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Advisory Panel Meeting Minutes 
April 22 – 24, 2014 
NPRB Board Room 

Anchorage, AK 
 
The Advisory Panel (AP) met on April 22-24 in Anchorage, Alaska. In attendance were Jeff 
Stephan, Lloyd Lowry, Edward Poulsen, Gary Freitag, Rex Snyder, Helen Aderman, Steve 
Reifenstuhl, Rex Snyder, Gay Sheffield, Vera Metcalf, Phil Zavadil, and Dan Falvey.  Phil 
Zavadil attended the second and third days of the meeting, and Edward Poulsen attended the first 
and second days. Not in attendance: Michael Macrander. The meeting was staffed by Denby 
Lloyd, Matt Baker, Danielle Dickson, Susan Dixon, Carrie Eischens, and Abigail Enghirst; Tom 
Van Pelt participated to supplement the staff. 
 
Tuesday, April 22, 2014 
 
1.  Call to Order/Approve Agenda  
 
The meeting was called to order at 8:30 a.m., Tuesday, April 22, 2014.  
 
Denby Lloyd and Matt Baker introduced themselves as staff members new to the Advisory Panel 
and were welcomed by the Advisory Panel.  The promotion of Carrie Eischens to Chief of 
Operations was recognized.  The AP members, staff, and visitors introduced themselves. 
 
The Advisory Panel was given a safety briefing. 
 
Prior to approving the agenda, the AP opened the floor for election of officers. 
 

MOTION:  Nomination of Jeff Stephen as Chair 
Maker:  Steve Reifenstuhl 
Second: Ed Poulsen 
Motion passed. 

 
MOTION:  Nomination of Gary Freitag as Vice-Chair 
Maker: Steve Reifenstuhl 
Second: Gay Sheffield 
Motion passed. 

 
The first order of business was the review and approval of the agenda for the current meeting.  
The social science working group and budget review items were moved to Wednesday afternoon, 
moving the Arctic and Gulf of Alaska items forward. 
 

MOTION:   Approve the agenda  
Maker: Gary Freitag 
Second: Steve Reifenstuhl 
Motion passed. 
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The meeting summary from the September 2013 meeting was approved. 
 

MOTION:    Accept minutes from September 2013 AP meeting  
Maker: Lloyd Lowry 
Second: Gary Freitag 
Motion passed. 

 
The Science Panel spring meeting summary was highlighted as a resource for the benefit of AP 
members during the proposal review discussions. 
 
 
2.      NPRB Conflict of Interest Policy   
                                                                     
The revised COI Policy, modified and approved by the Board in September 2013, was in effect 
for this meeting.  This policy requires that, at the beginning of the first regular meeting of every 
calendar year, the policy be reviewed by meeting attendees.  The Executive Director reviewed 
the current policy in brief, noting that recusals other than personal conflicts no longer require 
panel members to leave the room during discussion. 
 
As required by the policy, panel members each signed an annual statement indicating that they 
have read, understand and agree to comply with the policy.  Spreadsheets indicating the conflicts 
(both disclosure and recusal) for all Advisory Panel and staff members for the RFP proposals, 
LTM proposals and GSRA applications were included in the meeting material.  Staff noted that 
recusal conflicts would be announced at the start of discussions for each individual proposal or 
application and those individuals with a personal recusal conflict would need to leave the room 
while the individual proposal was discussed. 
 
Discussion about the COI issues, recognizing both the inherent conflict in the Advisory Panel 
membership as stakeholders and the specifically advisory role of the AP as compared to the 
Science Panel and Executive Board, resulted in the following motions: 
 

MOTION:   The Advisory Panel recommends that the COI policy, 
specifically for the AP, be modified to allow AP members to participate on 
any proposals as long as there is no personal/direct conflict and as long as 
they disclose any and all conflicts. 
Maker: Lloyd Lowry 
Second: Phil Zavadil 
Motion passed, with one objection. 
 
