American Shad Indicator Action Team
10/9/12 Meeting Minutes

Materials: http://www.chesapeakebay.net/calendar/event/18706/


In Attendance: Jim Cummins, Eric Brittle, Carin Bisland, Nancy Butowski, Karen Capossela, Ellen Cosby, Mike Hendricks, Michael Odom, Jim Thompson, Bruce Vogt, Alan Weaver, Beth Zinecker, Brian Watkins, Adam Davis



Action Items:
· Beth will contact Howard Weinberg on mapping capabilities regarding 1) historic spawning ranges in the bay and 2) what is currently being utilized.
· At our November meeting we will discuss possible graphics we would like to use to indicate trends, to enhance the map of current targets for both current shad indicator rivers and candidate river systems.  Adam, with help from Bruce, Beth and Jim C. will prepare a template for all to use so that we will be working in a common format.  
· Beth will send the ChesapeakeStat link to the group and mock up some map layouts and ideas we can review other ideas and linkages.


Overview:

· Shad are important to use as an indicator for Bay health.
· In addition to the restoration targets currently being used for the Susquehanna, Potomac, York, and James Rivers, we would like to incorporate some additional measures which illustrate status, i.e., actions and progress, or lack thereof, for these rivers and other Bay rivers.  These ancillary measures could include:

· 1) What the general trends are from other American shad monitoring activities
· 2) What quantity of historic habitat is being utilized by the fish as opposed to simply reporting accessible stream miles (incorporating and linking to website information from general fish passage)
· 3) What rivers have stocking programs, etc…
· There was some discussion regarding the difficulties in determining how much habitat is being utilized.  For instance, monitoring upstream from a modified or opened blockage often has constraints due to access points, and often the results are expressed as presence/absence and we are unsure if spawning is occurring, etc...  But we can report on what we know, perhaps a line on maps of the rivers which shows most upstream known presence.
· From the Fisheries GIT perspectives – We would like to make these additional indicators into some sort of useful tool for the jurisdictional fishery managers.
· We need to be able to explain to the public when a fishery could be open, or conversely, in the case of the Potomac’s recent designation as sustainable, why a conservative approach in re-opening is prudent. 

· Mike Hendricks noted that the PFBC would be uncomfortable with having target setting involving managers due to sensitivities in the Susquehanna River with hydropower utilities.  Also, any significant changes to the existing target for the Susquehanna would be problematic.  These constraints were discussed and the general feeling was the information provided would augment but not circumvent the existing restoration targets.  Programmatically, we have to be careful that we do not create any moving targets. 


Habitat per River System:

· Miles Accessible ≠ Miles of Habitat

· Jurisdictions are in agreement with showing presence/absence data in GIS maps

· We went “around the Bay,” with members providing summaries of available data and trends from their respective rivers:
· James River: In addition to Boshers Dam fish passage numbers there is also data from electrofishing near the fall line, push-net for juveniles, juvenile shad from STB studies, and lower James has both adult Kg/net data and some juvenile data.
· Trends: generally slightly increasing, but highly variable
· Relies heavily on hatchery inputs

· York River: data back to 1998 with 1950s era historic data

· Trends: decreasing

· 2.5-5 CPUE on average in last 5-6 years

· Has some hatchery inputs, but limited tag info.
· Rappahannock River: Has adult electrofishing, pound-net data, and fairly long term data at several upstream sites but lacks historical data for comparison.  JUI info (was low this year).
· Trends: increasing CPUE

· Highest catch rate is in Tappahannock

· Potomac: ICPRB and the VaDGIF had a good run, very little problems with flow, the run started early due to warm March, but the rest of the spring was cool and relatively dry.
· Trends: increasing

· MD DNR’s Bay-side haul seine survey includes juvenile shad, since 1959

· Pound net indices based upon bycatch are the basis for current target 
· In 2012, now considered “a recovering fishery,” but not yet fully recovered.  Therefore, there is still no directed fishery.  However, the PRFC requested and was granted a slight increase in bycatch, from one to now two bushels/day.  Commercial watermen reporting is ongoing and essential. 
· There are three active shad restoration programs going on, using the Potomac as the egg source.  Those collections, while not designed as monitoring, do provide additional insight on trends.  Each also performs replacement stocking, returning a portion of hatched fry back into the Potomac to help replace the adults sacrificed for their eggs.  
· The American shad counted during the MD Striped Bass Spawning Stock Surveys are very important monitoring information. 
· Patuxent River:  juvenile survey and adult electrofishing surveys performed but not adequate to calculate CPUE

· 1983-present use the striped bass sein survey

· Patapsco River: N/A

· Susquehanna River: stocking fry since 1976

· Trends: Conowingo fish passage increasing till 2001; currently down to 20K fish passing the dam

· MD tagging survey since 1994

· Chester River: See handout from MD DNR, N/A, limited data
· Choptank River: See handout from MD DNR,N/A, limited data
· Nanticoke: See handout from MD DNR, fyke net survey to calculate CPUE since 1998.
· VA Eastern Shore: limited data
· Lynnhaven River: limited data



