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April 9, 2020 
 
Mr. Peter DeCola 
Superintendent 
Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary 
175 Edward Foster Rd. 
Scituate, MA 02066 
 

 Dear Pete: 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to review the Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary (SBNMS) 
Condition Report and provide comments to support revision of the sanctuary’s management plan.  
 
As you are aware, the New England Fishery Management Council provides input to inform the 
management of SBNMS through our participation as an ex-officio governmental member of the 
Sanctuary Advisory Council. As is evident from the reports we provide during Council meetings, 
fishery management in the Gulf of Maine is in a constant state of evolution, given changes to the 
status fishery resources, rapidly shifting environmental conditions, and the evolving needs and 
interest of fishery participants, both commercial and recreational. These frequent changes to fishery 
management underscore the importance of timely and efficient preparation of future condition 
reports. The review of the SBNMS Management Plan should consider the changes in fisheries that 
occurred since the cut-off date for data used in the condition report. In some cases, those data are 
nearly four years old and do not accurately reflect current conditions in the fishery. This data lag 
could lead development of the Management Plan astray.  
 
Overall, we find the Condition Report to be informative and clearly written. The ONMS national 
standard Driving Forces-Pressure-State-Ecosystem Services-Response approach, particularly the 
associated infographics, are a useful organizing framework. Here, we highlight recent and potential 
future fishery management changes that we believe have bearing on the continued management of 
SBNMS, focusing on changes since 2018 (2016 for certain types of fishing activity data), the end 
date for information included in the Condition Report. Below we address the following questions 
which arose in our minds as we reviewed the report, given our knowledge of recent changes in 
regional fishery management. 
 

• Multispecies Groundfish: How will the multispecies sector system continue to evolve in 
the coming years? What are expected trends in recreational catch of cod and haddock in the 
Western Gulf of Maine, and why? 

• Atlantic Sea Scallop: How will scallop management in the Gulf of Maine evolve in the 
coming years, particularly with respect to fishing in and around SBNMS? 

• Atlantic Herring and Atlantic Mackerel: What are the expected trends in the Atlantic 
herring resource and fishery? How will herring management respond? What about related 
effects on the Atlantic mackerel fishery? 

 
As a general comment about fishery data, Figure DP.CF.3 shows statistical reporting areas used to 
summarize total landings from the Gulf of Maine. These areas constitute a broad footprint and for 



 
some species there are two separate stocks that occur across these statistical areas (e.g. Gulf of 
Maine and Georges Bank haddock and cod stocks). While the approach taken in the report is a valid 
way to summarize fishery statistics, some readers may take a narrower view of the area that 
constitutes the Gulf of Maine, excluding Georges Bank from this definition.  
 
As you are aware, the multispecies groundfish fishery is quite complex, including 13 species in the 
management plan. The Condition Report discusses changes in fishing practices that occurred around 
2010. In part, these changes were due to adjustments to seasonal (referred to as ‘rolling’) closures 
and the broad adoption of the sector management system. The Council is not currently planning 
further adjustments to our system of seasonal closures beyond Habitat OA2 and catch limits for 
GOM Cod have been very low in recent years, especially as compared to limits in 2010. Therefore, 
the specific types of effort shifts observed in 2010 are unlikely to reoccur.  
 
Fishery stock status, i.e. whether stocks are overfished and whether overfishing is occurring, is 
updated during stock assessments. The results of these assessments are reviewed quarterly by 
NOAA Fisheries1, and stock status for some of our groundfish resources has changed recently. For 
example, during the fourth quarter of 2019, American Plaice was declared rebuilt, and the Cape-
Cod/Gulf of Maine Yellowtail Flounder stock is no longer subject to overfishing. However, Gulf of 
Maine/Georges Bank White Hake is now considered overfished. Shifts into an overfished status 
requires action by the Council, and improvements in status generally allows us to recommend 
allocating additional quota, and therefore increasing fishing opportunities. Specifically, annual 
Catch Limits (ACLs) respond to changes in stock status and the fishery responds to these changes in 
ACLs.  
 
Going forward, we suggest reviewing stock status and resultant shifts in annual catch limits in order 
to understand how effort in the Gulf of Maine including on Stellwagen Bank may change over time. 
The environmental assessments written to support the Council’s annual groundfish specifications 
actions, as well as a recent review of our catch share management program, are good sources of 
information on trends in the fishery, including percent utilization of the ACLs. Some stocks are 
considered constraining on the fishery, given relatively modest limits, while others are underutilized 
with a substantial portion of the ACL left in the water at end of the fishing year. In the Gulf of 
Maine and in recent years, Cod, American Plaice, Witch Flounder, and White Hake have high 
utilization rates, which means these stocks may be constraining on the fishery, and quota increases 
for these stocks are likely to lead to higher catches. Other species including Redfish and Pollock, 
and recently, Gulf of Maine Haddock, are underutilized. 
 
As noted in the Condition Report, certain groundfish stocks are important recreationally including 
on Stellwagen Bank. Unfortunately, as you are aware, recreational effort data for private anglers are 
somewhat limited. However, we think it is important to capture trends in private angler effort in 
addition to considering vessel trip reports submitted by the for-hire fleet. In addition to the 2009 
angler data specific to the Sanctuary (described in Schwarzmann et al. 20202), we suggest using 
data compiled by NOAA Fisheries on private angler activity in the GOM. See Table 3 in this 
document for more information. Marine Recreational Information Program data may also be useful 
for context on recreational angler trips, but this source provides information at the state level.  
 

                                                 
1 https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/population-assessments/fishery-stock-status-updates  
2 Schwarzmann, D., Shea, R. Leeworthy, V.R., Steinbeck, S., Dato, C. 2020. Technical Methods of  
Estimating Commercial and Recreational Fishing Effort and Economic Contributions in Stellwagen Bank  
National Marine Sanctuary. Marine Sanctuaries Conservation Series ONMS-20-05. U.S. Department of  
Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Office of National Marine 
Sanctuaries, Silver Spring, MD. 195 pp. 

https://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/2a_200113_Summary_rec_catch_effort_cod_haddock_NMFS_200121_101132.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/2a_200113_Summary_rec_catch_effort_cod_haddock_NMFS_200121_101132.pdf
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/population-assessments/fishery-stock-status-updates


 
The Council is currently considering changes to the way the commercial groundfish fleet is 
monitored via Amendment 23. Currently a range of alternatives are available for public 
consideration, and the Council is planning public hearings. Depending on the rate of at-sea and 
dockside monitoring selected by the Council, and the mechanisms for coverage (electronic 
monitoring in addition to human observers) effort in the fishery could be affected. At this stage it 
too early to state what the Council’s final recommendations might be, but we recommend paying 
attention to this amendment, and reviewing projected impacts of the Council’s preferred approach 
in the final amendment document, once it is released.  
 
As described in the Condition Report, scallops have been an important fishery on Stellwagen Bank 
in recent years, and the Council’s management of this resource has recently and will continue to 
evolve in response to current conditions. We know the Sanctuary is aware of these changes and has 
been tracking the Council’s scallop management work. However, we are concerned that there may 
be a misunderstanding of the Council’s actions with respect to the NGOM and feel that the 
language below is inaccurate.3  
 
 “NEFMC and NOAA Fisheries agreed to remove a regulatory provision for the Northern Gulf of 
Maine scallop fishery that allowed large scallop dredge boats to participate in the fishery alongside 
smaller dredge boats. This alleviated the derby-style fishery that occurred in 2017, leading to a 
reduction in risk to maritime heritage resources in the area where this fishery takes place.” 
(Condition Report, Page 178) 
 
As you may be aware, prior to recent management changes, Limited Access (LA) vessels (trip boats 
vs. day boats) were able to use days at sea to fish in the NGOM. However, it was relatively rare for 
them to do so, given lower catch rates as compared to other grounds. Biomass increases created new 
incentives for these vessels to fish in the region, which was concerning to the Council. Anticipating 
more permanent measures associated with Amendment 21, the annual specifications for the 2018-
2019, 2019-2020, and 2020-2021 fishing years included interim measures to control access to the 
scallop resource in the NGOM. These recent Council allocations have set aside NGOM catch 
explicitly for limited access general category vessels (LAGC), then split the remaining catch 
between LAGC and LA vessels. Importantly, the LA share of the total allowable catch only 
available for research set aside compensation fishing, not for fishing under a day a sea. This limits 
the ability of LA vessels to fish on the northern portion of Stellwagen Bank.   
 
Reducing the ability for limited access vessels to harvest the TAC may slow removals from the area 
because LAGC vessels are subject to daily trip limits, but slowing catch and limiting participants is 
not a guarantee of maritime heritage protection. As there is still an overall cap on landings in the 
NGOM, there remains an incentive to harvest the TAC before it is expended for the year (i.e., derby 
fisheries still occur under current rules). Despite the tendency towards derby fisheries, limiting LA 
vessel activity may have maritime heritage benefits. LAGC vessels are smaller than LA vessels and 
may be more local to SBNMS such that they are more familiar with wrecks and other obstructions.  
 
Through Amendment 21, the Council is developing measures that will support the directed scallop 
fishery in federal waters in the NGOM. To do so, the action will consider measures that would 
prevent unrestrained removals from the NGOM management area and allow for orderly access to 
the scallop resource in this area by the LAGC and LA components. This includes establishing 
mechanisms to set allowable catches and accurately monitor catch and bycatch. Separately, we 

                                                 
3 On page 177, the report references GARFO changes to the NGOM regulations in 2018. While we work closely with 
GARFO to modify fishery management measures, these decisions occur at the Council level and then are passed to 
NOAA Fisheries for approval and implementation. 



 
remain committed to working with SBNMS and NOAA Fisheries to inform the scallop fleet about 
the locations of shipwrecks so that these sensitive resources may be actively avoided by fishermen.  
 
Related to the Northern GOM management area, Framework 32, which will go into effect for the 
April 2020-March 2021 fishing year, includes a short-term rotational closure to prevent fishing on 
small scallops on Stellwagen Bank. Harvesting these scallops after they have had additional years to 
grow will improve yield per recruit, an overall objective of our management plan. The fishery is 
anticipated to resume in this area in April of 2022. It is important to bear in mind that only a portion 
of SBNMS is subject to management under the NGOM management area programs and that vessels 
with days at sea or individual transferable quota could harvest scallops from the southern portion of 
SBNMS.  
 
The western Gulf of Maine including Stellwagen Bank has historically been an important area for 
the herring fishery as well. Recent changes in the herring management plan through Amendment 8, 
as well as recent and ongoing reductions in catch limits, will affect the amount and distribution of 
effort going forward. As noted in the Condition Report, the localized depletion closure to mid-water 
trawl vessels overlaps part but not all of SBNMS. However, we do not think effort is likely to 
increase in the portion of the sanctuary that remains open. In large part this is due to substantial 
reduction in overall catch limits in the coming years. Since Atlantic herring is taken incidentally in 
the Atlantic mackerel fishery, reduced availability of herring will reduce mackerel fishing in the 
vicinity of the sanctuary as well. Over the longer term, should herring catch limits increase, we note 
that the new Annual Biological Catch control rule adopted via Amendment 8 explicitly accounts for 
the role of herring as a forage species, leaving fish in the water to serve as prey for whales, cod, and 
other predators. 
 
As a general comment, table ES.CR.4 on page 152 of the Condition Report identifies Cusk and 
Ocean Pout as “top commercial fisheries stocks” and indicates their status determination. Cusk is 
not managed under a fishery management plan and does not have a formal status determination in 
the sense of other managed species. Recent commercial Cusk landings in Maine, New Hampshire, 
and Massachusetts are minor relative to other species listed in the table (<100K lbs./year, based on 
data from NOAA Fisheries, with higher recreational landings, https://foss.nmfs.noaa.gov/apexfoss). 
We agree that cusk plays an important ecosystem role and that its current status might be of concern 
but would suggest that it does not belong in a list of top fisheries stocks. Ocean Pout is managed 
under the Council’s Northeast Multispecies Fishery Management Plan, but is a non-allocated stock, 
meaning that sectors are not provided an annual catch limit for the species and possession is 
prohibited such that it is not, at present, a major fishery species. The Council has a rebuilding plan 
for Ocean Pout. 
 