MOTION:   The AP further recommends that Letters of Support from an 
AP member’s organization be a ‘disclosure’, rather than ‘recusal’, level of 
conflict as per the Science Panel recommendation.  
Maker: Dan Falvey 
Second: Phil Zavadil 
Motion passed, with one objection. 
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MOTION:   The AP recommends that the Board consider sub-division of 
current COI units (e.g. SFOS at UAF, moving the COI unit to a program 
level) or further modification of criteria for recusal/disclosure. 
Motion passed. 
 

 
3. Social Science Working Group 
 
The panel reviewed the workshop report produced by the Pacific Marine Analysis & Research 
Association, which was hired by the Board to conduct a half-day social science workshop during 
the 2014 AMSS.  The AP also reviewed the comments made by the Science Panel.  
 
Discussion culminated in the following motion: 
 

MOTION:  The NPRB should fund all sciences to support NPRB’s mission, 
including natural science, social science, local and traditional knowledge, and 
integrated science.   The AP feels that the RFP should identify pressing research 
questions and respondents should be encouraged to use whatever types of scientific 
methodology that are appropriate to answer those questions. 
 
With respect to the PacMARA report, the AP offers the following comments: 
 
Referring to next step #1 - the AP endorses the SP comments and recommendations 
 
Referring to next step #3 – AP notes that this is a role that is largely filled by the AP 
currently and enhanced with the education and outreach associated with individual 
proposals/projects 
 
Referring to next step #4 – AP requests that the Board continue to refine its 
intentions for integrating social science 
 
Referring to next step #5 – AP asks that the Board encourage social scientist to 
propose methodologies and research activities to demonstrate the value of social 
science, or integrated social and natural science projects, in achieving the mission of 
NPRB 
 
Referring to next step #6 – feedback from #4 & #5 will be considered when 
identifying RFP priorities for the subsequent RFPs; the AP does not recommend 
changing the timing of the annual RFP cycle 
 
Referring to next step #8 – the AP endorses the SP comments and recommendations 
 
Motion was made and passed unanimously. 
 
Phil Zavadil volunteers to serve on the Social Science working group (replacing Dan 
Falvey).   
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4. Budget Review 
 
Staff provided a review of current funding, and also of projected funding based on interest rates 
remaining at their current levels.   
 

MOTION:   After reviewing the budget, the AP recommends maintaining the 
annual RFP at $4.25M and funding the Arctic program at $6M. 
Motion passed. 

 
 
5.   Overview of current research funded and 2014 proposals 
 
Current research funded by NPRB: The Science Panel was given an overview of previously 
funded projects regarding their status (completed or on-going) and how they parse out into 
ecosystem priorities.  It was suggested by staff that this be taken into account if faced with a 
choice between equally meritorious proposals.  The panel was also updated on the accumulation 
of metadata and data files from completed projects and on the 454 peer review publications that 
have come out of NPRB funded projects (including BSIERP, GOAIERP & GSRA projects) 
since 2002. 
 
2014 Request for Proposals and proposals received: Staff noted the more significant changes 
made to the 2014 RFP by the Board after the Advisory Panel had last seen the document.  
Specifically, the revision of the focus section to the topic of AYK Chinook salmon and the 
increased funding level to this section was noted.  Staff noted that 87 proposals requesting $17.1 
million had been received with 82 proposals going on to the peer review process.  The details 
regarding the six proposals that were disqualified due to formatting or responsiveness were 
provided in the meeting material. 
 
