didden
Subject: FMAT Meeting Summary — Squid Amendment

The Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT) met on 5/19/2016. FMAT members in
attendance included Jason Didden, Lisa Hendrickson, Carly Bari, Don Paskowski, John
Walden, and Julia Olson. Other attendees included Jeff Kaelin, Greg DiDomenico, Katie
Almeida, and Douglas Christel.

The FMAT understands that there are currently 4 objectives of the Amendment (A-D below),
and each were addressed during the meeting.

A. Consider reducing the number of vessels in the directed longfin squid and lllex fisheries -
The Council is concerned that activation of latent permits in the squid fisheries could lead to
excessive fishing effort (possibly shortening seasons into derbies), and increased catch of
non-target species and/or protected resources.

The FMAT endorsed the staff suggestion to bring a preliminary range of alternatives to an
Advisory Panel (AP) meeting to get input on permit re-qualification criteria (non-re-qualifiers
would presumably be eligible to get an open access incidental permit). Based on FMAT
member schedules and analyses to be completed, that meeting would likely take place in late
August. Staff reviewed an initial set of possible criteria (5 or 10 years, 25,000 or 50,000
pounds in best year) that would be brought to the AP meeting.

Staff will include: the distributions of qualifying years so that any natural break points can be
identified; what portions of total/federal landings the current holders of moratorium permits
have been landing in recent years versus incidental and non-permit holders; and recent
landings by vessels that would not re-qualify.

The FMAT also discussed if there was a way to illustrate the ability of any resulting re-qualified
limited access fleet to catch the current squid quotas. Technical measures of capacity do not
appear to be a useful analytical tool in this case given there is a hard quota and the Council’s
goal is to protect vessels that have been dependent on recent squid catches rather than
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optimizing the use of capital resources in this fishery. Council staff suggested that identifying
the sum of all the vessels’ best-year catches over some time period might serve as an
approximate upper bound (but not technical maximum) on what any group of re-qualifying
vessels might be likely to catch in a given year. Any such analysis would have to acknowledge
that annual trends in the abundances of various species and changes in fishery management
measures impact year-to-year fishery performance. Another consideration is that such an
analysis would not be informative about the possible catches of latent vessels that might seek
to enter or expand participation in the future. Staff will draft an initial iteration of this kind of
analysis for additional FMAT feedback before bringing requalification options to the AP for
input.

B. Consider provisions for new permits for Maine/northern states. The Council is considering
this action because of reports of increased longfin squid abundance off Maine, and the
State of Maine requested consideration of provisions for additional access by fishermen in
northern states.

The FMAT discussed several aspects of this issue. Granting new permits for only some states
may violate Magnuson-Stevens Act provisions not to discriminate between residents of
different states. However, it may be possible to create a lottery for temporary (e.g., 3-year)
permits that could only be used to land squid in Maine and/or New Hampshire (anyone could
apply and be included in the lottery). C. Bari will discuss with NOAA GC. Also, currently
vessels can apply for an Exempted Fishing Permit (EFP) if they want to explore new aspects
of a fishery, so a vessel might obtain an incidental permit and then request exemption from the
trip limit as part of an Exempted Fishing Permit. The FMAT will explore longfin squid
abundance trends in the Gulf of Maine to determine whether consistent production is feasible
in the region. A research-set-aside could also be used to grant some vessels additional
access to demonstrate the feasibility of an expanded fishery in northern areas. In general, the
FMAT was concerned that granting new permits seemed to run contrary to the general goals of
the amendment to reduce the number of permits in the squid fisheries. Adding additional
northern squid fishing effort could also raise additional bycatch issues (which may support
using an EFP to explore this issue). Squid are allowed to be fished within the existing small-
mesh exemption areas in the GOM with certain season and gear restrictions.

C. Re-evaluate the longfin squid trimester allocations. The Council is considering this action
because some constituents have requested that more longfin squid be available during the
summer trimester (Trimester 2), while other constituents have concerns that increased
summer trimester effort may be negatively impacting spawning success.

L. Hendrickson will update previous analyses examining connectivity between the inshore and
offshore fisheries. Specifically, the analysis will examine standardized CPUE in the summer
inshore fishery relative to performance in the following offshore fishery and vice-versa. L.
Hendrickson noted that it would be useful to collect vessel processing type (e.g. freezer, ice
and/or RSW), on annual permit applications for effort standardization in CPUE analyses. L.
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Hendrickson is also working on improving the documentation of squid spawning bed locations.
The FMAT will also examine bycatch and protected resource impact differences by Trimester.

D.

Consider a longfin squid buffer zone (i.e. time-area closure) in the area south of Martha’s
Vineyard/Nantucket. The Council is considering this action because scoping comments
indicated public concern that longfin squid fishing effort concentrated in this area may be
negatively impacting the fishing in Nantucket Sound, due to localized depletion of prey
and/or bycatch of recreationally-targeted species.

The FMAT discussed several initial analyses. A detailed written narrative will be produced for
later consideration, but a preliminary summary is provided below as an update:

1. Have relevant recreational landings declined in recent years? The FMAT is examining

MRIP harvest trends during 2004-2015 at ports from New Bedford, MA to Chatham,
MA, where fishing likely occurred in Nantucket Sound, for striped bass, bluefish, black
sea bass, and/or summer flounder. These species are some of the major predators of
longfin squid, river herring, and butterfish. While the analysis involved a partitioning of
the data that MRIP is not intended for (MRIP landings and effort data are available by
state), landings per unit effort for these species were not indicative of an extreme drop
in recent years (e.g. trends since either 2004 or 2010) given the variability generally
seen in the data. Precision estimates are not available but would likely be low for such
a small area.

. Has the relative abundance of striped bass, bluefish, black sea bass, and/or summer

flounder in Nantucket Sound declined in recent years based on the Massachusetts (MA)
bottom trawl survey for strata that include Nantucket Sound? Striped bass and bluefish
occurrences were too low/inconsistent to be useful. Recent years (since 2012) have
shown a marked increase in black sea bass in the relevant spring and fall MA strata due
to a large 2011 year class. Recent years (since 2010) have shown a decline for
summer flounder in the spring and variability in the fall, though fall of 2015 was the
highest value in the time series for summer flounder in the relevant strata.

. Has the relative abundance of longfin squid, alewife, blueback herring, and/or butterfish

in Nantucket Sound declined in recent years? Longfin squid and butterfish indices
exhibited high variability and recent values appear to be within the typical variation of
the time series. Alewife showed high variation as well, though recent years (since
2010) showed a decline in the spring survey and an increase in the fall survey in the
relevant strata. Blueback herring indices were too low/inconsistent to be useful.
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In the future, the FMAT will evaluate
longfin squid catch/effort trends in Areas 1,

2, and Nantucket Sound as illustrated 538
(right). If feasible, correlations will be Nantucket Sound [
examined between effort trends and the = : el §

availability (for the MA survey) of longfin

ot
2y

squid, butterfish, and alewife in Nantucket
Sound. The FMAT will likely not be able to :
deduce any cause and effect associations - Area 1 ot

given the myriad of factors that impact | =

local fish abundances. This will make any | '4..-" . bava,

quantitative evaluation of trade-offs e Area 2| | "%@------ e

between possible lost commercial squid
fishing opportunities versus possible
benefits to fishing and/or the ecosystem in Nantucket Sound impossible, though the FMAT will
attempt to generally describe the relative importance of these areas to longfin squid fishing and
recreational fishing.
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Squid Amendment — Permit Requalification Examples

Staff proposes that permit requalification options be considered at an Advisory Panel
(AP) meeting and that the AP provide recommendations for the Committee/Council.
Staff can examine the outcomes of permit requalification options in real time at the
meeting to help the AP evaluate what kind of fleet would result from different
requalification criteria.

The structure of any qualifying criteria will impact the number of qualifiers. Based on
staff’s understanding that the Council’s goal is to account for the dependency on squid of
recently active vessels, staff proposes to take four initial qualifying criteria to the AP for
both squids: requalify vessels that had at least 25,000 or 50,000 pounds in their best year
over either 2006-2015 (10 years) or 2011-2015 (5 years). Given the quotas have not been
taken in recent years and there has not been a dramatic increase in active vessels since
2013, staff has not used the 2013 control dates, but would seek input from the AP on this
issue as well.

Approximate and preliminary re-qualifiers for each squid fishery under the above
example criteria are provided below. These would be provided to the AP as
background/illustrations for discussion at an in-person AP meeting.

Longfin

There were about 422 longfin/butterfish moratorium permits in the NMFS permit files in
at least one year 2011-2015.

-1f a 5-year/25,000 pound threshold was used the number of re-qualifying permits would
be about 154.

-1f a 5-year/50,000 pound threshold was used the number of re-qualifying permits would
be about 133.

-1f a 10-year/25,000 pound threshold was used the number of re-qualifying permits would
be about 181.

-1f a 10-year/50,000 pound threshold was used the number of re-qualifying permits would
be about 151.

Ilex

There were about 90 Illex moratorium permits in the NMFS permit files in at least one
year 2011-2015.

-1f a 5-year/25,000 (or 50,000) pound threshold was used the number of re-qualifying
permits would be about 27.

-1f a 10-year/25,000 (or 50,000) pound threshold was used the number of re-qualifying
permits would be about 31.
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem supports a wide array of living marine resources from
Atlantic sea scallops, one of the most valuable, to the North Atlantic Right whale, one of the
most endangered. All of these resources - fish, invertebrates, marine mammals, sea turtles,
habitats, and other ecosystem components - are being impacted by climate change and multi-
decadal climate variability. In fact, the pace of observed climate change in the Northeast U.S. is
faster than in many of the other U.S. Large Marine Ecosystems, and future change in the
Northeast U.S. Shelf ecosystem is projected to be greater than other portions of the world’s
oceans. These changes in climate are already creating significant challenges for the region.
Species distributions are becoming out-of-sync with the spatial allocations of management. The
productivity of some iconic species is decreasing making rebuilding and recovery difficult. Some
ports rely on one or two fisheries; changes in these fisheries could have dramatic consequences
for the human communities connected to these ports. Changes in management and regulation
are slow, while changes in the physics, chemistry, and biology of the ecosystem are occurring
rapidly. Despite these challenges, there are opportunities. Some species in the region are
responding positively to the changes: moving into the region and increasing in productivity.
Technology offers new tools for observing, understanding, and adapting to change. The region
has an excellent marine science infrastructure. On the national scale, NOAA Fisheries released
the Climate Science Strategy in August 2015. This Strategy develops a national framework to
meet the growing demand for information to better prepare for and respond to climate-related
impacts on the nation’s living marine resources and resource-dependent communities. This
document represents the Northeast U.S. Regional Action Plan for implementing the NOAA
Fisheries Climate Science Strategy. The Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem extends from North
Carolina to Maine, and includes watersheds, estuaries, the continental shelf and the open
ocean. Fourteen actions are identified, and the activities to be undertaken over the next three-
to-five years are described.

A critical element of this Action Plan is partnerships. The challenges are great, the issues are
complex, and resources are limited. By working together, we can reduce the impacts of change
on living marine resources, and increase the resilience of the ecosystem to change, including
people, businesses and communities.

2. INTRODUCTION

The NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy seeks to increase the production, delivery, and
use of the climate-related information required to fulfill NOAA Fisheries mandates (Link et al.
2015). These mandates are derived from numerous statutes: primarily the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA); Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA);
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Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act (ACFCM); Endangered Species Act
(ESA); Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA); National Aquaculture Act (NAA); Coral Reef
Conservation Act (CRCA); and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). There are also a
number of other statutes and Executive Orders that have bearing on the mission of NOAA
Fisheries: Federal Power Act; Clean Water Act; Coastal Zone Management Act; Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act; Oil Pollution Act; Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act; Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act; American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act; Executive Order 13547 Stewardship of the Ocean, Our Coasts,
and the Great Lakes; and Executive Order 13653 Preparing the United States for the Impacts of
Climate Change.

In general, these mandates are intended to instruct and support the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) to work in five thematic areas: fisheries, protected species?,
aquaculture, habitats, and ecosystems. NOAA Fisheries primarily focuses on fisheries in federal
waters, that being generally three miles from the coast to the 200 mile extent of the Economic
Exclusive Zone. However, many marine species also use coastal, estuarine, and fresh waters
during some portion of their life cycle, which can broaden the spatial scope of NOAA Fisheries
activities in the region. Further complicating the mission, many species migrate outside the U.S.
Exclusive Economic Exclusion Zone (EEZ) into other national jurisdictions or international
waters. Moreover, the MSA requires taking into account consideration of human communities
and fishing industries (Clay and Olson 2008), food production (Olson et al. 2014), and the
sustainability of marine species and their habitats (Fluharty 2000). Clearly, the NOAA Fisheries
mission of science and management activities extends from the headwaters of watersheds to
the deep ocean and includes interactions among physical, chemical, biological, and human
components and NOAA is in the position to integrate science and management across this
Large Marine Ecosystem.

One requirement of the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy is for each region to
develop a Regional Action Plan. The NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy defines seven
interdependent objectives with the goal to inform and fulfill NOAA Fisheries mandates in a
changing climate (Figure 1). The Strategy also identifies four near-term actions, one of which is
the development of Regional Action Plans, to customize and execute the Strategy over the next
3-5 years in a given region. This document, the Northeast Regional Action Plan, addresses this
near-term action. The Region covered is the Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem, which extends
from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to the western end of the Scotian Shelf and includes the

1 For the purposes of this document only, “protected species” refers to ESA listed species, MMPA
protected marine mammals, ESA Candidate Species and Species of Concern.
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Mid-Atlantic Bight, Southern New England, Georges Bank, and the Gulf of Maine. Regional
Action Plans are intended to: 1) identify strengths, weaknesses, priority needs and actions to
implement the seven NCSS Obijectives in each region over the next five years; and 2) increase
awareness, partnerships and support for these efforts internally and externally at regional to
national scales. This document provides information related to both of these goals.

The Northeast Obj 1. Climate-
. . Informed Reference
Regional Action Plan has Points

three sections. The first Obj 2. Robust Management
SHEVCHES
ion - Regional
sectio Obj 3. Adaptive Management
Assessment - describes Processes
the process used to Obj 4. Robust Projections of Future Conditions

develop the Regional
Action Plan. This section Obj 5. Information on Mechanisms of Change

the effect of climate

change on Iiving marine Obj 7. Science Infrastructure to Produce and Deliver Actionable Information

resources in the
Northeast U.S. The
strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities, and

Figure 1. The NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy is organized

around the seven priority science objectives

challenges to implementing the Strategy in the Northeast U.S. are then identified. A range of
needs are described and prioritized for the region based on the assessment of strengths and
weaknesses and relative to the seven objectives of the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science
Strategy. The second section - Action Plan - provides more detailed information for the High
Priority needs. Specific actions under a budget neutral (No New Resources) and budget increase
(New Resources) scenario are described. The third section - Timeline and Metrics - presents a

plan for managing actions under the Regional Action Plan and for evaluating success.

3. REGIONAL ASSESSMENT

DEVELOPOMENT OF THE NORTHEAST REGIONAL ACTION PLAN

The Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) and Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries
Office (GARFO) established a Working Group to develop the Northeast Regional Action Plan
(NERAPWG). NERAPWG is representative of the different components of NEFSC and GARFO, as
well as other NOAA Fisheries Offices in the Northeast Region (see Appendix 1). Two NEFSC and
two GARFO staff members formed a smaller leadership group from the NERAPWG (see
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Appendix 1). The Action Plan covers the Northeast U.S. Shelf, which extends from Cape
Hatteras, North Carolina to the western end of the Scotian Shelf and includes the Mid-Atlantic
Bight, Southern New England, Georges Bank, and the Gulf of Maine.

Each member of the working group was asked to identify regional strengths and
weaknesses, opportunities and challenges, and needs related to each objective of the NOAA
Fisheries Climate Science Strategy. This was done by each individual NERAPWG member; the
idea was to capture a broad perspective across the related, but varied, GARFO and NEFSC
perspectives. Because on their involvement in fisheries management — a priority for NOAA
Fisheries — staff from the New England Fishery Management Council (NEFMC), Mid-Atlantic
Fishery Management Council (MAFMC), and Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
(ASMFC) were also asked to provide input on regional strengths and weaknesses, opportunities
and challenges, and needs related to each objective based on their involvement in fisheries
management (see Appendix 2). The Priority (over a < 6 month planning horizon), Near-Term (6-
24 months) and Mid-Term (2-5 years) actions identified in the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science
Strategy were also considered. Finally, representatives of different line offices of NOAA (NOS,
OAR, NCEI, other NMFS offices) that work in the Northeast U.S. (see Appendix 2) were asked to
provide input on regional strengths and weakness, opportunities and challenges, and needs
related to each objective. This input was solicited at the individual level and not meant to
represent the official comments of NOAA Line Offices. Finally, a list of relevant documents was
compiled and reviewed to ensure that existing information was used in the development of the
Regional Action Plan (see Appendix 5).

This input was used to complete the assessment of regional strengths and weaknesses and
challenges and opportunities (Regional Assessment Section) and to draft a list of actions to

implement the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy in the Northeast region. These draft
lists of strength, weaknesses, and actions were reviewed by the Working Group to ensure
completeness and to formulate the draft actions at approximately the same level of detail. The
Working group then prioritized the final list of 63 actions. Working Group members were asked
to rank actions as High, Medium, or Low priority. There were no restrictions on the number of
actions in each category, but NERAPWG members were asked to strive for an even distribution
to provide a range in individual ranking. NERAPWG members were given the following
guidance/questions to help frame their rankings.

e Respondents should consider NOAA Fisheries mission as a whole
=  “Fisheries” refers to harvested species: managed, unmanaged, highly migratory, etc.
=  “Protected species” refers to ESA listed species, MMPA protected marine mammals,
ESA Candidate Species and Species of Concern unless otherwise specified
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=  “Habitat” components include pelagic, benthic, marine, estuarine, and freshwater
areas of the Northeast U.S. Shelf ecosystem.

=  “Ecosystem” components range from physical oceanography to the economic and
social aspects of human communities

= “Aquaculture” refers to the development and sustainability of cultured invertebrates
and vertebrates

= “National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) issues” related the environmental review
of potential impacts of planned projects or permits.

e Does the action address a high priority need in the Northeast U.S. Region?

e Does the action advance climate science related to NOAA Fisheries Mission in the
Northeast U.S. Region (NOAA Fisheries Mission and NEFSC and GARFO Strategic Plans)?

e Will the action reduce uncertainty of management advice related to NOAA Fisheries
Mission in the Northeast U.S. Region (NOAA Fisheries Mission and NEFSC and GARFO
Strategic Plans)?

e Does the action lead to tangible improvements or increased knowledge within the five
year time frame?

NERAPWG members were asked to identify their top 10 actions if no new resources are
available and their top 10 actions if new resources are available. In pre-ranking discussions,
NERAPWG members expressed that their prioritization may differ depending on the resources
available, so top 10 actions were identified separately for the no new resources and the new
resources scenarios. For each of the top 10 actions, NERAPWG members were asked to identify,
to the best of their ability, the specific steps that should be taken in the next five years.
NERAPWG members were also asked to identify important partners. Members could state why
the action is important and provide additional comments if desired, but these later two
responses were optional.

Following NERAPWG ranking, the Leadership Group compiled the ranks and the action
statements. The numbers of High, Medium, and Low ranks were then tabulated for each Draft
Action. The numbers of Top 10 ranks were also tabulated for each Action. The leadership group
then used these rankings and considered the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy to
combine some actions and to identify Priority Actions for the region; these Priority Actions are
itemized in Section 4 below. The full list of the 63 actions developed and considered by the
NERAPWG is presented in Appendix 3.
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Priority Actions were aligned with the most applicable objective from the NOAA Fisheries
Climate Science Strategy and to NOAA Fisheries mission elements. This latter step will help
users of the Regional Action Plan to view the actions identified for a particular mission area as
well as the actions identified as overall priorities.

ASSESSMENT OF REGIONAL STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

Climate Change and Variability in the Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem

The Northeast U.S. Continental Shelf extends from Cape Hatteras, North Carolina to the
western end of the Scotian Shelf and includes the Mid-Atlantic Bight, Southern New
England, Georges Bank, and the Gulf of Maine. The climate of this ecosystem is changing,
both as a result of anthropogenic climate change and natural climate variability.
Anthropogenic climate change is a long-term change in the climate system that is attributed
to greenhouse gas emissions. The evidence for anthropogenic climate change is widely
accepted (IPCC 2014, NCA 2015). The Northeast U.S. Shelf has experienced some of the
greatest warming over the past decade (Figure 2) and some of the greatest rates of sea-
level rise of any area around the world. The anthropogenic climate change signal is
occurring simultaneously with natural climate variability - the two signals can amplify or
cancel each other out.

Within the North Atlantic Ocean, there are two basin-scale indices of natural climate

variability that impact climate

in the Northeast U.S.: the Ml i i i sl —
North Atlantic Oscillation
(NAO) and the Atlantic 60°N-
Multidecadal Oscillation i
(AMO). The NAO is measured
as the difference in

40°N

atmospheric pressure

between the Icelandic Low 20°N-

and the Azores High, and is J

linked to the strength and

ookt |

T T T T T T T
120°W 40°W

direction of the westerlies 200w
across the North Atlantic Figure 2 Change in SST from 2006-2016 compared to 1981-
(Hurrell et al. 2003). A 2016 climatology from the OISST v2 dataset.

negative NAO is associated
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with cold, dry air over the Northeast U.S. Shelf and a positive NAO is associated with warm,
wet air over the region. The NAO went through a predominantly negative phase in the
1960s and early 1970s and then a predominantly positive phase from the mid-1970s to
early-1990s. In recent years, the NAO has been more variable, fluctuating between negative
and positive phases on a one to three year scale (EcoAP 2015). The AMO represents a
pattern of sea surface temperatures across the North Atlantic (Schlesinger and Ramankutty
1994). A negative AMO is related to cooler temperatures across the North Atlantic (early
1960s to late-1990s). A positive AMO is related to warmer temperatures across the North
Atlantic (late-1990s to the present) (EcoAP 2015). The AMO has a period of approximately
70 years in the observational record, but the regularity of the oscillation is uncertain (Chylek
et al. 2012). The recent positive phase of the AMO co-occurs with the anthropogenic
climate signal (i.e., warming over the past 30 years) making it difficult to separate climate
change and decadal-scale climate variability on the Northeast U.S. Shelf (Figure 3).

More recently, climate variability in the Pacific Ocean has been linked to changes in both
ocean temperature (Pershing et al. 2015) and air temperature (Chen et al. 2014, 2015) in
the Northeast U.S Shelf

ecosystem. The Pacific Decadal Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem
Oscillation (PDO) is inversely Mesn Aomuel Tampersie

16

related to spring and summer
sea surface temperature in the -
Gulf of Maine (Pershing et al.
2015). This long-distance
connection between the

14

Atlantic and Pacific Ocean 13

Temperature ( OC)

suggests that atmospheric

forcing is an important 12}
mechanism driving the climate
Varlablhty of the Northeast U.S. 1860 1880 1900 1920 1940 1960 1980 2000 2020
Shelf. For example, the Year

extreme warming observed in
2012 on the Northeast U.S.
Shelf (warmest on record) was

Figure 3. Annual sea-surface temperature on the
Northeast U.S. Shelf from the ERSSTv3b dataset. Colors
represent annual temperatures. The line is a lowess

primarily driven by air-sea heat smoother of annual temperature. The multi-decadal

flux (Chen et al. 2014, 2015). variability (peaks in the 1850s, 1950’s, and 2010') is
The anomalous position of the closely related to the Atlantic Multidecadal Oscillation.
atmospheric jet stream in the
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fall-winter of 2011-2012 reduced the heat-loss from the Northeast U.S. Shelf waters and
resulted in a less cooling in the fall and winter of 2011-2012 (Chen et al. 2014).

While it appears that the 2012 warming event was primarily driven by the atmosphere,
ocean advection also plays an important role in the ocean temperature on the Northeast
U.S. Shelf (Rossby and Benway, 2010; Mountain and Kane, 2010; Shearman and Lentz 2010;
Gawarkiewicz et al. 2012). Although the Gulf Stream does not flow directly over the
Northeast U.S. Shelf, a more northern position of the warmer Gulf Stream is associated with
reduced transport of colder Labrador water that enters the Shelf from the north (Pershing
et al. 2001; Rossby and Benway, 2010). New research has pointed to a robust relationship
between the Atlantic Meridional Overturning Circulation (AMOC) and ocean conditions on
the Northeast U.S. Shelf (Goddard et al., 2015; Saba et al. 2016). Observations of the
interannual variability of AMOC at 26.5°N and Slope Water intrusions into the Gulf of
Maine’s Northeast Channel (42.25°N) are significantly correlated when the AMOC is lagged
1-2 years (Saba et al. 2016). A similar correlation is reported between observations of sea
surface height (lagged 2 years) and ocean temperature in the Middle- Atlantic Bight (Forsyth
et al., 2015) with a potential link to AMOC such that increased sea level height on the Shelf
may be related to a reduction of AMOC (Goddard et al., 2015). However, this link has been
guestioned in other studies indicating no reduction in Gulf Stream transport, which is a
surface component of AMOC (Rossby et al., 2014).

As a result of climate change and natural variability, there have been changes in a
number of physical parameters in the Northeast U.S. Shelf over the past 30-40 years (EcoAp
2015) and climate models project that these changes will continue. Air and ocean
temperatures are increasing in the Northeast U.S., which can impact marine organisms,
their habitats, and ultimately the human communities that depend on these organisms and
habitats. Air temperature is an important indicator of trends in freshwater and coastal
water temperature owing to efficient heat exchange occurring in the shallow waters (Hare
and Able 2007). The Northeast U.S. Shelf is one of the fastest warming regions of the
world’s oceans (Figure 1), but the relative effect of the climate change signal and the AMO
signal is unclear (Solomon et al. 2011). The warming signal has a seasonal component, with
summers warming faster than winters (Friedland and Hare 2007). The Northeast U.S. is also
a “hotspot” for sea-level rise, with rates in the past five decades approximately 3—4 times
higher than the global average (Sallenger et al. 2012). Land subsidence along portions of the
Mid-Atlantic coast contributes to apparent sea-level rise (Eggleston and Pope, 2013).
Annual precipitation and river flows have increased and the timing of snowmelt is earlier,
while the magnitude of extreme precipitation events has also increased (Karl and Knight;
1998, McCabe and Wolock, 2002; Walsh et al., 2014). As examples, the timing of high river
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flows in New England has shifted 1-2 weeks earlier over the past 30 years (Hodgkins et al.
2003) and the magnitude and frequency of floods in the Northeast U.S. have increased over
the past 75 years (Collins 2009; Armstrong et al., 2014). Dissolved CO; is increasing, which is
resulting in the “acidification” of shelf waters at rates comparable to global averages.
Salinities were decreasing from the 1970s into the 1990s likely due to the transport of low
salinity ice melt from the Arctic (Greene and Pershing 2007), but are now increasing,
potentially due to increased influence of Atlantic Warm Temperate water (EcoAp 2015,
Gawarkiewicz et al. 2012). Climate projections from global climate models suggest that both
temperature and precipitation will increase over time in the Northeast US. However, there
is higher confidence in the temperature projections (IPCC, 2013; NCA 2014). Increases in
dissolved CO; will continue, but there is a substantial amount of seasonal and regional scale
variability. Projected trends in salinity are more complex, with increased freshwater input
from the Labrador Coastal Current and increased addition of saltier water as the Gulf
Stream is expected to shift northwards; it is not clear how the salinity regime will change in
response. Changes in the Labrador Coastal Current and the Gulf Stream will impact
temperature and salinity conditions. For example, a high-resolution global climate model,
which resolves regional oceanography, projects an increased in Atlantic Warm Temperate
water entering the Gulf of Maine leading to both an enhanced warming and increases in
salinity (Saba et al. 2016).

These changes in climate are causing numerous changes in fish, shellfish, marine
mammal, and sea turtle populations, as well as in the habitats that these species use. In
turn, the changes with individual species are impacting predator-prey relationships and
competition in the ecosystem, as well as impacting the human communities that interact
with the species and habitat. When the Northeast U.S. Shelf is analyzed as a single region,
the distribution of a large number of species is dominated by a shift of populations to the
northeast and into deeper water (Nye et al. 2009, Pinsky et al. 2013); however, at the
species specific-level there is variability (e.g. Spiny Dogfish is shifting southward). When the
Northeast U.S. Shelf is analyzed as two distinct regions, in the Mid-Atlantic Bight, the
northeastern distribution shift is primarily evident, whereas in the Gulf of Maine a
southwestern shift into deeper water is more evident (Kleisner et al. 2016). This difference
is explained by regional-scale oceanography and bathymetry. The phenology of spawning
time of a large number of species has also changed (Walsh et al. 2015), with some species
spawning earlier in the year and some later. In addition to changes in distribution and
phenology, there is evidence of a change in productivity for some species. For example,
Winter Flounder and Atlantic Cod productivity has decreased in recent decades, whereas
Atlantic Croaker productivity has been increasing (Fogarty et al. 2008, Hare et al. 2010, Bell
et al. 2014, Pershing et al. 2015). These changes are not restricted to fish species. Sea turtle
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nesting habitats also are being affected by changing climate conditions (Saba et al. 2012).
Coastal shellfish productivity will likely be impacted by ocean acidification (Talmage and
Gobler 2010), affecting both coastal fisheries on wild resources and aquaculture sites. Sea-
level rise is expected to impact coastal habitats used by freshwater, estuarine, and marine
species (Morris et al. 2002, Craft et al. 2008; Kirwan et al., 2010; Carey et al., 2015; Kirwan
et al., 2016) and have dramatic effects on coastal communities (Ford and Smit 2004;
Howard et al. 2013). Fishing remains an important factor in the management of marine
species, but recognition of the relative importance of climate, ecosystem, and habitat
interactions has increased. In addition, other human pressures including shipping, dams,
and energy development are impacting NOAA Fisheries trust resources. Coupled with the
rapid rate of climate change in the Northeast U.S. Shelf, multiple stressors are creating
numerous and serious challenges to the management of living marine resources in the
Northeast U.S. However, there are some opportunities created by climate change in the
region. Adaptive strategies need to be develop to meet both short-term and long-term
management objectives.