We look forward to continued engagement with SBNMS as you update your management plan. 
Please do not hesitate to contact us with any further questions regarding fishery management in and 
around the sanctuary. 
 

        Sincerely, 
 

  
        Thomas A. Nies 
        Executive Director 

https://foss.nmfs.noaa.gov/apexfoss


 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
GREATER ATLANTIC REGIONAL FISHERIES OFFICE 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 
 

 
 
Michelle Morin 
Chief, Environmental Branch 
Office of Renewable Energy Programs 
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management 
45600 Woodland Road, VAM-OREP 
Sterling, Virginia 20166 
 

Re: Mayflower Wind Offshore Wind Farm Project Site Assessment Plan, Lease OCS-A 
0521, Massachusetts Wind Energy Area 

 
Dear Ms. Morin:  
We have reviewed the Mayflower Wind Site Assessment Plan (SAP) for Lease OCS-A 0521 
located in the Massachusetts Wind Energy Area (MA WEA) provided to initiate the essential 
fish habitat (EFH) consultation.  Mayflower Wind plans to install and maintain one 
meteorological and oceanographic buoy (“met buoy”) within the MA WEA.  The met buoy 
would be a floating Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) buoy, and the stated purpose is for 
the buoy to supplement existing meteorological data available in the Northeast Atlantic.  The 
buoy would float on the surface, and be moored to the seafloor at 46.6 meters depth in the 
northern portion of the lease.  The anchor would penetrate the sediment to a depth of 1 meter.  
The met buoy would be secured with a 16 mm link anchor chain to a single weight, 
approximately 3,000 kg, on the seafloor.  The mooring chain and anchor would have a sweep of 
40 meters, and is designed to have a seabed footprint that would be about 3 meters in diameter.  
 
The SAP addresses the installation, operation, and decommissioning of the met buoy, which 
would be expected to take less than a week from arrival of the work platform in the port of 
operations to the time the buoy enters the water and the mooring weight is placed on the seafloor.  
The met buoy would be operational for approximately one year of data collection.  
 
Commercial and Recreational Fishing 
 
The project area and the location of the met buoy are within areas of low to moderate 
commercial and recreational fishing activity.  This area is open to a variety of mobile gear (i.e., 
otter-trawl, midwater trawl, dredge, rod and reel) and fixed gear (i.e., gillnets, lobster traps) 
fishing vessels, which target several different species.  Due to the small area that the met buoy 
will affect, and the temporary impacts associated with its installation, it is not likely to adversely 
impact commercial or recreational fishing, the total catch of fish and shellfish, or navigation over 
any substantial period.  The installation and operation of the met buoy may cause some vessels 
that fish this area to be displaced; however, any displacement is expected to be temporary and 



 

 

result in negligible impacts to fishing.  The delineated project boundary does not overlap within 
any habitat protection areas, species-specific spawning areas, or exempted fishing areas, where 
fishing activity may be more restrictive.  Therefore, impacts to commercial and recreational 
fishing activities associated with installation and operation of the proposed met buoys are 
expected to be minimal.  We encourage Mayflower Wind to develop and make available its 
fisheries communication plan before survey activity begins.  Such a plan should also include 
participants from other states that fish or transit through the project area, including those from 
CT, NJ, NY, and RI. 
 
Endangered Species Act 
 
We issued a programmatic Biological Opinion to your agency on April 10, 2013 that analyzed 
the effects of site assessment activities to be carried out in the Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New 
Jersey and New York WEAs.  This Opinion considered the effects to listed species associated 
with reasonably foreseeable site characterization scenarios associated with leasing (including 
geophysical, geotechnical, archeological and biological surveys), and for the RI/MA and MA 
WEAs site assessment activities (including the installation, operation and decommissioning of 
meteorological towers and buoys).  The programmatic consultation established a procedure for 
reviewing future actions to determine if they were consistent with the scope of the 2013 Opinion.  
We completed the necessary coordination via e-mail on March 25, 2020, following receipt of a 
consistency determination from your staff.  No additional coordination is necessary at this time.   
 
Essential Fish Habitat 
 
The project area has been designated as EFH for over 36 federally managed species, including 
red hake (Urophycis chuss), Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua), haddock 
(Melanogrammus aeglefinus), winter flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus), yellowtail 
flounder (Pleuronectes ferruginea), windowpane flounder (Scophthalmus aquosus), monkfish 
(Lophius americanus), bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix), summer flounder (Paralichthys 
dentatus), scup (Stenotomus chrysops), and black sea bass (Centropristis striata).  The project 
proposes to impact approximately 5,027 m2 area of EFH based on the cited 40 m bottom contact 
chain sweep. 
 
The SAP evaluation of benthic impacts at the met buoy location was based on a desktop 
evaluation and does not include any biological sampling or surveys.  The SAP states that 
geotechnical survey data have not been collected and are not considered necessary for the 
installation of a met buoy, as agreed to by BOEM in discussions with the applicant in 
2019.  While we understand that BOEM is currently modifying the SAP process for all projects, 
the proposal that no site-specific data or biological sampling is required for the SAP appears 
inconsistent with the conservation recommendations we provided in our Nov 29, 2012 letter in 
response to BOEM’s Environmental Assessment (EA) of the Massachusetts WEA.  We 
recommend that you provide us with more information about how you plan to modify the SAP 
process and specifically what steps are being taken to ensure SAP activities avoid sensitive 
complex habitat areas and minimize impacts to EFH .    
 



 

 

The lack of adequate site-specific information provided in the SAP limits our ability to provide 
comments and EFH conservation recommendations.  The substrate information described in the 
SAP is based on the 2014 BOEM report, Commercial Wind Lease Issuance and Site Assessment 
Activities on the Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf Offshore Massachusetts: Revised 
Environmental Assessment, and the additional benthic information provided is based on available 
literature.  Based on this desktop study, the SAP describes the proposed met buoy location area 
as fine to coarse sandy sediments with evidence of migrating sand waves along a north-south 
pattern. The 2014 BOEM report describes the MA Wind Energy Area (WEA) as fine- and 
medium-grained sand that supports amphipods and other crustaceans, polychaetes, bivalves, sand 
dollars, burrowing anemones, and sea cucumbers.   
 
The SAP also includes a report from TerraSond as an appendix, which appears to provide some 
site-specific information.  Based on the current assessment of the sediment characteristics in the 
TerraSond report, it appears that the proposed met buoy location is not dominated by soft 
unconsolidated sediments (i.e. fine to coarse sandy sediments) as characterized by the desktop 
study presented in the body of the SAP.  Specifically, the October 22, 2019 report by TerraSond, 
Geophysical and Geohazard Assessment of Site Assessment Plan (met LIDAR Buoy) Renewable 
Energy Lease Number OCS-A 0521 Massachusetts, U.S.A., states that based on the side scan 
sonar (SSS) interpretation, the sediments are “representative of exposed consolidated sediments 
at the surface with scoured sediments extending from the north to the southeast ...Some light 
sand rippling may be present within the scour zone, though this could not be interpreted” 
(TerraSond, 2019; Section 4.2.4).  This analysis appears to characterize the proposed met buoy 
location as a rocky (i.e. consolidated) habitat type consistent with our definition of a complex 
habitat type.  Our definition of complex habitats is provided in the attached Recommendations 
for Mapping Fish Habitat.  This inconsistency in the characterization of substrate in the project 
area should be clarified, and if necessary, the applicant should determine an appropriate alternate 
location to deploy the met buoy that avoids consolidated and complex unconsolidated habitats.   
 
The installation, operation and decommissioning of the met buoy may have adverse impacts on 
EFH.  The benthic habitat and associated organisms may be directly impacted by the footprint 
and weight of the buoy anchor system and support vessel anchoring. Some scouring of the sea 
floor will occur from sweeping of the cited 40 m anchor chain sweep during operation, for a total 
seabed impact area of approximately 5,027 m2.  The SAP states that the buoy was designed to 
minimize chain sweep and to have anchors with a minimal seabed footprint (approximately 
about 3 meters in diameter).  Indirect impacts from changes in water quality, largely from 
turbidity and suspended sediments, are expected to occur from construction and from anchor 
sweep through operation for a duration of one year.  Other impacts to EFH may include physical 
habitat modification, reduced prey availability, and elevated noise levels.  Should the met buoy 
be sited to avoid complex habitats, we expect the project effects would be short-term, temporary, 
and localized, and impacts to EFH are expected to be minimal.  
 
Essential Fish Habitat Consultation 
 
The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) requires Federal 
agencies to consult with the Secretary of Commerce, through NOAA, with respect to “any action 
authorized, funded, or undertaken, or proposed to be authorized, funded, or undertaken, by such 



 

 

agency that may adversely affect EFH identified under this Act." 16 U.S.C. § 1855(b) (2).  The 
MSA defines EFH as “those waters and substrates necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, 
feeding or growth to maturity” 16 U.S.C. §1802(10).  NOAA’s regulations further define EFH, 
adding, among other things, that “necessary” means the habitat required to support a sustainable 
fishery and the managed species’ contribution to a healthy ecosystem.  50 CFR 600.10.  
 
EFH for a broad range of federally managed species and it is not currently clear what the habitat 
characteristics are at the proposed buoy deployment location.  Our ability to complete our EFH 
consultation and assess the potential impacts on EFH and associated marine resources has been 
complicated by the conflicting habitat information provided. Specifically, we request the 
following information which will allow us to provide the most appropriate EFH Conservation 
Recommendations:  
 

1. Provide clarification on the Geological and Geophysical side scan sonar  
characterization of the proposed met buoy location as “exposed consolidated 
sediments.”  We need to determine if this is an area of hard, complex bottom that needs 
to be avoided. 
 

Due to the scope of additional information needed, we seek to extend the consultation process 
pursuant to 50 CFR (i)(5) so that you may provide us with the necessary information and 
assessment of potential adverse impacts on EFH and living marine resources.  Once we receive 
the information outlined above, we will provide EFH conservation recommendations, as 
necessary 
 
Agency Coordination 
 
We appreciate your efforts to coordinate with us to ensure impacts to EFH are minimized 
throughout the planning and development of offshore wind projects.  In an effort to ensure we 
have sufficient information for our EFH consultation on a proposed commercial scale project, 
should that occur, we request you provide the attached habitat mapping recommendations to 
Mayflower prior to their initiation of the larger scale geological and geophysical surveys.  We 
provided these recommendations to you  to ensure that data is collected in a manner that is 
adequate to allow for fine-scale habitat mapping and assessment necessary for our EFH 
consultation with your agency.  We also suggest that you coordinate a pre-survey meeting with 
the developer and us to discuss our recommendations for fish habitat mapping, including benthic 
sampling procedures.  Should adequate fish habitat data not be collected during initial surveys 
and/or analyzed at  a sufficient resolution to detect and delineate complex habitats, we will need 
to request additional information for initiation of the EFH consultation. A meeting with our 
agency at the survey planning stage could help avoid unnecessary delays and/or additional 
survey costs.    
 
In addition, we recommend further coordination among our agencies related to the SAP 
process.  While we understand you are in the process of modifying your SAP regulations, we 
request that you coordinate with our office on these proposed changes to the SAP process.  We 
have concern that the lack of site specific information that is being used to identify locations for 
met buoys is inconsistent with the EFH conservation recommendations we provided in our letter 



 

 

dated November 29, 2012.  We look forward to working with you as you modify this process so 
we can collectively ensure impacts to EFH are being adequately considered and minimized.   
 
In conclusion, we request that the habitat type within the proposed met buoy location is clarified 
to allow us to fully evaluate impacts to EFH and enable us to provide appropriate EFH 
conservation recommendations for this project.  As discussed above, we also recommend prior to 
further development of the project that the applicant work with us to plan sufficient benthic 
survey and sampling activities to provide sufficient information about sensitive benthic habitat 
for development of the Construction and Operation Plan.  Coordination with us in the 
development of these surveys and at the early project design stage will help to ensure impacts to 
our trust resources are avoided and minimized in the development of any commercial scale 
project.  
 