 
6.  Proposal Review for 2014 
 
Staff presented information on the Advisory Panel’s role in proposal review, noting the priority 
on highlighting stakeholder relevance, and noting the limits of the AP role as outlined in Item 6a: 

 
“The Advisory Panel Review of proposals is intended to highlight those proposals that 
have special stakeholder, community and other societal relevance and public interest 
value. The Advisory Panel will be provided with full proposal materials and the Science 
Panel summary paragraphs for all proposals that the Science Panel has determined to be 
responsive to the RFP and to have scientific merit. The Advisory Panel will review Tier 1 
and Tier 2 proposals and provide a short summary of the attributes of a subset of these 
proposals that they wish to highlight as having significant stakeholder, community or 
other societal relevance.  These summaries will be brought to the attention of the Board 
for consideration.  It is not the intent of the Advisory Panel to comment on all Tier 1 and 
Tier 2 proposals, but rather to highlight those they identify as having special value to 
stakeholders.  The Advisory Panel contribution is also not intended to rank proposals, to 
provide comment on the scientific merit of proposals, nor the alignment of such proposals 
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with category budgets.  Standard Advisory Panel Conflict of Interest procedures will 
apply with respect to the AP review of proposals.” 

 
The AP reviewed the defined Stakeholder Relevance Considerations used in Proposal Review: 
 

1) Leverage—Does the proposal leverage understanding of larger issues or is it especially 
useful in resource management issues? 
2) Timing—Does the proposal respond to urgent challenges facing stakeholders or take 
advantage of an opportune timing event?   
3) Community involvement—How strong is the community involvement section of the 
proposal? Does it create new, enduring resources for community members or employ 
novel methods worthy of note? 
4) Stakeholder involvement—Are stakeholders and community members an integral part 
of the project?  Is their role in data collection, project planning or execution noteworthy? 
5) Bang-for-the-buck—Does the proposal leverage additional funds or is it a particularly 
good value for the stakeholder benefit? 
6) Outreach and education—Is the education and outreach component noteworthy?  Will 
communications education and/or outreach reach relevant communities and stakeholders?  

 
As a first cut, staff summarized very briefly each Tier 1 or Tier 2 proposal and AP members 
flagged proposals that they were interested in learning more about and potentially championing. 
Staff provided more detail about proposals that were flagged initially, and then the floor was 
opened for discussion.  AP members who decided to champion a given proposal were tasked 
with taking the lead on writing a few sentences of explanation.  
 
The meeting adjourned for the day at 5:00 pm. 
 
 
Wednesday, April 23, 2014 
 
The meeting was called to order at 08:35 am. 
 
Continuing item 6:  Proposal Review for 2014 
 
Discussion started with a question about how to handle proposals that pursue parallel objectives.  
Should the AP avoid flagging a subset of proposals from a set that overlap in their objectives?  
Additional discussion focused on whether the AP should work under some sort of threshold or 
maximum number of flagged proposals— there was agreement that an arbitrary maximum 
number of flagged proposals is not a good way to go.  On both topics, the AP agreed that they 
should simply pursue the core task of flagging special stakeholder relevance.  It was further 
agreed that annual review and discussion of the process and of the criteria used to determine 
‘special’ relevance is helpful and valuable, perhaps including a focus on sustaining successful 
collaborations.  The group agreed to include such a review and discussion during their 
September meeting. 
 

http://s3.nprb.org/docs/SOPP_Attachment_2_AP_Policy.pdf
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The question was also raised about how useful the AP process and work product is for the Board 
in their decision-making.  The AP would welcome guidance on how their work can best benefit 
the Board.  It was noted that in the previous spring Board meeting, the AP’s stakeholder 
relevance binning was used directly in the Board’s initial main motion for proposal selection. 
 
The AP flagged 32 proposals for discussion and then highlighted 23 proposals for stakeholder 
relevance as noted below. 
                                                    
Oceanography and Lower Trophic Level Productivity (RFP 1a – Funding cap: $200,000):   
No proposals in this category were highlighted for stakeholder relevance. 
 
Fish and Invertebrates (RFP 1b – Funding cap: $1.2M):  
10 proposals in this category were highlighted for stakeholder relevance.  
 
Marine Mammals (RFP section 1c – Funding cap: $200,000):  
One proposal in this category was highlighted for stakeholder relevance.  
 