Regional Strengths

The Northeast U.S. region is in a good position to implement the NOAA Fisheries Climate
Science Strategy and to increase the production, delivery, and use of the climate-related
information required to fulfill NOAA Fisheries mandates. Below follow examples of various
efforts underway related to the intersection of climate science and living marine resource
management. This review is not meant to be comprehensive, but seeks to identify regional
strengths and provide some examples.

There is a long history of ecosystem and climate research in the Northeast U.S. region.
In 1871, Spencer Baird was appointed the first Commissioner of Fish and Fisheries for the
United States Fish Commission and advocated that fisheries needed to be studied,
understood, and managed in the context of the ecosystem including humans. This concept
was supported by preeminent scientists working for the precursors of the NEFSC (e.g.,
Henry Bigelow, Victor Loosanoff, Oscar Sette, Lionel Walford, George Clarke, and Charles
and Marie Fish). Studies through the first half of the 20th century emphasized the
importance of the ecosystem in affecting fishery yields (e.g., Sette 1943) and changes in
species distribution were linked to changes in climatic conditions during this period (Taylor
et al. 1957). Through the latter half of the 20th century, attention turned more toward
single-species approaches, but the importance of the environment in affecting fishery
productivity was still recognized (e.g., Sissenwine 1974). In 1999, the NOAA Fisheries
Ecosystem Advisory Panel reaffirmed the importance of considering ecosystem interactions
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in fishery management, specifically including human dimensions (NOAA Fisheries, 1999).
This long history of an ecosystem and climate focus sets the stage for the development of
Ecosystem Based Management that includes the effect of climate change in marine
resources and on the human communities that utilize them.

A number of preeminent research institutions and research universities are located in
the Northeast U.S. region. There are formal relationships that exist between NOAA and
many of these organizations including the Cooperative Institute for the North Atlantic
Region (CINAR), Cooperative Institute for Climate Science (CICS), and the Cooperative
Institute for Climate and Satellites (CICS-NC). There are also collaborative relationships

between regional universities and other federal agencies: North Atlantic Coast Cooperative
Ecosystem Studies Unit (NACCESU) and USGS Cooperative Research Units. There are NOAA
Sea Grant programs throughout the Northeast U.S. and there have been a number of large-

scale projects between academics and research institutions and NOAA investigators
including Global Ocean Ecosystem Dynamics (1989-2002) and Comparative Analysis of

Marine Ecosystem Organization (2009-2012). Research done with and by these institutions

will continue to contribute to our understanding of the effect of climate change on marine
species and ecosystems.

With this science capacity in the region, there have been a number of recent significant
studies that advance the objectives of the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy and lay
the foundation for moving forward. Many of these studies are cited above and in Appendix
5. There are also a number of new programs and opportunities in the region, including a
collaboration between NOAA Fisheries and NOAA Research, Sustainable management and

resilience of U.S. fisheries in a changing climate, and a NOAA Sea Grant effort, Northeast

Sea Grant Consortium Regional Ocean Acidification RFP. The NOAA Ocean Acidification

Program provides sustained funding to the NEFSC for monitoring and experimental work
and funds a number of science projects in the region. There are National Science
Foundation opportunities including the Coastal SEES program and the Long-Term Ecological

Research (LTER) New Site Competition. There are NOAA Fisheries internal funding programs

that have supported research applicable to the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy
including the Fisheries and the Environment, Improve Stock Assessment, Habitat
Information for Stock Assessment, Stock Assessment Analytical Methods, Sea Turtle
Assessment, and Advanced Sampling Technology Working Group. As interest in
understanding the effect of climate change on fisheries, protected species, habitat,
ecosystems and aquaculture grows, the opportunities to conduct science in these areas will
grow as well.
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The NOAA Chesapeake Bay Office (NCBO) has been engaged in a number of climate
related activities — Chesapeake Bay is the largest estuary in the Northeast U.S. Shelf
ecosystem. NCBO has been developing a climate resiliency work plan in support of the 2014
Chesapeake Bay Program Agreement outcomes. This work plan consists of two
components. The Monitoring and Assessment component calls for continually monitoring
and assessing the trends and likely impacts of changing climatic and sea level conditions on
the Chesapeake Bay ecosystem. The effectiveness of restoration and protection policies,
programs and projects will also be evaluated. The Adaptation component calls for
restoration and protection projects to enhance the resiliency of the Chesapeake Bay
ecosystem from the impacts of coastal erosion, coastal flooding, more intense and more
frequent storms and sea-level rise.

In addition to having a strong research base and funding, the region has exceptional
experimental and observational capabilities. NOAA Fisheries supports experimental facilities
at the Sandy Hook Laboratory and the Milford Laboratory. A number of other institutions

and universities in the region have experimental facilities (e.g., Environmental Systems

Laboratory, Darling Marine Center, Smith Laboratory, Marine Ecosystems Research

Laboratory, University of Connecticut) and this experimental approach is used in the field

(e.g., effect of trawling on benthic habitat, Sullivan et al. 2003; caging studies to examine
fish ecology, Meng et al. 2008). Since fisheries science in the region developed with the
understanding of the importance of the ecosystem, fisheries observations and marine
ecosystem observations have been combined since the early 20th century. Portions of the
legacy continue today with the NEFSC Ecosystem Monitoring Surveys, Bottom Trawl Survey,

and protected species surveys (e.g., Atlantic Marine Assessment Program for Protected

Species) ; many of the NEFSC surveys started in the 1960’s and 70’s and represent time
series in excess of forty years. These surveys collect a range of information on targeted
species information, as well as a broader suite of ecosystem and climate information,
providing the ability to analyses the interactions between targeted species and their
environment. These programs include traditional and new technologies such as acoustic
(e.g., Northeast Acoustic Network) and optical (e.g., HabCam). There are also two

Integrated Ocean Observing System Regional Associations: Northeastern Regional

Association of Coastal and Ocean Observing Systems and Mid-Atlantic Coastal Ocean

Observing System; and the Chesapeake Bay Interpretive Buoy System operates in the

region. The Pioneer Array on the outer Southern New England Shelf is now operational with
support from the Ocean Observatories Initiative Program (National Science Foundation

funded). Collaboration between NOAA Fisheries and these other large-scale experimental
and observational activities continues to grow and can be used to meet the goals of the
Climate Science Strategy.
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Modeling capabilities in the region are also quite advanced. Single-species fisheries
assessments use a range of models from simple data-limited and index models to age-
structured models (NEFSC 2014). Multispecies models are used in some fish assessments
(NEFSC 2006) and environmental variables are beginning to be included in some single
species models (NEFSC 2014, Miller et al. 2016). Similarly, protected species assessments
utilize a range of models formulations (Moore and Merrick, 2011) and there are models
under development that are explicitly climate-driven (Meyer-Gutbrod et al. 2015).
Ecosystem modeling capability in the region is well developed with network-type models for
Northeast U.S. Shelf ecoregions (Link et al. 2008) and complete system models like Atlantis
(Link et al. 2014, Townsend 2014, Ihde 2015); these models are being developed to provide
strategic advice. There is also an evaluation of a range of models underway at the NEFSC to
provide tactical fisheries advice (NEFSC Ecosystem Considerations: Modeling Approaches).

The region has a diversity of ocean models. Data assimilative hindcast models are available
providing dynamical reanalysis of past conditions (Chen and He 2010, Chen et al. 2011, Kang
and Curchitser 2013). In addition, oceanographic forecast models have been developed
(Beardsley and Chen, 2014, Wilkin et al. 2014) and are starting to be used in living marine
resource management applications (NEFSC 2014, Turner et al. 2015). Century-scale
projections from global climate models have been used in the region and evaluations of
high-resolution global models (Saba et al. 2016) and decadal prediction skill are underway
(Stock et al. 2015). The region is poised to begin integrating across biological,
oceanographic, and climate models in support of assessment and the provision of
management advice.

The region has strong social science capacity. The NEFSC has a Social Sciences Branch,

with fisheries anthropologists, resource economists and other social scientists who work on
a range of issues including the impact of climate change on communities (Colburn et al. in
review) and fishing businesses (Gaichas et al., in review). Both GARFO and NEFSC recognize
the importance of linking natural science, social science, regulation, and management.
GARFO has identified Community Resiliency as one of its seven strategic goals (GARFO
Strategic Plan FY2015-2019), with the purpose of developing an integrated approach among

programs to enhance fishery community resiliency. NEFSC has identified social sciences in
one of its seven strategic foci (NEFSC Strategic Science Plan, 2016-2021): to improve

understanding of economic and socio-cultural factors in marine resource management.
Many universities in the region also have social scientists who are working with NOAA
Fisheries. There are even examples of linking climate change to economic effects through
climate effects on marine populations (e.g., sea scallop, Cooley et al., 2015). The NEFMC
and MAFMC are integrating social sciences into their development of Ecosystem-Based
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Fisheries Management approaches (e.g., East Coast Climate Change and Fisheries

Governance Workshop) to develop more meaningful linkages between natural sciences,

social sciences, management objectives, and regulation in the future.

Importantly, there are strong research interactions forming with the fishing industry.
The Research-Set-Aside program funds research through the sale of set-aside allocations for

guota or days-at-sea (DAS) managed fisheries. These projects focus on research to improve
assessments, but could be used for research related to the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science
Strategy. Cooperative environmental monitoring with lobstermen has been ongoing at the
NEFSC since 2001 (eMOLT) and similar programs have started recently (e.g., Lobster
Research Fleet). Work with butterfish and Atlantic mackerel fishermen also aims to support

stock assessment (NEFSC 2014), as well as examines the importance of the environment in
the distribution and productivity of the stocks. The Northeast Cooperative Research
Program has existed since the late 1990’s; within it, the Study Fleet is deploying
environmental sensors on fishing vessels and work is underway to transmit the data in near-
real time and make it available to ocean forecasting models. The Social Sciences Branch has
conducted over 100 oral histories with fishermen and fishing community members and the
NMEFS Voices from the Fisheries program has hundreds more. These can be mined for Local
Ecological Knowledge, including signals of climate change. Further collaboration and
cooperation with industry will be critical for the success of the NOAA Fisheries Climate
Science Strategy.

There is an improved understanding of the habitat requirements of fisheries and some
protected species in the region. Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for all managed fish and

invertebrate species has been defined and habitat needs for some ESA listed species have
been identified (see critical habitat designations for North Atlantic Right Whales, the Gulf of
Maine distinct population segment (DPS) of Atlantic Salmon and the Northwest Atlantic DPS

of loggerhead sea turtle at Greater Atlantic Regional Office Protected Resources). This

information is used in a variety of management decisions and recommendations made by
NOAA Fisheries. The GARFO Habitat Conservation Division and Protected Resources Division

routinely work together to identify and conserve both EFH and ESA listed species through

either the fishery management process or through consultations with Federal agencies on
actions that may adversely affect those resources. The EFH and ESA consultation processes
are required under Federal regulations and are designed so that Federal agencies and their
partners account for and attempt to minimize adverse effects of their activities on NOAA
trust resources. The NOAA Chesapeake Bay Office works to protect and restore a variety of

habitats in the Chesapeake Bay watershed. The Chesapeake Bay Interpretive Buoy System
(CBIBS) is one of the most comprehensive coastal monitoring systems in the United States.
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This, combined with other Chesapeake Bay field programs, makes NCBO a key component
of efforts to couple physical impacts of a changing climate. There are also numerous place-
based management structures that are designed in part to protect habitat. For example,
Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary (SBNMS) is a region containing a shallow,

primarily sandy bank surrounded by deeper water in the western Gulf of Maine. SBNMS is
heavily utilized by humans and by marine species, including the North Atlantic Right Whale
and Atlantic Cod. The National Estuarine Research Reserve System has nine sites

throughout the Northeast U.S. Shelf ecosystem stretching from Chesapeake Bay-Virginia
NERRs to Wells NERRs (in Maine). NERRs sites are designated to protect and study estuarine
systems. In addition, the two regional fishery management councils have designated a
number of protected areas specifically for the purpose of habitat protection including
seasonal closures, gear restricted areas, and Habitat Areas of Particular Concern. (HAPC). Of
particular note is the MAFMC Deep Sea Corals Amendment to the Mackerel, Squid, and

Butterfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP), which protects areas that are known or highly
likely to contain deep sea corals; and, the NEFMC Habitat Omnibus Amendment 2, which

designated EFH and HAPC in New England waters.

There are numerous habitat restoration projects underway in the Northeast U.S., which
reduce the stress of human development on marine resources in the region (NOAA
Restoration Center Northeast Region). Most rivers and streams in the Northeast U.S.

contain fish passage barriers, which contribute to decreased productivity of many of the
region’s diadromous species. Coastal hardening with concrete seawalls and bulkheads has
increased coastal erosion and negatively impacted coastal habitats. In addition, dredging,
filling, and development have reduced natural coastal habitats. Restoration efforts are
underway throughout the region removing passage barriers, replacing seawalls with “living
shorelines”, repairing salt marsh beds, and widening bridges and culverts to improve tidal
flow in coastal wetlands. Increased gentrification of coastlines also contributes to
destruction of coastal habitat and increased point source pollution. The Social Sciences
Branch has developed community gentrification indicators (Colburn and Jepson 2012) to
track this process.

Management and science structures and procedures are well developed and
coordinated. The New England Fishery Management Council, Mid-Atlantic Fishery

Management Council and Atlantic State Marine Fisheries Commission manage fishery

resources and have formal cooperative arrangements. Management of Atlantic Highly
Migratory Species (HMS) is under authority of the Secretary of Commerce, who has
delegated that authority to NMFS. ). NOAA supports Federally-Recognized Tribes in the
region (see NOAA Tribal Relations). A U.S. Tribal Climate Resislence Toolkit has been
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developed and NOAA is committed to developing policies and procedures that improve
relations and cooperative activities with Federally-Recognized Tribes on a government-to-
government basis. The Atlantic Scientific Review Group advises NOAA Fisheries on the

status of marine mammal stocks. There is a region-wide stranding and disentanglement
program for marine mammals and sea turtles. Permitting processes exist for aquaculture in
state waters and there are venues for communicating across the region (see Aquaculture in
the Greater Atlantic Region). The Northeast Regional Ocean Council and the Mid-Atlantic

Regional Council on the Ocean are active and developing the concept of Ecosystem-Based

Management in the region as part of the National Ocean Policy. There are numerous federal

(e.g., Environmental Protection Agency, Fish and Wildlife Service, United States Geological

Survey), state (North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries, Virginia Marine Resources

Commission, Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Delaware Department of Natural

Resources and Environmental Control, Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission, State of

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, New York State Department of

Environmental Conservation, Vermont Fish and Wildlife, Connecticut Department of Energy

and Environmental Protection, Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management,

Massachusetts Division of Ecological Restoration, Massachusetts Division of Marine

Fisheries, New Hampshire Fish and Game Department, Maine Department of Marine

Resources), and local agencies and organizations with living marine resource responsibilities
and interest. This list is not complete, but serves to illustrate the management and
organizational infrastructure that is in place in the region.

Protected species management has incorporated climate and environmental variables in
standard abundance, distribution, and bycatch analyses. The Atlantic Marine Assessment
Program for Protected Species (AMAPPS) has been collecting oceanographic and climate
data associated with marine mammal, sea turtle, and sea bird visual and acoustic
observations. These data have been used to model distribution and abundance included in
stock assessments, and as such could be used to predict distribution changes due to climate
change. Mid-Atlantic sea turtle temperature preferences have also been demonstrated via
analysis of both fishery-dependent and -independent data (Murray and Orphanides 2013)
and studies have been completed on the projected response of sea turtle populations to
climate change (Saba et al. 2012). Similarly, sea surface temperature has been used as an
indicator of potential sea turtle-fishery interactions in the southern Mid-Atlantic Bight
(Braun-McNeill et al. 2008). Climate change information is used in ESA decisions in the
region. A Climate Change Workshop was held as part of the ESA listing determination

process for River Herring and a Climate Change Subgroup has been established as part of

the Technical Expert Working Group for River Herring. Several studies have been published
on river herring and climate change during this period (e.g., Lynch et al. 2014, Tommasi et
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al. 2015). Analyses were completed on climate change effects on habitat and distribution of
cusk, which is an ESA Candidate Species (Hare et al. 2012) and there has been substantial
work completed on the effects of climate change and decadal-scale variability on Atlantic
Salmon populations and habitats (e.g., Walsh and Kilsby 2007, Todd et al. 2012, Friedland et
al. 2014, Perry et al. 2015).

There is increased recognition of the interaction among climate change, marine
resources, and human communities, which has influenced the thinking about assessment
and management in an ecosystem impacted by climate change. The Fishery Management
Councils are developing Ecosystem-Based Fisheries Management in the region that includes
consideration of climate, species interactions, and habitat. The NEFSC Climate, Ecosystem,
Habitat, and Assessment Steering Group has developed a process for including climate,
ecosystem, and habitat factors into benchmark and update assessments and there are
discussions underway with the Fishery Management Councils to include climate, ecosystem,
and habitat Terms of Reference in update and benchmark assessments. NOAA Fisheries has
developed Guidance for Treatment of Climate Change in NOAA Fisheries ESA Decisions.
Other institutions are also focusing on climate change and contributing to the advancement
of ideas and potential approaches (e.g., Island Institute, Rhode Island Saltwater Anglers

Association, Cooperative Institute of the North Atlantic Region). There are also numerous

environmental non-governmental organizations (ENGO) active in the region. These range
from organizations working around the world (e.g., The Nature Conservancy, the

Environmental Defense Fund) to local organizations (e.g., Save the Bay, Barneget Bay

Partnership). Many of these organizations are actively involved in living marine resource
science and management and contributing to climate change adaptation activities. There
are numerous interactions with GARFO and NEFSC on research projects, Fishery
Management Council committees, and protected species committees and panels.

Aqguaculture organizations in the region are thinking about the effects of climate
change, primarily ocean acidification, on their businesses (NROC Aquaculture White Paper).

Studying the effects of climate change on aquaculture organisms and industry is a
component of the NEFSC Strategic Plan. There are regional climate and health related

initiatives working with the aquaculture industry (e.g., Interstate Shellfish Sanitation

Conference, NCCOS Cooperative Oxford Laboratory, NEFSC Milford Division). Numerous

research activities and educational programs are also underway at regional universities and
research institutions (e.g., Marine Biological Laboratory, University of North Carolina

Wilmington, University of Rhode Island, Roger Williams University, University of Maine).

Aquaculture is related to other NOAA Fisheries mission areas. For example increasing
physical habitat complexity in the nearshore environment through aquaculture operations
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can have beneficial impacts affecting the abundance, growth and diversity of juvenile
marine finfish (Clynick et al. 2008). Shellfish aquaculture may also provide important long-
term data sets to inform our understanding of ocean acidification (e.g., Tracking Ocean

Alkalinity using New Carbon Measurement Technologies) and how this may affect primary

production within the nearshore coastal and freshwater ecosystems (Gledhill et al. 2015).

Finally, the region has made substantial progress on immediate-term actions defined in
the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy (see Appendix 6):

1. Conduct climate vulnerability analyses in each region for all Living Marine Resources
to better understand what is at risk and why.

The NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy calls for climate vulnerability
analyses in each region for all Living Marine Resources as an immediate action. The
Northeast Fisheries Climate Vulnerability Assessment has been completed and evaluated
the vulnerability to a change in productivity, the potential for a shift in distribution and the
directional effect of climate change on 82 fish and invertebrate species in the region
(Morrison et al. 2016, Hare et al. 2016). This fisheries vulnerability assessment has been
linked to a social vulnerability assessment providing information on the vulnerability of
communities along the east coast to climate change (Colburn et al., in press). Additional
indicators of climate impact to communities are available and in development as part of a
nationwide NOAA Fisheries social indicators project (Jessop and Colburn 2013). Further,
NOAA Fisheries staff from the Northeast U.S. are involved in the development of marine
mammal and sea turtle vulnerability assessments.

2. Establish and strengthen ecosystem indicators and status reports in all regions to
better track, prepare for and respond to climate-driven changes.

The Ecosystem Assessment Program at the NEFSC produces an Ecosystem Status
Report that tracks a number of indicators related to fisheries, protected species, habitat,
aquaculture, and the broader ecosystem, including both social and natural science
indicators. The first Ecosystem Status Report was produced in 2009 (EcoAp 2009), and
two have been completed subsequently (EcoAp 2012, EcoAp 2015). The Ecosystem

Assessment Program, working with other groups in the NEFSC, is also developing Annual
Ecosystem Reports for the Fishery Management Councils, and has developed a Climate
Change webpage to provide regionally specific information on the changes observed in
the Northeast U.S. Shelf ecosystem and the impacts on Living Marine Resources.
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3. Develop capacity to conduct management strategy evaluations regarding climate
change impacts on management targets, priorities, and goals.

The region is starting to develop Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE)
capabilities. The MAFMC has used an MSE approach to evaluate control-rules for the
Atlantic mackerel fishery (Wiedenmann 2015). The issue of setting harvest control rules

for data-poor species using an MSE framework has also been dealt with more generally
(Wiedenmann et al. 2013). An MSE framework is being developed to evaluate harvest
control rules in Atlantic herring (Deroba 2015). Further, the NEFMC is looking to
incorporate MSE-like frameworks into their Risk Policy. The NEFSC has established an
MSE Working Group to continue to develop this approach within NOAA Fisheries. It
includes both social and natural scientists. Although this work is in its infancy, the value
of MSE is recognized in the region and the application of the approach will increase.

Regional Weaknesses

Despite the number and magnitude of strengths related to incorporating climate change
into the NOAA Fisheries mission in Northeast U.S., there remain substantial weaknesses
that will inhibit the region’s ability to implement the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science
Strategy.

Science and management processes have developed around the concept of equilibrium
and the general goal to return a resource or a system to a past equilibrium state. Accepting
that climate change is occurring calls into question one of the basic assumptions of these
models and presents a new challenge to the institutions, infrastructure, and processes that
support living marine resource management. The magnitude of these challenges and
acknowledgement of the additional uncertainties results in well-placed caution in
management advice. Partnerships are critical to obtain the needed information to inform
management. The NEFSC Strategic Plan recognizes “the importance of building trust

through full engagement of stakeholders and partners and improved external
communications”. Similarly, the GARFO Strategic Plan states “goals and strategic objectives

rely on close coordination with, and participation of, our partners and stakeholders”.

Although the region has sufficient funding to achieve many of its mandates, living
marine resource assessment and management is still resource limited. There are a number
of data-poor species, assessments where species are of an unknown status, and a number
of questions regarding the effect of climate change, ecosystem interactions, and habitat
effects on living marine resources. Social and economic data to understand the impcats of
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climate change on people, businesses, and communities that interact with living marine
resources is also limiting. Although progress has been made on integrating climate change
into regional living marine resources management, these efforts are just the beginning.
Addressing these issues more completely will require creative efforts from all stakeholders
including NOAA Fisheries: building collaborations, leveraging resources, identifying common
goals, and other forms of partnering, coordinating, and aligning activities (Nichols et al.
2011).

Changing species distributions create a number of challenges and opportunities to
resource management. There are two Fishery Management Councils in the Northeast U.S.
region with resources moving across the management boundaries, thus creating added
complication for science and management. There are 12 coastal states in the region and
watersheds extend into 2 other East Coast states. Many of the managed species move
through the Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem during seasonal migrations, occupying other
parts of the Atlantic during other times of the year and coming under an array of different
management authorities (South Atlantic Fisheries Management Council, North Atlantic
Fisheries Organization), states (e.g., South Carolina, Georgia, Florida) and countries (e.g.,
Canada).

The legal and regulatory framework is complex. Predominant federal laws include the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management and Conservation Act, Atlantic Coastal Fisheries
Cooperative Management Act, the Endangered Species Act, and the Marine Mammal
Protection Act. Numerous other federal laws and agencies interact with the NOAA Fisheries
mission including the National Environmental Policy Act, Deepwater Port Act, and Clean
Water Act to name a few. Regulations include quotas, time and space closures/restrictions,
incidental catch limits, targeted catch limits, limited access-fisheries, gear restrictions and
more. There also are numerous laws and regulations from each of the 14 states and a wide
array of stakeholders that have differing perspectives on and goals for living marine
resource management. Further, the science and management processes are relatively slow;
the time between data collection and management decisions is relatively long. An
important component of climate resilience is developing adaptive management that can
respond to changing conditions. This complexity argues for Ecosystem-Based Management
(EBM) (see Dolan et al. 2015), but getting to a holistic perspective that encompasses
management and regulation and impacts on both marine and human systems is a massive
undertaking. There are institutions and directives that move toward EBM, but integration
with the NOAA Fisheries mission has been slow. However, there is commitment and energy
to support the development of Ecosystem-Based Fisheries Management in the region (see
Dolan et al. 2015), which encompasses integrating climate change into living marine
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resource management. As EBFM moves forward, there is the need to keep the goals and
approaches of EBM in mind so that in the future, the concepts remain compatible.

Although the development of EBFM in the Northeast U.S. region is a priority (NEFSC
Strategic Plan), there remain major obstacles. NOAA Fisheries and the NEFSC focus most of
the resources on the continental shelf. The Northeast U.S. Shelf ecosystem is highly
connected to coastal and freshwater systems and to offshore systems. Recognition of the
importance of these connections is growing, but there remains work to be done. Similarly,
recognition of the importance of the connections with the Southeast U.S. Shelf and
Canadian waters is growing, but again, there remains work to be done.

There is a large focus on fisheries issues in the Northeast U.S., and more specifically
finfish. Yet, shellfish, namely Atlantic sea scallop, American lobster, Atlantic surf clam and
ocean quahog are the most valuable fisheries in the region. Northern inshore squid is also
an important resource. Diadromous species, some of which are listed as endangered or
threatened, play an important ecosystem function. Many species in the ecosystem utilize a
wide-range of habitats including freshwater, estuaries, shelf, and in some cases open ocean
systems. Marine mammals, sea turtles, protected fish, aquaculture, habitats, and
ecosystems are part of the NOAA Mission, but financial support and agency focus for these
mission elements is less than that for fisheries management. With less support, the
opportunities to integrate climate change into these areas of the NOAA Fisheries mission is
less. The focus on commercial and recreational fisheries issues contributes in part to the
focus on fishing as the major factor affecting living marine resources in the region. During
the 1970’s when foreign fleets were operating in U.S. waters, fishing effort was very high.
As fishing effort has reduced, the relative importance of other processes, including climate
change, in regulating fishery dynamics has increased. Thus factors in addition to fishing
need to be integrated into the assessment and management of living marine resources in
the region. Yet even as fishing (as a factor removing fish from the ocean) has been a strong
focus of concentration, the social, cultural, and economic factors that contribute to how,
when, where, and why people fish have received much less overall attention. Both EBFM
and EBM require ecosystem and human dimensions for effective implementation. This
includes many additional ocean uses besides fishing that impact living marine resources,
such as shipping and energy development.

Although substantial progress has been made on understanding the potential effects of
climate change on protected species in the region, there remain many more questions.
Many of the protected fish species in the region are relatively data-poor, making basic
assessment of status difficult. There are more than 10 fish species that are a Candidate
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Species under the ESA and/or Species of Concern, and three endangered/threatened fish

species in the region. A recent emphasis on river herring (the Technical Expert Working

Group) has generated new information and there has been research for
endangered/threatened fish species but important gaps remain for these species and
others. Many of these species are diadromous, yet most of the science effort focuses on
Atlantic Salmon (Northeast Fisheries Science Center Salmon Team) and there is no

coordinated, multidisciplinary effort comparable to the Northwest Fisheries Science Center

Watershed Program for developing basic and applied science in support of diadromous

species in freshwater environments. Many of the protected marine mammal and sea turtle

species in the region are also data-poor; approximately half of the marine mammals and all
the sea turtles are classified with low-quality data in the region (Merrick et al. 2004). Many

of the protected species only use the region for part of the year and climate-related
changes in their use of the Northeast U.S. Shelf ecosystem are largely unexplored.

The focus on wild-captured fisheries has de-emphasized aquaculture, but natural
linkages between wild-capture and cultured fisheries are being recognized. The new NEFSC
Strategic Plan includes aquaculture under a Sustainable Fisheries Theme, so integration is
beginning. The demand for domestic marine aquaculture is increasing rapidly (Fisheries of
the United States 2013), as is the demand for science to support sustainable aquaculture.

The Northeast U.S. region makes up approximately 30% of the national aquaculture
production. Efforts are also expanding to include offshore areas as well as traditional
nearshore areas. There are a number of intersections between climate change and
aquaculture in the Northeast U.S. region, including the impact of sea-level rise on
aquaculture operations and the effect of ocean acidification and warming on cultured
species. Sustainable aquaculture practices such as Integrated Multi-Trophic Aquaculture

can provide important ecosystem functions such as habitat enhancement through a
combination of seaweed, finfish, clam, oyster and mussel culture; considering the effect of
climate change on the interactions between these components is an important need. There
is a lot of science needed to support this growing industry and its resilience and adaptation
to climate change.

Much of the fishing infrastructure in the Northeast U.S. is vulnerable to sea-level rise as
are many local communities (Colburn et al. in press). The science infrastructure is also
vulnerable to sea-level rise. Many living marine resources will be impacted by sea-level rise,
primarily through loss of coastal and estuarine habitats. There will be additional indirect
effects of sea-level rise, including the release of land-based contaminants into marine
systems and changes in trophic interactions. Many of these impacts and interactions are
poorly understood in the context of living marine resource management.
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In addition to the numerous issues listed above, there are a number of scientific issues
in the region that limit furtherance of the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy. One
main issue, and perhaps the critical issue, is the general lack of mechanistic understanding;
most of the work completed in the region to date is correlative and/or descriptive. For
example, species distribution modeling estimates a correlative function between
components of the environment and species occurrence or abundance (see Hare et al.
2012). These past studies have made critical findings, but it is now necessary to increase our
understanding of the mechanisms and the incorporation of these mechanisms into
modeling. This is true for both social and natural science issues and assessments. Similarly,
our understanding of the links between habitat, productivity, and distribution is limited as is
our knowledge of the spatial extent of habitats (e.g., mapping of pelagic and benthic
habitats).