We look forward to the opportunity to review and comment on applicable surveys to ensure our 
concerns and information needs are addressed early in the process.  Our staff is committed to full 
coordination on surveys, monitoring plans, and other material associated with this and other 
offshore wind projects moving forward.  Should you have any questions about this matter, please 
contact Sue Tuxbury at 978-281-9176 or by email at susan.tuxbury@noaa.gov.  If you have any 
questions regarding this ESA coordination, please contact Julie Crocker at (978) 282-8480 or 
julie.crocker@noaa.gov. 
 
 

Sincerely,  
 

 
 

Louis A Chiarella 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
for Habitat Conservation  
 

cc:  Brian Hooker, BOEM 
Julie Crocker, NMFS PRD 
Mike Pentony, NMFS SFD 
Thomas Nies, NEFMC 
Christopher Moore, MAFMC 
Lisa Havel, ASMFC 

 
 

 























Thomas A. Nies 
Executive Director 
New England Fishery Management Council 
50 Water Street, Mill 2 
Newburyport, MA 01950 

Re: Experimental Fishing Permit Proposal 

Dear Tom: 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
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The regulations on exempted fishing activities at 50 CFR 600.745(b)(3)(i) require that the 
Regional Administrator forward copies of Exempted Fishing Permit (EFP) applications to the 
Regional Fishery Management Council(s), the U.S. Coast Guard, and the appropriate fishery 
management agencies of affected states, accompanied by the following information: (A) The 
effect of the proposed EFP on the target and incidental species, including the effect on any Total 
Allowable Catch; (B) a citation of the regulation or regulations that, without the EFP, would 
prohibit the proposed activity; and (C) biological information relevant to the proposal, including 
appropriate statements of environmental impacts, including impacts on marine mammals and 
threatened or endangered species. Attached is the Federal Register notice that will solicit public 
comment on the requested exemptions. 

On April 9, 2018, we approved the New England Fishery Management Council's Omnibus 
Essential Fish Habitat Amendment 2 that created the Great South Channel Habitat Management 
Area (GSC HMA). The Council initiated a follow-up action in December of2018 that approved 
limited exemption areas within the HMA for the surfclam fishery and solicited potential research 
in other parts of the HMA that could provide data necessary to support expanded exemptions in 
the future. 

In an effort to address some of the Council's research priorities for the GSC HMA, 
Coonamessett Farm Foundation (CFF) has developed a multi-phase research project that would 
attempt to: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Characterize substrate types where surfclam and mussel fishing occurs within the 
GSCHMA; 
Track spatiotemporal habitat change and benthic macrofauna distribution in an 
active fishing ground; and 
Determine spatiotemporal occurrence of Atlantic cod and other species within the 
HMA that are subjected or adjacent to commercial fishing activities. 

CFF submitted a complete application for an EFP on November 8, 2019, to allow research in 
support of the objective 1 (identified above). Objectives 2 and 3 (identified above) would not 
require fishery regulation exemptions. The exemptions would authorize participating vessels to 



fish with dredge gear in portions of the GSC HMA in order to characterize substrate types where 
surfclam and mussel fishing occurs, and would also allow compensation fishing; which would 
fund research associated with objectives 2 and 3. CFF contends that this information would 
support the Council's consideration of new dredge exemption areas. 

Under this EFP, five vessels targeting surfclams and mussels would fish with dredge-mounted, 
forward-facing cameras to characterize substrate types where surfclam and mussel fishing occurs 
within the GSC HMA. This project would not characterize substrate types within the GSC HMA 
where surflcam and mussel fishing does not occur. A portion of the funds generated from this 
phase would support future research, including data collection using cameras to examine the 
habitat impacts of dredging, habitat mapping and analysis, and research on the presence of 
juvenile cod in the GSC HMA. CFF has indicated their intent to broaden the scope of where 
they may fish with clam and mussel dredges once the initial phase of fishing is complete. 
Additional dredge fishing in the GSC HMA in support of objective 1 would require a new EFP. 
We would evaluate the utility of the information gathered from this first phase of dredge fishing 
before considering additional exemptions. 

Figure 1 shows Rose and Crown and Davis Bank, the 24 krn2 phase 1 study area within Rose and 
Crown, and two reference points within the study area where fishing would not occur. CFF 
estimates that up to 120 clam fishing trips and 27 mussel fishing trips would be taken within the 
Rose and Crown study area. Vessel crew would document retained catch of clams, estimate the 
volume of total bycatch by bushel for mussels and other species such as crab, weight for 
individual fish species, and bushel counts for cobble and rocks. A camera would be set up to 
record video and time lapse frames of the deck pile as it is picked. CFF stated that crew would 
take estimates of the deck pile on every tow through a visual estimate, and a more thorough 
sampling of the deck pile would occur when CFF staff are on board. CFF staff would be on 
board for approximately 10 percent of EFP trips. We will check in with CFF regularly 
throughout the project to ensure that sufficient dredge camera data is being collected. Catch 
estimates for clam and other species are provided in Table 1. The catch estimates were based on 
experimental trips taken in the HMA from December 2018-April 2019. CFF would take some 
samples of blue mussels back to a lab for age and disease analysis. All other catch above a 
possession limit or below a minimum size would be discarded as soon as possible following data 
collection. All surfclams landed for sale would be accounted for consistent standard catch 
accounting procedures. No surfclams landed for sale would be above the possession limit or 
below the minimum size. 

2 



Figure 1. Map of Sub-Area of Rose and Crown Bank where EFP Activity will occur ( credit: 
CFF) 
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Atlantic Surfclam 200,000 bu 3,333,333 
Mussel 5,000 bu 83,333 
Winter Flounder 540 76 
Windowpane 

540 199 
Flounder 
Skate 1,000 8,000 
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Please respond to the following contact person with any comments you have on the experimental 
fishing proposal within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. 

CONTACT Laura Hansen, Fishery Management Specialist 
St1stainable Fisheries Division, 
Greater Atlantic Region, NMFS 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930 
Phone: (978) 281-9225 
Email: laura.hansen@noaa.gov 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

{')OMJ~ J-f~ 
Sarah Heil 
Assistant Regional Administrator 

for Sustainable Fisheries 

4 
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Assistance and State Response: 8 hours; 
Federal Assistance Applications and 
State Response: 2 hours; Unlisted 
Activities Requests and Remedial 
Action Requests: 4 hours each; Public 
Notices and Listing Notice/ 
Coordination-State Listings: 1 hour 
each; Listing Notice/Coordination
Interstate Listing: 30 hours; Mediation 
Requests: 2 hours; and Secretarial 
Appeals: 210 hours. 

Burden Hours: 35,799. 
Needs and Uses: The Coastal Zone 

Management Act (CZMA) creates a 
State-federal partnership to improve the 
management of the nation's coastal zone 
through the development of federally 
approved State coastal management 
plans (CMPs). The CZMA provides two 
incentives for States to develop 
federally approved CMPs: (1) The 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA).has 
appropriated monies to grant to States to 
develop and implement State CMPs that 
meet statutory and regulatory criteria; 
and (2) The CZMA requires federal 
agencies, non-federal licensees, and 
State and local government recipients of 
federal assistance to conduct their 
activities in a manner "consistent" with 
the enforceable policies of NOAA
approved CMPs. The latter incentive, 
referred to as the "federal consistency" 
provision, is found at 16 U.S.C. 1456. 
NOAA's regulations at 15 CFR part 930 
implement NOAA's responsibilities to 
provide procedures for the consistency 
provision, the procedures available for 
an appeal of a State's objection to a 
consistency certification as provided for 
in 16 U.S.C. 1456(c)(3)(A) and (B) and 
1456(d), and changes in the appeal 
process created by Congressional 
amendments in 1990, 1996 and 2005, 
and found at 16 U.S.C. 1465. 

Paperwork and information collection 
occurs largely outside of NOAA by: (1) 
State and Federal agencies engaged in 
licensing and permitting activities 
affecting coastal resources, (2) Federal 
agencies taking actions affecting State 
coastal zones, and (3) Federal agencies 
providing federal assistance to State and 
local governments in the coastal zone. 
In each of these cases, information is 
collected by the entity making the 
license, permit, assistance or action 
decision and NOAA's regulations 
provide for the use of that information 
already required by the State or Federal 
entity in the consistency process. 
Pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 1456, NOAA's 
regulations require the appropriate 
entity, Federal agency or applicant for 
license or permit, to prepare a 
consistency determination or 
certification. This information is 
provided to the relevant State CMP, not 

to NOAA. Information is provided to 
NOAA only when there is a State 
objection to a consistency certification, 
when informal mediation is sought by a 
Federal agency or State, or when an 
applicant for a federal license or permit 
appeals to the Secretary of Commerce 
for an override to a State CMPs 
objection to a consistency certification. 
Last, in 1990, Congress required State 
CMPs to provide for public participation 
in their permitting processes, 
consistency determinations and similar 
decisions, 16 U.S.C. 1455(d)(14), and 
NOAA regulations at part 930 
implement that requirement. 

A number of paperwork submissions 
are required by the Coastal Zone 
Management Act (CZMA) federal 
consistency provision, 16 U.S.C. 1456, 
and implementing regulations. These 
submissions are intended to provide a 
reasonable, efficient, and predictable 
means of complying with CZMA 
requirements. The paperwork 
submission requirements are detailed in 
15 CFR part 930. The information will 
be used by coastal states with federally 
approved Coastal Zone Management 
Programs to determine if Federal agency 
activities, Federal license or permit 
activities, and Federal assistance 
activities that affect a state's coastal 
zone are consistent with the state's 
coastal management program. 
Information will also be used by NOAA 
and the Secretary of Commerce for 
appeals to the Secretary by non-federal 
applicants regarding state CZMA 
objections to federal license or permit 
activities or Federal assistance 
activities. 

Affected Public: Federal and state 
agencies, federal license and permit 
applicants, lessees under the Outer 
Continental Shelf Lands Act, state and 
local governments applying for federal 
financial assistance. 

Frequency: The frequency of reporting 
is occasional, as determined by the 
requirements .of 16 U.S.C. 1456 and 15 
CFR part 930. 

Respondent's Obligation: Required to 
obtain or retain benefits. 

This information collection request 
may be viewed at reginfo.gov. Follow 
the instructions to view Department of 
Commerce collections currently under 
review by 0MB. 

Written comments and 
recommendations for the proposed 
information collection should be sent 
within 30 days of publication of this 

notice to OIRA_Submission@ 
omb.eop.gov or fax to (202) 395-5806. 

Sheleen Dumas, 
Department PRA Clearance Officer, Office of 
the Chief Information Officer, Commerce 
Department. 
[FR Doc. 2020-01217 Filed 1-24-20; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 3510-08-P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

[RTID 0648-XX031 J 

Magnuson-Stevens Act Provisions; 
General Provisions for Domestic 
Fisheries; Application for Exempted 
Fishing Permits 

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice; request for comments. 

SUMMARY: The Assistant Regional 
Administrator for Sustainable Fisheries, 
Greater Atlantic Region, NMFS, has 
made a preliminary determination that 
an Exempted Fishing Permit application 
contains all of the required information 
and warrants further consideration. The 
Exempted Fishing Permit would allow 
commercial fishing vessels to use 
dredge fishing gear with a forward 
facing camera within the Great South 
Channel Habitat Management Area to 
characterize habitat substrate types 
where dredge fishing occurs, and 
conduct compensation fishing that 
would support research conducted by 
the Coonamessett Farm Foundation. 
Regulations under the Magnuson
Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act require publication of 
this notification to provide interested 
parties the opportunity to comment on 
applications for proposed Exempted 
Fishing Permits. 
DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before February 11, 2020. 
ADDRESSES: You may submit written 
comments by any of the following 
methods: 

• Email: nmfs.gar.efp@noaa.gov. 
Include in the subject line "CFF Great 
South Channel HMA Clam EFP." 