Seabirds (RFP section 1d – Funding cap: $500,000):  
Three proposals in this category were highlighted for stakeholder relevance. 
 
Humans (RFP section 1e – Funding cap: $200,000):   
Three proposals in this category were highlighted for stakeholder relevance.     
 
Other Prominent Issues (RFP section 1f – Funding cap: $300,000):  
No proposals in this category were highlighted for stakeholder relevance. 
 
LTK and Community Involvement (RFP section 2 – Funding cap: $200,000):  
Two proposals in this category were highlighted for stakeholder relevance.  
 
Cooperative Research with Industry (RFP section 3 – Funding cap: $300,000):  
One proposal in this category were highlighted for stakeholder relevance.  
 
Technology Development and Novel Applications (RFP section 4 – Funding cap: $300,000):  
Two proposals in this category was highlighted for stakeholder relevance.   
 
Data Rescue (RFP section 5 – Funding cap: $100,000):  
No proposals in this category was highlighted for stakeholder relevance. 
 
Focus Section: Arctic-Yukon-Kuskokwim Region Chinook Salmon (Funding cap: $750,000):  
One proposal in this category was highlighted for stakeholder relevance.                                  
 
 

MOTION:   The AP forwards the flagged proposals for the Board’s consideration. 
Maker: Dan Falvey 
Second: Steve Reifenstuhl 
Motion passed. 
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7.  Arctic Program 
 
Staff provided an update and status report on PacMARS, and an update on planning for an Arctic 
program.   

The Advisory Panel reviewed the Science Panel’s recommendations, and flagged a series of 
points to consider during the discussion leading to a motion on this agenda item: 

• The AP encourages inclusion of non-profit native associations— e.g. North Slope 
Borough, NW Arctic Borough, Kawarek, AEWC, AWC, etc— to incorporate their 
priorities and concerns. 

• The disconnect between the importance of Bering Strait and the availability of funding 
was highlighted. 

• The AP is interested in the fiscal impact of an Arctic Project on the Board’s ability to 
fund additional IERP work, e.g. a BSIERP II or a GOAIERP II. 

• The AP noted that the Bering Strait region is a key advection region and is strongly 
linked to the Chukchi Sea, has extremely high marine production, is a vital hotspot for a 
range of upper-trophic species, supports US and Russian communities reliant on 
subsistence harvests, and has ongoing impacts from large-scale industrial maritime traffic 
and potential for increased risks and impacts. Available funding for research in this 
region is also limited and not scaled to the region’s importance.  With those points in 
mind, the AP supports a special emphasis on the Bering Strait region.   

• The AP supports efforts to include international collaboration to include the Russian side 
of the study region, particularly in the Bering Strait area. 

Discussion culminated in the below motion: 

MOTION:    The AP supports the Science Panel’s Arctic Recommendations (Item 
7E), and support separate RFP process with a $6M funding level.  The AP further 
supports international collaboration and coordination in Russian waters.  Further, 
the AP endorses the SP’s inclusion of the Northern Bering Sea and strongly 
recommends that the Bering Strait region be emphasized.  The AP recommends 
collaborative efforts that include Bering Strait organizations.  The AP further 
requests that as the RFP is developed, staff identify how NPRB projects integrate 
with other agencies that are funding Arctic projects. 
Maker: Lloyd Lowry 
Second: Gary Freitag 
Motion passed. 

 

After hearing the presentation on the Bering Sea Project on April 23rd, the AP re-visited the 
concept of an integrated Arctic research program.  The AP recognizes that there was a 
demonstrated benefit to having (1) specific shared hypotheses developed in a pre-planning phase 



 8 

and (2) the provision of coordinated management throughout the development and 
implementation. 