The Northeast U.S. shelf ecosystem is highly seasonal and has one of the greatest
seasonal ranges in temperatures in the world (Liu et al. 2005). In response, many living
marine resources move into and out of the Northeast U.S. shelf ecosystem or move among
different regions of the ecosystem. These movements coupled with the governance
complexity, exposes resources to a range of different regulations, stressors, and authorities
throughout the year. The strong seasonality can also create a bias in surveys and other data
collection in the system. Approaches have been developed for correcting the NEFSC Bottom
Trawl survey for bias introduced by survey sampling through dynamic habitat. In essence
this approach addresses the assumption that the survey is synoptic and calculates the
availability of a species to the survey through time and space (NEFSC 2014).

Although the region has substantial observing capabilities, decreases in funding and
limited coordination present challenges. Further, limited coordination between adjoining
regions poises problems for understanding climate impacts on living marine resources that
move between and are distributed over different regions (e.g., the Southeast U.S. Shelf
Ecosystem, the Scotian Shelf Ecosystem). Support for long-term ecosystem and climate
observations has decr1970’seased with termination of the 50 year Continuous Plankton
Recorder (CPR) survey and decreasing the Ecosystem Monitoring program (EcoMon) from 6
to 4 shelf-wide surveys per year. Data collected during the EcoMon surveys is particularly
relevant to the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy, with approximately 95% of the
hydrographic data for the Northeast U.S. Shelf in the World Ocean Database coming from
the NEFSC. Efforts are underway to restore this program, and the Ecosystem Monitoring
Survey increased to 5 surveys per year in FY2016, but some of the surveys have been
limited by ship time allocations and ship maintenance issues resulting in incomplete surveys
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of the Northeast U.S. Shelf. Additionally, the CPR program has ended and operations have
been transferred to the Sir Alister Hardy Foundation of Ocean Science. There are a number

of other long-term observing programs in the Northeast U.S., but coordination across the
ecosystem is limited. MARACOOS and NERACOOS have some interaction, but the platforms
used are very different, resulting in differing coverage across the ecosystem. Similarly, the

Pioneer Array is coming on line, but this is a 5 year deployment and not well integrated with
other large observing programs in the region. While new technologies are being develop,
operational use remains limited, as does the collaborative use of data across disciplines and
institutions. Social science observing systems, such as regular social and economic surveys,
are also limited and not well integrated with the physical and biological observing systems.
Further, there has been little work on including social and economic variables in climate
models and it is difficult to attach social and economic variables to pre-existing marine-
species based and ecosystem models due largely to fit-of-scale issues. In addition,
ethnographic research that provides context similarly limited in funding and integration
with quantitative models is much less well understood. Qualitative data can, however, be
more easily integrated into conceptual models; that is a starting point currently being
explored and linked to MSEs

Another weakness in the region is relative general lack of familiarity with climate data,
ability to work with large, complex datasets, and ability to integrate data across datasets
and disciplines. The lack of familiarity extends across most institutions and stakeholders in
the region. The increased use of new technologies (e.g., acoustics and optics) exacerbates
this problem. The distributed nature of data also presents a problem. Clearly, there are
individuals and work groups that have the capacity and knowledge to integrate climate and
living marine resource data, but these skills are not widespread. In addition, the availability
of consolidated data and indicators is not wide-spread.

There are major scientific questions that need to be investigated to advance the NOAA
Fisheries Climate Science Strategy. For one, there is the specific need for information on
ocean acidification effects on living marine resources in the region. Molluscs and
crustaceans represent the majority of commercial landings from a value perspective, but
there is relatively little specific information on the effects of ocean acidification on
federally-managed molluscs and crustacean species. In fact, although there has been
important research on many species in the Northeast U.S., many others remain data poor.
Understanding of species interactions is also limited. Without this basic knowledge,
developing information on how species interactions will change as a result of climate
change is extremely difficult. Questions related to prey switching, functional forms, trophic
transfer, and forage are all important and relevant to climate change. On the social science
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side, questions related to fishermen decision-making in response to climate change (e.g.,
switch species, take longer trips to follow species no longer common where previously
fished, move entire households to new communities nearer previously fished species) are
poorly understood and funds for research are limited.

There are also major needs from the climate modeling perspective. Most climate
models are relatively coarse resolution (approximately 100 km). Higher-resolution climate
models have demonstrated that changes in regional circulation patterns are an important
component of climate change. Thus higher resolution global models and downscaled, higher
resolution regional models are needed. Another modeling issue is the development,
evaluation, and use of models that have skill on the 1-20 year time frame. Most work to
date has focused on the 50+ year time frame highlighting the impact of climate change on
long-term dynamics. However, most living marine resource decisions are made on shorter
time scales. Finally, the issue of model and data continuity is critical. Most if not all of the
physical and climate modeling will be developed outside of NOAA Fisheries. If products are
integrated into management processes, these products need to be operationalized and
their ongoing production assured. As an example, a hindcast climatology product developed
by academic partners was used to support the most recent butterfish assessment. However,
the hindcast has not been updated due to lack of funding. This uncertainty about
continuation of data production, makes its use in the next assessment less valuable and
makes the assessment working groups circumspect about the inclusion of new data,
information, and analyses.

PRIORITIZATION

The definition of strengths and weaknesses in the region lead to the identification of 63
draft actions across the 7 NOAA Climate Science Strategy Objectives (Appendix 3). There was
overlap in some of the draft actions, but all identify important steps in meeting the objectives
of the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy. The relevant mission area is also identified for
each of the 63 draft actions (Appendix 3).

Fifteen Priority Actions were defined from the list of 63 draft actions (discussed below and
listed in Appendix 7). These Priority Actions group similar actions into larger coherent units. For
each Priority Action identified below, specific activities are described under a No New Resources
and a New Resources scenario. The activities under the No New Resources represent potential
activities. The implementation of these activities is dependent on broader, NEFSC and GARFO-
wide prioritization of activities for FY17 and beyond, as well as the annual appropriation of
funds to NEFSC and GARFO and other science demands placed on NEFSC and GARFO. The
activities under the New Resources scenario are less dependent on annual appropriations and
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other science, regulatory, and management demands, and more dependent on the level of new
resources available.

4. ACTION PLAN

PRIORITY ACTIONS

Priority Actions are described by NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy objective. Many
Priority Actions are relevant to multiple objectives, but are aligned with the most relevant
objective. A list of the Priority Actions is provided first, followed by descriptions of activities
planned for each Priority Action under the No New Resources and New Resources scenarios
(Table 1). The concept is that activities under No New Resources would occur as prioritized
under the Ranking No New Resources and these activities would be augmented by additional
activities as listed under Ranking New Resources. These Priority Actions are also are mapped
the immediate, short-term, and intermediate term actions described in the NOAA Fisheries
Climate Science Strategy.

Priority Action 1 - Give greater emphasis to climate-related Terms of Reference and

analyses in stock assessments.

Priority Action 2 - Continue development of stock assessment models (e.g., Age Structured

Assessment Program, new state-space model, multi-species models) that include

environmental terms (e.g., temperature, ocean acidification).

Priority Action 3 - Develop climate- related products and decision support tools to support

protected species assessments and other management actions.

Priority Action 4 - Increase social and economic scientist involvement in climate change

research.

Priority Action 5 - Develop Management Strategy Evaluation capability to examine the

effect of different management strategies under climate change.

Priority Action 6 - Improve spatial management of living marine resources through an

increased understanding of spatial and temporal distributions, migration, and phenology.

Priority Action 7 - Continue to build industry-based fisheries and ocean observing

capabilities and use information to develop more adaptive management.
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Priority Action 8 - Work with NOAA Oceanic and Atmospheric Research and academic

scientists to develop short-term (day to year) and medium-term (year to decade) living marine

resource forecasting products.

Priority Action 9 - Work with NOAA Oceanic and Atmospheric Research and academic

scientists to develop and improve regional hindcasts and climatologies.

Priority Action 10 - Conduct research on the mechanistic effects of multiple climate factors
on living marine resources with a goal of improving assessments and scientific advice provided

to managers.

Priority Action 11 - Develop and implement vulnerability assessments in the Northeast U.S.
Shelf Region.

Priority Action 12 - Continue production of the Ecosystem Status Report, and other related
products, and improve the distribution of information from the reports through the formation

of an Environmental Data Center.

Priority Action 13 — Maintain ecosystem survey effort in the Northeast U.S. Shelf ecosystem
including the Bottom Trawl Survey, Ecosystem Monitoring Program, Sea Scallop Survey,

Northern Shrimp Survey, and Protected Species Surveys and expand where possible (e.g., data

poor species).

Priority Action 14 — Initiate a Northeast Climate Science Strategy Steering Group (NECSSSG)

to coordinate, communicate, facilitate, and report on issues related to climate change and

living marine resource management.

Priority Action 15 — Coordinate with other NOAA Programs to link living marine resource

science and management to climate science and research activities
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Continue development of stock assessment models (e.g., Age
Structured Assessment Program, new state-space model, multi-
species models) thatinclude environmental terms (e.g.,
1 2 |temperature, ocean acidification). 1 1 (32 150 150(1 FTE
Improve spatial management of living marine resources through an
increased understanding of spatial and temporal distributions,
3 6 [migration, and phenology. 5 2 13,14,19,34 150 300|1 FTE
Develop climate related products and decision support tools to
support protected species assessments and other management
1 3 |actions. 12 3 |31,35,40 90 390|1 post-doc
Conduct research on the mechanistic effects of multiple climate
factors on living marine resources with a goal of improving 1 post-doc + 10K
5 10 |assessments and scientific advice provided to managers 4 4 1,2,3,10 100 490(supplies
Develop Management Strategy Evaluation capability to examine the
2 5 |effect of different management strategies under climate change. 9 5 28 90 580|1 post-doc
Work with NOAA Oceanic and Atmospheric Research and academic
scientists to develop short-term (day to year) and medium-term
(year to decade) living marine resource forecasting products. Work
NOAA Oceanic and Atmospheric Research and academic scientists
4 8 & 9 |to develop and improve regional hindcasts and climatologies. 8 6 |36,37,38 180 760|2 post-docs
Continue production Ecosystem Status Report, and other related
products, and improve the distribution of information from the
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Develop and implement winerability assessments in the Northeast 43,44, 45, 46,47,
6 11 |U.S. Shelf Region 10 9 48 150 1,275|1 FTE
Continue to build industry-based fisheries and ocean observing
capabilities and use information to develop more adaptive
3 7 |management. 13 10 |20, 27 175 1,450|1 IT contractor + 25K
Increase social and economic scientistinvolvement in climate
2 4 |change research. 11 11 |8 90 1,540|1 post-doc
Give greater emphasis to climate-related Terms of Reference and
1 1 [|analyses in stock assessments. 3 12 (30 0 1,540|No new resources
Maintain ecosystem survey effortin the Northeast U.S. shelf
ecosystem including the Bottom Trawl Survey, Ecosystem
Monitoring Program, Sea Scallop Survey, Northern Shrimp Survey,
7 13 |and Protected Species Surveys. 2 13 (22 180 1,720|1 FTE +30K
Improve spatial management of living marine resources through an
increased understanding of spatial and temporal distributions,
3 6 [migration, and phenology. 5 14 |13,14,19,34 90 1,810|1 post-doc
Conduct research on the mechanistic effects of multiple climate
factors on living marine resources with a goal of improving 1 post-doc + 10K
5 10 |assessments and scientific advice provided to managers 4 15 (1,2,3,10 100 1,910|supplies
Develop Management Strategy Evaluation capability to examine the
2 5 |effect of different management strategies under climate change. 9 16 |28 90 2,000(1 post-doc
5,6,12,24,39,50,
7 15 |Watershed Program for the East Coast 17 17 |63 0 2,000
7 15 |Links to NOAAFisheries Habitat Programs 14 19 (17,49 0 2,000
Links to NOAA Integrated Ecosystem Assessment Program and
3 15 |Ecosystem-Based Fisheries Management 15 20 |29,52 0 2,000
5 15 |Links to NOAA Ocean Acidification Program 16 21 19,11 0 2,000
7 15 |Links to NOAA Fisheries Office of Aquaculture 19 22 |18,41,42 0 2,000
5 15 [Other Actions Identified 18 18 |4,7,15,16,21 0 2,000
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DESCRIPTIONS OF PRIORITY ACTIONS

Objective 1 - Identify appropriate, climate-informed reference points for managing
LMRs.

Priority Action 1 - Give greater emphasis to climate-related Terms of Reference and

analyses in stock assessments.

In general, two categories of stock assessments are conducted by the NEFSC:
benchmark assessments and update assessments. Benchmark assessments evaluate new
models, new data, and new approaches to conducting the assessment. Update assessments
use a previously defined methodology from the previous benchmark assessments and
update the data and re-run the models. Since most NEFSC assessments currently do not
include climate factors, the introduction of these factors would need to take place in
benchmark assessments. The terms of reference (TORs) for conducting a benchmark
assessment establish the information requirements of managers and outline the types of
models and analyses that would be included in the assessment. Prior to each assessment,
the TORs are agreed to by the NEFSC, GARFO, and the appropriate management body (i.e.,
NEFMC, MAFMC, ASMFC). The assessment schedule is developed by the Northeast Region
Coordinating Council (NRCC), which includes high-level representatives from the NEFSC,
GARFO, MAFMC, NEFMC, and ASMFC. Assessment scheduling is an NRCC consensus
decision, but the NEFSC Science and Research Director has the ultimate responsibility for
staff tasking and prioritization (see Description of the process in Stock Assessment Peer-

Review Process for more details).

In 2009, an Office of Inspector General recommended that NOAA should more
aggressively pursue ecosystem approaches to fisheries management, which requires
additional data and new models. As a result, the NEFSC started including ecosystem TORs in
benchmark stock assessments. However, many of these ecosystem analyses were
conducted in parallel with assessment modeling and not incorporated into the assessment.
In 2014, the NEFSC formed the Climate, Ecosystem, Habitat, and Assessment Steering Group
to provide structure and direction to NEFSC efforts pertaining to climate, ecosystem, and
habitat research, and the integration and inclusion of this research into the assessments of
living marine resources. More broadly, the group aims to provide guidance on the
development and application of Ecosystem-Based Fishery Management (EBFM) in the
Northeast Region. This group has developed guidance on the incorporation of climate,
ecosystem, and habitat factors into the TORs for assessments, but NRCC partners have not
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reviewed this guidance, nor has it been fully implemented in the development of TORs for
benchmark assessments.

No New Resources — The NEFSC would continue to work to include climate-related TORs in
stock assessments. However, this should be done in partnership with the other NRCC
members. In addition, because of the linkages between climate, ecosystem, and habitat
issues, new developments in ecosystem understanding (e.g., ecosystem targets, thresholds)
and habitat understanding (e.g., availability, population productivity) should also be
included in TORs. In FY17, the NEFSC plans to hold a workshop to review previous efforts to
incorporate climate, ecosystem, and habitat factors in assessments. The workshop would
include participants from NEFSC, GARFO, NEFMC, MAFMC, and ASMFC, as well as scientists
and managers from other institutions. This workshop should focus on assessments
completed in the Northeast region, but should also examine examples from other regions.
Barriers to including climate, ecosystem, and habitat factors in assessments should be
identified and draft guidelines prepared for the inclusion of these factors in assessments.
Based on this workshop, a plan for climate, ecosystem, and habitat-related TORs should be
presented at the NRCC for discussion and eventual consensus approval. These guidelines
should then be used in subsequent assessments. Further, the guidelines should be reviewed
in a workshop in FY20. The format should be similar to the FY17 workshop, with an added
topic of progress made over the three years. The guidelines should then be revised and
presented to the NRCC again for discussion, changes, and eventually consensus approval.

New Resources — No resources are needed for this action. But many of the other actions
directly relate to improving assessments and these improvements should be incorporated
into assessment TORs. Thus, the review of climate, ecosystem, and habitat factors in
assessment TORs in FY20 should be an important measure of the success of the Regional
Action Plan.

Priority Action 2 - Continue development of stock assessment models (e.g., Age

Structured Assessment Program, new state-space model, multi-species models) that include

environmental terms (e.g., temperature, ocean acidification).

Over the past several years, a number of stock assessment models have been modified
to be able to include environmental effects. Previous assessment models in the Northeast
U.S. could not include environmental terms even if an environmental effect was known.
Four recent efforts highlight the progress that has been made and provide examples for
future work from which to build.
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1. A state-space assessment model has been developed that simultaneously treats
environmental covariates as stochastic processes and estimates their effects on
recruitment (Miller et al. 2015). The model was applied to Southern New England
Yellowtail Flounder using data from the most recent benchmark assessment. Both
spawning stock biomass and the environment (i.e., Mid-Atlantic Bight cold pool)
were important predictors of recruitment and led to annual variation in estimated
biomass reference points and associated yield. This study also emphasized the
importance to the stock assessment forecast of being able to forecast the
environmental effect; this need is addressed in Priority Actions 8 & 9.

2. The ability to incorporate an environmental covariate was built into the Age-
Structured Assessment Program (Miller and Legault 2015). This new formulation is
being used to investigate the effect of warming on the rebuilding of Southern New
England Winter Flounder (Bell et al., in prep). Stock Synthesis is another model that
has been applied globally, but rarely used in the Northeast U.S. Most of the
parameters in Stock Synthesis can change over time in response to environmental or
ecosystem factors (Methot and Wetzel 2013). This functionality can be used in the
future to advance the incorporation of climate change in stock assessments.

3. The assessment model used for Atlantic sea scallops was recently coupled to a
biogeochemical model to investigate the effects of ocean acidification and warming
on scallop dynamics. Three effects were included: ocean acidification effects on
larval survival, ocean acidification effects on adult growth, and warming effects on
adult growth (Cooley et al. 2015).

4. Species distribution modeling was used to define the thermal habitat of Butterfish
(NEFSC 2014). The time and space sampling of this dynamic habitat by the NEFSC
Bottom Trawl was then used to estimate the amount of habitat sampled versus the
total amount of habitat. These values were used to bound the availability estimates
in the stock assessment model. A similar procedure was also used in the Scup and
Bluefish assessment.

There are other approaches that are under development, in the Northeast region and
elsewhere and these approaches form the foundation for continued progress incorporating
climate factors in assessment models.

No New Resources — With no new resources, current efforts would continue. Many of
these efforts have been supported by internal fund competitions (e.g., NOAA Ocean
Acidification Program, NOAA Fisheries Improve a Stock Assessment, NOAA Fisheries Stock
Assessment Analytical Methods, NOAA Fisheries and the Environment, NOAA Fisheries
Habitat Information Use in Stock Assessments). Priorities should be discussed by the
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Climate, Ecosystem, Habitat and Assessment Steering Group and collaborative efforts
across the NEFSC and with other researchers in the region should be encouraged.

New Resources - Hire a federal employee (or postdoctoral associate) to complement
expertise already at the Center and develop applications of models within the current stock
assessment process. The position would work closely with the Fisheries and the
Environment staff and other NEFSC staff involved in linking stock assessment models with
climate factors. The position would also work with other stock assessments staff in ways to
incorporate environmental terms in stock assessments. Priorities would be discussed by the
Climate, Ecosystem, Habitat, and Assessment Steering Group. In addition, in FY18 the NEFSC
would host a workshop on including environmental variables in stock assessment. The
workshop would build off a similar effort hosted by the Massachusetts Marine Fisheries
Institute, Incorporating Change in Assessments and Management, held in 2013. The
purpose of the workshop would be to review efforts throughout the Northeast U.S. region
and identify common themes and important limitations of the methods. The results of this
workshop would then be used to direct the work of the federal employee (or postdoctoral
associate) in FY19-FY21.

Priority Action 3 - Develop climate- related products and decision support tools to

support protected species assessments and other management actions.

Climate change is an important consideration for meeting management objectives
under the ESA and MMPA. The impact of climate change on the current and future status
of a species is a factor considered when determining whether the species warrant listing
under the ESA. NMFS also considers the impacts of climate change to ESA listed species’
habitats and ecosystems. In addition, when considering effects of actions on ESA listed
species in ESA section 7 consultations, consideration is given to how the effects of activities
may change due to climate change, as well as the impact of climate change on the future
survival and recovery of listed species and designated critical habitat. Previous work
completed in the Northeast U.S. focused on changes in habitat and used species distribution
models coupled with climate models to project changes in habitat volume and distribution
(Hare et al. 2012, Lynch et al. 2014). These studies were part of a larger effort to understand
the interaction between climate change and the Endangered Species Act for NOAA Fisheries
(Seney et al. 2013).

NOAA Fisheries developed Guidance for the Treatment of Climate Change in NMFS ESA

Decisions subsequent to the above-mentioned studies. The guidance recognizes that
climate change makes the evaluation of protected species more difficult by changing the
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future extinction risk to a species. The guidance provides specific instructions for
incorporating climate change in ESA considerations:

e Consideration of future climate condition uncertainty

e Selecting a climate change projection timeframe

e Evaluating the adequacy of existing regulatory mechanism to reduce greenhouse

gas emissions.

e (Critical habitat designation in a changing climate

e Consideration of future beneficial effects

e Responsiveness and effectiveness of management actions in a changing climate

e Incorporating climate change into project designs

Based on this guidance, NOAA Fisheries would need additional scientific support for ESA-
related decisions and actions. Information is also important to inform proactive
conservation efforts for Species of Concern.

The regulatory framework for marine mammals is different than for endangered species
(MMPA vs ESA)?, but climate change creates similar uncertainty in the assessment of status
and threats. Marine mammal assessments follow National Guidelines for Assessing Marine

Mammal Stocks (GAMMS). Distribution of marine mammals is likely to be impacted by

climate change through oceanographic changes and changes in prey distributions (Macleod
2009). These changes in distribution may impact Take Reduction Plans design to limit the
take of marine mammals through other human activities. Climate change may also impact
the productivity of some marine mammals. For example, decreases in prey abundance may
reduce productivity of North Atlantic Right Whale (Meyer-Gutbrod et al. 2015). Although
assessment guidelines are national, there is a clear need to incorporate climate change
consideration in marine mammal assessments and management in the Northeast U.S.
region, including changes in the physical environment, changes in habitat conditions, and
changes in species interactions.

No New Resources — Climate-related efforts supporting ESA and MMPA actions would
continue at a low level. Current efforts include work on North Atlantic Right Whale, Atlantic
Salmon, sea turtles, and river herring; these efforts should continue. To the extent that
additional support can be provided (e.g., Fisheries And The Environment, Office of
Protected Resources, staff re-alignments) these approaches should be applied to other
species (e.g., thorny skate). Support for the Marine Mammal and Sea Turtle Climate

2 Some marine mammals are listed under the ESA.
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Vulnerability Assessment should also continue (see Priority Action 11). Finally, NEFSC and

GARFO staff should initiate a strategic discussion regarding the support for climate
information in ESA and MMPA actions and the NEFSC Climate, Ecosystem, Habitat and
Assessment Steering Group should lead this discussion. The NOAA Fisheries Guidance for
the Treatment of Climate Change in NMFS ESA Decisions should be reviewed in FY16 and
ESA-related decisions should be supported in the FY16-FY21 period. In addition, a workshop
should be convened in early FY17 to review the Guidelines for Assessing Marine Mammal
Stocks (GAMMS) related to climate change and a regional strategy should be developed.
The focus should be on defining the approaches for including climate change in MMPA
assessments and decisions and the type of climate information required. This strategy
should then be followed to the extent possible during the FY17-FY21 period.

New Resources — Support a postdoctoral associate to work on incorporating climate
change factors in ESA and MMPA assessments and decisions. The postdoctoral associate
would work with NEFSC and GARFO staff on a jointly agreed upon topic and provide
scientific products in support of decisions. Topics may include climate related changes in the
physical environment, habitat conditions and species interactions. The postdoctoral
associate would also provide climate expertise to other projects by providing and reviewing
information used in a variety of decisions. The position would focus on population
projections with the inclusion of climate factors using species distribution models,
population models, or ecosystem models.

Objective 2 - Identify robust strategies for managing LMRs under changing climate

conditions.

Priority Action 4 - Increase social and economic scientist involvement in climate change

research.

Ecosystems include humans and climate change acts on human communities both
directly (e.g., sea-level rise) and indirectly (e.g., species range shifts). There is an ongoing
effort in the NEFSC to integrate social science into ecosystem science in the Northeast U.S.
region. Recent work in this collaboration includes portfolio analyses in the MAFMC
Ecosystem Guidance documents (Jin et al. 2016, Gaichas et al. 2016). The Northeast
Fisheries Climate Vulnerability Assessment has been linked to a set of social indicators to
evaluate the vulnerability of human communities to climate change (Colburn et al. in
review; Hare et al. 2016; Morrison et al. 2015). The ICES WGNARS is also incorporating
human dimensions into a regional Integrated Ecosystem Assessment, which includes a
conceptual model linked to an MSE approach.
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No New Resources — Continue time series analysis on changes in community resilience
and vulnerability including those for climate change, and engage with Coastal and Ocean
Climate Applications projects (see Appendix 4). NEFSC and GARFO are working to discern
possible strategies for boosting community resilience within NMFS legal authorities based
on results of the GARFO/West Coast Region Community Resilience Working Group. In

addition, review Council oversight for cases where species are likely to move to areas under
the jurisdiction of a different council or councils and advise the Councils of the need to
revise FMPs to include analyses of the impacts of climate change on any proposed
regulatory measures. Make use of existing community social and climate vulnerability
indicators and of the new such indicators that can be constructed with additional funds.
NEFSC and GARFO are also working to communicate results of community vulnerability
assessments to states and communities. Social and natural scientists could present talks on
research that may be used in Environmental Impact Statement NEPA documents. Continue
to provide social scientist support for development of EBFM in Northeast U.S. region.
Conduct literature review of local ecological knowledge and climate, as well as conceptual
modeling of the relationships involved. Include Community Social Vulnerability indicators
(including to climate change) in annual Ecosystem Reports for the Fishery Management
Councils and Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, fisheries engagement indicators
can be calculated annually, as can community level sea-level rise data. Census-based
indicators are available every five years.

New Resources — Hire postdoctoral associate or contractor to expand social vulnerability
work and Community Social Vulnerability Indicators (e.g., social capital) and to contribute to
the development of integrated models (e.g., Atlantis). Efforts would also increase to
conduct and analyze new sets of oral histories that record the heritage and local knowledge
of fishermen and fishing communities particularly in relation to climate change and
resilience strategies (e.g., Folke et al. 2005, Azzurro et al. 2011). Expand cooperative
research opportunities and include fishermen in all stages of the research, not just data
collection but also planning and evaluation. Fund informational outreach presentations by
scientists to be held throughout the region, in order to facilitate access to as many
fishermen and fishing community members as possible. Add the community-level indices
based on Hare et al. (2016) and Morrison et al. (2015) species vulnerability indicators and
community-level indices of marine infrastructure vulnerability to various levels of sea-level
rise to Ecosystem Status Reports.
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Priority Action 5 - Develop Management Strategy Evaluation capability to examine the

effect of different management strategies under climate change.

Management strategy evaluation (MSE) is a simulation technique that allows the
evaluation of a range of management options and identifies tradeoffs in performance
across the range of options (A’'mar et al. 2008). An operating model is developed to
represent the “true” dynamics of the system, based on current understanding. An
estimation model is used to assess the state of the system based on various observing or
sampling processes. Finally, the effect of different management strategies can be examined
in the context of the operating and simulating model. Conceptually, MSE is similar to ocean
observing system simulation experiment (OSSE) framework (Arnold and Dey 1986). Several
MSEs have been developed in the Northeast U.S. region: 1) to examine harvest controls
rules for the MAFMC (Wilberg et al., 2015), 2) to evaluate harvest control rules for Atlantic
mackerel (Wiedenmann, 2015) and 3) evaluate management and regulatory options for

summer flounder (Wiedenmann and Wilberg, 2014). There are also several MSEs underway

in the NEFSC including an evaluation of harvest control rules in Atlantic herring and multi-
species management procedure testing (e.g., Deroba 2015) . Although MSEs have been
developed in the region, they have not been used to evaluate the effect of climate change
on living marine resource management.

No New Resources —=There is very little climate-related MSE work that can be conducted
without new resources. The NEFSC should continue to develop MSEs and seek external
funding to apply the approach to climate-related issues. The NEFSC should also continue to
work with academic scientists involved in MSE work in the region. Finally, the NEFSC and
GARFO should continue to work the NEFMC, MAFMC, and ASMFC to incorporate climate
factors into management and regulatory frameworks.

New Resources - Hire a federal employee and a postdoctoral associate to work on
climate-related MSEs at the regional level and contribute to the National level effort. These
new staff would work closely with NEFSC staff already working on MSEs. These scientists
would evaluate different management strategies related to changing distributions and
productivity through direct (e.g., thermal tolerance, ocean acidification effects) or indirect
(e.g., species interactions, habitat) effects. They would also evaluate the impacts of climate-
related regime shifts and climate-driven changes in habitat. They would work both on
fishery and protected species issues including: climate-informed reference points, spatial
allocations, ESA Section 7 and MSA EFH consultations (time of year windows and spatial
overlaps), FMP and TRP regulations (dates of requirements, spatial closures), ESA listing
decisions (extinction risk considerations), ESA recovery plans and candidate species (future
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changing recovery needs). Finally, a workshop would be held in FY17 and FY19 to examine
adaptive management responses to climate change. This workshop would include NOAA
Fisheries, NEFMC, MAFMC, and ASMFC committee members and staff, and academic
scientists and would seek to review the current state of use of MSE in the region, define
various adaptive management responses, and discuss how these responses can be
evaluated with MSE. This workshop would then guide NEFSC work related to this Action
from FY18-FY21.

Objective 3 - Design adaptive decision processes that can incorporate and respond to

changing climate conditions.

Priority Action 6 - Improve spatial management of living marine resources through an

increased understanding of spatial and temporal distributions, migration, and phenology.