• Mail: Michael Pentony, Regional 
Administrator, NMFS, Greater Atlantic 
Regional Fisheries Office, 55 Great 
Republic Drive, Gloucester, MA 01930. 
Mark the outside of the envelope 
"Comments on CFF Great South 
Channel HMA EFP." 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Laura Hansen, Fishery Management 
Specialist, 978-281-9225. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On April 
9, 2018, we approved the New England 
Fishery Management Council's 
Omnibus Essential Fish Habitat 
Amendment 2 that created the Great 
South Channel Habitat Management 
Area (GSC HMA). The Council also 
initiated a follow-up action in December 
of 2018 that approved limited 
exemption areas within the HMA for the 
surfclam fishery, and explicitly 
mentioned potential research in other 
parts of the HMA that could provide 
data necessary to support expanded 
exemptions in the future. 

In an effort to address some of the 
Council's research priorities for the GSC 
HMA, Coonamessett Farm Foundation 
(CFF) has developed a multi-phase 
research project that would attempt to: 

1. Characterize substrate types where 
surfclam and mussel fishing occurs 
within the GSC HMA; 

2. Track spatiotemporal habitat 
change and benthic macrofauna 
distribution in an active fishing ground; 
and 

3. Determine spatiotemporal 
occurrence of Atlantic cod and other 
species within the HMA that are 
subjected or adjacent to commercial 
clam and mussel dredging activities. 

CFF submitted a complete application 
for an EFP on November 8, 2019, to 
enable research in support of the 
objective 1 (identified above). The 
exemptions would authorize 
participating vessels to fish with dredge 

gear in portions of the GSC HMA in 
order to characterize substrate types 
where surfclam and mussel fishing 
occurs, and to enable compensation 
fishing, which would fund research 
associated with objectives 2 and 3. 

Under this EFP, five vessels targeting 
surfclams and mussels would fish with 
dredge-mounted, forward-facing 
cameras to characterize substrate types 
where surfclam and mussel fishing 
occurs within the GSC HMA. CFF 
contends that this information will 
support future consideration of HMA 
dredge emeption areas. A portion of the 
funds generated from these trips would 
be used to support future data collection 
using cameras to examine the habitat 
impacts of dredging, conduct habitat 
mapping and analysis, and research the 
presence of juvenile cod in the GSC · 
HMA. If this EFP is approved, CFF has 
indicated their intention to broaden the 
scope of where they may fish with clam 
and mussel dredges once the initial 
phase of fishing is complete. Additional 
dredge fishing in the GSC HMA would 
entail a new EFP. We would evaluate 
future EFP applications on its own 
merits, which would include the utility 
of the information gathered from the 
first phase of dredge fishing before 
considering additional exemptions. 

Figure 1 shows Rose and Crown and 
Davis Bank, the 24 km2 phase 1 study 
area within Rose and Crown, and two 
reference points within the study area 
where fishing would not occur. CFF 
estimates that up to 120 clam fishing 
trips and 27 mussel fishing trips would 
be taken within the Rose and Crown 

study area. Clam and mussel trips are 
typically day trips, and effort would be 
constrained spatially within the 24 km 2 

area and temporally to one year. CFF 
states that every dredge would be fitted 
with at least one forward viewing GoPro 
camera with lights. CFF plans to record 
100 percent of each dredge tow, 
provided there are no equipment losses 
or malfunctions. Vessel crew would 
document retained catch of clams, 
estimate the volume of total bycatch by 
bushel for mussels and other species 
such as crab, weight for individual fish 
species, and bushel counts for cobble 
and rocks. A camera would be set up to 
take video and time lapse frames of the 
deck pile as it is picked. CFF stated that 
crew would take estimates of the catch 
oii every to'w through a visual estimate 
and a more thorough sampling of the 
catch would occur when CFF staff are 
on board. CFF staff would be on board 
for approximately 10 percent of EFP 
trips. Catch estimates for clam and other 
species are provided in Table 1. The 
catch estimates were based on 
experimental trips taken in the HMA 
from December 2018-April 2019. CFF 
would take some samples of blue 
mussels back to a lab for age and disease 
analysis. All other catch above a 
possession limit or below a minimum 
size would be discarded as soon as 
possible following data collection. All 
catch landed for sale would be 
accounted for in accordance with 
standard commercial catch accounting 
procedures, and applied against the 
applicable quota. 
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Figure 1 -- Map of Sub-Area of Rose and Crown Bank and EFP Area (CFF) 

- Reference Area 

Phase I 

(The reference areas are represented by the smaller squares within the Phase 1 sampling 
area) 

TABLE 1-ESTIMATED CATCH FOR EFP TRIPS 

[Bushel = bu] 

Species Number Weight 
(lb) 

Weight 
(kg) 

Atlantic Surf clam ................................................................................................ .-... ........................ 200,000 bu .. 3,333,333 
83,333 

76 
199 

8,000 

1,511,974 
37,799 

34 
90 

3,629 

Mussel ........................... .......... ..................................... ............................................................. ..... 5,000 bu .... .. 
Winter Flounder ................................................................................................ .............................. 540 ............. . 
Windowpane Flounder .. ........................................ ................. ................... ........................... ... ... .... 540 ............. . 
Skate (Misc.) .................................................................................................................................. 1,000 .......... . 

If approved, the applicant may 
request minor modifications and 
extensions to the EFP throughout the 
study period. EFP modifications and 
extensions may be granted without 
further notice if they are deemed 
essential to facilitate completion of the 
proposed research and have minimal 
impacts that do not change the scope or 
impact of the initially approved EFP 
request. Any fishing activity conducted 
outside the scope of the exempted 
fishing activity would be prohibited. 

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq. 

Dated: January 22, 2020. 

Karyl K. Brewster-Geisz, 

Acting Director, Office of Sustainable 
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service. 
[FR Doc. 2020-01301 Filed 1-24-20; 8:45 am) 

BILLING CODE 3510-22-P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

[RTID 0648-XA020] 

North Pacific Fishery Management 
Council; Public Meeting 

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 

ACTION: Notice of telephonic meeting. 

SUMMARY: The North Pacific Fishery 
Management Council's Pacific 
Northwest Crab Industry Advisory 
Committee (PNCIAC) will meet 
February 11, 2020. 

DATES: The meeting will be held on 
Tuesday, February 11, 2020, from 1 p.m. 
to 5 p.m., PST. 

ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held 
telephonically. Telephone number is 1-
855-464-2233, or connect online 
through www.uberconference.com/ 
abscconf the PIN is 3261. 

Council address: North Pacific 
Fishery Management Council, 1007 
West Third, Suite 400, Anchorage, AK 
99501-2252; telephone: (907) 271-2809. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Sarah Marrinan, Council staff; 
telephone: (907) 271-2809, or Lance 
Farr, Committee Chair, (206) 669-7163. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 





New England Fishery Management Council 
50 WATER STREET  |  NEWBURYPORT, MASSACHUSETTS 01950  |  PHONE 978 465 0492  |  FAX 978 465 3116

John F. Quinn, J.D., Ph.D., Chairman  |  Thomas A. Nies, Executive Director 

February 5, 2020 

Mr. Michael Pentony 
Regional Administrator 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930 

Dear Mike: 

Per a January 27, 2020 notice in the Federal Register, you are proposing to issue an Exempted 
Fishing Permit (EFP) that would authorize vessels working with Coonamessett Farm Foundation 
to harvest clams and mussels from a section of the Great South Channel Habitat Management 
Area (HMA). We agree that the project is a first step towards addressing the research objectives 
for the HMA adopted by the Council in June 2019 and recommend that the EFP be granted. In 
addition to this general recommendation, we submit the following more detailed comments 
based on discussion at recent Habitat Committee and Council meetings. 

The published EFP represents the first phase of a potentially larger research project. As 
proposed, the EFP will authorize access to a subset of the area identified in Coonamessett Farm 
Foundation’s original request. Specifically, dredging will be permitted within a 24 km2 study site 
encompassing roughly 12.5% of the Rose and Crown area. The Rose and Crown and Davis Bank 
East areas were identified by the Council as locations where dredging might occur, subject to 
NMFS’s approval of an EFP. The Federal Register notice recommends that most of this 24 km2 
study site be fishable, with two smaller unfished reference areas. During Phase 1 of this project, 
forward-facing, dredge-mounted cameras will collect seafloor imagery during each tow in order 
to map benthic habitats. Catch in the dredge will also be documented. Clams and mussels will be 
landed, and a portion of the proceeds will be used for analysis of the video and dredge data by 
CFF personnel and could be used to study the two reference sites with static and drift camera 
stands. 

Because data collection and fishing will occur simultaneously, there is a direct relationship 
between the number of trips completed and the amount of effort to characterize habitat/substrate 
types where dredge fishing occurs. The smaller area means that habitat characterization will 
occur within only about 12.5% of the Rose and Crown Area, or 1% of the HMA overall. 
Limiting the size of the study site during Phase 1 of the project balances the fraction of the HMA 
where research dredging impacts might occur with the desire to collect data to support the 
Council’s research objectives. The GSC HMA is vulnerable to the effects of clam dredging, and 



precaution when authorizing such activity is reasonable. Overall, the Council is comfortable with 
these tradeoffs and with the area proposed for this initial phase of work. 

As you know, in June 2019 the Council approved four research objectives for the HMA (see 
here). The EFP notice lists three objectives drafted by Coonamessett Farm Foundation in 
response to the Council’s objectives. Comparing the project objectives with the Council’s 
research objectives is an appropriate way to evaluate the efficacy of the initial phase of the 
proposed project. The table below maps the Council’s objectives to CFF’s objectives. We 
discriminate here between expected Phase 1 outcomes and those that may be achieved through 
later stages of work given the limited authorization under the Phase 1 EFP. 

Council objective CFF objective Discussion 

1. Improve the
Council’s
understanding of the
distribution of living
and non-living
habitat features
within the GSC
HMA, including
topography,
substrate, epifauna,
and infauna (i.e.,
develop habitat
maps).

1. Characterize
substrate types where
surfclam and mussel
fishing occurs within
the GSC HMA.

The dredge-mounted camera footage and to a lesser 
extent the dredge catch will characterize habitat 
features within towed areas. While we expect that tow 
start and end depth will be documented for all fishing 
events, such that shoals and depressions might be 
roughly identified, topography is best assessed via 
acoustic methods. Substrates are also best assessed 
using techniques such as multibeam, video/still 
imagery, and sediment grabs/profiles, but substrate 
(grain size) can be roughly identified in video data, and 
bedforms such as ripples and waves can also be 
documented. To a certain extent, some types of 
epifauna (i.e. larger taxa) can be documented in both 
dredge-mounted video and dredge catch. Other taxa 
may be difficult to identify using this method. Larger 
infauna (i.e. clams) can be characterized using clam 
dredge catch, acknowledging the selectivity of the 
gear, but smaller species of infauna will not be retained 
in the dredge. Overall, some habitat characterization 
can occur during Phase 1 of the project, within the 
fishing area. It is not clear if video assessment of the 
two reference areas will be possible during Phase 1. 
Non-dredge sampling will be required for habitat 
characterization in untowable areas as well as the two 
reference areas.  

2. Improve the
Council’s
understanding of
habitat stability
including epifaunal
persistence in
relation to substrate
type, tidal flows and
storm events.

2. Track
spatiotemporal
habitat change and
benthic macrofauna
distribution in an
active fishing ground.

The study (considering Phase 1 and later phases) is not 
designed to address the Council’s objective.   

To the extent that the study site is fished at periodic 
intervals and following storm events, it will be possible 
to learn something about changes in the occurrence of 
habitat features over time to address CFF’s objective. 
Unless the reference sites are studied during Phase 1, it 
will not be possible to track these changes independent 
of fishing activity.  

https://s3.amazonaws.com/nefmc.org/190612-GSC-HMA-Research-Planning-Document.pdf


Council objective CFF objective Discussion 

3. Improve the
Council’s
understanding of
habitat vulnerability
to mussel and clam
dredges.
Vulnerability
includes both the
nature of
habitat/gear
interactions
(susceptibility) and
recovery rates.

The study (considering Phase 1 and later phases) is not 
designed to address this objective.   

4. Improve the
Council’s
understanding of
why the GSC HMA
is important to
managed species,
such as Atlantic cod.

3. Determine
spatiotemporal
occurrence of
Atlantic cod and
other species within
the HMA that are
subjected or adjacent
to commercial clam
and mussel dredging
activities.