 

8.   Bering Sea Project 

Programmatic Update: Tom Van Pelt, contracted program manager for the Bering Sea Project, 
provided an update on the status of the BSIERP and Bering Sea Project, noting that the fiscal 
project period has now ended and final reports are coming in and being reviewed.  Final reports 
for the NPRB funded portion of the project go through a thorough review with Mike Sigler, as 
lead BSIERP PI, conducting an initial scientific review, followed by a review by Tom and NPRB 
staff.  The regular NPRB final report template has been modified to highlight specific features of 
the IERP including an evaluation of the overall IERP experience and management implications.  
Data from this project are being archived and published with EOL and that process is proceeding 
well.  Other final products from the project were outlined, including special issue publications 
(two complete, one in-press, one underway) and a variety of other peer-reviewed publications. 
The synthesis component of the project were discussed with attention to the fact that this type of 
project produced a large volume and high quality of research and that synthesis of research 
findings at a higher level has been ongoing and require more time than had initially been 
anticipated. It was noted that NSF had provided additional funds to support continued synthesis.   

Report from the Science Advisory Group (SAG):  The SAG was established by the Board at the 
outset of the BSIERP to provide independent evaluation to the Board across the duration of the 
Bering Sea Project.  The SAG was consistently engaged with the Bering Sea Project during the 
field years and during PI meetings, but has recently been less connected as PIs have been busy 
doing lab and publication work.  Prior to the Bering Sea Open Science Meeting (BSOSM) in 
February, the group was reinvigorated under the leadership of Seth Macinko, and several SAG 
members participated in the BSOSM.  Seth joined the AP meeting via teleconference to present 
some of the SAG points that are currently being further developed into a report for the Board.  
Discussion and questions from the AP followed, centered on the issue of synthesis and how to 
best achieve synthesis in future IERP projects. 

Communications and Outreach Efforts:  Staff outlined the various outreach products that have 
been developed for this IERP.  This includes approximately 30 two-page Headline articles, of 
which 2000 have been distributed to date; a very successful photo contest with images from the 
project being featured in the 2014 NPRB calendar and a display at Snow City Café during the 
month of January; and a 100-page ‘magazine’ publication that is still under development.  A 
poster on the Bering Sea Project was also presented at the North Pacific Marine Science 
Organization (PICES) 2013 Annual Meeting in Nanaimo, British Columbia. 

Scientific Results Presentation:  The work of the Science Advisory Board and their contributions 
to shepherding the development, coordination, implementation and production of final research 
was noted as a key part of the success of the project, and noted as necessary for large-scale 
integration of multiple scientists across agencies, institutions, and disciplines.  Mike Sigler 
(NOAA), lead PI for the BSIERP portion of the Bering Sea Project and co-chair of the Science 
Advisory Board steering committee, joined the meeting and presented an overview of 
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highlighted scientific findings from the overall project.  Broadscale, synthetic findings from the 
project included: 

1. Processes and linkages of physical oceanography and biological production (warm/cold) 

Contrary to expectations, cold years were found to have positive effects on walleye pollock 
recruitment and survivorship and linked to trends in stock assessment model estimates of pollock 
recruitment in the system. While productivity in the system remained similar in warm and cold 
years overall, the timing differed significantly, such that in cold years, extended periods of ice 
cover allowed for the development of an early spring bloom of ice-associated algae, followed by 
a second bloom associated with stratification of the water column. This provided favorable 
conditions for copepod production and growth and resulted in increased numbers of large 
zooplankton in the system. Analyses of age-0 pollock suggest that growth and lipid stores are 
enhanced in cold years and that enhanced energy content in age-0 pollock is directly correlated 
to increased survival. Comparisons with other longterm datasets (NOAA bottom trawl data, 
BASIS) were critical in facilitating these analyses. 

2. Location matters  

(i) Analyses of fur seal, murre, and kittiwake foraging patterns in the Priblof Islands and 
Bogoslof Island suggest that increased foraging distance as well as differences in the 
energy content of available prey resulted in marked differences in the success of colonies 
of animals at these two discrete sites. Disentangling foraging distance and quality of prey 
was not possible. 