There is ample evidence that species distributions on the Northeast U.S. Shelf are
changing (Nye et al. 2009, Pinsky et al. 2014, Kleisner et al 2016, Walsh et al. 2016). Studies
include adult fish and invertebrates, fish early life history stages, fishery landings, and North
Atlantic Right Whale distributions. A recent Fisheries Climate Vulnerability Assessment
found that most managed fish and invertebrate species in the region have a high or very
high potential for a change in distribution (Hare et al. 2016). Species distribution models
coupled with climate models have indicated that changes in distribution will continue for
the foreseeable future. These changes are not unidirectional. Many species are shifting
northward and into deeper waters, but a recent study finds that in the Gulf of Maine
species are shifting to deeper waters and to the southwest, where waters are cooler
(Kleisner et al. 2016). However, not all changes in distribution are associated with climate
factors; the northward expansion of summer flounder on the Northeast U.S. Shelf was
attributed to a growing population and larger fish moving further north in warmer months
(Bell et al. 2014). The mechanisms responsible for regional and species-specific variability in
changes in distribution are important to understand. These changes potentially impact
management in many ways. Species cross from one management jurisdiction to another.
Spatial management structures become out-of-sync with the distribution of the resource.
The economics of a fishery change as the distance to fish from ports change. Stock structure
may change, which has implications for reference points and stock status determinations
(Link et al., 2010).

No New Resources - Continue current efforts analyzing distribution data and applying

information in living marine resource management. Most work to date has been based on
the NEFSC trawl survey, but numerous other datasets exist in the region including
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distribution data for other species. Work should be conducted using other datasets
including state surveys, Northeast Area Monitoring and Assessment Program (NEAMAP),
Canadian surveys, Southeast Fisheries Science Center surveys (SEFSC), and fishery-
dependent data (e.g., NEFSC Observer Program, Study Fleet). Tagging data should also be
incorporated into this effort where appropriate. Further, most work has focused on adult
stages; work should be conducted on understanding distribution changes of early life
stages: eggs to juveniles. Finally, most work has been completed on commercially exploited
fish and invertebrates; emphasis should now be given to other species including
recreationally important fish, protected species, and forage species.

In addition to analytical work, efforts to identify and share data among organizations
and institutions should continue. The Essential Fish Habitat Database under development at
the NEFSC could be used as the focal point for these efforts; this site is currently set-up to
serve state trawl survey data and new datasets would be added as they are identified and
approval is granted for their addition to the database. Additionally, methods of accounting
for survey bias should continue to be developed. The development of species distribution
models should continue in the NEFSC; an informal Working Group has already formed.

Species Distribution Models are one way to account for survey bias and to integrate
understanding of species distributions (e.g., butterfish). These models also have a direct link
to physical models (Priority Action 10 and 11) and can be used in short (days-to-years) and
medium-term (years-to-decades) scientific advice. However, most species distribution
models completed in the region to date focus on elements of pelagic habitat (e.g.,
temperature and salinity). Further, most of these models focus on spatial distribution rather
than distribution in time, for example timing of events or seasonal processes. Efforts should
be made to broaden the scope of these models to include components of benthic habitat or
prey habitat (e.g., terrain ruggedness as a component in a species distribution model for
cusk, Hare et al. 2012) and to examine changes in timing of distribution (e.g., how changes
in streamflow patterns may change the migration cues for diadromous species, Tommasi et
al. 2014).

Finally, stock structure, which is largely defined spatially, needs to be re-evaluated in
light of documented distribution changes. Link et al. (2010) presented a decision-tree
approach and one recent assessment revisited stock structure prior to initiating the
Benchmark Assessment process (i.e., Black Sea Bass). These efforts should continue on a
stock-by-stock basis. A North Atlantic Regional Team sponsored workshop is being held in
FY16 related to species distributions. In addition, regulatory, and management barriers exist
to changing stock boundaries. A workshop would be held in FY18 with NEFSC, GARFO,
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Council / Commission staff, and other experts to review these regulatory and management
barriers and to develop potential processes and strategies for overcoming these barriers.

New Resources- Hire two new staff (federal employee and a postdoctoral associate) to
contribute to the management implications of climate-driven changes in distribution. One
position would focus on forage fish issues, in support of the developing MAFMC Forage Fish
plan and other forage-related management questions in the region. This position would
augment, not replace current resources devoted to forage fish (e.g., Atlantic mackerel,
Atlantic herring, and river herring). The purpose is to develop an understanding of the effect
of climate change on forage in the Northeast U.S. and then to better understand the effect
of changes in forage on higher-trophic levels, including marine mammals. It would also
investigate the potential effects on all life stages of managed species (e.g., Atlantic salmon,
Atlantic cod).

The second position would support the ongoing re-evaluations of stock structure in the
Northeast U.S. This position would conduct interdisciplinary stock structure studies and
again would augment not replace current resources devoted to stock identification and
stock assessment. This position would also develop and work with Management Strategy
Evaluations to better understand the effect of changing stock structure on assessments and
management of living marine resources. Both positions would be expected to consider
distributions from a species perspective, not a regional management perspective, so if the
species extended into Canadian or Southeast U.S. Shelf waters, partnerships and
collaborations would be developed with scientists in these regions.

Finally, in FY17 the NEFSC would convene a workshop to address larger issue of climate
change effects on stock distribution and identification. The purpose of this workshop would
be to develop a regional framework for addressing climate change effects on stock
identification and distribution. This framework would then be used in subsequent
assessments and management.

Priority Action 7 - Continue to build industry-based fisheries and ocean observing

capabilities and use information to develop more adaptive management.

The Northeast Cooperative Research Program is responsible for the coordination and
implementation of federally-supported collaborative fisheries research in the Northeast
which includes NEFSC-directed projects, research funded through Research Set-Aside

Programs, a Study Fleet, Cooperative Research and Survey Programs, an Enhanced

Biological Sampling Program and Environmental Monitors on Lobster Traps. The Research
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Set-Aside programs directly support science and assessment related to specific fisheries
(e.g., Atlantic Sea Scallop and Monkfish). Cooperative Research and Survey Programs
include the Maine-New Hampshire Trawl Survey, Northeast Area Monitoring and

Assessment Program, and a Long-Line Survey Study for the Gulf of Maine. These surveys

involve industry, collect data used in assessments, and in many cases provide information
about relatively data-poor species (e.g., Cusk, Thorny Skate). The Enhanced Biological
Sampling Programs provides industry-collected fish and invertebrates for age, growth, and
maturity studies to fill data gaps identified by NEFSC and GARFO scientists. Study Fleet are a
subset of fishing vessels from which high quality, self-reported data on fishing effort, area
fished, gear characteristics, catch, and environmental observations are collected. The
eMOLT program started in 2001 and developed low-cost strategies to measure bottom
temperature, salinity, and current velocity with the help of nearly 100 lobstermen dispersed
along the entire New England coast. In recent years, efforts between the eMOLT program
and Study Fleet have been combined with the deployment of temperature sensors on Study
Fleet boats and the development to satellite-based near-real time reporting of these
observations. During FY15, several weather stations were purchased and deployed in a pilot
program with the National Weather Service to use fishing boats to collect meteorological
observations for use in weather modeling. The potential for industry vessels to collect
oceanographic data could increase observing capacity in the region by an order of
magnitude at least and provide critical observations of the water column and near surface
atmosphere. These observations can contribute to modeling but can also help fishermen
make decisions with regard to limiting their incidental catch and their ability to adapt to
changing conditions. Facilitating these interactions in short-term (days-to-years)
applications would help develop the relationships necessary to make adaptive decisions in
the medium-term (years-to-decades).

No New Resources - Work should continue with Study Fleet and eMOLT to improve
environmental data collection and the efficient of data provisioning. This would improve the
ability of using biological and environmental data from these programs in the assessment
and management of living marine resources. Specific activities include work with the pelagic
fisheries in the Mid-Atlantic including the evaluation and improvement of species
distribution models for use in real-time decision making in the Atlantic mackerel, Atlantic
herring, Butterfish and Longfin Squid fisheries. Development of tools to help industry avoid
incidental catch of river herring should also continue. These projects would include
engagement with industry to work toward an improved understanding of the system. In
addition, the NEFSC Gulf of Maine longline survey should continue and data should be used
in protected species assessments including Cusk and Thorny Skate. The Cusk model
developed by Hare et al. (2012) could be updated using longline data and a similar Thorny
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Skate model could be developed. Information from this later model could be considered in
NOAA Fisheries’ decision on whether to list Thorny Skate under the Endangered Species Act.

Finally, emphasis should be given to the collection, transmission, and archiving of
environmental data from Study Fleet and eMOLT. The data handling processes should
continue to be improved with wireless technologies and satellite-transmission of data.
Additionally, the archive of data should be made available to the oceanographic modeling
community. The collaboration with NOAA National Weather Service should also continue in
an effort to improve the data used in weather models. Increased fishing industry
investment in such processes would be improved by moving toward research that is
completely collaborative and participatory, i.e., where fishermen are involved in planning
and write-up as well as data collection.

New Resources - Fund a new staff member (federal employee or contractor) to increase
ability to collect and distribute climate related data from Cooperative Research Program
activities including Study Fleet, eMOLT, and the NEFSC Longline Survey Study for the Gulf of
Maine. The new staff member would support the development of automated data transfers
to allow rapid collection and availability of environmental data to a broad community of
scientists, modelers, managers, and fishermen. This rapid collection of data would support
other actions described in the Regional Action Plan. In addition, the effort would support
adaptive decision-making by industry and managers based on near-real time conditions.
These feedback loops based on short-term products (days-to-months) would then be used
to communicate medium-term products as well (years-to-decades).

Objective 4 - Identify future states of marine, coastal, and freshwater ecosystems, LMRs,

and LMR-dependent human communities in a changing climate.

Priority Action 8 - Work with NOAA Oceanic and Atmospheric Research and academic

scientists to develop short-term (day to year) and medium-term (year to decade) living

marine resource forecasting products.

Priority Action 9 - Work with NOAA Oceanic and Atmospheric Research and academic

scientists to develop and improve regional hindcasts and climatologies.

Numerous advances have been made in the Northeast U.S. region linking living marine
resource models to oceanographic and climate models. These efforts have included fishery
and protected species applications at the day to year (Manderson et al. in prep; Turner et
al., 2015), year to decade (Bell et al. in prep; Pershing et al. 2015), and decade to century
scale (Hare et al. 2010, 2012, Lynch et al. 2014, Cooley et al. 2015). In addition,
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oceanographic and climate modeling in the region is advancing rapidly with data
assimilative hindcasts and nowcasts (ROMS, FVCOM), work on decadal forecasting (Stock et

al., 2012), the development of regional downscaled climate and earth system models (see
Appendix 4), the development of regional climatologies (NODC, NCBO), and the
examination and use of high-resolution global models (Saba et al. 2016). These efforts take
interdisciplinary groups to develop and improve applications and, as a result of work done
to date, strong ties have formed in the region between NOAA Fisheries, NOAA Oceanic and
Atmospheric Research (OAR), and academic scientists. Additional ties with USGS, FWS, and
EPA are needed to better incorporate climate changes in freshwater and estuarine systems.
Further, to transition these efforts to living marine resource assessments and management
takes collaboration with assessment scientists and managers and takes a commitment to
support operational use of models and products once developed and used.

No New Resources - Continue collaborations with NOAA Oceanic and Atmospheric
Research (OAR), I00S, and academic scientists on issues related to short-term (days to
years) and medium-term (years to decades) forecasting in the context of living marine
resource management. The oceanographic and climate modeling to support this forecasting
includes hindcasts, nowcasts, forecasts, and projections. In FY17 and FY18, these
collaborations would be opportunistic but would include work with Geophysical Fluid
Dynamics Laboratory, Earth System Research Laboratory, and Coastal and Ocean Climate
Application Program (COCA) funded projects (Appendix 4). In addition, efforts to develop
species distribution modeling in the NEFSC should continue; for example there are ongoing
projects related to marine mammals, river herring, and Mid-Atlantic fisheries. Where
possible these activities should be linked to assessment and management needs. An
excellent example is species distribution modeling using a ROMs hindcast and nowcast to
evaluate availability to the trawl surveys in the Butterfish, Bluefish, and Scup assessments
and to fishery operations for Atlantic Mackerel, Atlantic Herring, and Longfin Inshore Squid.
Links to industry should be strengthened both in terms of prediction and evaluation.
Emphasis should be given to the development of an ensemble modeling approach, which is
widely used in long-term (decades to centuries) projections. Other elements of this
Northeast Regional Action Plan that need modeling output should also be supported by
providing model output or links to model output and instruction on its use. Post FY18,
efforts would be more strategic. Efforts at the medium-term time scale (years to decades)
should work on issues related to fishery stock rebuilding and sustainability, protected
species assessment and recovery, and evaluation of the sustainability of aquaculture
operations. Efforts at the short-term (days to years) scale should focus on days-to-weeks
forecasts in support of fishery operations and incidental-catch reduction and months-to-
years forecasts in support of fishery stock assessments (e.g., Hobday et al. 2016). A
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workshop should be held early in FY17 to develop the FY18-FY21 priorities, thereby allowing
researchers in the NEFSC and GARFO to develop proposals for internal and external funds to
support these priorities.

New Resources - Hire two temporary personnel (i.e., postdoctoral associates) to couple
climate and living marine resource models and to complete research-to-operations
transition for models that have demonstrated value in an assessment or management
context. These temporary personnel should have strong ties to the Geophysical Fluid
Dynamics Laboratory, Earth System Research Laboratory, and Coastal and Ocean Climate
Application Program (COCA) funded projects (Appendix 4), as well as to computer scientists
that are developing web-delivery of climate-related products. Initially, temporary
personnel would be used to support projects already underway, but would then be
transitioned to priority areas identified in the FY17 workshop. An emphasis would be on
making products transparent and available to the broader community by providing not only
the product, but metadata and provenance related to the product; this emphasis is similar
to the efforts underway in support of the National Climate Assessment (NCA 2015). An
important element is to ensure that models developed in the region can be continued to
support the operational needs of assessments and management. NOAA Fisheries, NOAA
Research, the Integrated Ocean Observing System, or other partners may support these
needed and as operational products are identified, plans for continuing their production
should be developed.

Objective 5 - Identify the mechanisms of climate impacts on ecosystems, LMRs, and

LMR-dependent human communities.

Priority Action 10 - Conduct research on the mechanistic effects of multiple climate

factors on living marine resources with a goal of improving assessments and scientific

advice provided to managers.

A mechanistic understanding of the effect of climate change on behavioral,
physiological, ecological, and biophysical processes is critical to improving scientific advice
to managers. There is a long history of research in the region on environmental effects on
individuals and populations (Laurence 1975). The NEFSC currently has seawater laboratory
facilities in Sandy Hook, New Jersey and Milford, Connecticut. Both facilities have the ability
to manipulate temperature, carbonate chemistry, and other factors and the ability to
examine interactive effects of multiple-stressors. Scientists at these facilities have
experience working with phytoplankton, molluscs, crustaceans, and fish. Current climate-
related work at these facilities has focused on the effect of ocean acidification on the early
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life stages of fish and molluscs, including biochemical, physiological, behavioral, and
ecological responses (Chambers et al. 2014, Stehlik et al. 2015, Meseck et al. 2016). In
addition, research is underway collaboratively at other laboratory facilities in the region
(e.g., Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution). The effect of temperature on evacuation
rates is also being studied (Stehlik et al. 2015); evacuation is a key parameter in calculating
consumption, which is critical to multispecies and ecosystem models. These studies are
largely funded by the NOAA Ocean Acidification Program and by NEFSC base funds. The
NEFSC has a long-history of field-based process studies including the Global Ocean
Ecosystem Northwest Atlantic/Georges Bank Program (GLOBEC, Wiebe et al. 2002). These
studies differ from monitoring in that they seek to test hypotheses or better understand
mechanisms affecting living marine resources. Support for field-based process studies has
declined since GLOBEC and most natural science field work conducted by NOAA Fisheries in
the region is dedicated to long-term monitoring. Finally, the NEFSC has a long history of
retrospective research: analyzing previously collected data to improve the understanding of
the coupled climate-living marine resource-human systems. Retrospective research allows
the study of long time scales and large space scales that characterize climate variability and
change. Recent studies examining the change in distribution of living marine resources in
the Northeast U.S. represent examples of retrospective research (e.g., Nye et al. 2009,
Pinsky et al. 2013, Walsh et al. 2015, Kleisner et al. 2016). Social science retrospective
studies related to climate change include Jin et al. (2016) and planned creations of time
series based on Colburn et al. (In review), as well as the possibility of exploring fishermen
observations over time.

No New Resources - Continue laboratory experiments at the Sandy Hook and Milford
laboratories. These experiments should involve the effects of increasing water
temperature, ocean acidification and decreasing O; on key fishery, protected, and
aquaculture species that are most susceptible to climate change. The Northeast Fisheries
Climate Vulnerability Assessment should be used as one source to prioritize species to
study. Other factors include management and assessment priorities and preservation,
recreational, and commercial value to the region. Much of this work should focus on ocean
acidification owing to funding from the NOAA Ocean Acidification program and on
temperature owing to funding from Coastal and Ocean Climate Application Program.
However, opportunities to study other climate factors and the synergistic effect among
factors should be pursued. To continue this research, appropriate staffing should be
maintained and planned improvements in the facilities need to be completed. These
improvements include increase in the ocean acidification capacity at Milford, improving
seawater quality at Sandy Hook, and creating a closed-system at Sandy Hook to facilitate
work at salinities typical in continental shelf waters. Collaborative research with other
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institutions should also be encouraged; for example there is work ongoing with Woods Hole
Oceanographic Institution and these efforts should continue. Finally, to the extent possible,
links need to be made between the experimental work and climate modeling efforts in the
region (Priority Actions 8, 9, and 10). To this end, a workshop would be held in FY17 to bring
the experimental groups in the region together, compare and contrast capabilities and
research, and to try to link these groups with retrospective analyses and living marine
resource modeling efforts in the region.

New Resources - Fund one postdoctoral associate at the Sandy Hook Laboratory and one
postdoctoral associate at the Milford Laboratory with a small allowance for supplies and
travel to conduct research related to the effect of climate factors on the key fishery,
protected, and aquaculture species in the region. Research should be integrated with
ongoing activities but represent new approaches, ideas, or biological impacts. This new
work should be directly tied to modeling and assessment activities, for example the effect
of climate factors in isolation or in combination on a vital rate of fishery, protected, or
aquaculture species. Additionally, collaborative work with regional partners would be
strongly encouraged.

Objective 6 - Track trends in ecosystems, LMRs, and LMR-dependent human

communities and provide early warning of change.

Priority Action 11 - Develop and implement vulnerability assessments in the Northeast
U.S. Shelf Region.

Climate change is already affecting fishery resources and the communities that depend
on them, and these impacts are expected to increase in the future. To help fishery
managers and scientists identify ways to reduce these risks and impacts, NOAA Fisheries - in
collaboration with NOAA Oceanic and Atmospheric Research, Earth Systems Research
Laboratory — developed a methodology to rapidly assess the vulnerability of U.S. marine
stocks to climate change (Morrison et al. 2015). This methodology uses existing information
on climate and ocean conditions, species distributions, and life history characteristics to
estimate the relative vulnerability of fish stocks and species to potential changes in climate.
The methodology is based on the general trait-based vulnerability assessment framework
(Foden et al. 2013). The methodology was recently implemented in the Northeast U.S. for
82 species of fish and invertebrates including all federally managed fishery species and
protected marine fish species in the region (Hare et al. 2016). The methodology is being
implemented in other regions of the U.S. as part of the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science
Strategy. This Fisheries Climate Vulnerability Assessment has been linked to human
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communities in the Northeast through the new climate indicators developed for
Community Social Vulnerability indicators (Colburn et al. in press). As the Species
Vulnerability Assessment is completed in other regions, the Community Social Vulnerability
climate indicators would be completed in turn.

No New Resources - NOAA Fisheries Science and Technology is leading an effort to adapt
the Climate Vulnerability Assessment framework for use with marine mammals and sea
turtles. NEFSC and GARFO would continue to contribute to this effort (see Priority Action
11). A social vulnerability assessment has been linked to the fisheries climate vulnerability
assessment (Colburn et al. in review). These interactions should continue, as should the
collection of time series data on changes in community resilience and vulnerability,
including those for climate change. Finally, the Northeast Fisheries Climate Vulnerability
Assessment should be repeated with the next International Panel of Climate Change
Assessment Report. Hare et al. (2016) identified several improvements and progress should
be made on these issues. Some of these improvements would be facilitated by other actions
identified in this Regional Action Plan (e.g., regional downscaling).

New Resources - Additional capacity for vulnerability assessments would be added to
the NEFSC through the funding of a new federal employee or contractor and support for
organizing workshops. This position would be responsible for the adapting the Climate
Vulnerability Assessment Methodology for habitats and aquaculture operations and in the
Northeast and Highly Migratory Species in the Western Atlantic. The development of these
assessments would be coordinated with appropriate national (e.g., Habitat Conservation
Office) and regional (e.g., Southeast Fisheries Science Center, Southeast Regional Office)
offices, as well as external partners (e.g., members of the aquaculture industry). This
additional capacity would also contribute to the support of the specific actions identified
above.

Priority Action 12 - Continue production of the Ecosystem Status Report, and other

related products, and improve the distribution of information from the reports through the

formation of an Environmental Data Center.

The NEFSC Ecosystem Status Report, Ecosystem Advisories, and State of the Ecosystem
reports meet one of the immediate-term actions defined in the NOAA Fisheries Climate
Science Strategy. These products provide information on the current and past states of the
Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem and are presented via the web: Ecosystem Status Report

and Ecosystem Considerations Update. The information in these products is also provided
to the NEFMC and MAFMC in State of the Ecosystem reports designed specifically for the

Northeast Regional Action Plan (Mid-Atlantic and New England) 48


http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/ecosystem-status-report/
http://nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/current-conditions/

1747
1748
1749
1750
1751
1752
1753
1754
1755
1756
1757
1758
1759
1760
1761
1762
1763
1764
1765
1766
1767
1768
1769
1770
1771
1772
1773
1774
1775
1776
1777
1778
1779
1780
1781
1782
1783
1784

Councils. The current Ecosystem Status Report consists of 12 sections: 1) Introduction, 2)
Climate Forcing, 3) Physical Pressures, 4) Production, 5) Benthic Invertebrates, 6) Fish
Communities, 7) Protected Species, 8) Human Dimensions, 9) Ecosystem Services, 10)
Stressors and Impacts, 11) Status Determinations, and 12) Synthesis. The report draws on
information collected across the NEFSC from oceanographic to social indicators. The
information is presented in several management contexts including Driver-Pressure-State-
Impact-Response model, Ecosystem Services, and Overfishing/Overfished. The Report also
incorporates relevant information from partners including the Environmental Protection

Agency Coastal Condition Reports and Audubon Society Project Puffin. Efforts were

underway to improve the electronic distribution of data from these reports, but the project
ended before full implementation could be achieved (ECO-OP). This effort is similar to
efforts underway to increase availability of information and data from the National Climate

Assessment.

No New Resources - Continue production of the Ecosystem Status Report for a broad
range of partners and Annual Ecosystem Reports for the Fishery Management Councils and
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission. Improve reports based on input from partners
and stakeholders. Work toward steadily increasing the scope of the reports to encompass
the entire Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem (watersheds to open ocean) including social and
economic indicators and other social science data. Also work to include industry-based data
(e.g., eMOLT, observer program, etc.), harvesting related data, and data from coastal and
estuarine regions (e.g., Chesapeake Bay Interpretive Buoy System). Continue engagement
with the Fisheries Management Councils and reach out to other stakeholders for comment
and input. Continue to expand the scope of the Ecosystem Status Report including
additional Community Social Vulnerability indicators building off recent community
vulnerability assessment. Improve communication on release of reports. Existing and new
Community Social Vulnerability indicators (including climate-related) are or would be
available at http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/humandimensions/social-indicators/map for easy

exploration by the public. Establish an Environmental Data Center in the Northeast to
inform broad range of climate-related activities (e.g., single species, protected species,
habitat, and ecosystems). Efforts to develop an Environmental Data Center are underway,
but the initial plans are relatively small scale owing to limited resources.

New Resources - Fund a new staff member (federal employee or contractor) to support
development of the Environmental Data Center, as well as the production of the Ecosystem
Status report and other related products. The emphasis would be on programming and web
development in support of the Ecosystem Status Report and climate factors used in
assessments. Priority datasets would include those in the Ecosystem Status Report and
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those environmental datasets being used in stock assessments (e.g., Cold Pool Index in the
Southern New England Yellowtail Flounder assessment, Miller et al. 2016). The
Environmental Data Center would focus on derived data products, automating their
production, and describing their source and steps in production. The concept is fully
transparent indicator development and incorporation into assessment and management
products. These activities would be completed in cooperation with the Essential Fish
Habitat Database also under development by the NEFSC. In addition to the Environmental
Data Center, efforts would be made to improve the Ecosystem Status Report through more
stakeholder and partner involvement. The goal is to make the report more useful to living
marine resource managers and decision-makers throughout the region and to better
integrate with other products with similar goals (e.g., Gulf of Maine Quarterly Outlook,

Community Social Vulnerability indicators). The current report would be made available for

public comment, with emphasis on how managers use the information and what
improvements could be made. Following the public comment period, several workshops
would be held throughout the region in FY18 to overview the report and receive additional
input from managers and decision-makers about the content. A work plan for improving the
report would then be developed and shared with partners and stakeholders. The new staff
member involved with the Environmental Data Center would also work with other NEFSC
and GARFO staff to implement these changes to the Ecosystem Status Report and related
products. This work-plan would then be followed for FY19-FY21.

Objective 7 - Build and maintain the science infrastructure needed to fulfill NOAA

Fisheries mandates under changing climate conditions.

Priority Action 13 — Maintain ecosystem survey effort in the Northeast U.S. Shelf

ecosystem including the Bottom Trawl Survey, Ecosystem Monitoring Program, Sea Scallop

Survey, Northern Shrimp Survey, and Protected Species Surveys and expand where possible

(e.g., data poor species).

The NEFSC has a long history of supporting surveys of the Northeast U.S. Shelf
ecosystem from chemistry through to marine mammals and seabirds. This effort should be
maintained and is fundamental to success of the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy in
the region. The Ship of Opportunity Continuous Plankton Recorder survey was ended in
2013, and while this was the longest running oceanographic survey in the Northwest
Atlantic Ocean, operations were successfully transferred to the Sir Alister Hardy Foundation
for Ocean Science (SAHFOS).
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One issue facing the survey programs in the Northeast U.S. region is the strong seasonal
nature of the Northeast U.S. Shelf ecosystem. The ability to sample the same parts of the
seasonal cycle is critical, as is sampling over the seasonal cycle to capture the seasonal
dynamics of the ecosystem.

No New Resources — The following surveys should be conducted at pre-2012 levels and
supported during the seasonally correct times of year:

e Bottom Trawl Survey — 2 times per year (including Ecosystem Monitoring
Program operations)

e Ecosystem Monitoring Program — 4 times per year

e Sea Scallop Survey — 1 time per year

e Northern Shrimp Survey — 1 time per year

In addition various protected species surveys should be supported (e.g., North Atlantic
Right Whale, sea turtles, Atlantic Marine Assessment Program for Protected Species). To the
extent possible, climate, ecosystem, and habitat information should be collected on all
surveys, thereby allowing simultaneous environmental and biological data to be collected
and used in a number of analyses related to other Actions described here in the Regional
Action Plan. Continued collection of fishery-dependent data is also critical to living marine
resource management and these data can be used to improve the scientific understanding
of the effect of climate change on fisheries in the Northeast U.S. region.

New Resources — Hire a federal employee to facilitate the collection of environmental
data on all NEFSC surveys. Environmental data includes Conductivity-Temperature-Depth
operations, Thermo-salinograph measurements, nutrients samples, and carbonate
chemistry samples and measurements. Data would be integrated into NEFSC databases and
made publically available. The new staff member would also contribute expertise to the
analyses of environmental data in the context of living marine resource assessments and
management. Work with other programs to expand surveys and expand variables collected
on surveys. Priority would be given to the NEFSC Long Line Survey and other cooperative
research efforts.
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Priority Action 14 — Initiate a Northeast Climate Science Strategy Steering Group

(NECSSSG) to coordinate, communicate, facilitate, and report on issues related to climate

change and living marine resource management.

The NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy presents an ambitious vision for
incorporating climate information into the management of living marine resources. The
Regional Action Plan presented here puts forth a plan for the next five years for NOAA
Fisheries in Northeast Region. The Climate Science Strategy and the Regional Action Plan
are integrated and rely on partnerships and collaborations with many other ongoing
programs and activities. Given the distributed nature of the effort, there is a need for a
Steering Group to oversee work initiated as part of this Regional Action Plan.

No New Resources - Northeast Climate Science Strategy Steering Group (NECSSSG)
should be established to coordinate implementation of the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science
Strategy in the Northeast U.S. It is important to note that this steering group represents the
Northeast, inclusive of the region North Carolina to Maine and including the Mid-Atlantic,
Southern New England, Georges Bank, and the Gulf of Maine. This Regional Action Plan is
the organizing document for the implementation and the NECSSSG would oversee the
implementation. The NECSSSG would be composed of GARFO, NEFSC, NCBO, Science and
Technology, as well as representatives of different NOAA and non-NOAA partners. In
addition to overseeing the implementation of the Actions described in the Regional Action
Plan, the NECSSSG would work on the following topics.

e Coordinate with Councils (including their Scientific and Statistical Committees),
ASMFC, Take-Reduction Teams, Atlantic Scientific Review Group, NMFS HMS and
other groups as applicable on the development and evaluation of climate
information for living marine resource management. Initial steps involve an
evaluation of Plan Development Teams, Fishery Management Action Teams, and
other committee memberships, continue support for EBFM activities for
MAFMC, NEFMC, ASMFC, and continue engagement with these partners on
climate change issues including presentations and participation in meetings and
workshops.

e Coordinate with other NOAA-line offices in the region through participating in
the North Atlantic Regional Team, NOAA in New England, NOAA Eastern Region
Climate Services, and other similar efforts.

e |[nitiate discussion with NEFSC, GARFO, SEFSC, SERO and HQ to identify overlaps
and joint issues of interest. This discussion should include current issues and

potential future issues related to climate change and cover all NMFS mission
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activities. Hold a workshop and develop a document that identifies joint issues of
interest. Workshop should include principles from each institution as well as the
FMCs and MFCs.