The Council’s objective seeks to understand why the 
HMA is important to managed species, which is a 
broader objective than the one identified by CFF. 
Nonetheless, determining spatiotemporal occurrence of 
cod and other fish species within portions of the HMA 
is a starting point towards the Council’s objective. This 
assessment will be accomplished primarily with baited 
underwater video. It doesn’t appear that this sampling 
approach will be used during Phase 1.   

We note that there are uncertainties in terms of how much effort may be put forward during 
Phase 1 should the EFP be approved. The applicant, as well as Council members, raised 
questions about the number of trips that might be completed within this study site given 
uncertainty about biomass of clams occurring there. CFF indicated that fishing and associated 
data collection would likely be discontinued if the study area becomes unproductive, and this 
will reduce the amount of research funds generated. As Phase 1 is being framed as a proof of 
concept/pilot stage of a broader study, the exact number of trips completed is arguably less 
critical than the quality of the data obtained and the relevance of the data to CFF’s and the 
Council’s research objectives. 

Overall, given the amount of compensation fishing assumed under the first phase, it seems that 
the project will need to move beyond Phase 1 to produce the desired results and achieve the three 
objectives of the CFF project as originally proposed. We feel it would be helpful for CFF to 
indicate the amount of revenue that might be generated from Phase 1 compensation fishing, and 
how that revenue would likely be spent with respect to different research tasks and the study 
objectives. We recognize that this will be an estimate, but at present it is difficult to parse Phase 
1 from later activities in the EFP request/research proposal document. It would be helpful at this 
stage to understand if any non-dredge-based work will be possible during this initial phase, 
because this is the only way to sample the reference areas or any locations deemed untowable.  



The Council discussed the process NMFS might follow if CFF asks to move into subsequent 
phases of data collection. It is assumed that additional work would require research dredging in a 
larger subset of the HMA. This will result in habitat data collected within these additional areas 
and will generate more funds through compensation fishing. This will also result in additional 
areas where dredge impacts to seabed habitats would occur. Funds raised during this second 
phase will presumably support non-dredge-based data collection (i.e. camera stands and baited 
underwater video). Recognizing that NMFS has not yet determined the exact process for moving 
beyond this Phase 1, the notice indicates that a new EFP would be required. There was a general 
understanding that data from the first phase of the project would be shared with both NMFS and 
the Council, and we agree that it makes sense to evaluate the information provided before 
authorizing access to additional locations in the HMA. This evaluation should include an 
assessment of the different habitat characteristics that can be sampled with dredge-mounted 
cameras. The evaluation might also consider the rate of sampling achieved (percentage of tows) 
and the video quality (visibility). It would be helpful for the EFP to be as clear as possible in 
terms of how NMFS will evaluate the data provided when determining if it is appropriate to 
move into a second phase of data collection. Acknowledging that the Council is an observer of 
the EFP application and issuance process and not a directly involved party, we hope that the 
process for issuing a Phase 2 EFP could be expedited as compared Phase 1. The Council agreed 
that there isn’t a need to bring a Phase 2 EFP back to a Council meeting if that will expedite 
approval. 

During NMFS discussions with the Council, two EFP conditions were noted that are not 
specifically identified in the FR notice, specifically a performance metric of collecting video data 
on 75% of tows and a requirement for 5-minute VMS polling. The Council agrees that both 
conditions are generally appropriate, although we are not recommending a specific percentage of 
tows as a performance metric. Ideally, data would be collected during as many tows as possible. 
As you know, a 5-minute polling frequency was specified in the Council’s framework proposing 
dredge exemptions in the HMA. We also recommend that all dredge catch be documented, 
including any structure-forming organisms which were a focus of the Council’s analysis during 
development of Omnibus EFH Amendment 2. 

Thank you for your attention to the Council’s comments on this EFP. Please contact us should 
you have any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Thomas A. Nies 
Executive Director 



































February 10, 2020 

Mr. Michael Pentony 

Regional Administrator, NMFS GARFO 

55 Great Republic Drive 

Gloucester, MA 01930 

Dear Mike, 

I’m writing as representative of the Atlantic Offshore Lobstermen’s Association to submit brief 

comments regarding the Omnibus Deep-Sea Coral Amendment proposed rule [NOAA-NMFS-

2019-0092]. As noted in our previous comments, the Association supports the Amendment as 

approved by the New England Fishery Management Council (NEFMC) and encourages the 

Agency to promulgate the regulations as outlined in the proposed rule. 

We agree with the proposed rule that a broad deep water (≥600 meters) coral protection zone in 

New England would complement the Mid-Atlantic’s Frank R. Lautenberg Deep-Sea Protection 

Area. In keeping with the NEFMC’s “freeze the footprint of fishing” intent, and to be consistent 

with the Mid-Atlantic regulations, we support the proposed exemption for the deep-sea red crab 

fishery. That fishery operates a limited amount of gear deeper than 600 meters with no documented 

habitat impact. If designated as proposed, this broad zone would allow for the protection of a 

majority of identified coral habitat within the NEFMC’s jurisdiction without negatively impacting 

existing fishing effort on the shelf edge.   

Other than to offer our praise of the NEFMC’s decision making process, which incorporated a 

wide array of habitat and economic data sources, we do not have comments about the discrete 

coral zones or dedicated habitat research area, because those proposed areas are sited primarily 

outside Association members’ fish grounds. 

Related to the proposed framework adjustment provisions, while we appreciate the Council’s 

desire to move future coral actions more quickly through the regulatory process, we do have 

concerns that a two-meeting framework process could fail to engage the lobster fishery, which 

isn’t otherwise managed by the NEFMC.  Therefore, it is our hope that the Council will notify and 

engage with the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission on any proposed modifications to 

lobster fishing restrictions. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

David Borden 

Executive Director 









New England Fishery Management Council 
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John F. Quinn, J.D., Ph.D., Chairman  |  Thomas A. Nies, Executive Director 

March 16, 2020 

A.J. Tiongson 
Rear Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard 
Commander, First Coast Guard District 
408 Atlantic Ave. 
Boston, MA 02110 

Admiral Tiongson, 

Please accept these comments from the New England Fishery Management Council on the draft 
Port Access Route Study for the areas offshore Massachusetts and Rhode Island.  

The New England Fishery Management Council (Council) has primary management jurisdiction 
for 28 marine fishery species under nine FMPs in federal waters and is composed of members 
from Connecticut to Maine. In addition to managing these fisheries, the Council develops 
measures to identify and conserve essential fish habitats, protect deep sea corals, and manage 
forage fisheries sustainably. The Council also supports policies for U.S. wind energy 
development and operations that will sustain the health of marine ecosystems and fisheries 
resources. While we recognize the importance of domestic energy development to U.S. 
economic security, the marine fisheries in Southern New England are profoundly important to 
the social and economic well-being of coastal communities in the Northeast U.S. and provide 
numerous benefits to the nation, including domestic food security.  

Our interest in the MARIPARS is a result of our mission. We have three main areas of interest: 
(1) the safe transit and operation of commercial and recreational fishing vessels, (2) the effective
conduct of resource surveys conducted by the National Marine Fisheries Service and other
entities, and (3) the conduct of search and rescue operations (SAR).

MARIPARS ultimately recommends that windfarms utilize a uniform grid pattern with at least 
three lines of orientation and standard spacing to accommodate marine activities. It is not clear 
whether a minimum width between turbines is being recommended. A width is not indicated on 
page 2, but widths of 0.6-0.8 NM and 1.0 NM for fishing vessel transit and fishing vessel 
operation/search and rescue, respectively, are provided on page 38. MARIPARS also 
recommends that mariners exercise caution when deciding to transit the WEA. 

The Council previously submitted comments on May 28, 2019, during the scoping period, 
suggesting that the MARIPARS include the following: 



• An evaluation of the specific 4 nm wide transit routes suggested by the Responsible
Offshore Development Alliance (RODA);

• Use of all data available to understand patterns of fishing vessel activity in the area,
including VMS and AIS, explicitly considering the limitations of such data;

• Recognition of fisheries survey and research vessels as a user of the wind energy areas
and consultation with Northeast Fisheries Science Center staff on their needs relative to
scientific operations and transit; and

• Use of the best available science to predict changes in vessel activity once wind turbines,
cables, and substations are installed, in order to estimate areas of funneling/bottlenecks.

• The Council’s letter included additional minor recommendations as well.

It does not appear that these recommendations were fully included in the study. While transit 
corridors developed by RODA and the Massachusetts Fisheries Working Group are presented in 
the report, there is no discussion on how the transit proposals identified by those groups align 
with existing transit patterns described on pages 11 and 12 of the reports, nor is there discussion 
of why additional wider lanes would not be desirable beyond the 0.6-0.8 NM and 1.0 NM 
corridors described above. 

The study relies heavily on AIS data while acknowledging that it does not represent all vessels. 
For fishing vessels, why not use VMS data for vessels without AIS? What about plotter data, 
observer data, or Vessel Trip reports (VTRs)? To the comment on page 24, why not use VTR 
data to document charter vessel activity in the WEAs? In addition to fishing vessels, it is noted 
that traffic in the areas tends to increase in summer. How many small private vessels do not have 
AIS? Assuming these vessels will continue to use the area, primarily in the summer months, they 
will compete for space with fishing vessels working within or transiting the study area as well as 
other vessels transiting the area. It is noted that recreational activity could increase as has been 
observed for Block Island Wind Farm and European wind farms. Are smaller private vessels 
likely to cluster near WTGs, based on experiences at BIWF or elsewhere? 

There is no indication that fisheries survey vessels and their needs for transit were considered as 
part of the study. We remain concerned about the ability of resource assessment to continue 
within the WEAs and feel that this use should be specifically evaluated. As we showed in a 
figure in our earlier letter, there are numerous survey tows in the proposed WEAs.  

The report notes that it is difficult to predict future traffic characteristics, which we can 
appreciate as we often seek to predict patterns of activity in response to changes in management. 
However, we would argue that assessment of future traffic characteristics is not solely about 
estimating whether more or fewer vessels using the WEAs in the future, as discussed in the 
report. It is also about changes in the spatial concentration of current vessels and whether fishing 
operations, not only transit, might be affected by the placement of turbines. While fishing was 
acknowledged as the major activity within the WEAs, there was no effort to consider spatial 
patterns of fishing activity, for example tow lengths, turning radii, or how many vessels presently 
work in areas of a certain size under existing conditions. VMS data, combined with haul by haul 
data from plotters, at-sea monitors or fishery observers, and descriptions of their activities from 
fishermen might have been used to get at some of these questions. Plotter data provided by the 
Commercial Fishing Center of Rhode Island are provided as Appendix G, but it is not clear how 



these data were used in preparation of MARIPARS, other than as a general indicator of 
commercial fishing activity. In addition, the USCG’s at-sea assets can directly observe the 
activities of fishing and other vessels and those observations could be used in this analysis. 

In addition to these issues related to our May 2019 scoping comments, the following sections of 
the report raise additional questions and concerns.  

There is a discussion in the report about the state of knowledge regarding radar interference 
within wind turbine arrays (section III-H). The report notes that “USCG is not aware of an 
authoritative scientific study that confirms or refutes the concern that WTGs will degrade marine 
radar” (p. 24). Nonetheless, potential concerns are identified including cases where radar is not 
used properly. It seems that such concerns could be mitigated by providing opportunities for 
evaluation of vessel radar equipment and installation, and that it might be prudent to recommend 
on the water or simulation-based training for operators. In addition, based on this section of the 
report, it seems sensible to recommend that any vessels seeking to operate within the wind farm 
should employ AIS.  