(ii) Fleet dynamics and movements were impacted by warm and cold cycles such that an 
expanded cold pool within the EBS moved target species north and off the shelf and 
concentrated these target species within a more confined area, such that the fleet had 
increased harvest efficiency in cold years.  

3. Northern Bering Sea will remain cold  

In the context of climate change, the northern Bering Sea is projected to remain cold as it will 
remain dark and retain ice coverage through most winters, regardless of global increases in 
temperature. The southern Bering Sea, however, is projected to warm. Contrary to earlier 
expectations, it is not anticipated that subarctic species (core targets of commercial fisheries) will 
expand their range northwards due to the retention of cold waters in this area, though existing 
ranges in the southern portion of the Bering Sea may become more constrained. This finding is 
particularly relevant to groundfish and crab. Certain species in the pelagic environment (e.g. 
salmon) may not experience similar constraints. 

The presentation concluded with a summary of the benefits of an integrated research program, 
including 

- Developing and compiling a deep and broad dataset 

- Developing new teams and synergies 

- Integrating results at a high level 
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- Understanding mechanisms at an ecosystem scale 

Following the presentation, costs and benefits to an integrated approach were discussed by the 
AP. The premium for IERP projects in terms of planning, integration, and synthesis requires 
additional time on the front end and tail end. The value of IERP projects was recognized as 
providing new insights and understanding of ecosystem dynamics and implications for managed 
resources in the system that would not have occurred through the development and 
implementation of individual projects.  

Critical components of an integrated approach were outlined as including: 

- Development of a set of coordinated hypotheses 

- Dedicated support and coordination by a project office and management team 

Further discussion centered on areas of potential interest for further integrated research in the 
Bering Sea, including: 

- Continued research on ecosystem shifts and their relative implications for gadid and 
flatfish dynamics (recruitment, growth, survival, dominance) 

- Dynamics of salmon and crabs 

- Ocean acidification 

- Forecasting climate scenarios - power multi-species and integrated ecosystem-level 
models with predicted climate and regional ocean model data 

 

9.  Gulf of Alaska Project 

Staff gave a status report and update on developments in this program since the panel last met in 
August 2013.  Highlights include: 

• a successful PI meeting held the week of March 25, 2014 at AFSC Building 4 in Seattle.  
PIs are proceeding with data analysis now that the final field season for the project has 
been completed, 

• the 2013 federal government shut down curtailed much of the 2013 field season and has 
had serious effects on seasonal and interannual comparative studies that were central to 
the project, 

• the production of the first Gulf of Alaska special issue in Deep Sea Research II is 
underway; three special issues are expected to result from this project, 

• Andre Punt has been enlisted to oversee and serve as an advisor for the modeling 
component of the project, a role previously filled by Francis Wiese.  Model development 
is proceeding on schedule, however some inputs expected from the other components of 
the project have not materialized as expected.  As a result, limited information on 
predator fields is available and the team will not be able to include predation in the IBM 
models, 
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• a working group composed of a sub-set of the project PIs has been established to develop 
an updated conceptual model of the Gulf of Alaska ecosystem using knowledge acquired 
as a result of the project, 

• the National Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis RFP for a Gulf of Alaska long-
term synthesis provides an opportunity for connecting the Gulf of Alaska Project with 25 
years of monitoring studies on physical and biological systems impacted by the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill, and several Gulf of Alaska Project PIs plan to submit proposals to the 
NCEAS RFP, and 

• it has become apparent that moving beyond integration to achieve synthesis in the project 
may require additional time, and staff have provided an informal opportunity for Gulf of 
Alaska Project PIs to prepare a request for the autumn NPRB meetings for additional 
funding to support synthesis.  