Increase interactions with Canadian scientists and managers. Identify and use
existing, and develop new venues for addressing issues of joint concern,
including physical, biological, chemical, social and economic impacts of climate
change. Initially, the following venues would be targeted for increasing
interactions: ICES Working Group on the Northwest Atlantic Regional Sea
(WGNARS), other ICES Workings Groups and Steering Groups, and the
Canada/USA Transboundary Steering Committee. Other avenues for increasing
interaction would be identified during the FY17-FY21 period.

Develop an outreach strategy for communicating results of NOAA Fisheries
Climate Science Strategy implementation in Northeast Region (including New
England and the Mid-Atlantic). This strategy would be coordinated with GARFO
and NEFSC communications teams. The purpose of the strategy is to improve
stakeholder and public awareness and engagement with NOAA Fisheries
activities on climate change in the Northeast U.S. region. Develop and
implement a plan for this improvement using existing personnel and resources
to work with stakeholders and the public. Develop stakeholder engagement and
communications teams for each region. Improve scientific communication
among NOAA Fisheries components in the Northeast.

Support the development of regional meetings (such as Regional Association for
Research on the Gulf of Maine) that encourage interactions among scientists and
managers in the region. Encourage broad regional NOAA Fisheries participation.
Continue to develop partnerships with tribal governments and meet to discuss
climate change issues. Broaden support of GARFO and NEFSC staff for tribal
issues.

Improve partnerships with NOAA Educational Resources Office and other
organizations to contribute to national and regional education efforts as they
relate to climate change and the NOAA Fisheries Mission. Develop internship and
education plan for NEFSC and GARFO in combination with the NEFSC Academic
Programs Office.

Support the development of regional town halls and other meetings with
fishermen and fishing communities to improve outreach to fishermen and fishing
communities regarding impacts of climate change.

Increase climate literacy among GARFO, NEFSC and regional NMFS HQ staff to
assist in identifying the climate vulnerabilities and needs in all regional programs
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and mandates. Make staff aware of seminars, lectures, short-courses, and other
related opportunities.

Track and report progress on Action Plan through quarterly teleconferences.
Develop list of climate-related activities in the region. Make GARFO and NEFSC
staff aware of climate related funding opportunities. Serve as a clearinghouse to
connect scientists and managers interested in climate change in the Northeast
U.S. region.

New Resources — Hire administrative staff member with scientific experience to staff the
NECSSSG. The staff member would assist the NECSSSG to make progress on the activities
listed above. In addition, the following list of activities would also be pursued.

Conduct gap analysis comparing NOAA Trust Resources to regional natural and
social science observing capabilities. Identify critical gaps and initiate data
collection programs if possible.

Develop regional Ecosystem Observing Plan in collaboration with Regional
Associations (Integrated Ocean Observing Systems) and other long-term
observing efforts in the region. Plan should include variety of platforms including
ships, moorings, gliders, and autonomous vehicles.

Hold Workshop with Federally Recognized Tribes to identify, discuss, and
coordinate living marine resource science and management related to climate
change.

Develop framework for dealing with emergent, climate-related NOAA Trust
Resource issues including social and economic aspects. Review Council oversight
for cases where species are likely to move to areas under the jurisdiction of a
different council or councils.

Work with Councils and Commission to revise FMPs to include analyses of the
impacts of climate change on any proposed regulatory measures.

Support redesign and expansion of NEFSC Climate Change webpage. Make page
more dynamic. Improve links to other components of the Science Enterprise in
the Northeast U.S. including cooperative research and citizen science
opportunities.

Provide partial support for an East Coast Climate Change and Fisheries
Governance Workshop every 2-3 years to ensure information is being exchanged
among regions on the east coast. Canada Department of Fisheries and Oceans
Canada managers and scientists should be included.

Develop monthly seminar series with live-broadcasting capabilities.
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e Expand regional town hall and other meetings with fishermen and fishing
communities to improve outreach regarding climate change impacts.

e Expand collaborative science to increase fishing industry investment in research
and support for its results.

Priority Action 15 — Coordinate with other NOAA Programs to link living marine resource

science and management to climate science and research activities

Watershed Program for the East Coast - There were a number of actions identified

related to diadromous species in the Northeast U.S. Shelf. Diadromous species are
important in the region for a variety of reasons (e.g., protected species, commercial and
recreational harvest, ecosystem interactions): Atlantic Salmon, Atlantic Sturgeon, Shortnose
Sturgeon, Rainbow Smelt, Alewife, Blueback Herring, American Eel, Hickory Shad, American
Shad, Striped Bass, Sea-run Brook Trout, Sea Lamprey, White Perch, and Tom Cod. These
species are included in the larger group of species considered in many of the actions
prioritized here, but there are also a number of specific needs that exceed the scope of the
NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy. On the West Coast, the Northwest Fisheries
Science Center hosts the Watershed Program, which investigates the ecology of freshwater

and estuarine ecosystems to assist with the management and recovery of Pacific Salmon
and other NOAA trust resources. The Program provides technical support to NOAA Fisheries
policy makers and regulatory staff, and collaborates with other agencies (e.g., USGS, FWS),
tribes and educational institutions on research and outreach related to the management of
Pacific salmon (Oncorhynchus spp.) and other diadromous fishes. NOAA Fisheries should
consider developing such a program on the East coast in coordination with USGS and FWS.

Links to NOAA Integrated Ecosystem Assessment Program and Ecosystem-Based

Fisheries Management - There is a continued need to develop and implement single-species

models, multi-species and ecosystem models that include species interactions in fisheries
and protected species management and fully and appropriately include social and economic
data. There are efforts underway in the NEFSC (Richards and Jacobson 2016, Curti et al.
2013, Link et al. 2010) and throughout the region (Townsend et al. 2013, Fay et al. 2013,
Stock et al. 2014, http://www.noaa.gov/iea/). Further, both the MAFMC and NEFMC are
working toward Ecosystem-Based Fisheries Management; the NEFSC and GARFO need to

continue to support these efforts. These activities are not directly related to the NOAA
Fisheries Climate Science Strategy, but the activities conducted under the Regional Action
Plan would support and contribute to these efforts. EBFM, as implemented by the FMCs,
could alter the management processes in the region, either incrementally or fundamentally,
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and impacts to the stakeholders and the management and regulatory programs would need
careful consideration.

Links to NOAA Fisheries Habitat Programs - Coordination with Habitat Conservation

Division, and Restoration Center is required to meet the needs for the region identified
here. Integration between this Northeast Regional Action Plan the Habitat Assessment
Improvement Plan is also needed. One element is to better understand the response of
habitats to climate change including pelagic habitats, benthic habitats, estuarine habitats,
and freshwater habitats. A second element is to identify habitats vulnerable to climate
change with a particular emphasis on spawning and nursery habitats since early life stages
tend to be more vulnerable to climate change than adult stages. These actions are
embedded | Priority Actions above but also need to be connected to other habitat-related
programs in the Northeast U.S.

Additionally, coordination with the NOAA Chesapeake Bay Office (NCBO) is needed.
NCBO is the lead agency coordinating implementation of efforts in the Chesapeake Bay to
meet the recently established Climate Resiliency Goal of the 2014 Chesapeake Bay
Agreement. Linkages between the NCBO effort and Priority Actions identified in this
Northeast Regional Action Plan, include 1) development of a climate resiliency analysis
matrix and set of Climate Smart Conservation Framework facilitated workshops to explore
adaptive management of tidal and non-tidal wetlands; 2) facilitation of a small workshop
series to develop an Analytical Framework for Aligning Monitoring Efforts to Support
Climate Change Impact and Trend Analyses and Adaptive Management for Submerged
Aguatic Vegetation, Oysters and Blue Crab; 3) facilitation of a workshop to review Global
Circulation Models and other climate scenarios, downscaling techniques, and historical
observation data to establish a framework for climate analysis in the watershed modeling
and ecological assessments. Work in Chesapeake Bay can also serve as a model for other
estuaries in the region.

Links to NOAA Fisheries Office of Aquaculture — Aquaculture is a growing commercial

sector in the Northeast U.S. region and important impacts from climate change have been
identified. As efforts to promote and support sustainable aquaculture in the Northeast U.S.
grow, the need for information on the effects of climate change on aquaculture would also
grow. Agquaculture components are integrated with many of the actions identified above,
but a number of other aquaculture related needs were identified during the development
of the Northeast Regional Action Plan. Research and observations to better understand the
effect of climate change on aquaculture operations would require strong partnerships and
participation with the aquaculture industry. Some efforts are underway (e.g., Tracking
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Ocean Alkalinity using New Carbon Measurement Technologies), but further developing

these partnerships and collaborations is outside the scope of the Northeast Regional Action
and should be an emphasis of the Office of Aquaculture. Multiple stressor laboratory and
mesocosm experiments to understand the effect of climate change on aquaculture species
is partly built into the Priority Action 10, but the development of a mesocosm capacity with
the NEFSC is beyond the scope of the Northeast Regional Action Plan. There are several
facilities with the capability to host mesocosms (e.g., University of Rhode Island, Woods
Hole Oceanographic Institution, University of Connecticut) and discussions could be
initiated to use these facilities in support of NOAA Fisheries Office of Aquaculture and the
NMFS Climate Science Strategy. Finally, the action was identified to conduct region wide
benthic surveys in estuaries stratified by the presence / absence of aquaculture operations
to evaluate the impact of aquaculture on habitats and other living marine resources. This
action is outside the scope of the NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy but is a clear
need to understand the interaction between aquaculture and ecosystems in the region.

Links to NOAA Ocean Acidification Program — A number of the actions identified overlap

with activities funded by the NOAA Ocean Acidification Program. Specifically, the
prioritization of maintaining monitoring capabilities and expanding experimental programs
are directly in line with NOAA Ocean Acidification activities at the NEFSC. The development
of a large-scale mesocosm capacity was identified as an action during the development of
the Northeast Regional Action Plan. As described above in the links to aquaculture section,
the development of a mesocosm capacity with the NEFSC is beyond the scope of the
Regional Action Plan. However, the NEFSC would reach out to potential partners and assist
in identifying potential funding sources. Also, an evaluation of regional progress on NOAA
Ocean and Great Lakes Acidification Research Plan was identified as a potential action. This
was deemed to be more appropriate for the Principal Investigators funded by the NOAA
Ocean Acidification program at the NEFSC.

Other Actions Identified - Numerous other actions were identified during the

development of the Regional Action Plan that were not selected as priority actions for
implementation within the next five year. This does not mean that these actions are not
important or may not yield important information related to living marine resource
management. In many cases, the actions’ links to climate change were not as strong as the
priority actions chosen. Whereas some actions were more closely affiliated with the mission
of another federal agency or predominantly within another region. Finally, some actions,
while being important, would require substantial resources to bring the necessary expertise
to GARFO and NEFSC. University partners would better serve these actions. We encourage
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other groups and funding agencies to support these actions and the NEFSC and GARFO
would be willing partners for such activities.

PARTNERSHIPS

Partnering is critical to the success of the Northeast Regional Action Plan. Effective
management of living marine resources in the face of climate change needs to be
collaborative and iterative. Partnerships within NOAA, with other federal agencies,
Federally-recognized tribes, states, industry, research institutions, NGO’s, funding agencies,
and citizen groups are all necessary for this Action plan to be successful. Both the NEFSC
and GARFO Strategic Plan recognize the importance of collaborative research and
management and these core values apply to this Regional Action Plan as well. The
Northeast Regional Action Plan Working Group would be charged with strengthening
partnerships and identifying potential new partnerships. Specific partners are noted in

Appendix 7.
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5. TIMELINE AND METRICS

Timeline

Priority Setting for Modeling
Experimental Workshop

OA Plan Review

Stock Identification Workshop

SEFSC Workshop

Canada Workshop

ESA Workshop

MMPA Workshop

Assessment Workshop

TOR Review Workshop

ESR Stakeholder Comment

Annual Status of the Ecosystem Report
Adaptive Management Workshop
Federally Recognized Tribes Workshop
Mesocosm Discussion

Aguaculture Discussion

Habitat Discussion

Hire New Staff

NERAPSG Meeting

Milestones
CEH ToRs in benchmark assessments FY17-F21
Stock Assessments - CEHASG Meetings

Workshop Reports
NERAPSG Meeting Reports
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Appendix 3 — List of Northeast Regional Action Plan Draft Actions

Draft actions were initially identified by the Northeast Regional Action Plan Working Group

after reviewing the regional strengths, weaknesses, and needs. These draft actions were

subsequently reviewed, prioritized and consolidated into the Priority Actions identified in the

main text of this document. Draft Actions were also mapped to NOAA Mission Areas and NOAA

Fisheries Climate Science Strategy Objectives. The average Working Group ranks (1=High,

2=Moderate, 3=Low) and the number of top 10 rankings are also presented.

MSFMCA

Aquaculture
MMPA

ESA

Habitat

Ecosystem

Objective
Action #

DRAFT Action Statement

Average
Rank

Number
of Top 10
Identifiers
No New
Resources

Number
of Top 10
Identifiers
New
Resources

[y

Conduct laboratory research to improve biological parameterization
in coupled species-climate models. Research should evaluate the
effect of climate variables on biological parameters in isolation and
in combination (e.g., the effect of temperature on consumption, and
the effect of temperature and pH on larval survival).

1.923077

N

Conduct laboratory and field-based process research on species to
assess behavioral, physiological, ecological and biophysical
impacts from climate change (e.g., temperature, ocean acidification
and sea level rise) with an emphasis on cumulative impacts,
multiple stressors and synergistic interactions.

2.153846

w

Conduct research to establish abundance estimates and vital rates
(e.g., mortality, population growth) and evaluate climate related
changes for data poor species.

1.923077

Conduct research on how climate change (e.g., warming, ocean
acidification, changes in streamflow) can affect exposure to
contaminants in freshwater and estuarine systems.

1.230769

w

Conduct research into climate impacts on watersheds (i.e. rivers,
estuaries) thatincludes field-based studies and regional models.
Research includes understanding the interaction of human
structures and changes to watersheds to habitat function and
connectivity.

1.615385

Conduct research on the impacts of climate change within the
critical transition zone between freshwater and marine
environments and assess the affects on NOAA Trust Resources

1.615385

Conduct research on species' ability to adapt and acclimate to
climate change (e.g., evolution, phenotypic plasticity, assisted
migration). Reseach should include the ability of habitat to change
in response to climate change (e.g., ability of salt marsh to migrate
landward with sea-level rise)?

2.230769

Increase social and economic scientist involvementin I[EAs and
climate change research. Most critically through creation of
integrated models (e.g., A-CLIM). Efforts should focus on involving
social scientists and economists from the beginning rather than as
an add-on to a ongoing project.

2.538462
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Resources

Develop large-scale mesocosm capacity to evaluate effects of
multiple stressors (e.g., warming, OA) on trust resource species and
habitats (e.g., similar to efforts that have been advanced by the
european ocean acidification research community). Conduct
multistressor studies considering increased pCO2 (decreased
Qarag) combined with one or more other stressors such as
temperature, hypoxia, and salinity.

Conduct research on the mechanistic effects of climate on resource
species as a means to incorporate climate drivers in historical and
projected population models.

2.615385

Evaluate regional progress on NOAA Ocean and Great Lakes
Acidification Research Plan
(http://www.pmel.noaa.gov/co2/files/feel3500_without_budget_rfs.p
df). Review ocean acidification monitoring network and work with
partners to fill high priority gaps.

1.923077

Conduct research on the effects of climate change on food webs of
diadromous species. Efforts are needed across life stages.

Conduct research on the spatial and temporal distribution and
migration of species (including phenology). Coordinate distribution
research with Canada as distributions shifts outside of US
boundaries and with SEFSC as distributions shift into the Northeast
U.S. Shelf ecosystem.

2.538462

Conduct research on climate effects on the distribution of key forage
species (e.g., capelin, Atlantic herring, Atlantic menhaden) and the
potential effects on all life stages of managed species (e.g., Atlantic
salmon, Atlantic cod, striped bass, Atlantic bluefin tuna)

2.461538

Conduct research on how climate change can change impacts of
disease and parasites on resource species on the Northeast U.S.
shelf ecosystem

1.615385

Conduct research on regime shift effects on NOAA Trust Resources
related to thresholds in climate-related variables.

1.846154
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Conduct research and observations to better understand the
response of habitat to climate change. Evaluate habitat prioirites
identified in other documents (e.g., Habitat Assessment Improvement
Plan, Fishery Management Plans) relative to climate change.

2.307692

Conduct research and observations to better understand the effect of
climate change on aquaculture operations. Evaluate aquaculture
prioirites identified in other documents (e.g., state plans, NOAA
Aquaculture plans) relative to climate change.

1.769231

Conduct research on species and ecosystem phenology (e.g.,
mismatches of altered spawning and migration cues and prey
availability, physiological adaptations to altered temperature
regimes).

2.461538

Conduct long-term surveys focused on habitats not well sampled by
standard trawl surveys (e.g., complex rocky reef habitats). Surveys
should also address concerns about the catchability of specific
species collected during bottom trawl surveys for important
groundfish stocks, and enhance data collection for data poor
species and species of concern that are specifically associated with
these habitats.

2.230769

Quantify and monitor sea turtle nesting habitat availability and
monitor sea turtle nesting and habitat availability to determine how
climate change may affect the size and distribution of nesting
beaches. Coordinate with US Fish and Wildlife Service, other federal
agencies, and the appropriate state partners to continue to monitor
sea turtle nesting numbers.

Maintain existing surveys and expand where possible (e.g., data
poor species) to provide foundation for temporal and spatial
comparisons in climate assessments. Recognize seasonal and
interannual variability in the Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem in the
design of surveys.

2.769231

Conduct gap analysis comparing NOAA Trust Resources to regional
observing capabilities. Identify critical gaps and initiate data
collection programs if possible.

2.076923

Coordinate research and observing on freshwater and estaurine
systems with other federal agencies; continue interagency
communication on climate change to understand science, needs, and
application of science to needs

1.692308
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Develop regional Ecosystem Observing Plan in collaboration with
Regional Associations (Integrated Ocean Observing Systems) and
other long-term observing efforts in the region. Plan should include
variety of platforms including ships, moorings, gliders, and
autonomous vehicles.

2.615385

Establish an Environmental Data Center in the Northeast to inform
broad range of climate-related activities (e.g., single species,
protected species, habitat, and ecosystems).

2.076923

Continue to build Industry-based ocean observing network including
fixed and mobile gear. Support integration of data into ocean
forecast models and make data available for ocean hindcast
models. Develop real time engagement with the industry via
Northeast Cooperative Research Program and other cooperative
efforts to collect biological and ocean data to describe the
ecosystem.

2.230769

Develop Management Strategy Evaluation capability to examine the
effect of different management strategies under climate change.
Specific issues to be addressed are management strategies for
changing productivity and distribution, simulating regime shifts and
effects on NOAA trust resources and management strategies, and
evaluating climate-informed reference points.

2.230769

Continue development of multispecies models and use of predator
indices in single-species models. Build off of efforts underway in
NEFSC and others.

Give greater emphasis to climate-related Terms of Reference and
analyses in stock assessments. Current Terms of Reference language
may touch on climate/environmental analyses but there needs to be
more comprehensive analysis, and attempts to tiein such analyses
within assessment models, instead of current practice of a
complementary analysis. Need broad NEFSC participation in stock
assessment process to contribute climate, ecosystem (including
human communities), and habitat expertise.

2.615385

Increase understanding of climate impacts on protected species
populations to evaluate and set “allowable” removal levels in a
changing climate.

1.846154

Continue development of stock assessment models (e.g., Age
Structured Assessment Program, new state-space model) that include
environmental terms (e.g., temperature, ocean acidification).

2.769231
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52

DRAFT Action Statement

Coordinate with NEFMC, MAFMC, and ASMFC Ecosystem-Based
Fisheries Management activities particularly related to species
interactions. Ensure Councils consider broad approach to species
interactions including protected species, non-target species, highly
migratory species and others.

Average
Rank

2.230769

Number | Number
of Top 10 | of Top 10
Identifiers {Identifiers

No New New
Resources | Resources

53

Increase interactions with Canadian scientists and managers.
Identify and use existing and develop new venues for addressing
issues of joint concern, including physical, biological, social and
economic impacts of climate change. (This is already in process with
the MSEs being created for WGNARS.)

54

Coordinate with Councils, ASMFC, Scientific and Statistical
Committees, Take-Reduction Teams, Atlantic Scientific Review Group,
NMFS HMS and other groups as applicable on the development and
evaluation of adaptive management in response to climate change
(e.g., warming, sea-level rise, ocean acidification). This includes
stakeholder involvement to help define the most important steps and
potential solutions. As an example, work with fisheries managers to
evaluate spatial allocation schemes and evaluate more a suite of
allocation schemes.

2.615385
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Develop outreach strategy for communicating results of NOAA
Fisheries Climate Science Strategy implementation in Northeast
Region (including New England and the Mid-Atlantic Region).

1.846154

Improve stakeholder and public awareness and engagement with
NMFS activities on climate change including physical, biological,
social and economic information

2.307692

Support the development of regional meetings (such as Regional
Association for Research on the Gulf of Maine) that encourage
interactions among scientists and managers in the region.
Encourage broad regional NMFS participation.

2.153846

Continue to develop partnerships with tribal governments and meet
to discuss climate change issues. Broaden involvement of GARFO
and NEFSC staff.

1.461538

Initiate discussion with NEFSC, GARFO, SEFSC, SER and HQ to identify
overlaps and jointissues of interest. This discussion should include
currentissues and potential future issues related to climate change
and cover all NMFS mission activities.

Improve partnerships with NOAA Educational Resources Office and
other organizations to contribute to national and regional eduaction
efforts as they relate to climate change and the NOAA Fisheries
Mission.

1.692308

Provide training to increase climate literacy among GARFO, NEFSC
and regional NMFS HQ staff to assist in identifying the climate
vulnerabilities and needs in all regional programs and mandates.

1.769231

Develop NE Climate Science Strategy Working Group that include
NEFSC, GARFO, NOAA OAR, regional NMFS HQ, and other federal and
non-federal partners to review and communicate on climate-related
actvities in the region. Compile a list of climate-related
groups/committees, as well as activities (e.g., workshops), in the
Northeast (i.e., region-specific social network analysis). Purposeis
to keep track of different activities and assistin making connections
among different activities.

2.153846

Conduct research and share information on climate change
mitigation (e.g., helping species adapt through fish-friendly culvert
crossings) and climate change adaptation (e.g., working with fishing
communities). Work with other governmnet agencies, research
instiututions, and community groups where appropriate.

1.769231
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Appendix 4. Coastal and Ocean Climate Applications Projects

In partnership with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Office of Science and
Technology, CPO's Coastal and Ocean Climate Applications (COCA) program initiated a new
program: Sustainable management and resilience of U.S. fisheries in a changing climate: a
collaboration between OAR and NMFS. The following text is largely taken from a NOAA
Climate Program Press Release. Seven projects were competitive awarded in FY 2015 and

focused on increasing the understanding of climate-related impacts on fish stocks and
fisheries. The roughly S5 million in grants cover a two- to three-year time period.

Resilient and sustainable fisheries provide an important source of jobs, food, recreation
and economic activity for the nation. In 2013, U.S. marine commercial and recreationa
fisheries contributed $195 billion in sales impacts and provided 1.7 million jobs.

Warming oceans, rising seas, ocean acidification, and hypoxia are impacting America’s
marine life and the many people, businesses, communities and economies that depend on
them. Climate-related impacts can affect the abundance, distribution, and productivity of
fish stocks. Fishermen, seafood processors, fishery managers and other decision makers
need more information on current and future changes to better prepare and respond

To address these issues, a collaboration between the Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric
Research and the National Marine Fisheries Service has been developed to advance
understanding of current and future climate-related impacts on living marine resources and
the communities that depend on them. The goal is to inform sustainable management and
resilience of the nation’s fisheries in a changing climate.

Six projects support research to understand and respond to climate impacts on fish and
fisheries in the Northeast U.S. Shelf Ecosystem.

1. Gulf of Maine Research Institute (GMRI): Evaluating Social-Ecological Vulnerability

and Climate Adaptation Strategies for Northeast U.S. Fishing Communities

Lead Principal Investigator (PI): Katherine Mills (Gulf of Maine Research Institute),

Co-Pls: Jenny Sun (GMRI), Steve Eayrs (GMRI), Jonathan Labaree (GMRI), Troy
Hartley (Virginia Institute of Marine Science), Jon Hare (Northeast Fisheries Science
Center, Narragansett Laboratory), Lisa Colburn (Northeast Fisheries Science Center,
Narragansett Laboratory), Eric Thunberg (NOAA Fisheries)
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http://cpo.noaa.gov/AboutCPO/AllNews/TabId/315/ArtMID/668/ArticleID/412963/Sustainable-management-and-resilience-of-US-fisheries-in-a-changing-climate-a-collaboration-between-OAR-and-NMFS.aspx
http://cpo.noaa.gov/AboutCPO/AllNews/TabId/315/ArtMID/668/ArticleID/412963/Sustainable-management-and-resilience-of-US-fisheries-in-a-changing-climate-a-collaboration-between-OAR-and-NMFS.aspx
http://cpo.noaa.gov/sites/cpo/News/2015/FFO_FY15/Mills_AbstractWebsite.pdf
http://cpo.noaa.gov/sites/cpo/News/2015/FFO_FY15/Mills_AbstractWebsite.pdf
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2. University of Rhode Island: Robust harvest strategies for responding to climate

induced changes in fish productivity

Lead Principal Investigator (Pl): Jeremy Collie (University of Rhode Island)
Co-Pls: Jon Hare (Northeast Fisheries Science Center, Narragansett Laboratory),
Richard Bell (Northeast Fisheries Science Center, Narragansett Laboratory), David

Richardson (Northeast Fisheries Science Center, Narragansett Laboratory)

Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council: Climate velocity over the 21st century

and its implications for fisheries management in the Northeast U.S.

Lead Principal Investigator (Pl): Malin Pinsky (Rutgers University)

Co-PI: Richard Seagraves (Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council)

Rutgers University and NOAA Earth Systems Research Laboratory: A high-resolution

physical-biological study of the Northeast U.S. shelf: Past variability and future
change

Lead Principal Investigators (Pl): Enrique Curchitser (Rutgers University), Michael
Alexander (Earth Systems Research Laboratory)

Co-Pl: Charles Stock (Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory)
Rutgers University, NOAA Northeast Fisheries Science Center, University of Delaware

- MARACOOQS, and University of Rhode Island: Indicators of habitat change affecting
three key commercial species of the U.S. Northeast Shelf: A design to facilitate

proactive management in the face of climate change

Lead Principal Investigators (Pl): Brad Seibel (University of Rhode Island), Vincent
Saba (NOAA Northeast Fisheries Science Center), Peter Moore (University of
Delaware - MARACOOQS), Grace Saba (Rutgers University)

Northeastern University: Predicting social impacts of climate change in fisheries

Lead Principal Investigator (PI): Steven Scyphers (Northeastern University)
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http://cpo.noaa.gov/sites/cpo/News/2015/FFO_FY15/Collie_AbstractWebsite.pdf
http://cpo.noaa.gov/sites/cpo/News/2015/FFO_FY15/Collie_AbstractWebsite.pdf
http://cpo.noaa.gov/sites/cpo/News/2015/FFO_FY15/PinskySeagraves_AbstractWebsite.pdf
http://cpo.noaa.gov/sites/cpo/News/2015/FFO_FY15/PinskySeagraves_AbstractWebsite.pdf
http://cpo.noaa.gov/sites/cpo/News/2015/FFO_FY15/CurchitserAlexanderStock_AbstractWebsite.pdf
http://cpo.noaa.gov/sites/cpo/News/2015/FFO_FY15/CurchitserAlexanderStock_AbstractWebsite.pdf
http://cpo.noaa.gov/sites/cpo/News/2015/FFO_FY15/CurchitserAlexanderStock_AbstractWebsite.pdf
http://cpo.noaa.gov/sites/cpo/News/2015/FFO_FY15/V_Saba_AbstractWebsite.pdf
http://cpo.noaa.gov/sites/cpo/News/2015/FFO_FY15/V_Saba_AbstractWebsite.pdf
http://cpo.noaa.gov/sites/cpo/News/2015/FFO_FY15/V_Saba_AbstractWebsite.pdf
http://cpo.noaa.gov/sites/cpo/News/2015/FFO_FY15/Scyphers_AbstractWesbite.pdf
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CO-Pls: Jonathan Grabowski(Northeastern University), Steven Gray (Michigan State
University), Loren McClenachan (Colby College), J. Lad Akins (Reef Environmental
Education Foundation), Pamela Schofield (United States Geological Survey)

NOAA Southwest Fisheries Science Center (SWFSC): "Ecosystem Tipping Points in
The North Pacific: Identifying Thresholds in Response to Climate Change and

Potential Management Strategies,"

Lead Principal Investigators (Pl): Francisco Werner (NOAA SWFSC) and Robert Webb
(NOAA Earth Systems Research Laboratory)
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Appendix 5 - Background Documents and Websites

These documents were identified by the Northeast Regional Action Plan Working Group and
used to support the development of the Northeast Regional Action Plan

Websites and Workshop Reports

CINAR Climate Change Workshop

DOI Tribal Cooperative Landscape Conservation Program

East Coast Climate Change and Fisheries Governance Workshop

Fishing Community Resiliency Presentation - Peter Burns at GARFO

Flood Frequency Estimates for New England River Restoration Projects: Considering
Climate Change in Project Design

GARFO 2013 Climate Change and Management Needs (internal GARFO Coordination
Team document developed to support GARFO supervisor and NEFSC meeting)
Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office Strategic Plan FY 2015-2019 (associated
climate change priorities such as community resilience)

Island Institute Climate Change Workshop Report

Island Institute Ocean Acidification Panel Report

Island Institute Preparing for an Uncertain Fishing Future: Bringing communities
together with climate and marine scientists to understand predictive capabilities and
information needs

MAFMC Climate Change White Paper

National Climate Assessment; Northeast Chapter

NEFSC Climate Science Plan - 2009

NEFSC Ecosystem Considerations Webpage

NEFSC Ecosystem Considerations Webpage

Northeast Fisheries Climate Vulnerability Assessment (will be available soon)
Northeast Fisheries Science Center Strategic Plan FY 2016-2012

Proposal for GARFO-WCR Study Group on Fishing Community Resilience (associated
with above presentation)

Protected Resources and Climate Change Workshop Report

River Herring Climate Workshop and Climate Subgroup Research Needs/Data Gaps
Understanding Climate Change on Fish Stocks of the Northeast Shelf - JOSS & NMFS
Union of Concerned Scientists - Confronting Climate Change in the U.S. Northeast

Various publications and associated/relevant research needs:

A'mar, ZT, Punt, AE, and Dorn, MW. 2009. The evaluation of two management strategies
for the Gulf of Alaska walleye pollock fishery under climate change. ICES Journal of
Marine Science 66: 1624-1632.