The section on search and rescue operations (III-J) states that “multiple orientations of 1 NM 
spacing between structures would provide more flexible options for search patterns”, and that “in 
some cases weather and wind might be so severe as to not allow for USCG assets to go into the 
WEA altogether” (p. 29). Further, the report states that “1 NM spacing between WTG allows 
aircrews to safely execute turns to the adjacent lane using normal flight procedures and visual 
conditions” (p. 29). On page 30, it is noted that “in the event visibility significantly decreases 
while a helicopter is already operating within the WEA, space may be needed greater than 1 NM 
in order for a flight crew to safely exit”. These comments, taken together, suggest that the study 
should be recommending spacing within the array of 1 NM at minimum, if not slightly larger. It 
is not stated whether select, wider transit lanes running across the WEAs in various orientations 
would further improve safety of aircrews during SAR operations or would allow for helicopters 
to operate within the WEA in more extreme weather. This need for additional space is indicated 
under item 9 on page 30, and it is stated that the amount of space required is unknown at this 
time. We suggest that the time is at hand to conduct such an evaluation. Projects are being 
designed now, and construction and operations plans for multiple wind farms in the MA-RI 
WEAs are either in development or under review. The window of opportunity to remove turbines 
from the array or to space all turbines further apart appears to be closing rapidly. Obviously, it 
will not be possible to relocate turbines once they are installed.  

Based on conversations with developers, we understand that it will be possible to shut down 
turbines remotely if needed to promote safety during SAR operations. There should be 
discussion in MARIPARS about how SAR operations, specifically vessel and helicopter 
navigation, might be made safer by stopping the blades, and conditions under which turbine 
shutdowns would be requested. For example, will shutting down turbine blades eliminate 
turbulence caused by the WTGs that might make helicopter control more difficult? In addition, it 
would be helpful to discuss in greater detail the range of weather conditions that are likely to 
occur in the WEAs during different times of year, and how those relate to helicopter and vessel 
operations during search and rescue. It isn’t clear what types of conditions are being assumed 
when making the statements quoted above. Are conditions where greater spacing might be 



necessary for helicopter deployment very rare? Do they occur only during the severest winter 
weather, or during a major tropical storm? What about during heavy fog such as might occur in 
the spring?  

In section IV-C, Types of Mitigation Measures, the rationale for recommending a standard 
spacing between arrays, with three straight lines of orientation throughout, is clearly justified in 
the report and the reasons why un-aligned adjacent arrays would be problematic are obvious. The 
wind developers with leases in the WEAs have agreed to a uniform array. Combining this 
agreement with the statements in MARIPARS, it seems obvious that a uniform array with three 
lines of orientation is the way to proceed. However, as noted in the next section, assessing the 
necessary spacing between rows and columns of the array is more challenging. Arguably though, 
this study is the place to objectively make such a recommendation based on the best available 
information.  

Section IV-D describes criteria for determining appropriate distance between turbines in the 
array. The recommendations appear to be based on ship domain theory. It’s notable that most 
theoretical discussions of ship domain theory relate safe passing distances to a multiple of vessel 
length, and most of these studies are based on work with large merchant vessels. It isn’t clear 
that the rules of thumb developed from this work can be scaled down to the size of fishing 
vessels in this area. It’s also not clear whether the length used should be based on the vessel’s 
length or, in the case of a trawler or survey vessel, the length of the towed gear should be 
considered.  More recent empirical studies using AIS cast doubt on whether the ship domain 
actually changes with vessel size.  

MARIPARS seems to be recommending, where two vessels are transiting past one another in 
opposite directions, and last minute collision avoidance measures might be required, two 4x 
vessel length navigation paths, with a 1.5x collision avoidance margin and a 6x starboard safety 
margin along the starboard edge of each navigation path. This totals 23x the vessel length 
between turbines. Assuming the largest vessel transiting across the array is 144 ft long (the 
assumption made in the report), this leads to a total separation of 0.63 miles or 0.55 NM. Adding 
a 500 m (0.27 NM) UNCLOS safety zone on either side of both rows of turbines (a safety zone 
along only one row is shown in Figure 21 on page 36) results in a total separation of 1.09 NM, 
suggesting that this is an appropriate minimum spacing anywhere within the WEA where two 
vessels both with lengths of around 144 ft might pass one another and need to initiate collision 
avoidance measures. Should a large fishing vessel (~144 ft) encounter an even larger vessel with 
a larger turning radius within the array, the distance to facilitate passing and allow for potential 
avoidance measures would presumably be larger. The final transit recommendations are 0.6-0.8 
NM (p. 38); it is not clear why UNCLOS safety zones are not being recommended. 

Assuming the array orientation recommended by the leaseholders on November 19, 2019, the 
east-west and north-south corridors will approach this 1.09 NM spacing, while the northwest-
southeast and northeast-southwest corridors will be smaller, only 0.7 NM wide. This smaller 
distance does not seem adequate to support helicopter operations. In order for the corridors in all 
four directions to be 1.0 NM wide, the turbines would need to be spaced 1.4 NM apart. Allowing 
for wider corridors in the northwest to southeast direction seems appropriate given the 
directionality of existing vessel transits through the area.  



The margins are based on multipliers in the British guidance document MGN 543, which in turn 
refers to a 2015 study from the Netherlands. There should be further exploration in MARIPARS 
of why these multipliers are reasonable for use in the context of the MA-RI WEAs, for example 
comparing the types of vessel activity evaluated in the Netherlands and the United Kingdom to 
the activity seen here, and/or by ground truthing these multipliers with local fishermen and 
vessel operators. We also note that MGN 543 suggests that traffic lanes take into account that in 
bad weather, headings may deviate from the desired course by as much as 20 degrees. As a 
result, lanes should be wider to account for these errors. None of the MARIPARS 
recommendations seem to consider this. 

Overall, the draft MARIPARS could be significantly improved with the addition of other sources 
of vessel activity data and a deeper exploration of the issues identified above. We help these 
comments will be helpful to the USCG as additional revisions are made to the report. Please do 
not hesitate to contact us with any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Thomas A. Nies 
Executive Director 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
GREATER ATLANTIC REGIONAL FISHERIES OFFICE 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 

March 23, 2020 

Daniel Swenson, Chief 
Regulatory Branch 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Baltimore District 
2 Hopkins Plaza 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

RE: NAB-2020-60125; Jarow, Bragg/ Living Shoreline and Sills 

Dear Mr. Swenson: 

We have reviewed the essential fish habitat (EFH) assessment, received on 26 February 2020, for 
Mr. Jarow and Ms. Bragg’s proposal to construct a stone containment sill and to create a tidal 
marsh in Maxmore Creek, Talbot County, Maryland. The proposed project would include: 

• Constructing an 8-foot by 455-foot stone containment sill, 8-feet wide at the base and 1-
foot wide at the top, extending up to 35 feet channelward of the approximate mean high
water line;

• Depositing 415 cubic yards of sand fill along 455 linear feet of shoreline; and
• Planting Spartina alterniflora and Spartina patens to stabilize the fill.

The proposed project would have direct impacts to existing wetland vegetation and submerged 
aquatic vegetation (SAV). Areas of existing wetland vegetation located at the edge of the 
existing shoreline would be filled and approximately 3,896 square feet (0.09 acres) of mapped 
SAV habitat would be converted to emergent marsh or filled. We recommend that the project not 
be authorized as currently proposed due to the impacts to aquatic resources and EFH, including a 
habitat area of particular concern (HAPC) and the availability of alternatives that would meet the 
applicant’s project purpose while minimizing those adverse effects.   

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) and the Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) require federal agencies to consult with one another on 
projects such as this that may adversely affect EFH and other aquatic resources. In turn, we must 
provide recommendations to conserve EFH. These recommendations may include measures to 
avoid, minimize, mitigate, or otherwise offset adverse effects on EFH resulting from actions or 
proposed actions authorized, funded, or undertaken by that agency. This process is guided by the 
requirements of our EFH regulation at 50 CFR 600.905, which mandates the preparation of EFH 
assessments and generally outlines each agency’s obligations in this consultation procedure.  
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Based upon the public notice, the EFH assessment, and other supplemental information received, 
we are concerned about the conversion of existing SAV habitat to emergent wetland or fill in an 
area where maps indicate SAV coverage has occurred in the last five years. 

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) 

Maxmore Creek has been designated as EFH for several federally managed species of finfish, 
including juvenile windowpane flounder (Scophthalmus aquosus), juvenile and adult bluefish 
(Pomatomus saltatrix), and juvenile and adult summer flounder (Paralicthys dentatus). 

The EFH final rule published in the Federal Register on January 17, 2002 defines an adverse 
effect as “any impact which reduces the quality and/or quantity of EFH” and further states that: 

An adverse effect may include direct or indirect physical, chemical, or biological 
alterations of the waters or substrate and loss of, or injury to, benthic organisms, prey 
species and their habitat, and other ecosystems components, if such modifications reduce 
the quality and/or quantity of EFH. Adverse effects to EFH may result from action 
occurring within EFH or outside EFH and may include site-specific or habitat-wide 
impacts, including individual, cumulative, or synergistic consequences of actions. 

Based on the information provided, the placement of fill along the shoreline will adversely affect 
EFH through the direct loss of subtidal shallows and SAV habitat used by federally managed 
species of fish. According to the project plans, at least 3,896 square-feet of SAV will be filled for 
the construction of the sill. The subtidal shallows to be filled are spawning, nursery, and foraging 
habitat for federally managed fish and small forage species. 

Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
SAV habitat has been mapped within the project area. SAV maps from the Virginia Institute of 
Marine Science indicate the presence of SAV beds within the project footprint in 2015 and 2016. 
The density of these beds was characterized as “sparse (10% - 40%)” in 2015 and “moderate 
(40% - 70%)” in 2016. No SAV was documented in the proposed project site in 2017 or 2018 
surveys. This area was not fully mapped in 2018 and the 2019 data are not yet available.  
However, a lack of detection should not be interpreted as a loss of suitable habitat for SAV (Orth 
et al. 2018). 

SAV has been designated as a habitat area of particular concern (HAPC) for summer flounder by 
the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council. HAPCs are subsets of EFH identified based on 
one or more of the following considerations:  1) the importance of the ecological function; 2) 
extent to which the habitat is sensitive to human-induced degradation; 3) whether and to what 
extent, development activities are stressing the habitat type; and/or 4) rarity of habitat type (50 
CFR 600.815(a)(8)). In addition, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has designated SAV 
as a special aquatic site under Section 404(b)(1) of the federal Clean Water Act because of its 
important role in the marine ecosystem for nesting, spawning, nursery cover, and forage areas for 
fish and wildlife. It is a priority habitat for us for the same reasons. 

SAV and their associated epiphytes are highly productive, produce a structural matrix on which 
many other species depend, improve water quality, and stabilize sediments (Fonseca et al. 1998). 
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Seagrasses are among the most productive ecosystems in the world and perform a number of 
irreplaceable ecological functions which range from chemical cycling and physical modification 
of the water column and sediments to providing food and shelter for commercial, recreation as 
well as economically important organisms (Stephan and Bigford 1997). Studies by Weinstein 
and Brooks (1983), Adams (1976) and Lascara (1981) in Packer et al. (1999) indicate that SAV 
is important habitat for juvenile summer flounder. Rodgers and Van Den Avyle (1983) also 
suggest that SAV beds are important to summer flounder, and that any loss of these areas along 
the Atlantic Seaboard may affect summer flounder stocks. Studies from the lower Chesapeake 
Bay also found that SAV beds area are important for the brooding of eggs and for fishes with 
demersal eggs and as habitat for the larvae of spring-summer spawners such as anchovies 
(Anchoa spp.), gobies, (Gobiosoma spp.), Weakfish (Cynoscion regalis), and Silver Perch 
(Bairdiella chrysoura) (Stephan and Bigford 1997). Heckman and Thoman (1984) concluded 
that SAV beds are also important nursery habitats for blue crabs (Callinectes sapidus). 
According to Peterson (1982) in Kenworthy (1988), shallow dwelling hard clams (Mercenaria 
mercenaria) may be protected from predation by the rhizome layer of seagrass beds.  

The project plans suggest that stone would be placed directly on top of existing SAV. The 
presence of a stone sill along the shoreline will also likely have indirect impacts to the remaining 
SAV by changing features such as nearshore hydrology, water clarity, and sediment composition 
(Patrick et al. 2015). Changing this land-water interface may cause further SAV loss and result in 
lower quality habitat for SAV. Additionally, SAV along the land-water interface should be 
considered an integral part of any living shoreline plan. 