 
10.  Communication and Outreach Update 
 
Staff provided an update on communications and outreach activities that have occurred since 
their August 2013 meeting.  Highlights included: 

• Redesigned website launched in December 2013, debugging process still underway 
• Project synopses have been developed for approximately 60 of the completed projects 

and are available on the “Explore the Science” section of the website and are available on 
thumbdrives distributed to panel members 

• Poster presentations at PICES 
• Participation in the AMSS Communicating Ocean Sciences Workshop 

Panel members also viewed the finalist entries in the 2014 NPRB photo contest and cast their 
votes for the top three photos in the adult and youth categories. 
 
11.  Graduate Student Research Awards 
 
Fifty-seven applications were received in response to the 2014 NPRB Graduate Student Research 
Award solicitation.  All proposals (21 from Masters students and 36 from doctoral students) were 
reviewed by the Science Panel.  Staff presented a summary of the Science Panel review process, 
and reviewed the rankings made by the Science Panel.  Using those rankings as the starting 
point, the AP discussed the top-ranking applications. 
 
The AP focused chiefly on evaluation of the Advisory Panel members’ perspective on the 
potential for the applicant to become a good scientist, with special attention to initiative, 
originality, good communication skills, and awareness of the research context.  Evaluation also 
incorporated both the probability of student success and project success, with ancillary 
evaluation of stakeholder relevance.  With those criteria in mind, the Advisory Panel proceeded 
through the top ranked applications at both the MS and PhD levels, selecting applications that are 
noteworthy and particularly supported by the AP. 
 
At the MS level, the Advisory Panel recommends four applications to be presented to the Board 
as ‘noteworthy’ by the AP:  913, 943, 920, 934. 
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At the PhD level, the Advisory Panel recommends four applications to be presented to the Board 
as ‘noteworthy’ by the AP:  914, 940, 941, 944. 
 
 
12.  Long-term Monitoring Program 
 
Staff presented background on the LTM RFP, and outlined the proposed AP role on this topic.  
Staff then proceeded to describe the proposals, with stakeholder relevance discussion following 
the description of each proposal.  Three LTM proposals were flagged for stakeholder relevance: 
915, 923, 926. 
 
 
13.  Other Matters   
 
Staff presented background information on these topics, which were information-only unless 
noted otherwise. 
 

a) Upcoming 2015 RFP development 
 
Staff reviewed the plans for the 2015 RFP and solicited feedback from the AP on three main 
issues: 

(1) reviewing the cyclical approach to funding, whereby certain sections are supported at 
alternating levels in sequential years (e.g. marine mammals versus seabirds), 

(2) soliciting feedback from the AP in the development of an RFP, whereby AP members 
were encouraged to suggest ideas related to future research needs, and 

(3) developing ideas on future Focal Section topics.  
 

MOTION:   The AP supports continuing the cyclical approach in future 
RFPs, and recommends the marine mammal section be expanded as planned 
in the 2015 RFP, with a particular focus on marine mammal and human 
interactions, and expects that there will be sufficient interest to generate good 
proposals. 
Motion passed. 
 
MOTION:   The AP notes the potential impacts in Alaskan marine waters 
resulting from the 2011 Japanese Tōhoku tsunami (aka the Fukushima 
disaster), including marine debris and invasive species, toxicology, and 
radiation, affecting food security and public health in general.  This issue 
carries exceptionally high levels of public stakeholder interest and concern. 
Radiation also serves as an oceanographic tracer to strengthen 
understanding of physical and biological oceanography.  The AP noted that 
the high stakeholder interest and the potential impacts warrant particular 
attention by the NPRB.  The AP suggests that the Board consider this topic 
for the 2015 Focal Section. 
Motion passed. 
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b) NPRB identity and governance, personnel policies − (no AP action) 
c) Status of Arctic legislation − (no AP action) 
d) Review of nominations for expiring Advisory Panel and Science Panel seats* − (no AP 

action) 
e) Outside funding requests − (no AP action) 
f) Staff participation in research and publications 

 
Strong support was provided for the allowance and encouragement of staff to pursue research 
and publication both independently and within the context of their role as staff. Discussion 
culminated in the following motion: 

MOTION:   The Advisory Panel supports staff participation in research and 
publications, subject to review by the Executive Director. 
Maker: Lloyd Lowry 
Second: Steve Reifenstuhl 
Motion passed. 

 
g) Update and status of working groups (WGs) 

 
• Arctic WG 

MOTION:   The Advisory Panel recommends adding AP and SP 
membership to the Arctic Working Group. 
Maker: Gay Sheffield 
Second: Rex Snyder 
Motion passed. 