Beechie et al 2013 related to salmon habitat

Bell et al 2014a related to climate effects on MAB species
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https://www.whoi.edu/fileserver.do?id=106104&pt=2&p=106529
https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B756SOJsaPF5YzBZUUdFcjhDS2JMOElCUnMwYU92bUpoNzVv
http://www.mafmc.org/workshop/climate-change-governance
https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B756SOJsaPF5aUNIU0xDUVUtVDkwa3VhMnk3OXo1TkpuWFE4
http://www.habitat.noaa.gov/pdf/flood_frequency_estimates.pdf
http://www.habitat.noaa.gov/pdf/flood_frequency_estimates.pdf
http://h/
http://www.islandinstitute.org/sites/default/files/2014_01_22_ClimateofChange_Final_Report-1.pdf
http://www.islandinstitute.org/resource/ocean-acidification-panel-report
http://www.islandinstitute.org/resource/predictive-capabilities-workshop%E2%80%94summary-report
http://www.islandinstitute.org/resource/predictive-capabilities-workshop%E2%80%94summary-report
http://www.islandinstitute.org/resource/predictive-capabilities-workshop%E2%80%94summary-report
http://static1.squarespace.com/static/511cdc7fe4b00307a2628ac6/t/54da6636e4b089c191f44852/1423599158189/MAFMC_Climate_White_Paper_Feb_2015_combined.pdf
http://nca2014.globalchange.gov/
https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B756SOJsaPF5TUFPbzExa0FxZmM
https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B756SOJsaPF5SGVzRURwN2lSZGc
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/ecosys/
http://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/rcb/stratplan/
https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B756SOJsaPF5WEZGTzg2TGQ0QkVOMXdVb1BXNkZMakl2aGtN
https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B756SOJsaPF5N1FsMklNbXVCOVF6RUY1dFRVZjFiUjg3T0NB
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/prot_res/CandidateSpeciesProgram/sswpdocs/RIVER%20HERRING%20CLIMATE%20CHANGE%20WORKSHOP%20REPORT_122712.pdf
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected/riverherring/tewg/climate/index.html
https://www.joss.ucar.edu/meetings/understanding-climate-impacts-fish-stocks-northeast-shelf-large-marine-ecosystem-key
http://www.ucsusa.org/global_warming/science_and_impacts/impacts/northeast-climate-impacts.html#.VZLFivlVikp
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/rra.2590/abstract
http://icesjms.oxfordjournals.org/content/71/9/2416.short
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Bell et al 2014b related to climate effects on MAB species

Brander, K., Neuheimer, A., Andersen, K.H., and Hartvig, M. 2013. Overconfidence in
model projections. ICES J. Mar. Sci. 70: 1065-1068. doi:10.1093/icesjms/fst055

De Oliveira, JAA and Butterworth, DS. 2005. Limits to the use of environmental indices
to reduce risk and/or increase yield in the South African anchovy fishery. South African
Journal of Marine Science 27(1):191-203.

Evans et al. 2015. When 1+1 can be >2: Uncertainties compound when simulating
climate, fisheries and marine ecosystems. Deep-Sea Research Il 113 (2015) 312-322.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dsr2.2014.04.006

Fogarty et al. 2009 related to climate effects on groundfish

Friedland et al. 2013 related to climate effects on groundfish

Friedland et al. 2015 related to climate effects on groundfish

Gregr, E.J. and K.M.A. Chan. 2015. Leaps of faith: how implicit assumptions compromise
the utility of ecosystem models for decision-making. BioScience.
doi:10.1093/biosci/biul85

Grimm, N.B., Chapin lll, F.S., Bierwagen, B., Gonzalez, P., Groffman, P.M., Luo, Y.,
Melton, F., Nadelhoffer, K., Pairis, A., Raymond, P.A. and Schimel, J., 2013. The impacts
of climate change on ecosystem structure and function. Frontiers in Ecology and the
Environment, 11(9), pp.474-482.

Haltuch, MA, and Punt, AE. 2011. The promises and pitfalls of including decadal- scale
climate forcing of recruitment in groundfish stock assessment. CJFAS 68: 912-926.

Hare et al 2010 related to climate effects on MAB species

Hare et al., 2012 related to assessing climate impacts on data poor species

lanelli, JN et al. 2011. Evaluating management strategies for eastern Bering Sea walleye
pollock (Theragra chalcogramma) in a changing environment. ICES Journal of Marine
Science 68(6): 1297-1304.

Lead Authors: Amber Himes-Cornell and Mike Orbach; Authors: Stewart Allen, Guillermo
Auad, Mary Boatman, Patricia M. Clay, Mike Dalton, Di Jin, Sam Herrick, Dawn Kotowicz,
Cary Lopez, Phil Loring, Paul Niemeier, Karma Norman, Lisa Pfeiffer, Mark Plummer,
Michael Rust, Merrill Singer, and Cameron Speirs. 2012. Section 4 Impacts of Climate
Change on Human Uses of the Ocean. In: Griffis, Roger and Howard, Jennifer, eds.,
Oceans and Marine Resources in a Changing Climate: Technical Input to the 2013
National Climate Assessment. Draft Report. United States Global Change Research
Project, Washington, DC.

http://downloads.globalchange.gov/nca/Griffis Howard Ocean Marine Resources Fin
al 1-14-13.pdf Discusses social science knowledge to date on impacts of climate change
on oceans and coasts.

Lynch et al., 2014 related to assessing climate impacts on data poor species,

Mills et al 2013 related to salmon

Nye et al. 2009 related to distribution shifts

Perry et al., 2015 related to incorporating climate change projections into riparian
restoration planning and design

Pinsky and Fogarty 2012 related to distribution shifts
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Pinsky et al. 2014 related to distribution shifts

Planque, B., Bellier, E., and Loots, C. 2011. Uncertainties in projecting spatial
distributions of marine populations. ICES Journal of Marine Science, 68: 1045-1050
Punt, AE et al. 2014. Fisheries management under climate and environmental
uncertainty: control rules and performance simulation. ICES Journal of Marine Science
71(8): 2208-2220.

Staudinger, M.D., Carter, S.L., Cross, M.S., Dubois, N.S., Duffy, J.E., Enquist, C., Griffis, R.,
Hellmann, J.J.,, Lawler, J.J., O'Leary, J. and Morrison, S.A., 2013. Biodiversity in a changing
climate: a synthesis of current and projected trends in the US. Frontiers in Ecology and
the Environment, 11(9), pp.465-473.

Tommasi et al., 2015 related to assessing climate impacts on data poor species

Walsh et al. 2015 related to distribution shifts
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Appendix 6 - NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy Actions

The Priority Actions defined in the Northeast Regional Action Plan are cross-referenced to the
Immediate, Near-Term (6-24 months) and Medium-Terms (2-5 years) Actions defined in the

NOAA Fisheries Climate Science Strategy.

Northeast
Climate Science Strategy Actions Regional Action
Plan Priority
" 1. Conduct climate vulnerability analyses in each region for all LMRs to better
&  |understand what is at risk and why. 11
§ 2. Establish and strengthen ecosystem indicators and status reports in all regions 12
% to better track, prepare for and respond to climate-driven changes. 173
g 3. Develop capacity to conduct management strategy evaluations regarding
- climate change impacts on management targets, priorities, and goals. 5
2

1. Strengthen climate-related science capacity regionally and nationally to fulfill 6

NOAA Fisheries information requirements in a changing climate. Z
o 3
;g 2. Develop RAPs to customize and execute this Strategy in each region over the This document
g next 3 to 5years, through NOAA Fisheries regional Science Centers, Regional 14
§ 3. Ensure that adequate resources are dedicated to climate-related, process-
P oriented research to better understand how climate impacts LMRs, how to
z reduce impacts and how to increase resilience of LMRs and LMR-dependent

communities. 10

4. Establish standard, climate-smart terms of reference to apply to all of NOAA

Fisheries LMR management, environmental compliance requirements, and other

processes that cross multiple mandates and core policy areas. 1

Northeast Regional Action Plan (Mid-Atlantic and New England) 85


https://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/Assets/ecosystems/climate/documents/NCSS_Final.pdf

2704
2705

Northeast
Climate Science Strategy Actions Regional Action
Plan Actions
1. Establish regular, NOAA-wide, national, climate-science workshops with LMR
emphasis, with a focus on climate-ready BRPs and science for setting Harvest
Control Rules, ESA evaluations (section 7 and section 10), essential fish habitat
consultations, aquaculture, and NEPA analyses in a changing climate. National
2. Increase awareness of and training for NOAA Fisheries science and
management staff on the impacts of climate change on LMRs and climate-
informed LMR management practices. 14
3. Organize and conduct regime-shift detection workshops for each region. Underway
4. Organize and conduct distribution shift workshops, with implications for stock
and population identification and unit area across all LMRs in each region. 6
5. Organize and conduct vital rate workshops, with implications for LMR life- 10
history parameters across all LMRs in each region. 13
6. Organize and conduct workshops aimed at identifying regional data gaps
- (biological, physical, and socio-economic) related to climate variability and
_5 change and devising data collection programs aimed at filling those gaps, 4
2 especially socio-economic gaps. 13
€ 7. Develop and execute national and regional science communication plans for
‘? increasing dissemination of climate-related LMR science and information to
§ technical users and other interested stakeholder audiences. 13; National
8 8. Expand and support engagement with international partners to advance the
2 production, delivery, and use of climate-related information (e.g., Climate-LMR
related workshops, symposia, meetings, etc.) with specific focus on climate-
informed biological reference points, climate-smart Harvest Control Rules,
management strategy evaluations for climate-ready LMR management (including
species and habitat recovery) and, climate-smart protected species and habitat
consultations. 13; National
9. Continue and expand NOAA Fisheries participation in cross-governmental,
national efforts to advance climate-related science. National
10. Work with partners to re-evaluate risk policies under changing climate and
ocean conditions. 5
11. Establish science-based approaches for shifting biological reference points to
account for changing productivities, distributions, and diversities. 2
12. Conduct management strategy evaluations on climate scenarios in extant
ecosystem and population models in conjunction with the NOAA IEA program,
NOAA Fisheries Stock Assessment Improvement Plan Update/Next Generation
Stock Assessment, NOAA Fisheries Protected Resources Stock Assessment
Improvement Plan, and development of ESA Five-Year Status Reviews. 5
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Northeast
Climate Science Strategy Actions Regional Action
Plan Actions
13. Establish science-based thresholds for exiting and entering fisheries. 5
14. Establish and implement clear policies and practices for incorporating climate
change into all NEPA and ESA (i.e., listing, recovery planning, interagency
consultations, and permitting) activities. 3
15. Establish and implement standards and guidelines for incorporating climate
change information into Fisheries Management Plans and Fisheries Ecosystem
Plans. 1
16. Develop and implement standards and practices to promote climate
resilience and climate mitigation in NOAA Fisheries habitat conservation
activities. 11
17. Develop climate-driven regional ocean models for use in projecting climate
- impacts on LMRs. 8
_S 18. Develop a national inventory of key science and information gaps related to
2 NOAA Fisheries LMR and socio-economic responsibilities, building on regional
€ data/information gap assessments. 4
2 19. Increase support for existing programs addressing priority needs and
§ objectives identified in this Strategy (e.g., Fisheries Oceanography, FATE, and
8 IEAS). National
2 20. Establish common climate-smart input data vectors/matrices for inclusion in
LMR assessments in conjunction with NOAA Fisheries Stock Assessment
Improvement Plan Update/Next Generation Stock Assessment and Protected
Resources Stock Assessment Improvement Plan, and development of ESA Five-
Year Status Reviews. National
21. Identify and support process research linking changing climate and ocean
conditions to LMR dynamics. 10
22. Identify and maintain capability to execute oceanographic cruises for climate-
smart observations and process research. 13
23. Increase capability to undertake climate-smart, socio-economic research
projects and analyses of human uses of LMRs and their ecosystems. 4
24. Develop climate-resilient and climate-mitigating aquaculture strategies 11
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Appendix 7 - Northeast Regional Action Plan Action Item Table

Action Name

(short title; add rows
as needed for Actions)

Funding
Scenario

(Level or
Increase)

Time
Frame
(years)

Action Description
(short description of who, what, key products and
expected outcomes)

POC
(name)

Partners

Other
Objectives
Addressed

(1-7)

Climate Terms of Level / 2017- Priority Action 1 - Give greater emphasis to climate-related | Jim MAFMC,
Reference Increase | 2021 Terms of Reference and analyses in stock assessments. Weinberg NEFMC, ASMFC
Climate-explicit stock Level / 2017- Priority Action 2 - Continue development of stock Tim Miller | CINAR,
assessment models Increase | 2021 assessment models (e.g., Age Structured Assessment academic
Program, new state-space model, multi-species models) institutions,
that include environmental terms (e.g., temperature, ocean NOAA Fisheries
acidification). SF and S&T
Climate informed Level / 2017- Priority Action 3 - Develop climate- related products and Diane NOAA Fisheries
protected species Increase | 2021 decision support tools to support protected species Borggaard | PR, Atlantic
management assessments and other management actions. Scientific
Review Group,
CINAR,
academic
institutions,
SEFSC, SERO
Objective 2 — Robust Management Strategies
Social and Economic Level / 2017- Priority Action 4 - Increase social and economic scientist Trisch Clay | CINAR,
Research Increase | 2021 involvement in climate change research. academic
institutions,
NOAA Fisheries
SF
Management Strategy | Level / 2017- Priority Action 5 - Develop Management Strategy Evaluation | Sarah NOAA Fisheries
Evaluations Increase | 2021 capability to examine the effect of different management Gaichas ST, CINAR,




strategies under climate change.

academic
institutions

Objective 3 — Adaptive Management Processes

Distributions and Level / 2017- Priority Action 6 - Improve spatial management of living Jon Hare SEFSC, DFO,
Spatial Management Increase | 2021 marine resources through an increased understanding of ASMEFC,
spatial and temporal distributions, migration, and MAFMC,
phenology. NEFMC, CINAR,
academic
institutions
Cooperative Research Level / 2017- Priority Action 7 - Continue to build industry-based fisheries | John Hoey | Industry, I00S,
Increase | 2021 and ocean observing capabilities and use information to NEFMC,
develop more adaptive management. MAFMC,
ASMFC
Objective 4 — Project Future Conditions
Apply climate forecasts | Level / 2017- Priority Action 8 - Work with NOAA Oceanic and Vince Saba | GFDL, ESRL,
and projections Increase | 2021 Atmospheric Research and academic scientists to develop CINAR,
short-term (day to year) and medium-term (year to decade) academic
living marine resource forecasting products. institutions
Improve hindcasts and | Level / 2017- Priority Action 9 - Work with NOAA Oceanic and Jon Hare GFDL, ESRL,
climatologies Increase | 2021 Atmospheric Research and academic scientists to develop CINAR,
and improve robust regional hindcasts and climatologies. academic
institutions
Objective 5 — Understand the Mechanisms of Change
CINAR, academic Level / 2017- Priority Action 10 - Conduct research on the mechanistic Tom Noji NOAA OA
institutions Increase | 2021 effects of multiple climate factors on living marine Program,
resources with a goal of improving assessments and CINAR,
scientific advice provided to managers. academic
institutions
CINAR, academic institutions
Vulnerability ‘ Level / ‘ 2017- ‘ Priority Action 11 - Develop and implement vulnerability Jon Hare CINAR,
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Assessments Increase | 2021 assessments in the Northeast U.S. Shelf Region. academic
institutions,
NOAA Fisheries
HMS, NOAA
Fisheries ST
Track Ecosystem Level / 2017- Priority Action 12 - Continue production of the Ecosystem Kevin CINAR,
Conditions Increase | 2021 Status Report, and other related products, and improve the | Friedland academic
distribution of information from the reports through the institutions
formation of an Environmental Data Center.
Objective 7 — Science Infrastructure to Deliver Actionable Information
Maintain NEFSC Level / 2017- Priority Action 13 — Maintain ecosystem survey effort in the | Jon Hare I00S, 00|,
Surveys Increase | 2021 Northeast U.S. Shelf ecosystem including the Bottom Trawl
Survey, Ecosystem Monitoring Program, Sea Scallop Survey,
Northern Shrimp Survey, and Protected Species Surveys
and expand where possible (e.g., data poor species).
Northeast Climate Level / 2017- Priority Action 14 — Initiate a Northeast Climate Science Jon Hare Internal
Science Strategy Increase | 2021 Strategy Steering Group (NECSSSG) to coordinate,
Working Group communicate, facilitate, and report on issues related to
climate change and living marine resource management.
Coordinate with Other | Level/ 2017- Priority Action 15 — Coordinate with other NOAA Programs | Jon Hare HAIP,
Programs Increase | 2012 to link living marine resource science and management to Aquaculture,
climate science and research activities Watershed
Program, IEA
Program,
NOAA OA
Program
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Abstract

A series of climate workshops recently held by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management
Council (Council) identified the need to generate projections of future climate velocities (i.e., the
rate and direction that isotherms shift across the seascape) in the region as explanatory
mechanisms for the response of fish distributions to climate change. The purpose of the proposed
research is to inform the Council about the rate, magnitude, and uncertainty surrounding future
distributional changes for managed and other important species likely to occur as a result of
climate change over the next several decades and for the remainder of this century.

In this proposal, we are proposing to project climate velocities and species distributions
for a suite of species important to the Council in the Northeast U.S. Continental Shelf Large
Marine Ecosystem (NE LME). We will downscale and bias-correct IPCC-class global climate
model projections for 2020-2100, build species niche models from temperature and other
environmental data, and develop an ensemble of species distribution projections. These
ensembles will account for uncertainty more completely than has been done in the past,
including uncertainty in greenhouse gas emissions, climate model formulation, climate
variability, statistical niche model formulation, and niche model parameters. We will rank
species by the rate and magnitude of range shift as well as the uncertainty in those values while
also diagnosing the dominant source of uncertainty. In collaboration with the Council, we will
identify potential priority species for adaptation of fisheries management to climate. Finally, we
will expand an existing website to share these projections with the public, fishing communities,
and other stakeholders.

The results of the proposed research will help the Council in the development of an
adaptive fishery management framework that can deal effectively with shifting distributions of
both managed and unmanaged fish stocks as part of its Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries
Management (EAFM) Guidance Document. The Council proposes a novel, adaptive approach to
conducting this work by utilizing its EAFM Working Group to help refine the analyses as the
modeling work unfolds. EAFM WG oversight is expected to insure that the results of the
proposed work will directly address the information and analytical needs required for inclusion
in the Council’s EAFM Guidance Document.

The research we propose directly addresses the primary focus of the COCA competition
by seeking to understand and predict the future scope of distributional changes of fish stocks in
the Mid-Atlantic as a result of climate change induced warming of the Atlantic Ocean. These
analyses are critical to understanding future changes in the region and are a fundamental
prerequisite to integrating these effects into fishery stock assessment and management efforts.
The proposed research also supports the attainment of NOAA’s long-term NGSP goal of climate
adaptation and mitigation by improving our scientific understanding of the changing climate and
its impacts on fisheries. Ultimately, the work will help the Council and Nation to prepare for and
mitigate against the impacts of climate change with the goal of maintaining sustainable fisheries
which support vibrant coastal fishing communities.



Scientific Objectives
This project will focus on four objectives related to living marine resources in the northeast U.S.:

Develop climate-velocity-driven species distribution projections for 2020 through 2100
Characterize the dominant sources and magnitude of uncertainty in these projections
Identify potential priority species for adaptation of fisheries management to climate
Develop a website to share these projections with the public and other stakeholders

Proposed Methodology

Overview and focal species

Temperature has strong and well-understood impacts on fish and marine invertebrate
physiology, abundance, and distribution (Pinsky et al. 2013b; Portner & Knust 2007). These
impacts are often expressed in terms of a thermal niche, or the range of temperatures within
which an organism can survive and reproduce. As temperatures warm or cool, thermal niches
move across the seascape and are therefore expected to affect the distribution and abundance of
species (Burrows et al. 2011; Cheung et al. 2009; Hare et al. 2012a). The rate and direction that
thermal niches move is termed “climate velocity,” and climate velocities vary substantially from
one location to another in the ocean (Burrows et al. 2011). Analyses of historical scientific
surveys have shown that changes in marine animal distributions are explained well by climate
velocity, thereby providing confidence in the thermal niche approach (Pinsky et al. 2013b).

Any projections, however, can be highly misleading if not accompanied by an
understanding of uncertainty in those projections (Planque et al. 2011). Uncertainty in future
species distributions derives not only from a range of possible future temperatures, but also from
uncertainty in species responses to temperature and uncertainty in model form or parameters
(Planque et al. 2011). Past research in the NE LME has shown that species distributions are
shifting (Murawski 1993; Nye et al. 2011; Nye et al. 2009; Overholtz et al. 2011; Pinsky et al.
2013b) and has projected future distributions with uncertainty for a small number of individual
species (Hare et al. 2010; Hare et al. 2012a; Hare et al. 2012b). Other work has projected future
distributions for a range of species, including some in the NE LME, but has not characterized the
magnitude or sources of climate uncertainty (Cheung et al. 2009; Shackell et al. 2014).

Species of particular interest to the Council include those that are the focus of Fishery
Management Plans (FMPs), commercially and recreationally important species that may become
substantially more abundant north of Cape Hatteras in the coming century (most were
historically found in low numbers in the NE LME), and forage species that are important prey
for any of the above (Table 1). We propose to produce the species distribution projections
needed by the Council, characterize uncertainty in these projections, help to identify priorities for
climate adaptation, and share the results with a wide range of stakeholders through a website.

Table 1. Focal species for species distribution projections

Common name Scientific name Relevance

Summer flounder Paralichthys dentatus | Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass FMP
Scup Stenotomus chrysops | Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass FMP
Black sea bass Centropristis striata | Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass FMP
Monkfish/goosefish | Lophius americanus | Mackerel, squid, butterfish FMP

Atlantic mackerel Scomber scombrus Mackerel, squid, butterfish FMP

Illex squid Illex illecebrosus Mackerel, squid, butterfish FMP

Longfin squid Doryteuthis pealeii Mackerel, squid, butterfish FMP

Butterfish Peprilus triacanthus | Mackerel, squid, butterfish FMP

Spiny dogfish Squalus acanthias Spiny Dogfish FMP




Golden tilefish

Lopholatilus
chamaeleonticeps

Tilefish FMP

Bluefish Pomatomus saltatrix | Bluefish FMP

King mackerel Scomberomorus Potential future Mid-Atlantic U.S. species
cavalla

Spanish mackerel Scomberomorus Potential future Mid-Atlantic U.S. species
maculatus

Snowy grouper

Epinephelus niveatus

Potential future Mid-Atlantic U.S. species

Spanish sardine

Sardinella aurita

Potential future Mid-Atlantic U.S. species

Atlantic thread

Opisthonema

Potential future Mid-Atlantic U.S. species

herring oglinum

Sand lance Ammodytes spp. Forage
Atlantic menhaden Brevoortia tyrannus Forage
Atlantic herring Clupea harengus Forage
Round herring Etrumeus teres Forage
Striped anchovy Anchoa hepsetus Forage
Bay anchovy Anchoa mitchilli Forage

Data on historical distributions

Building models for climate-velocity-driven species distributions starts with data on the
historical distribution and abundance of each species. We propose to use a set of five scientific
surveys relevant to the northeast U.S. (Table 2), including surveys that sample species at lower
latitudes but that may move into the northeast U.S. over the coming century. Surveys were
chosen based on consistent methods and the availability of in situ temperature data. All surveys
are fishery-independent, and the NEFSC and DFO surveys have been operating for more than 40
years. The datasets are currently available in the Pinsky lab or through the MAFMC.

Table 2. Proposed scientific surveys for data on historical species distributions

Organization Survey Region Reference
Northeast Fisheries Science Center Bottom Trawl Survey | Cape Hatteras, NC to | Azarovitz
(NEFSC) the Gulf of Maine (1981)
Department of Fisheries and Oceans Multi-Species Bay of Fundy and Shackell and
(Canada) Bottom Trawl Survey | Scotian Shelf, NS Frank (2003)
Northeast Area Monitoring and Multispecies research | Cape Hatteras, NC to | Bonzek et al.
Assessment Program (NEAMAP) trawl surveys Cape Cod, MA (2013)
Southeast Area Monitoring & Assessment | Coastal Survey Cape Canaveral, FL SEAMAP-
Program South Atlantic (SEAMAP-SA) (bottom trawl) to Cape Hatteras, NC | SA (2000)
Southeast Area Monitoring & Assessment | Reef Fish Survey St. Lucie, FL to Cape | Bacheler et
Program South Atlantic (SEAMAP-SA) (traps and longlines) | Hatteras, NC al. (2013)

Data on environmental conditions

Explanatory variables for species distribution projections are primarily of two types:
environmental factors that can be projected forward over the coming century, and environmental
conditions that are approximately constant over the coming century. From the set of possible
explanatory variables, we will focus on temperature, benthic habitat, and solar elevation given
the clear evidence linking them to species abundance and distribution in the scientific surveys.
Temperature has a well-understood physiological impact on marine ectotherms (P6rtner & Knust
2007) and historical tests with marine fish and invertebrates suggest that temperature in
particular has a strong ability to explain changes in species distributions (Pinsky et al. 2013b).
However, benthic habitat may be an important constraint for species closely tied to certain
habitat types (Hare et al. 2012a), and solar elevation can affect the catchability of some species
in the survey gear (Casey & Myers 1998). The relative importance of these variables will be
testing in the model-building process. We do not include depth because models with depth terms



poorly explain changes in species depth through time, while models without a depth term
perform substantially better (Pinsky et al. 2013b). Many species in the northeast have been
moving towards deeper waters (Nye et al. 2009; Pinsky et al. 2013b), and we expect that this
pattern will continue.

We will use in situ bottom and surface temperature measurements from the scientific
surveys (Table 2). For benthic habitat, we will use a Terrain Ruggedness Index (Hare et al.
2012a) calculated from the 3-arc second NGDC Coastal Relief Model
(http://www.ngdc.noaa.gov/mgg/coastal/coastal.ntml) (Manderson et al. 2011). Terrain
ruggedness is the square root of the sum of the difference of squared elevations between a focal
grid cell and the eight surrounding grid cells. In addition, we will use sediment grain size maps
derived from the usSEABED database (Goff et al. 2008; Reid et al. 2005). Both terrain
ruggedness and grain size will be matched to the locations of each species observation.

Building species niche models

The core of a climate-velocity-driven species distribution projection is a model that
estimates a species’ thermal niche. However, to fit this model statistically, we also need to
account for other factors that affect the observed abundance and distribution of a species. As in
Pinsky et al. (2013b), we will fit two-part statistical models to account for the large number of
zeros in the scientific survey biomass data. The first part of the model will be fit to
presence/absence data, while the second will be fit to log-abundance data where the species is
present (Fletcher et al. 2005). We will use an ensemble of statistical techniques to explore
uncertainty in numerical model formulation (Planque et al. 2011), including Generalized
Additive Models (GAMs) (Wood 2011), Generalized Linear Models (GLMs) (Guisan et al.
2002), and Boosted Regression Trees (BRTs) (Elith et al. 2008). All three methods have been
useful for species distribution modeling (Elith et al. 2006).

Explanatory factors will include bottom temperature, surface temperature, Terrain
Ruggedness Index, sediment grain size, solar elevation, survey, season, survey gear type, and
region-wide average biomass for the year. Penalized regression splines (GAMs) and quadratic
terms (GLMs) will be used for each temperature, benthic habitat, and solar-elevation terms to
allow non-linear responses. BRTs automatically fit non-linear responses for continuous terms.
The categorical survey, season and gear type terms will help account for differences in
catchability between and within surveys. Similarly, the average biomass terms corrects for
region-wide changes in abundance (such as from overfishing or recovery) that are not relevant to
our focus on spatial shifts (Pinsky et al. 2013b).

In each of the models, we will eliminate terms using smoothing penalties (GAMS),
Akaike’s Information Criterion (GLMs), or cross-validation (BRTs). We will also investigate
survey-dependent and season-dependent responses to temperature and benthic habitat, but expect
that such interaction terms will be eliminated during model selection based on previous analyses
(Hare et al. 2012a). We will evaluate model performance with sensitivity (presence/absence),
specificity (presence/absence), Area Under the Curve (presence/absence), point biserial
correlation (presence/absence), % deviance explained (log-abundance), serial correlation (log-
abundance), and cross-validation performance (both). We will also test for spatial autocorrelation
in the residuals and add spatial error terms if necessary (Dormann et al. 2007).