EFH Conservation Recommendations 

We recommend pursuant to Section 305(b)(4)(A) of the MSA that you adopt the following EFH 
conservation recommendations to minimize adverse impacts on EFH, including summer flounder 
HAPC:  

• Document empirical evidence of rates of erosion using field surveys and historical
imagery/data and document the sources of erosive forces. Use these data to inform the
size and extent of the erosion control structures.

• Avoid impacts to SAV habitat. Provide an alternate design that meets the project goals
while avoiding impacts to mapped SAV habitat. This could include limiting channelward
encroachment to MLW by deploying soft shoreline stabilization techniques (e.g., bio-
logs), or reduced scope of hard structures.

• Conduct no in-water work during the SAV growing season (April 15 through October 15)
to reduce impacts to SAV and EFH for summer flounder.

• Use appropriately graded fill (i.e., no more than 10% should pass through a standard No.
100 sieve).

Please note that Section 305(b)(4)(B) of the MSA requires you to provide us with a detailed 
written response to these EFH conservation recommendations, including a description of 
measures adopted by you for avoiding, mitigating, or offsetting the impact of the project on EFH. 
In the case of a response that is inconsistent with our recommendations, Section 305(b)(4)(B) of 
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the MSA also indicates that you must explain your reasons for not following the 
recommendations. Included in such reasoning would be the scientific justification for any 
disagreements with us over the anticipated effects of the proposed action and the measures 
needed to avoid, minimize, mitigate, or offset such effects pursuant to 50 CFR 600.920(k). 
Though other state regulations may place additional restrictions on project design specifications 
(e.g., MDE stipulating a 2:1 sand fill to sill footprint ratio), these regulations alone do not 
provide adequate scientific justification. This response must be provided within 30 days after 
receiving our EFH conservation recommendations and at least 10 days prior to permit issuance. 

Please also note that further EFH consultation must be reinitiated pursuant to 50 CFR 600.920(j) 
if new information becomes available, or if the project is revised in such a manner that affects 
the basis for the above determination. 

Endangered Species Act 
Threatened or endangered species under our jurisdiction including the threatened loggerhead 
(Caretta caretta) and the endangered Kemp's ridley (Lepidochelys kempi), green (Chelonia 
mydas) and leatherback (Dermochelys coriacea) sea turtles, and Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser 
oxyrhynchus) may be present in the project area. As the lead federal action agency, you are 
responsible for determining the nature and extent of effects and for coordinating with our 
Protected Resources Division as appropriate. Please be aware that we have recently provided on 
our website (http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.gov/section7) guidance and tools to assist action 
agencies with their description of the action and analysis of effects to support their 
determination. Should you have any questions about the section 7 consultation process, please 
contact Brian Hopper at 410-573-4592 or brian.d.hopper@noaa.gov.   

As always, we are available to coordinate with your staff so that this project can move forward 
efficiently and expeditiously as possible while still meeting our joint responsibilities to protect 
and conserve aquatic resources. If you have any questions or need additional information, please 
contact Jonathan Watson in our Annapolis field office at jonathan.watson@noaa.gov or (410) 
295-3152.

Sincerely, 

Louis A. Chiarella 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
For Habitat Conservation 

cc:  ACOE – S. Gill 
       PRD – B. Hopper 
       FWS – C. Guy 
       EPA –  A. Blair 
       MDE – M. Spindler, J. Stewart 
       MAFMC – C. Moore 
       NEFMC – T. Nies 
       ASMFC – L. Havel

http://www.greateratlantic.fisheries.gov/section7
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
GREATER ATLANTIC REGIONAL FISHERIES OFFICE 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 

Peter Blum, Chief 
Planning Division 
Philadelphia District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Wanamaker Building 
100 Penn Square East 
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390 

RE:   Barnegat Inlet Maintenance Dredging and Beneficial Use/Placement Project; under 
Section 1122 of the Water Resources Development Act of 2016 

Dear Mr. Blum: 

We have reviewed the information provided in your email, essential fish habitat (EFH) 
assessment (worksheet), and the attached documents dated February 25, 2020, for the proposed 
Barnegat Inlet Dredging and Beneficial Use/Placement project in Ocean County, New Jersey. 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District (District), is proposing to dredge the 
Barnegat Inlet federal navigation channel within and beyond the existing jetties between Long 
Beach Island (LBI) and Sedge Island in Harvey Cedars, New Jersey for a period of ten years. 
The District is also proposing to beneficially place the material in the nearshore zone in the 
Atlantic Ocean offshore of Harvey Cedars. Barnegat Inlet is an authorized navigation channel 
that has been maintained by the District since 1940. The channel is 300 feet wide by 8 feet deep, 
measured at mean low water (MLW). The channel shoals significantly, approximately 100,000 
cubic yards (cy)/year, and is typically dredged twice annually. The District also maintains a 
storm risk reduction (beach fill) project extending 18 miles along LBI. The area fronting the 
community of Harvey Cedars has been identified as an erosion “hotspot,” by the District. 

One large, extended dredging event is proposed for the summer/fall of 2020, with additional, 
smaller events taking place once per year (on average) for the following nine years. The District 
proposes to initially dredge approximately 200,000 cy of material to return the channel back to 
its authorized depth. This initial event is expected to reduce the frequency of future maintenance 
dredging to once/year and significantly reduce the quantity to approximately 50,000 cy/year. 
Dredging will be conducted using a split-hull hopper dredge and the material will be placed in 
the nearshore zone within the depth of closure of the beach fill project to provide a supplemental 
sand source to the eroded area. Recent grain size analyses indicate the material to be dredged is 
coarse grained sand. The dredged material will be placed in an area approximately 5,000 feet 
from the shore of Long Beach Island. The initial operation is expected to take 45-60 days, which 
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the District is proposing to undertake during the May - June or August – September time frame, 
depending on availability of the dredge. Dredging will be performed by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers-owned shallow-draft, split-hull hopper dredge Currituck. Another shallow-draft, split-
hull hopper dredge Murden, is also capable for conducting the work, and has been used on 
similar projects.   

The District has determined the adverse effect on essential fish habitat (EFH) or federally 
managed fisheries is not substantial, and effects can be alleviated with minor project 
modifications or EFH conservation recommendations. We agree with this determination and 
outline the EFH conservation recommendations are listed below. Should the project schedule or 
other project elements change, re-initiation of consultation and a revaluation of the potential 
impacts to NOAA-trust resources will be necessary. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
(FWCA) and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) require 
you to consult with us on projects such as this that may affect EFH and other aquatic resources.  
As the nation’s federal trustee for the conservation and management of marine, estuarine, and 
anadromous fishery resources, we provide the following comments and recommendations 
pursuant to the authorities of the MSA and FWCA. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA), as amended in 1964, requires that all federal 
agencies consult with us when proposed actions might result in modifications to a natural stream 
or body of water. The FWCA also requires that federal agencies consider effects that these 
projects would have on fish and wildlife and must also provide for improvement of these 
resources. Under this authority, we work to protect, conserve and enhance species and habitats 
for a wide range of aquatic resources such as shellfish, diadromous species, and other 
commercially and recreationally important species.  

The Barnegat Inlet provides access to the Barnegat Bay-Little Egg Harbor estuary complex for 
many aquatic species including both state and federally managed species and their forage, 
including bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix), summer flounder (Paralichthys dentatus), scup 
(Stenotomus chrysops), black sea bass (Centropristis striata), Atlantic butterfish (Peprilus 
triacanthus), winter flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus), windowpane flounder 
(Scophthalmus aquosus), weakfish (Cyanoscion regalis), striped bass (Morone saxatilis), tautog 
(Tautoga onitis), spot (Leiostomus xanthurus), alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus), blueback 
herring (Alosa aestivalis), Atlantic croaker (Micropogonias undulatus), blue crab (Callinectes 
sapidus), Atlantic menhaden (Brevoortia tyrannus), killifish (Fundulus spp.), Atlantic silversides 
(Menidia menidia), bay anchovies (Anchoa mitchilli) and other assorted baitfishes and shrimps 
(e.g., Neomysis americana, Mysidopsis bigelowi). The Barnegat Inlet supports strong 
recreational fishing from April to November for numerous species, including bluefish, striped 
bass and weakfish. 

Anadromous species such as alewife, blueback herring, and striped bass transit the inlet to reach 
spawning and nursery habitat in numerous streams and rivers, including Westecunk Creek, Cedar 
Creek, Kettle Creek, Polhemus Creek, Toms River and its tributaries including Mill Creek, Jakes 
Branch, and others, as well as the tributaries to Little Egg Harbor Bay such as Tuckerton Creek. 
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The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection's (NJDEP) Bureau of Freshwater 
Fisheries has confirmed spawning runs of alewife and blueback herring, collectively known as 
river herring, in these waterways (NJDEP 2005). Alewife and blueback herring have complex 
lifecycles where individuals spend most of their lives at sea then migrate great distances to return 
to freshwater rivers to spawn during the late winter and spring. Alewife and blueback herring are 
also believed to be repeat spawners, generally returning to their natal rivers to spawn (Collette 
and Klein-MacPhee 2002). 

In the Mid-Atlantic, landings of alewife and blueback herring, collectively known as river 
herring, have declined dramatically since the mid-1960s and have remained very low in recent 
years (ASFMC 2017). The 2012 river herring benchmark stock assessment found that of the 52 
stocks of alewife and blueback herring assessed, 23 were depleted relative to historic levels, one 
was increasing, and the status of 28 stocks could not be determined because the time-series of 
available data was too short (ASMFC 2012). The 2017 stock assessment update indicates that 
river herring remain depleted at near historic lows on a coast wide basis. Total mortality 
estimates over the final three years of the data time series (2013-2015) are generally high and 
exceed region-specific reference points for some rivers (ASMFC 2017). The “depleted” 
determination was used in 2012 and 2017 instead of “overfished” to indicate factors besides 
fishing have contributed to the decline, including habitat loss, habitat degradation and 
modification (including decreased water quality), and climate change (ASMFC 2017). Because 
landing statistics and the number of fish observed on annual spawning runs indicate a drastic 
decline in alewife and blueback herring populations throughout much of their range since the 
mid-1960s, river herring have been designated as Species of Concern by NOAA. Species of 
Concern are those about which we have concerns regarding their status and threats, but for which 
insufficient information is available to indicate a need to list the species under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA). We wish to draw proactive attention to these species. 

A significant contributing factor to the dramatic declines in river herring populations is decreases 
in water quality, channelization, dredging, and in-water construction (ASMFC 2010; ASMFC 
2017). Anthropogenic-induced elevated levels of turbidity and sedimentation, above background 
(e.g., natural) levels, can lead to various adverse impacts on diadromous fish and their habitats.  
Increases in turbidity due to the resuspension of sediments into the water column during 
activities such as dredging can degrade water quality, lower dissolved oxygen levels, and 
potentially release chemical contaminants bound to the fine- grained sediments (Johnsen et al. 
2008). Suspended sediment can also mask pheromones used by migratory fishes to reach their 
spawning grounds and impede their migration and can smother immobile benthic organisms and 
demersal newly-settle juvenile fish (Auld and Schubel 1978; Breitburg 1988; Newcombe and 
MacDonald 1991; Burton 1993; Nelson and Wheeler 1997). Additionally, other effects from 
suspended sediments may include (a) lethal and non-lethal damage to body tissues, (b) 
physiological effects including changes in stress hormones or respiration, or (c) changes in 
behavior (Kjelland et al. 2015). Furthermore, dredging can result in the impingement and 
entrainment of eggs, larvae and free swimming diadromous fish, which can lead to injury and 
mortality (Thrush and Dayton 2002).  

Noise from the construction activities may also result in adverse effects to various fish species. 
Our concerns about noise effects come from an increased awareness that high-intensity sounds 
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have the potential to adversely impact aquatic vertebrates (Fletcher and Busnel 1978; Kryter 
1984; Popper 2003; Popper et al. 2004).  Effects may include (a) lethal and non-lethal damage to 
body tissues, (b) physiological effects including changes in stress hormones, hearing capabilities, 
or sensing and navigation abilities, or (c) changes in behavior (Popper et al. 2004).  