Climate projections

Our approach for climate projections will use the delta method for regional bias
corrections and climate downscaling. This method has the advantage of allowing us to consider
an ensemble of Global Climate Models (GCMs) for our projections, thereby including a major



source of uncertainty in future climate change and contributing towards our goal of accounting
for the dominant sources of uncertainty throughout our projection process. The delta method has
been widely applied in species distribution modeling, including for species in the NE LME (Hare
et al. 2012a; Hare et al. 2012b; Shackell et al. 2014). However, previous applications have not
examined multiple species and multiple climate models. In this proposal, we will apply the delta
method in the northeast U.S. for the years 2020-2100 across an ensemble of climate models,
across multiple climate change scenarios, and across more than twenty species.

The delta method calculates projected temperature from GCM m in year t for a particular
location (T} ,,) as the sum of the observed climatological temperature (T°) and the expected
change in temperature from model m (4, ,,,), after correcting for drift in the model (D, ,,).

Tt,m =T°+ At,m - Dt,m

The drift term helps account for the fact that climate models can spuriously warm or cool
through time, even without forcing from greenhouse gases. If not accounted for, this “model
drift” can lead to over- or under-estimation of future warming (Sen Gupta et al. 2013).

We will calculate the first term (T°) by developing historical climatologies from the more
than 30,000 surface and bottom temperature measurements available from public regional
databases from 1977-2013 in the NE LME and adjacent Scotian Shelf (Fratantoni et al. 2011;
Gregory 2004). We will trim bottom temperature measurements to those within 10m of the
bottom by using a 1’ gridded dataset of the seafloor terrain (Amante & Eakins 2009). We will
bin and average the measurements by 0.25° latitude and longitude and by two month periods, a
spatial and temporal resolution that balances high data density with low intra-bin variance (Hare
et al. 2012a). We will also evenly weight each decade so that heavily sampled later decades do
not dominate the averages.

The expected temperature change (4, ,,,) will be calculated from each of thirteen GCMs
that are part of the latest phase of the Coupled Model Intercomparison Project (CMIP5) (Knutti
& Sedlacek 2013). These models (Table 3) have met rigorous quality standards in order to be
included in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) reports. Together, they help
to characterize uncertainty in future climate change. Temperature change is calculated relative to
a reference time period that matches the climatologies (1977-2013):

Apm = th,)m - T1%77—2013,m

for projected temperature Tg’m in year t (2020 to 2100) from model m, and average
modeled temperature T3, _,4:5,, OVer the reference period. As for the climatologies, this
calculation will be applied separately to each two-month period throughout the year and for each
of surface and bottom temperatures. Given the resolution of the GCMs, these calculations will be
applied to 1° grid cells, and climate model output will be re-gridded to 1° where necessary.

We will also linearly interpolate A, ,,,s among adjacent depths when the observed depth
from the climatology does not match the depth bins in a climate model. We will use the lowest
depth bin if a model does not extend as deep as actual ocean depth. We note that these re-gridded
data are already available within the Pinsky lab from a previous project (Pinsky et al. 2013b).

Across all climate models, we will examine two future climate scenarios, which are
expressed in terms of Representative Concentration Pathways (RCPs). RCPs provide

standardized scenarios of future greenhouse gas emissions, land use change, and other processes
that affect global warming (van Vuuren et al. 2011). We will examine a “business-as-usual”



(RCP8.5) and a “mitigation” (RCP4.5) climate change scenario. Scenario names indicate their
radiative forcing values (e.g., 4.5 or 8.5 watts/m?) in the year 2100.

Table 3. General circulation models (GCMs) from the Coupled Model Intercomparison
Project 5 (CMIP5) to be included in the climate model ensemble

Modeling center Country Model name
Centre National de Recherche Meteorologiques France CM5

Institut Pierre Simon Laplace France CM5A-MR
Institut Pierre Simon Laplace France CM5B-LR
Met Office Hadley Centre U.K. HadGem2-CC
Max Planck Institut fur Meteorologie Germany ESM-LR

Max Planck Institut fur Meteorologie Germany ESM-MR
Meteorological Research Institute Japan CGCM3
National Center for Atmospheric Research USA CCSM4
Norwegian Climate Centre Norway NorESM1-M
Norwegian Climate Centre Norway NorESM1-ME
Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory USA CM3
Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory USA ESM2G
Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory USA ESM2M

The term for model drift (D, ,,) will be calculated for each climate model from its
respective control simulation (i.e., without external forcing from greenhouse gases). The drift
term is calculated as the difference between future temperature in the control run (T¢,,) and
average temperature during a reference period in the control run (T{5;7-2013):

— T¢C TC
Dt,m - Tt,m - T1977—2013

To reduce the influence of internal variability, we will then smooth the D ,,,s over time
with a linear regression, as is common practice (Sen Gupta et al. 2013). We will calculate drift
separately for each GCM, RCP, grid cell, season, and surface and bottom temperature.

While straightforward to apply, we recognize that this projection, downscaling, and bias
correction method has a number of assumptions. For example, the delta method assumes that
differences between T1y;7 2013 and Tio,,_5013.m result primarily from biases in the mean
climate state, rather than from differences in the phase of climate variability. We average this
reference period over 37 years to minimize the influence of climate variability and to help meet
this assumption. In addition, the method assumes that changes in ocean temperature result
predominately from large-scale changes in radiative forcing and hydrodynamic changes resolved
by the models, rather than unresolved local-scale shelf processes (Hare et al. 2012a; Stock et al.
2011). Finally, the method assumes that the mean climate state and amount of warming are not
strongly correlated. These assumptions are likely valid to first order (Stock et al. 2011) and so
can serve as initial guidance to the Council. However, additional research on dynamic and
statistical downscaling will be helpful in refining climate projections for the region. When such
projections become available, it will be straightforward to re-run our models with new climate
data.
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Future projections of species shifts under future = 395 —
climate will be calculated by applying the species niche =~ M
models to the projected, annual temperature fields while J 3907
holding other terms constant (e.g., benthic habitat). We will § 38.5
then calculate the rate of shift of the distribution centroid S 3804
and high and/or low latitude range edges in terms of latitude
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speed (km/decade) (see example in Fig. 1). For definition of 2020 2060  210(
range edges, we will use an optimal probability threshold for  rigyre 1. preliminary projections of longfin
each presence/absence model as defined by the minimum squid distribution. The y-axis shows the

difference threshold (Jiménez-Valverde et al. 2008; Lobo et !atitude of the distribution centroid. Each
grey line indicates a climate model from

al. 2008)- Table 3 and the blue line is the ensemble
Uncertainty mean.

An accounting of uncertainty is critical for incorporating projections into management
decisions. Highly uncertain projections carry less weight, while more certain projections can play
a stronger role (Planque et al. 2011). For projection of distributions, uncertainties derive from the
observation process, conceptual and numerical model formulations, parameter estimates, model
evaluation, spatial and temporal scales, and adaptation of species (Planque et al. 2011). In
addition, uncertainty about future climate derives from numerical model formulation, internal
climate variability, and emissions scenarios. We have previously addressed conceptual model
uncertainty by demonstrating the utility of climate velocities for explaining shifts in marine
distributions (Pinsky et al. 2013b). We will discuss adaptation but do not plan to address it
quantitatively given data limitations. Other sources of uncertainty are addressed above (e.g.,
model evaluation) or will be addressed with an ensemble approach.

We will calculate ensemble projections across each year in two time periods (2020-2060
and 2060-2100) and across each two-month seasonal period (n = 6), statistical niche model type
(n=3), GCM (n = 13), and emissions scenario (n = 2). To account for uncertainty in niche model
parameterization and the observation process, we will repeat this process 1000 times while
sampling each parameter from its uncertainty distribution and adding an error value sampled
from model residuals. A scientific workstation with 256GB of RAM and a 10TB harddrive is
available in the Pinsky lab for these calculations.

We will recalculate the speed of shift for each iteration of the projection process, and
determine the amount of uncertainty for each species. We hypothesize that we will find higher
uncertainty for species with fewer historical observations. We will also decompose variation in
these projections to identify the dominant sources of variation and uncertainty. This
decomposition is a key aspect of our research, addresses Objective 2, and will shed new light on
areas in need of scientific research to improve projections going forward. We will fit a general
linear model to the rates of shift with species, GCM, emissions scenario, statistical niche model
type, time period, seasonal period, and year within time period as categorical variables, plus error
terms as continuous variables. The year term accounts for internal climate variability. We will
use the sums of squares to determine the proportion of variance explained by each factor.

Identifying potential management priorities

To aid the Council in choosing priority fisheries for which to address climate adaptation,
we will rank species by the speed of shift (centroid and range edges) and the magnitude of
uncertainty. Species with high speeds and low uncertainty will be suggested as highest priorities,



while those with low speeds and high uncertainty will be the lowest. This approach fits well with
the NMFS Methodology for Assessing the Vulnerability of Marine Fish Stocks to a Changing
Climate (Hare et al. 2014). We will also examine the magnitude of shift relative to historical
distributions (proportion of habitat lost and gained) and relative to U.S. vs. Canadian waters. We
will also highlight species fished with less mobile gear (e.g., traps) and those managed with static
temporal or spatial allocations (scup, black sea bass, summer flounder, bluefish, longfin squid,
and spiny dogfish). These latter management systems are less responsive to shifts in distribution.

Communicating results

The primary purpose of this project is to [ R s ?‘;m
provide tools and information to improve the - T
adaptation of fisheries and fisheries e
management to climate change. In addition to | ser «samcwome - comonmoes e
the partnership between research and e 1
management (Pinsky and Seagraves) that =
underlies this project and the integration of " "
project results into the Council process (see

below under Collaborative Partnerships), we
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will also expand our audience through a website prm—— ) LR I R
designed for a broad range of decisionmakers,
members of the f|sh|ng Community’ and the Figure 2. Image from the OceanAdapt website, showing
bli historical changes in the distribution of Atlantic cod (Gadus
public. . . morhua). In the proposed project, the website will be
The website will leverage the current expanded to include future projections.
OceanAdapt portal

(http://oceanadapt.rutgers.edu), which was

developed by Pinsky and NMFS colleagues to provide information on historical shifts in marine
species distributions (Fig. 2). The website curates and serves up data from NMFS and other
bottom trawl surveys around North America in a fully traceable manner. Through the proposed
project, we will expand the database underlying the website to host our ensemble of projections
of species distributions through 2100, then expand the visualization tools to allow visitors to
explore these data. We will use graphs to show shifts in the centers and edges of species
distributions, as well as maps to display these changes in geographic context. In addition, we will
partner with the Duke Marine Geospatial Ecology Lab (Halpin and Boustany) and will provide
data to their climate change decision support tool if both of our projects are funded.

Relevance to the Competition and to NOAA’s NGSP

As noted in the Federal Funding Opportunity description, this competition is focused on
understanding and responding to the impacts of climate variability and change on NOAA’s
marine resource management responsibilities, including implications for marine ecosystems, fish
stocks, fishery management, and the communities and economies that depend on them. The
research we propose directly addresses the primary focus of the competition by seeking to
understand and predict the likely future scope of distributional changes of fish stocks in the Mid-
Atlantic as a result of climate-change-induced warming of the Atlantic Ocean.

The proposed research will inform the development of future Council management
policies that seek to incorporate ecosystem considerations into existing management programs.
By directly addressing the information needs identified by the Council in its Strategic Plan, the
proposed research is also directly relevant to NOAA’s National Climate Goal and Strategic Plan.
This stems from the fact that the Council’s vision for Mid-Atlantic fisheries - Healthy and



productive marine ecosystems supporting thriving, sustainable marine fisheries that provide the
greatest overall benefit to stakeholders is closely aligned with NOAA’s Vision of the Future-
Healthy ecosystems, communities, and economies that are resilient in the face of change.

Having a reasonable understanding of the future state of the ecosystems in the Mid-
Atlantic as they respond to climate change is a fundamental prerequisite to the development of
management policies that allow for the achievement of both the Council and NOAA’s vision for
the future of those ecosystems. The proposed research will provide the tools for the prediction of
the future distributions of fish stocks in response to climate change. The research also directly
supports NOAA’s Mission statement — to understand and predict changes in climate, weather,
oceans and coasts; to share knowledge and information with others; and to conserve and manage
ecosystems and resources.

The proposed research is directly relevant to NOAA’s long-term objective relative to
climate adaptation and mitigation. The results will contribute to informing society about the
anticipated impacts of climate change and help to respond to its impacts by improving our
understanding of the changing climate system and its impacts on fishery resources. The results of
our research will inform the Council about the future states of Mid-Atlantic ecosystems, which in
turn will help identify mitigation and adaptation choices to be considered when making future
fishery management decisions.

The research will contribute to the public’s understanding of the vulnerability of fisheries
to climate change and to help the Council make informed decisions. Most importantly, the
research will contribute to the Council’s EAFM effort, which involves weighing the trade-offs
that are inescapable when deciding between alternative courses of action when responding to
climate change impacts.



Annual and Final Progress Report Template
Information in this first section is standard and can be copied from previous reports:
NOAA Award Number - NOAA-OAR-CPO-2014-2004106

Time Period Addressed by this report - (e.g., August 2015 - March 2016 or final report)
August 2015 - March 2016

Project Title - Climate velocity over the 21st:century and its implications for fisheries
management in the Northeast U.S.

Principal Investigator(s) - Include institution, email address, and phone number

Malin Pinsky — Assistant Professor, Rutgers University
Institute of Marine and Coastal Sciences and Department of Ecology, Evolution, & Natural
Resources; (848) 932-8242; malin.pinsky@rutgers.edu

Richard Seagraves — Senior Scientist, Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
(302) 526-5259; rseagraves@mafmc.org

Project Team Members - Any additional team members who are not the lead Pls working
on this project- please note graduate students and postdocs.
James Morley - Postdoc, Rutgers University; (717) 858-2584; jw.morley@rutgers.edu

Project Goal- Describe your project’s goal social media style using 140 characters or less

Our research will inform the marine resource management community about the rate,
magnitude, and uncertainty surrounding future changes in fish distribution.

Geographical Location of Study - The continental shelf of the northeast U.S., from Cape
Hatteras, NC to the Gulf of Maine and Georges Bank

Partners - List any partners collaborating on the project including NOAA, other federal
agencies, academia, non-governmental organizations, private sector, etc.

NOAA
NEAMAP (VIMS)
MAFMC

End User(s) - If applicable, list the end users you are working with on this project who will
directly benefit from the project results and deliverables.



Annual and Final Progress Report Template
Rich Seagraves (PI on the project) is Chief Scientist on the Mid-Atlantic Fishery
Management Council, so we anticipate our work will be useful to the MAFMC. Further, we
are presenting results to council members of the MAFMC in June of 2016 and will fine tune
output from our analysis based on their feedback. We are also working in association with
the National Marine Fisheries Service, specifically individuals that are involved with
NOAA'’s climate change and ecosystem based fisheries management initiatives.

Matching Funds/Leveraging - List any matching funds and/or activities/research being
leveraged for this project.

A related project has been funded by The Pew Charitable Trusts to expand the methods to
other regions in the US (outside the northeast US).

Research Objectives - Provide one paragraph on the objective of the project

The purpose of our research is to inform the marine resource management community
about the rate, magnitude, and uncertainty surrounding future distribution changes that
are likely to occur as a result of climate change in the 21st century. We will also project
changes in suitable habitat area for important resource species within the northeast region
as a result of climate change. Ultimately, species with robust projections that are predicted
to be sensitive to climate change will be identified for proactive management.

Research Approach and Methodology - Provide information on the methodological
framework, models used, theory developed and tested, project monitoring and evaluation
criteria, etc. (Limit 2 pages)

We are calibrating statistical models of species distribution using data from the
Northeast Fisheries Science Center’s annual bottom trawl survey, as well as other surveys
in the region. The models use a two-part generalized additive model (GAM) framework and
include habitat variables such as bottom temperature and seafloor rugosity. Species
distributions are being projected forward using output from a set of 13 IPCC-class global
climate models. Temperature projections from climate models are being downscaled to %4
degree latitude x longitude resolution based on a regional climatology derived from
temperatures recorded at sea during the survey. The delta method is being used to project
temperatures forward, which is a standard way to incorporate finer-spatial scale
climatology onto the relatively course scale of climate projection models.

We summarize results for distribution projections under two scenarios for future
climate, which are expressed in terms of Representative Concentration Pathways (RCPs).
RCPs provide standardized scenarios of future greenhouse gas emissions, land use change,



Annual and Final Progress Report Template
and other processes that affect global warming. We examine projected responses to a
“mitigation” (RCP4.5) and a “business-as-usual” (RCP8.5) climate change scenario, with the
latter scenario representing more intense global warming. Projected distribution changes
for a given species represent directional shifts in the predicted mean center of biomass.
These changes occur when the areas of overlap between preferred temperatures and
bathymetry shift across the seascape. Uncertainty in distribution projections arise from
multiple factors including differences in carbon emissions scenarios and uncertainty
among the 13 climate projection models.

The information below should be updated annually. If this is the final report, it
should include information from the entire project, not just specific reporting
periods.

Accomplishments - Research Results and Findings - Include the most recent findings
from this reporting period that resulted from your research. (Limit 2 pages)

The general difference between the two climate change scenarios for all regions was
an increase in the range of species responses under the business-as-usual scenario, and
also more extreme values within regions. For example, Atlantic butterfish Peprilus
triacanthus and weakfish Cynoscion regalis are both projected to shift northward on the
east coast of the U.S. with increases in water temperature. However, the magnitude of that
shift is dependent on the intensity of ocean warming, especially for weakfish which are
predicted to be relatively robust to moderate increases in temperature. For both of these
species, under a business-as-usual scenario, distributions are projected to shift northwards
by about 2° latitude. Under this more intense warming scenario, major areas of thermal
habitat are predicted to open up for weakfish on the northern Mid Atlantic Bight shelf and
for butterfish in the Gulf of Maine.

An important result from preliminary modeling is that, within any given region,
species that are projected to shift similar distances may vary greatly in the uncertainty
among model predictions. For example, weakfish and butterfish in the northeast were
projected to shift similar distances under the RCP8.5 scenario, but the prediction for
weakfish was less precise among climate models. Species that are projected to shift a large
distance and that have a low uncertainty, such as butterfish, may be the highest priority
species, while those with more uncertainty may be somewhat lower priority.

Accomplishments - Deliverables produced - Include deliverables produced during this
reporting period (e.g., workshop, whitepapers, website, outreach activities, tools, etc.) and/or
future work developed based on project results. (Limit 2 Pages)
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Presented preliminary results at the Climate Impacts on Fish PI Meeting workshop in
Princeton, May 16.

Highlights of Accomplishments - Include a bulleted list of up to five accomplishments.
Accomplishments should be written in a narrative form, 2-3 sentences each.

e Survey data from the NEFSC, SEAMAP, and MARMAP have been obtained and
standardized for use in projection modeling.

¢ We have assimilated the temperature projection data for the northeast region, from the
13 climate forecasting models.

¢ Thermal envelope models have been developed for each species of interest, which will
be used for projecting species distribution changes.

¢ Preliminary distribution projections have been developed.

Significant Deviations from Proposed Workplan - Provide information on changes to the
project, if any (e.g., shift in priorities following consultation with program manager, delayed
fieldwork due to late arrival of funds, obstacles encountered during the course of the project
that have impacted outcome delivery) (one paragraph)

We have no significant deviations to report at this time.

List of completed, peer and non-peer reviewed publications, white papers, or reports
(with internet links if possible) - For peer-review publications, list either published or in
press, but not “in review”,

None to date
List website addresses relevant to the project for further information (if available)
http://oceanadapt.rutgers.edu

List of presentations/seminars, photos, or other visuals related to project - If you wish
to share these items, please upload them as an attachment with the annual progress report.

1. Rogers L, Pinsky M, (2015) Quantifying Spatial Patterns of Risk to Species from Climate
Change. 145" Annual Meeting of the American Fisheries Society, Portland, OR.

2. Pinsky M, Rogers L, Frolicher T (2016) Can we “future-proof” marine spatial planning?
Ocean Sciences Meeting, New Orleans, LA.
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For Final Report please include - PowerPoint slide summarizing project and major
accomplishments (should be in .ppt format)

Fig. 1 Projected changes in distribution for Atlantic butterfish (a, b) and weakfish (c, d) on the
northeast U.S. continental shelf using a mitigation (a, ¢) and a business-as-usual climate
scenario (b, d). Gray lines show distribution projections from individual climate models (n = 13)
and the red line shows the model average. Values are averaged over 10 year periods.
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Fig. 2 Projected changes in distribution for black sea bass, summer flounder and scup on the
northeast U.S. continental shelf using a mitigation (RCP4.5) and a business-as-usual climate
scenario (RCP8.5). Gray lines show distribution projections from individual climate models (n =
13) and the red line shows the model average. Values are averaged over 10 year periods



TO: MAFMC Members
FROM: Brian Hooker, Bureau of Ocean Energy management, Office of Renewable Energy Programs
SUBJECT: June MAFMC Briefing regarding BOEM Atlantic Offshore Wind Energy Leasing

BOEM will be updating the Council on the status of Atlantic offshore renewable energy leases and soliciting comments
from the Council regarding an environmental assessment (EA) for the New York wind energy area (WEA). BOEM
published an EA on June 6th for a 30-day public comment period. Comments received electronically or postmarked
within that period will be made available to the public and considered before the publication of a revised EA. The EA
considers potential impacts associated with issuing a lease, including those from conducting surveys, and approving the
installation of resource assessment facilities (i.e., meteorological tower and/or buoys) in the area. BOEM will also
consider these comments in determining whether to issue a Finding of No Significant Impact, or conduct additional
analysis under NEPA. For information on how to submit comments, go to www.boem.gov/New-York.

BOEM will hold four public meetings in June to provide an overview of the EA findings and offer additional opportunities
for public comments. BOEM's public meetings will be held at the following locations: Long Branch, N.J. (June 20, 2016),
Hempstead, N.Y. (June 21, 2016), West Hampton Beach, N.Y. (June 22, 2016), and Narragansett, Rl (June 23,

2016). Specific times and venues will be posted online at www.boem.gov/New-York.

Concurrent with the EA BOEM also published a proposed sale notice for the New York WEA for a 60-day comment
period. The proposed lease area, approximately 11 miles south of Long Island, is identical to the New York Wind Energy
Area, which Interior’s Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) identified earlier this year in consultation with
members of its New York Intergovernmental Renewable Energy Task Force. This task force includes federal, state, tribal
and local government partners. In addition, BOEM considered information gathered through outreach with
stakeholders. This document provides detailed information concerning the area available for leasing, the proposed lease
provisions and conditions, auction details (e.g., criteria for evaluating competing bids and award procedures) and lease
execution. Comments received electronically or postmarked by the end of public comment period will be made available
to the public and considered before the publication of the Final Sale Notice, which will announce the time and date of
the lease sale. For information on how to submit comments, visit www.boem.gov/New-York. Also see BOEM’s new
fisheries stakeholder website: http://www.boem.gov/Atlantic-Fishing-Industry-Communication-and-Engagement/.
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Explore Commercial Fishing in the Mid-
Atlantic with New Interactive Maps

Over two dozen maps now available on the Portal present a more detailed picture than ever
before of the extent and locations of commercial fishing activities throughout the upper East
Coast.

With the new “Communities at Sea” and Federal Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) map
collections, Portal users can identify the ocean places upon which the Mid-Atlantic’s commercial
fishing communities most depend. Specifically, these interactive maps enable users to better
understand places that are most important for particular ports, specific fisheries, and gear types.

The public release of these datasets is an important step forward for ocean planning and
education in the Mid-Atlantic. The maps can help focus and guide essential engagement and
consultation with specific fishing communities for a range of ocean planning, permitting and
management decision-making processes.
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Communities at Sea Fnap sh.owing bottom trawler concentrations.

Over two years in the making, the Portal’s Communities at Sea maps (labeled in the Marine
Planner mapping application as “Commercial Fishing — VTR”) were created using methodology
developed by Dr. Kevin St. Martin at Rutgers University. Vessel Trip Report (VTR) and permit
information were integrated to create a new database that links fishing port communities to the



places at sea where they spend the most time. Produced at much higher resolution than previous
VTR maps, warm and cool colors are used to represent higher and lower number of days spent
fishing. Portal users can click on any point on the map to activate a pop-up window that indicates
which specific communities use the area. For example, clicking on an area off the New Jersey
Shore may reveal that that gillnetters from Barnegat Bay or trawlers from Ocean City fish in the
selected waters.

The maps were reviewed, discussed and improved though meetings with commercial fishermen
throughout the Mid-Atlantic. The Communities at Sea collection currently includes eight maps
based on 2011-13 data and will be expanded this summer via a new user interface for querying
and selecting from the full library of over 100 maps.

“We really appreciate the critique and advice we got from fishermen from Montauk to Virginia
Beach during our map review sessions,” said Jay Odell, Technical Lead for the Portal and
Director of the Mid-Atlantic Marine Program at The Nature Conservancy. “They noted some
important strengths and limitations of the data and what we learned is helping to drive the
development of an expanded map library that we hope to have ready for the Portal this summer.”

The Portal’s Data Catalog section summarizes some of the caveats raised by commercial
fishermen. For example, the maps are based on information from recent years and may not
represent fishing areas that were historically important and could be again. Also, fishing patterns
are driven by complex ecological, regulatory and economic factors that can change from year to
year.

The Portal’s 19 new Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) maps show areas where commercial
fishing activities take place, grouped by specific regulated fishery categories (for example,
scallops, herring or monkfish). These maps (labeled “Commercial Fishing — VMS”) were created
by our ocean planning partners in the Northeast region using VMS data from 2006-2014. VMS
data are produced by satellite technology that tracks the movements of vessels participating in
several federally managed fisheries. This data is also presented in a heat map format, with cooler
colors representing low activity and dark reds showing high activity.

The Communities at Sea and VMS maps can be layered together on the Portal in complementary
ways to provide rich detail about the region’s fishing communities and the ocean places they



depend on. Both datasets were carefully screened and aggregated by NOAA before maps were
made so that the fishing activity of individual fishermen or vessels would not be revealed.
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VMS map Iayer"éth\;ing scallop dredge areas.

Finally, additional maps were added at the request of commercial fishing advisors to show the
boundaries of some of the region’s important fishery management zones, including ocean
quahogs, surf clams and scallops. Additional regulatory boundaries may be added in the future
based on specific interests and requests.

The Portal Team will host a "How Tuesday" webinar on June 21 at 11 a.m. that offers a guided
tour of the new maps and other datasets on the site related to fishing in the region. Click here for
more details.

To access and explore the new maps, please visit the Marine Planner page and click on the
Fishing link for a dropdown menu of map layer options. Additional map options currently
available in the Fishing theme include party and charter boat fishing activity, artificial reef
locations and fathom lines.

Users can register for a free Portal account to start and join online map groups, draw and share
their own map shapes, create and save map bookmarks and more. Please use the Portal’s
feedback tab to share any comments, concerns or questions!

-

Map layer depicting scallop management areas.


http://portal.midatlanticocean.org/calendar/june-how-tuesday-communities-sea-fishing-data/
http://portal.midatlanticocean.org/visualize/
http://portal.midatlanticocean.org/account/register/

MEMORANDUM

TO: Chris Moore, Executive Director MAFMC
FROM: Andrew Loftus, MAFMC Contractor
DATE: June 1, 2016

SUBJECT:  Framework 1 document for proposed mandatory electronic VTRs in for-hire fisheries

Attached is the Framework 1 document outlining options and justification for proposed mandatory
electronic submission of VIRs by for-hire vessels with Federal permits for species managed by the
Council beginning January 1, 2017. This proposed action was outlined in the Council’s 2016
Implementation Plan adopted in December, 2015.

While the general information and the currently-required VTR paper form are included in this document
for reference (Attachment A), detailed VTR instructions have been made available at
http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/june-2016 should Council members wish to review those.

The initial Framework Meeting will be during the Council meeting June 13-16, 2016 in Newark, DE
during which I will present the options and be available for questions and discussion. Following this
meeting, [ will work with Council staff to arrange and host an interactive session and other mechanisms
to solicit input from constituents. The second Framework Meeting will be at the Council’s meeting
August 8-11, 2016 in Virginia Beach, VA with final action anticipated during that meeting.
Implementation of the requirements under this action is anticipated January 1, 2017.


http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/june-2016

Omnibus Framework for

Mandatory Electronic Vessel Trip Reports From
Federally-Permitted For-Hire Vessels and Operators in
the Mid-Atlantic Region

Framework Meeting 1 Document

June 14, 2016
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Introduction

Federally-permitted for-hire fishing vessels in the Mid Atlantic are required to submit Vessel
Trip Reports (VTRs) documenting all fishing activity and catches (.50 CFR 648.7). Electronic
vessel trip reports (eVTRs), which allow direct entry of data by the vessel operator using a
computer-based system, have been available as an option since 2011. In early 2016, the first
mobile-based system for submitting eVTRs was approved by NOAA Fisheries (the Atlantic
Coastal Cooperative Statistics Program’s SAFIS eTrips app for Apple and Android platforms).
The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) has explored the use of eVTRs and as
part of the 2016 Implementation Plan elected to develop an omnibus Framework to require
electronic submission of VTRs by the for-hire sector beginning January 1, 2017.

Purpose and Need for Action

Purpose of the Action

The purpose of this action is to require for-hire vessels with Federal permits for species managed
by the Council to submit currently-required VTRs to NOAA through electronic means beginning
January 1, 2017. This action is not a change in reporting requirements but an administrative
modification in the method for submitting VTRs.

Need for the Action

This action is expected to: 1) increase the timeliness (availability) of data submitted through
VTRs; 2) reduce the reporting burden on data providers (for-hire operators and/or captains) by
eliminating the need of paper-based reporting, and; 3) increase the accuracy and quality of data
by reducing recall bias associated with delayed completion and submission of paper forms.
According to NOAA Fisheries, “electronic reporting will make the collection of important data
on fishing vessel activity more efficient, convenient, and timely for the fishing industry, fishery
managers, and other data users.”’

Timeline for Action

The initial Framework Meeting will be during the Council meeting June 13-16, 2016 in Newark,
DE. The second Framework Meeting will be at the Council’s meeting August 8-11, 2016 in
Virginia Beach, VA with final action anticipated during that meeting. Implementation of the
requirements under this action is anticipated January 1, 2017.

Background?

In 1992, NOAA Fisheries began mandating reporting of catch, landings, and trip information
through Vessel Trip Reports (VTRs) for federally permitted vessels holding summer flounder
permits. This requirement was expanded during1994-96 to include all vessels with federal
fishing permits. In 2004, mandatory electronic reporting by federally permitted dealers was
implemented for almost all federally-managed species. Requirements for weekly reporting were
implemented in 2010 for fisheries under catch shares, with weekly reporting later expanded to
herring, mackerel, surf clam/ocean quahog IFQ fisheries. In July 2011, the NOAA Fisheries

! http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/aps/evtr/electronic/index.html, May 26, 2016.

? Some information extracted from: StCyr, J., Conigliari,, T., Witzig, J. 2013. Fisheries Dependent Data Collections
Vessel and Dealer Reporting. Presentation prepared August 6, 2013. NOAA Fisheries Northeast Regional Office.
41p.
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Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office (GARFO) approved the use of electronic reporting of
VTRs on a limited, voluntary basis. Currently, XX for-hire vessels in the Mid-Atlantic region
hold permits requiring them to submit VTRs. In 2015, XX vessels submitted XX VTRs, with few
submitted electronically according to preliminary discussion with GARFO staff.[NOTE: will
clarify numbers before Framework 2].

Summary of Current Reporting Regulations

Owners and operators of federally permitted vessels possessing any of the permits listed below
are required to submit a VTR for every commercial, party, or charter trip taken, regardless of
where they fish (state or federal waters) or what they catch.

Northeast multispecies Atlantic bluefish” Spiny dogfish’

Atlantic sea scallop Atlantic herring Summer flounder”

Monkfish” Northeast skate Scup

Ocean quahog Tilefish” Surf Clam”

Black sea bass Atlantic deep sea red crab Atlantic mackerel, squid,
butterfish’

" Covered by a MAFMC Plan

VTRs must be received or postmarked by the 15th day of the month, following the month in
which the trip occurred except for Northeast Multispecies, Herring, Surf Clam & Ocean Quahog,
Squid, Mackerel and Butterfish which require weekly reporting where VTRs must be submitted
by midnight of the Tuesday following the reporting week (Sunday through Saturday) in which
fish were offloaded for any trip, including trips landing other species. If a trip encompasses
multiple chart areas a separate VTR must be submitted for each area where fishing activity takes
place. If a vessel does not fish for an entire reporting period, a “Did Not Fish” report was initially
required.> A separate VTR is required for each reporting period. If a vessel does not land any
fish on a trip, all trip information must be completed and “No Catch” entered in as the species
code name. A VTR is required regardless of where fishing occurs, meaning that a vessel subject
to these requirements in the Northeast must report even if they fish in the Southeast Region or
for Highly Migratory Species (HMS) except for vessels holding only an American lobster
permit. Since VTRs are in addition to any other reports which may be required by other Regions
or plans, multiple reports may be required. VTRs, and any records upon which the reports were
based, must be kept on board the vessel for at least 1 year and retained by the owner/operator for
a total of 3 years after the date of the last entry on the report.

Attachment A contains additional information and the currently-required VTR form. Detailed
instructions for submitting VTRs are available at http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/june-2016 .

? Although a “Did Not Fish” report was initially required, this was eliminated August 26, 2015 under the Secretary's
authority at section 305(d) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act to promulgate regulations necessary to carry out Councils'
amendments consistently with the Act (Federal Register Vol. 80, No. 165). However, there is some initial discussion
of reinstating this requirement.
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Operators have the option to submit their VTRs electronically (¢eVTR). At present, the following
software applications are approved to meet the technical requirements of eVTR submissions:*

Fisheries Logbook and Data Recording Software (FLDRS)

Fishing Activity & Catch Tracking System (FACTS™)

Ecotrust Canada Electronic Logbook (Elog)

Dynamic Data Logger (DDL)

Standard Atlantic Fisheries Information eTrips Mobile (SAFIS eTrips/M)

The SAFIS eTrips application is currently the only approved mobile-based application (Apple
10S and Android operating platforms) while the others are computer-based systems.

Problems with the Current Reporting Regulations

With the advent and ubiquitous availability of high-speed Internet, paper forms are no longer the
most efficient method for permit holders to submit the required information, nor for NOAA
Fisheries to process it. As previously stated, NOAA Fisheries considers that electronic reporting
“will make the collection of important data on fishing vessel activity more efficient, convenient,
and timely for the fishing industry, fishery managers, and other data users.” At present, paper-
based reports create a substantial time delay between the time when fishing activity occurs and
when the data are available to fisheries managers. Reports may not be mailed (or faxed) to
NOAA Fisheries for up to six weeks after the fishing activity occurs (if regulations are
followed). Following receipt of paper forms, data must be entered into the system and checked
for anomalies and errors (creating further delay if contact must be made with the operator for
clarification or correction). Paper reports may also suffer from illegible handwriting or messy
forms that further impede accurate data entry.

Under VTR regulations, operators must submit a separate VIR for each area fished, theoretically
requiring multiple paper forms for a single trip. While eVTRs still require reporting of fishing
activity in each area fished, eVTRs eliminate the paper associated with such reporting and ease
the reporting associated with multiple areas. Operators are required to retain VTRs for three
years after the date of the last entry on the report. Electronic VTRs alleviate the need to maintain
paper-based copies since the original electronic copy will be stored in the system (although
additional supporting documentation, if any, may still need to be retained). Additionally, vessel
operators may be faced with duplicate reporting if they are fishing in another region or for a
species (e.g., HMS) that also requires reporting through a separate system. Several states also
require reporting from for-hire vessels with information that is identical, or similar, to that
provided through VTRs. As electronic data entry by vessel operators is established, the
development of systems to submit multiple reports from a single data entry screen will be
facilitated.

Recommendations were made during a May 2016 Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics
Program (ACCSP) workshop addressing for-hiring reporting on the Atlantic coast that all federal
fisheries reporting programs should investigate means to develop a common reporting system to

* http://www. greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/aps/evtr/electronic/index.html , May 26, 2016.



reduce the burden of duplicate reporting, which could be achieved through an electronic
reporting system.

Proposed Management Measures and Alternatives

Proposed Action

The proposed action is to modify the administrative requirements to require for-hire fishing
vessels with Federal permits for species managed by the Council to submit currently-required
VTRs to NOAA through electronic means beginning January 1, 2017. No changes are proposed
for the data types being collected; this is simply a change in the means of submission.

Preferred Alternative 1: Require Electronic Submission of VTRS

Beginning January 1, 2017, owners/operators of for-hire fishing vessels with Federal permits for
species managed by the Council will be required to submit Vessel Trip Reports through one of
the NOAA-approved electronic Vessel Trip Report systems. Five options are currently available
for this:

Computer-based systems

e Fisheries Logbook and Data Recording Software (FLDRS)
Fishing Activity & Catch Tracking System (FACTS™)
Ecotrust Canada Electronic Logbook (Elog)
Dynamic Data Logger (DDL)

Mobile-based system
e Standard Atlantic Fisheries Information eTrips Mobile (SAFIS eTrips/M), for use
on smart phones or tablets operating the Apple iOS or Android platforms.

Additional systems may be developed and, upon approval by NOAA for submitting VTRs,
would automatically be added to this list.

This alternative does not change any of the requirements for data elements that are currently-
reported through paper-based VTRs. This alternative does not change any of the NOAA-
mandated reporting deadlines, although electronic reporting facilitates an increased frequency of
reporting of VTRs should the vessel owner/operator so choose or the Council/NOAA so require
in later action. Geographic locations of effort and catch will not change from that required
through paper VTRs; permit holders will report by NOAA Chart Area and depending on the
system used may be able to choose greater geographic specificity if they desire.

The cost of this alternative is free or minimal. Computer based reporting options are available
through any computer with internet connection which many people have in their
homes/businesses and which is available for free through most public libraries. The mobile-
based option (SAFIS eTrips) would require a tablet computer (many basic models available for
under $200) and either a cellular data plan or wireless internet connection (many free access
points) for submitting reports.



There would be no increased cost to the government for this alternative. Electronic systems are
available and already operational for submitting and receiving eVTRs. It is anticipated that in the
long run, administrative costs would be reduced due to the reduction in need for physically
entering (scanning) paper-based VTRs and reduction in inaccuracies due to illegible hand
writing, messy paper forms, or other obstructions causing delays in processing.

Because this proposed action deals entirely with the administrative mechanisms by which for-
hire fishing vessels permit holders submit reports, the alternative would not affect fishing vessel
effort, operations, species targeted, or areas fished and there would be no direct impacts of the
proposed action on any fishery resources or habitat managed under a Council FMP or on any
associated protected resources.

Rationale for Proposed Action

As stated previously, the proposed action is expected to increase efficiencies in data submission,
improve accuracy in data management, and vastly expedite data availability for all fisheries
management purposes. The May 2016 ACCSP Workshop participants identified several
desirable aspects to help programs move to electronic reporting that are encompassed in this
proposed action, including:

e Multiple ways to access the reporting feature, including smart phones, tablets, and pc-
based system;

Provide incentives to users of the system (including ease of data entry/submission);
Provide functionality requiring report submission;

Provide training opportunities to help individuals learn the system,;

Provide for multiple federal and state reporting capabilities through a single application

The proposed action will achieve or facilitate many of these recommendations and meet the
desired intent at little or no cost to permit holders and ultimately reduce administrative costs of
NOAA Fisheries currently associated with data entry.

Non-Preferred Alternative 2: No Action

Under this alternative, VTRs would continue to be submitted by paper (mail or fax) or optionally
through the use of an available eVTR system. This status quo is not preferred since it would
perpetuate the lengthy delay of the availability of VTR data for managers and the burden on
permit holders to maintain paper VTR records. Continued use of paper VTRs would not facilitate
the development of integrated systems with state agency partners (and other federally mandated
reporting programs) to provide a single point of data entry by permit holders to satisfy multiple
reporting requirements, thus continuing the burden of multiple reporting requirements for some
users. The continued use of paper VTRs would necessitate the maintenance of administrative
resources to accept, process, and manage paper forms.

Non-Preferred Alternative 3: Vessel Monitoring System (VMS)

This non-preferred alternative would implement electronic reporting through the use of Vessel
Monitoring Systems (VMS). VMS is a satellite surveillance system to monitor the location and
movement of fishing vessels using on-board transceiver units. These units send position reports
that include vessel identification, time, date, and location, and are paired with a catch reporting
mechanism to accurately capture catch, effort, and location of fishing activity. While VMS is



suitable for larger commercial vessels, it requires installation of equipment that may be
logistically unfeasible for some of the smaller for-hire vessels to install, is substantially more
costly than the preferred alternative, and imposes data reporting burdens on for-hire vessels that
are not currently a part of VTR submission.

Impacts of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Impacts on Fishery Resources

Because the proposed action deals entirely with the administrative mechanisms by which
Federal permit holders in the for-hire fisheries would report currently-required VTRs, and would
not affect fishing vessel effort, operations, species targeted, or areas fished, there would be no
direct impacts of the proposed action on any fishery resources managed under a Council FMP.
There are no differences between the alternatives as far as direct impacts on fishery resources.

Impacts on Habitat

Similar to the impacts on fishery resources, due to the nature of the measures in the proposed
action, there would be no direct impacts of the proposed action on the habitat, including essential
fish habitat (EFH), of any fishery resources managed under a Council FMP. There are no
differences between the alternatives as far as direct impacts on any fish habitat, including EFH.

Impacts on Protected Resources

Similar to the impacts on fishery resources, due to the nature of the measures in the proposed
action, there would be no impact, either direct or indirect, of the proposed action on protected
resources. There are no differences between the alternatives as far as direct or indirect impacts on
any protected resources.

Economic Impacts

There is little to no direct economic impact to permit holders. The approved eVTR systems are
freely available to users once registered. The ubiquitous nature of computers and Internet
availability in private homes and businesses, as well as free access to both in most public
libraries and other locations, provides a free to low cost means for permit holders to access
eVTRs. The ability to use electronic reporting programs to automatically fill in some reporting
fields may decrease reporting burden. In the long term, government costs for administering this
program are expected to be reduced resulting from efficiencies gained in data processing.
Improved and expedited availability of the data is expected to expand the utility of the data
currently collected to fisheries management, research, and law enforcement purposes.

Consistency with Applicable Laws-to be completed
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
Compliance with the National Standards

Compliance with Other Requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act
National Environmental Policy Act

Executive Order (EO) 12866 — Regulatory Impact Review
Statement of the Problem and Need for Action

Management Objectives

Description of the Affected Entities

Description of the Alternatives

Expected Economic Effects of the Alternatives



Determination of Significance under EO 12866
Administrative, Enforcement, and Information Costs

Regulatory Flexibility Act-

Reasons the Action is Being Considered
Management Objectives and Legal Basis
Description of the Affected Entities
Description of the Reporting, Recordkeeping, and Compliance Requirements
Identification of Relevant Federal Rules
Description of the Alternatives

Economic Impacts on Small Entities
Endangered Species Ac

Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA)
Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA)

Coastal Zone Management Act

Data Quality Act

EO 12898, 13132, and 13158
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Greater Atlantic Region

Fishing Vessel Trip Report (VTR)
Reporting Instructions

December 5, 2014

These instructions may be found online at:
http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.qov/aps/evtr/doc/vtr inst.pdf



Annonymous
Typewritten Text

Annonymous
Typewritten Text
Attachment A. Vessel Trip Report Form


VESSEL TRIP REPORTING (VTR) OVERVIEW

The Greater Atlantic Region is reissuing our VTR instructions because we have clarified several sections to
improve the information we collect. While you may want to focus on the changes and pages pointed out below,
we urge you to review the entire set of instructions—we have tried to make them easier to understand so that
fewer reports will have to be returned to you for correction. If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to
contact the VTR support team at (978) 281-9246. This line is heavily used, so if you get voicemail, please
leave your name and number—in most cases, we are able to return calls within one business day.

VTR requirements by vessel permit type

Frequency of reporting

Report deadline

If you did not fish.....

If a vessel is issued a
permit for:

*Atlantic herring;
*Atlantic mackerel;
*1llex squid,;

*Longfin squid/butterfish;
*Northeast multispecies;
*Qcean quahogs:
*Surfclams . . . .

Then the owner/operator
must submit trip reports
weekly

Reports must be
postmarked or received
by midnight of the
Tuesday following the
reporting week (Sunday
through Saturday). Ifa
trip starts in one week,
and offloads in the next, it
should be reported in the
week the catch was
offloaded.

If subject to weekly
reporting, you must
submit a Did Not Fish
report for each week that
there is no fishing trip
activity. If you know
your vessel will be
inactive, you may submit
these reports
electronically up to 3
months in advance.

If a vessel is issued a
permit for:

*Atlantic bluefish
*Atlantic deep-sea red
crab

*Atlantic sea scallop
*Black sea bass
*Monkfish
*Northeast skate
*Scup

*Spiny dogfish
*Summer flounder
*Tilefish . . ..

Then the owner/operator
must submit trip reports
monthly

Reports must be
postmarked or received
within 15 days of the end
of the month. If a trip
starts in one month, and
offloads in the next, it
should be reported for the
month in which the catch
was offloaded

If subject to monthly
reporting, you must
submit a Did Not Fish
report for each month that
there is no fishing trip
activity. If you know
your vessel will be
inactive, you may submit
these reports
electronically up to 3
months in advance.

If a vessel is issued a
permit for American
lobster and no other
Greater Atlantic Region
vessel permit. ...

Then the owner/operator
is not required to submit
trips reports (check with
your state, which may
require reporting).

Defining fishing trip activity that requiresa VTR

If your vessel is issued any of the fishery permits with reporting requirements shown in the table above, you are
required to complete a VTR for every fishing trip, whether the vessel is fishing in state or federal waters, or in

another region of the country, such as Gulf of Mexico. This is true for all trips, no matter what species is being
fished for or caught. Having an observer or at-sea monitor on board during a trip does not relieve you from this

requirement.

These instructions clarify that a VTR is required for any trip on a federally permitted vessel when you catch

~
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fish, or when your operations include activities that would support fishing, such as preparing to catch or harvest
fish, or attempting to catch or harvest fish. All such fishing activities must be reported, even if no landings are
made. The trip is the period of time during which these activities are conducted, beginning when the vessel
leaves port and ending when the vessel returns to port.

There are only two instances where a VTR isn’t required for a specific trip:

» If you are transiting without any product onboard and don’t engage in any fishing activity. For example,
you’re moving your vessel to a shipyard or you’re returning to your home port.
» If you are operating under a scientific Letter of Acknowledgement

You are required to report fishing trips even if no fish are caught or onboard if the following events occur:

» If you begin a fishing trip, but must return to port before setting or retrieving gear because of issues like
bad weather or mechanical problems, then you must still complete a VTR. In this case, you must
complete the information in VTR Fields 1-6, along with fields 24-27, and enter “No Effort” in the lower
portion of the VTR.

> If you make a fishing trip just to set out gear you must still complete a VTR. Complete the information
in VTR fields 1-6, along with fields 24-27, and enter “Set Only” in the lower portion of the VTR.

> If you make an unsuccessful trip, and don’t catch any fish, you must still complete a VTR. In this case,
you must complete all of the trip information in VTR Fields 1-16, and enter “No Catch” or “NC” in the
species code field (#17).

Submitting a VTR if you conducted no fishing trip activity

As noted in the table, you must submit a VTR even if you did not use your vessel for any fishing activity for the
entire reporting period, weekly or monthly, that is applicable to your permit types. In this case, you must fill
out the “Did Not Fish” field at the top of the form, complete the vessel identification information in Fields 1-3,
and sign and submit the form. However, we remind you that activity such as starting a fishing trip or preparing
to catch fish is considered fishing activity. For example, if you start a fishing trip on Wednesday, but land and
offload your catch the following Monday (i.e., after a trip of 6 days), the VTR must be submitted by midnight
Tuesday of the third week and must provide all of the information about the trip. In this case, there is no week
in which you “Did Not Fish”.

Did Not Fish (DNF) reports may be submitted on the NMFS issued paper VTR or through our secure webpage,
“Fish-On-Line” at https://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/NMFSlogin DNF reports submitted
electronically through Fish-On-Line do not need to be mailed into NMFS. If you need your confidential
vessel Personal Identification Number (PIN) or cannot access Fish-On-Line please contact NMFS at (978) 281-
9133 or by email at nmfs.gar.data.requests@noaa.gov

You must report all species caught (both kept and discarded), including all protected species. To report sea
turtles or ESA-listed fish species (e.g., Atlantic salmon or sturgeon) incidentally caught, injured, or killed, enter
the species code for each turtle or fish under the species code name column (#17) on the VTR. Enter the actual
number (count) of sea turtles or listed fish caught in the discard column (#19). Under the dealer name column
(#21), comment on the condition of the sea turtles or listed fish (e.g., alive, injured, or dead).

When an incidental mortality or injury of a marine mammal (seals, dolphins, porpoises, and whales) occurs
during commercial fishing activities, you must also fill out and return the Marine Mammal Authorization
Program Mortality & Injury Reporting Form within 48 hours of returning from the trip on which the incident
occurred. You may obtain additional information, including a reporting form

at: www.qgreateratlantic.fisheries.noaa.gov/prot_res/mmap/certificate.html or call 978-281-9328.




When to complete and submit more than one VTR page

You must complete all of the fields on a new VTR page each time you change your fishing area or gear. This
means a new page is required each time you:

» Change the chart area (inshore or offshore) in which you are fishing;
» Change the type of gear you are using; or
» Change the mesh size or ring size in the gear you are using.

New gear codes

VTR Field #7 requires you to identify the type of gear you used. New codes have been added to the gear code
table (page 9) so that we can get better information about fishing gears. The scallop dredge codes are critical
for evaluating the effectiveness of scallop dredge gear modifications for reducing interactions with sea turtles.
The codes are summarized below:

» DRS - this code should be used for the standard scallop dredge

» DSC - this code should be used for the standard scallop dredge with chain mat

» DTS - this new code should be used for the scallop turtle deflector dredge

» DTC - this new code should be used for the scallop turtle deflector dredge with chain mat

» OTT - this code should be used for otter trawls (OTF) that are joined together in a “Twin Trawl” configuration.

How to report when you fish in more than one chart area

If your fishing activity occurs in more than one chart area, you must submit a VTR for each chart area where
you started to haul back or retrieve gear. If your tow or the placement of your fixed gear (for example, gillnets)
crosses chart area boundaries, the area you report must be the area you were in when you started to retrieve or
haul back your gear. For the gear types shown in the gear code table on page 9, this means:

» For mobile gear (trawl gears and dredges), you report the area where the hauling equipment is put into gear with
the intention of hauling back and retrieving a net or dredge;

» For fixed gear (gillnets, longline, pots, traps, and weirs) you report the area where the hauling equipment is put
into gear or retrieval of one end of the set begins.

» For purse seine gear, and other seine gears, you report the area where the skiff hits the water upon setting the gear,
or when the first piece of gear hits the water, whichever occurs first.

» For handline, rod and reel, and the gears listed as “other gears”, you report the area where the gear is completely
retrieved and aboard the vessel.

For example, if you start a tow in chart area 522, start hauling back in area 525, and land 100 pounds of
monkfish, then all the catch from this tow would be reported in chart area 525.




The National Marine Fisheries Service requires this information for the conservation and management of
marine fishery resources in accordance with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.
The data reported will be used to develop, implement, and monitor fishery management strategies and for a
variety of other uses. Submission is mandatory for those persons falling under the requirements of 50 CFR
648.7 (b). All data submitted will be handled as Confidential material in accordance with NOAA
Administrative Orders. Public reporting burden for the survey is estimated to average 5 minutes per response,
including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the
data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this
burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this
burden, to NOAA Fisheries, 55 Great Republic Drive, Gloucester, MA 01930.

Notwithstanding any other provision of the law, no person is required to respond to, nor shall any person be
subject to a penalty for failure to comply with, a collection of information subject to the requirements of the
Paperwork Reduction Act, unless that collection of information displays a currently valid OMB Control
Number.
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Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
e 800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901-3910
Phone: 302-674-2331 | Toll Free: 877-446-2362 | FAX: 302-674-5399 | www.mafmc.org

FISHERY Richard B. Robins, Jr., Chairman | Lee G. Anderson, Vice Chairman
MID'ATLANTIC el Christopher M. Moore, Ph.D., Executive Director
MEMORANDUM
Date: 5/31/2016
To: Council
From: Jason Didden
Subject: Industry-Funded Monitoring (IFM) Omnibus Amendment

The Council is scheduled to review and approve for public hearings an updated draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) document. The Council has already selected preliminary
preferred alternatives for several administrative alternatives, and may select preliminary
preferred alternatives for mackerel coverage options prior to public hearings. The decision
points for this meeting include:

- identify a preferred weighting scheme within the Council-led prioritization process

- clarify slippage consequence measures for IFM monitoring types

- clarify coverage target calculation

- select preliminary preferred mackerel coverage target alternatives with sub-options

The full draft Environmental Assessment and Appendices (500+ pages) have been posted
to http://www.mafmc.org/briefing/june-2016. Related to the decision points above and
areas where substantial edits have been made to the draft EA, several excerpts and
supporting documents have been included below. A running underlined page number at
the top of all pages in this tab is included to facilitate referencing.

Page 2 : May 4 PDT/FMAT Summary

Page 6 : Amendment EA Executive Summary and Table of Contents
Page 20: Council-led Prioritization Process Details

Page 30: Mackerel Monitoring Alternatives

Page 52: Impacts of Mackerel Alternatives on Human Communities
Page 81:. Summary Table of Overall Impacts for Mackerel Alternatives
Page 82: Observer Coverage Supplement
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New England Fishery Management Council
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council

: Industry-Funded Monitoring Plan Development Team/Fishery Management
Action Team

SUBJECT: Industry-Funded Monitoring (IFM) Omnibus Amendment Development

1.

3.

4.

The PDT/FMAT met by via teleconference on May 4, 2016, to consider the motions
made at the Mid-Atlantic and New England Fishery Management Council meetings held
in April 2016 and discuss revisions to the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA).
PDT/FMAT participants included: Brant McAfee, Brett Alger, Carly Bari, Carrie
Nordeen, Dan Luers (NMFS GARFO); Dr. Andrew Kitts, Amy Martins (NMFS
NEFSC), Jason Didden (MAFMC); Dr. Jamie Cournane, Maria Jacob, Dr. Rachel Feeney
(NEFMC).

The New England Fishery Management Council (NEFMC) recommended that the Draft
EA include additional narrative descriptions for the box plots used in the economic
impacts section to help the public interpret these figures. PDT/FMAT members had
provided three sets of language to help better describe these figures. The group selected
one alternative as the language to use as an illustrative example for the first figure and
make highlight statements for the following figures in the EA.

A member of the Herring Advisory Panel requested that we investigate the economic
impacts based on trip declaration as opposed to landings data. Drew was able to do some
preliminary analysis to present to the group. The PDT/FMAT reviewed this analysis and
discussed some of the improvements and modifications that could be made for inclusion
in the Draft EA.

Andrew Kitts provided an explanation to the group on why it is not appropriate to use
herring return-to-owner (RTO) in the economic analysis. In order to properly apportion
RTO to a particular fishery in instances where a vessel participates in more than one, both
revenues and costs (the two components of RTO) must be apportioned among the
different fisheries. Revenues can be easily apportioned because the data on revenue is
tracked by fishery. However, some types of costs cannot easily be allocated to a fishery
due to the nature of these costs. For example, insurance costs don’t correspond with the
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amount or type of fishing being done and so methods for apportioning such costs (they
could be apportioned based on the value gained from each fishery or by the weight or
effort in each fishery) are arbitrary. Other types of costs (e.g., fuel costs), could be
apportioned to each fishery if those costs were collected at the trip level. The survey
used in the RTO analysis did not use trip level cost data, but instead used data at the
annual level. In the previous attempt to calculate a herring RTO (vs. total RTO), revenue
shares were used to apportion all costs to each fishery. In retrospect, this method should
not have been used due to its arbitrary nature. And so it was decided that a separate
herring RTO analysis should not be provided. Instead, the Draft EA will describe in
detail the different sources of revenue for each of the vessel types examined.

Brant McAfee provided the group an update on the CV analysis he is working on for
inclusion in the Draft EA. This analysis was done previously, but following motions
made at the April Council meetings to adjust the at-sea monitoring (ASM) sampling
design, this analysis has been updated (the draft analysis will be provided as a
supplemental document to the Draft EA). Also, based on suggestions made by the
NEFMC, the update will include CV analysis for the No Action alternative. Brant also
notified the group of varying limitations on the analysis primarily due to lack of data.

. GARFO staff clarified that the Draft EA will provide language that is more explicit on
having 50% or 100% as options for the electronic monitoring (EM) and portside
sampling alternatives.

In April both Council made motions that would extend slippage reporting requirements,
restrictions (i.e., allowable slippage events include mechanical failure, excess catch of
dogfish, or safety concerns), and consequence measures to all types of industry-funded
monitoring. The PDT/FMAT discussed the ability of EM to determine and verify the
cause of a slippage event which would be required to extend the slippage consequence
measures. At this time, there is confidence that EM can detect whether or not a slippage
event occurs, therefore making it reasonable to extend the slippage reporting
requirements and restrictions to EM. However, it is unknown if EM can detect the cause
of a slippage event, therefore making it difficult to extend the slippage consequence
measures to EM. The Herring/Mackerel EM Project may provide more information on
the capability of EM to determine the cause of a slippage event, but we will not know
those results until 2017.

There was additional discussion about alternative consequence measures that could

potentially be considered for EM trips. One idea was that if EM can generally identify
slippage events, then a uniform consequence that does not differentiate between causes
may be feasible. Another idea included altering the video review rate, per vessel, based
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on compliance with slippage restrictions. For example, if a vessel had been found to out
of compliance with the slippage restriction, their video review rate would be increased.
Alternatively, good behavior in regards to the slippage restrictions could be rewarded
with a lowered video review rate. However, the overall sentiment was that it would be
best to consider slippage consequence measures on EM trips after the conclusion of the
EM pilot.

The PDT/FMAT recommends that the Council not apply consequence measures to EM at
this time, but that applying the slippage consequence measures to different types of
industry-funded monitoring be made frameworkable.

In April the NEFMC made a motion that would require at-sea monitors to collect length
data, but not age data (i.e., scales or otoliths from fish) or biological samples (from
marine mammals, sea birds, and sea turtles). Some PDT/FMAT members would like to
investigate if there are data utility links between collecting age and length data together.
GARFO staff will be reaching out to NEFSC staff in the Population Dynamics Branch to
verify there are no data utility concerns for this change in sampling design.

The PDT/FMAT discussed the differences in sampling design between NEFOP-level
observers and portside samplers. They are collecting baskets for sampling at different
rates and applying them differently, either by the haul or by the trip. However, both sets
of data are extrapolated for the entire trip, therefore the results won’t necessarily be
different despite using different sampling intensities.

In April the NEFMC made a motion that would require ASM through the IFM
alternatives to obtain a high volume fisheries (HVF) training. The PDT/FMAT verified
that are no technical concerns with this change and that the Fisheries Sampling Branch
can develop HVF training tailored for ASM.

In April both Councils made motions to clarify that the coverage targets in the IFM
alternatives should be calculated using a combined method to take into account SBRM
observer coverage. It is understood that there are some technical challenges to
calculating the coverage targets using this approach. The PDT/FMAT clarified that the
methodology used to calculate the coverage targets in the herring and mackerel fisheries
would need to be simplified from the methodology used in the groundfish fishery, to
feasibility issues regarding timing difference in the herring and mackerel fishing year and
workload.

The PDT/FMAT recommends that the Council specify the combined coverage target be
calculated using the previous year’s SBRM coverage in the herring and mackerel
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fisheries as a proxy for determining the amount of industry-funded monitoring needed to
reach the desired coverage target. 