Understanding how the inlet environment and the geomorphic features (e.g., shoreline, nearshore 
wetlands, and shoals) associated with it function to provide habitat is the product of complex 
interactions between biological processes and physical factors. There is potential for physical, 
biological, and chemical impacts from dredging habitat in the Barnegat Inlet. Potential impacts 
caused by dredging include physical removal of benthic faunal communities and disturbance of 
foraging, nursery, and migratory habitat for fish and invertebrates. Dredging can also affect 
benthic communities by altering sediment transport characteristics, sediment texture, depth and 
vertical relief, and overall community structure. Systematic disturbances such as repeated 
dredging may result in cumulative and chronic changes in habitat quantity and quality. 
Therefore, initial dredging should be limited to the minimum amount necessary to complete the 
project purpose and maintenance dredging should be limited to the minimum amount necessary 
to maintain operations. Additionally, in order to minimize the adverse impacts to anadromous 
fishes including alewife, blueback herring and striped bass, as well as federally managed species, 
their prey, and other aquatic resources under our purview, dredging and other in-water activities 
should be avoided from March 1 to June 1 of any given year. 

Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) 

The Barnegat Inlet, Barnegat Bay, Atlantic Ocean, and the surrounding coastal bays, creeks, 
marshes, submerged aquatic vegetation, shellfish, and mudflats have been designated EFH for 
various life stages of species managed by the New England Fishery Management Council 
(NEFMC), Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC), South Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council (SAFMC), and NOAA Fisheries. These areas provide feeding, spawning, 
resting, nursery, and staging habitat for a variety of commercially, recreationally, and 
ecologically important species. Species for which EFH has been designated in the project area 
include, but are not limited to, Atlantic butterfish, bluefish, black sea bass, scup, summer 
flounder, windowpane flounder, winter flounder, clearnose skate (Raja eglanteria), little skate 
(Leucoraja erinacea), and winter skate (Leucoraja ocellata). These areas are also designated 
EFH for several Atlantic highly migratory species (tuna, swordfish, billfish, small and large 
coastal sharks, and pelagic sharks) including, but not limited to, sandbar shark (Carcharhinus 
plumbeus) and sand tiger shark (Carcharias taurus). The sand tiger shark has been listed as a 
Species of Concern by NOAA. The project area is also designated as EFH for Spanish mackerel 
(Scomberomorus maculatus) and king mackerel (Scomberomorus cavalla).   

The dredging of sand from the highly dynamic Barnegat Inlet has the potential to impact aquatic 
resources, including species and their habitats, in a variety of ways. As discussed above, 
dredging can damage fishery resources and their habitats through direct impingement of eggs 
and larvae, through the creation of elevated suspended sediment levels in the water column, and 
through deposition of sediments on immobile eggs and early life stages. Sustained water column 
turbulence can reduce the feeding success of sight-feeding fish such as winter flounder and 
summer flounder, as well as black sea bass and tautog. Dredging can also remove the substrate 
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used by federally managed species as spawning, refuge and forage habitat. Benthic organisms 
that are food sources for federally managed species may also be removed during the dredging. 
These impacts may be temporary in nature if the substrate conditions return to preconstruction 
condition and benthic community recovers with the same or similar organisms. The impacts may 
be permanent if the substrate is altered in a way that reduces its suitability as habitat, if the 
benthic community is altered in a way that reduces its suitability as forage habitat, or if the 
dredging occurs so often that the area does not have time to recover. 

Sandbar and Sand Tiger Sharks 
The proposed project area has also been designated EFH for sandbar shark and sand tiger shark.  
Neonate (young-of-year) and juvenile (ages one and over) sand tiger sharks use the area of the 
proposed project during late spring and summer, occupying the nursery grounds until migration 
to warmer waters in the fall, while sandbar sharks of all age and size classes use the area of the 
proposed project, primarily during spring, summer, and fall months (Springer 1960; McCandless 
et al. 2002; Rechisky & Wetherbee 2003). The June 2009 Amendment 1 to the Consolidated 
Highly Migratory Species (HMS) Fisheries Management Plan (NOAA 2009) states that non-
fishing activities such as mining for sand and gravel (e.g., dredging) in estuarine and coastal 
waters have adverse impacts to sandbar and sand tiger shark EFH due to water column effects, 
such as changing circulation patterns, increasing turbidity, and decreasing oxygen 
concentrations.  The 2009 amendment also include a number of general conservation 
recommendations for dredging projects proposed within EFH for highly migratory species. 
These general recommendations include, but are not limited to: 

• Sand mining [and beach nourishment] should not be allowed in HMS EFH during
seasons when HMS are using the area, particularly during spawning and pupping seasons.

• Sand and gravel extraction operations should be managed to avoid or minimize impacts
to the bathymetric structure in estuarine and nearshore areas.

• Planning and design of mining activities should avoid significant resource areas
important as HMS EFH.

Avoiding dredging from March 1 to June 1 will aid in minimizing impacts to highly migratory 
species, including sandbar and sand tiger sharks.  

Summer flounder 
Summer flounder is one of the most economically important species in the Great Atlantic Region 
due to its role in commercial and recreational fisheries (Collette and Klein-MacPhee 2002). Able 
et al. (1990) reported that transforming summer flounder larvae have been collected in most of 
the major inlets along the New Jersey coast including Shark River Inlet, Manasquan River Inlet, 
Little Egg Inlet, Absecon Inlet, Corson Inlet and the Maurice River. The movement of 
transforming individuals through inlets in New Jersey occurs primarily from October through 
December, but larvae have been collected as late as February in Little Sheepshead Creek inside 
Little Egg Inlet, March and May in the Maurice River, March in the Manasquan River Inlet and 
Corson Inlet and March and April in Absecon Inlet (Able et al. 1990.) Festa (1974) also studied 
the distribution of young and larval summer flounder in New Jersey estuaries, and found that 
larvae enter New Jersey estuaries from at least early October to late January in most years and as 
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late as March is certain years. Additionally, Able et al. (2011) analyzed summer flounder larvae 
ingress time-series data spanning three decades (1989-2006) and found that the majority of larval 
summer flounder ingress occurs from October to February in the Little Egg Inlet, with peak 
ingress between November and January. The Barnegat Inlet likely shows similar patterns of 
ingress, as it is the only other inlet connecting the Barnegat Bay-Little Egg Harbor Estuary to the 
Atlantic Ocean and is only separated from Little Egg Inlet by 21 miles.  

These early life stages of summer flounder, and other smaller pelagic life stages, are not capable 
of moving away from a dredge, especially if the suction is on while the dredge head is moving 
through the water column. Entrainment of these early life stages can be reduced by ensuring that 
the suction on the dredge is not turned on until the dredge head is at or near the bottom and that it 
is turned off before the head is lifted up through the water column when dredging ceases. 
Avoiding dredging from March 1 to May 31 will also aid in minimizing impacts to summer 
flounder, as well as other federally managed species. Furthermore, because the ingress of 
summer flounder larvae peaks in the fall in the Barnegat Bay-Little Egg Harbor area, dredging 
should also be avoided from November 1 to December 31 of any given year. Avoiding dredging 
during this time of the year will also reduce impacts to adult winter flounder migrating in 
through the inlet to spawn in the estuary in the mid to late winter and early spring.   

Prey Species 
The dredging of the Barnegat Inlet will also adversely impact EFH through impacts to prey 
species. The EFH final rule states that the loss of prey may be an adverse effect on EFH and 
managed species because the presence of prey makes waters and substrate function as feeding 
habitat and the definition of EFH includes waters and substrate necessary to fish for feeding. 
Therefore, actions that reduce the availability of prey species, either through direct harm or 
capture, or through adverse impacts to the prey species' habitat may also be considered adverse 
effects on EFH. 

As discussed above, anadromous fish such as alewife, blueback herring and striped bass migrate 
through the Barnegat Inlet and use the Barnegat Bay-Little Egg Harbor and their tributaries as 
spawning, nursery and forage habitat. Water quality degradation, increased turbidity, noise and 
vibrations from dredging operations may impede the migration of anadromous fish through the 
inlets to their upstream spawning grounds. Alosine fish, such as alewife and blueback herring, 
are important forage for several species managed by the NEFMC and MAFMC as they provide 
trophic linkages between inshore and offshore systems. Buckel and Conover (1997) in Fahey et 
al. (1999) report that diet items of juvenile bluefish include Alosa species such blueback herring 
and alewife as well as bay anchovy, silversides and other fish species. Additionally, juvenile 
Alosa species have all been identified as prey species for summer flounder, windowpane 
flounder, and winter skate in Steimle et al. (2000). Avoiding dredging at certain times of year 
will avoid and minimize impacts to various prey species.  

Mid-Atlantic Fisheries Management Council Policies 
A number of the federally managed species for which EFH has been designated in the project 
area are managed by the MAFMC. MAFMC has developed a policy statement on dredging 
activities that may affect federally managed species under their purview including summer 
flounder, scup, black sea bass, monkfish and butterfish. These policies are intended to articulate 
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the MAFMC's position on various development activities and facilitate the protection and 
restoration of fisheries habitat and ecosystem function. Some of the MAFMC's policies on 
dredging include: 

• Avoid sand mining in areas containing sensitive fish habitats (e.g., spawning and feeding
sites, hard bottom, cobble/gravel substrate, shellfish beds).

• Avoid mining sand from sandy ridges, lumps, shoals, and rises that are named on maps.
The naming of these is often the result of the area being an important fishing ground.

• Seasonal restrictions and spatial buffers on sand mining should be used to limit negative
impacts during fish spawning, egg development, young-of-year development, and
migration periods, and to avoid secondary impacts to sensitive habitat areas such as SAV.

• Bathymetric and biological monitoring should be conducted before and after beach
nourishment to assess recovery in beach borrow and nourishment areas.

In addition to the EFH conservation recommendations provided below, the MAMFC's policies 
should be incorporated, as appropriate, into the District’s project plans. 

Essential Fish Habitat Conservation Recommendations 

Pursuant to Section 305 (b) (4) (A) of the MSA, we recommend the following EFH conservation 
recommendations be incorporated into the project: 

• To avoid and minimize the impacts of dredging on aquatic habitat, eggs, larvae, free
swimming fish, and invertebrates, dredging should be avoided from March 1 to June 1,
and from November 1 to December 31, of any given year.

• Dredging heads/drag heads should not be turned on/activated until the head is at or on the
bottom and should be turned off/deactivated prior to being lifted through the water
column.

Please note that Section 305 (b)(4)(B) of the MSA requires you to provide us with a detailed 
written response to these EFH conservation recommendations, including the measures adopted 
by you for avoiding, mitigating, or offsetting the impact of the project on EFH. In the case of a 
response that is inconsistent with our recommendations, Section 305 (b) (4) (B) of the MSA also 
indicates that you must explain your reasons for not following the recommendations. Included in 
such reasoning would be the scientific justification for any disagreements with us over the 
anticipated effects of the proposed action and the measures needed to avoid, minimize, mitigate 
or offset such effect pursuant to 50 CFR 600.920 (k). 

We look forward to continued coordination with your office on this project as it moves forward.  
Please also note that a distinct and further EFH consultation must be reinitiated pursuant to 50 
CFR 600.920 G) if new information becomes available, or if the project is revised in such a 
manner that affects the basis for the EFH determination, including a change in project schedule 
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or timing. If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to 
contact Keith Hanson in our Annapolis, MD field office at keith.hanson@noaa.gov or Karen 
Greene in our Highlands, NJ field office at karen.greene@noaa.gov or (732) 872-3023 or (978) 
559 9871. 

Sincerely, 

Louis A. Chiarella 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
for Habitat Conservation 

cc: ACOE – B. Conlin 
PRD – M. Murray-Brown, P. Johnsen 
FWS- E. Schrading, S. Mars 
NJDEP – S. Biggins, K. Dacanay 
MAFMC – C. Moore 
NEFMC – T. Nies 
ASMFC –L. Havel  

mailto:keith.hanson@noaa.gov
mailto:karen.greene@noaa.gov
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