 
• Conflict of Interest (COI) WG − (no AP action) 
• GRSA WG − (no AP action) 
• LTM WG − (no AP action) 
• Nominations Committee − (no AP action) 
• Small Grants WG − (no AP action) 
• Social Science WG 

 
Phil Zavadil and Gay Sheffield volunteered to join the SSWG, and Dan Falvey withdrew.  Vera 
Metcalf volunteered to take on the AP co-chair role. 
 

• Strategic Planning WG − (no AP action) 
 

h) Meeting schedule and location for 2014 and 2015 
 

The AP tentatively decided to schedule their fall meeting on 16-18 September 2014, and is 
available to meet 28-30 April 2015 and will finalize the dates of the spring 2015 meeting after 
the Board sets the dates of their Board meeting. 
 

i) Travel claim instructions − (no AP action) 
 
Motion to adjourn the meeting was made at 2:45 pm.  
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Maker: Dan Falvey 
Second: Steve Reifenstuhl 
Motion passed, meeting adjourned. 
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APPENDIX 1: AP COMMENTS ON 2014 PROPOSALS 

Fish and Invertebrates 

7 - Determining short- and medium-term mortality of discarded skates (family: Rajidae) 
after longline capture 

Skate bycatch in longline fisheries is significant in magnitude across a wide geographic area and 
has an assumed mortality of 100%; assessing hook injury, recovery, and mortality are critical for 
stock assessment of a NPFMC Tier 5 species. Importance to stakeholders and management is 
highly relevant and timely. Community, stakeholder, educational, and partnership involvement is 
significant. 

 

8 - Improving stock assessments and management for Tier 5 rockfish through ageing 
methods and maturity-at-age analysis for shortspine thornyhead, shortraker, harlequin, 
and redstripe rockfish 

Rockfish bycatch in Alaska has the potential to become a limiting factor in the prosecution of 
target fisheries for both hook and line and trawl vessels. Most rockfish are currently managed 
under a NPFMC Tier 5 stock assessment because of limited biological data and difficulty in 
obtaining ages. A direct result of this proposal may be the improvement of stock assessments for 
these important species.   This has significant stakeholder relevance to a broad cross-section of 
the fishing industry in Alaska, and is timely. 

 

10 - Impacts of climate change on red king crab larval advection in Bristol Bay: 
 implications for recruitment variability 

Red king crab is currently experiencing a significant lack of recruitment and at the same time, 
the NPFMC is beginning a longer term analysis to better determine red king crab EFH and area 
closures.  Stakeholders include the Bering Sea fishing industry and communities which either 
depend on or interact with the red king crab resource.  It should be noted that the IPHC provided 
a letter of support, indicating the broad stakeholder relevance of this proposal. The 
education/outreach plan is unique and appropriate but one suggestion is for the findings to be 
provided at a future Crab Science Symposium.   

 

11 - 'Pacification’ of the Arctic: Climate change impacts on the eggs and larvae of Alaskan 
gadids 

Gadid fishes are important components of marine ecosystems wherever they occur, and in 
Alaska walleye pollock and Pacific cod support important commercial fisheries, arctic and 
saffron cod are important subsistence resources, and all four species provide forage for top 
predators and consume large quantities of lower trophic level organisms.  This project will 
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provide important insights into the physiology and ecology of eggs and larvae of these species 
and how they may respond to changes in climatic conditions.  Results will help stakeholders 
understand, and perhaps predict, changes that may occur in distributions and abundances of these 
species, and help managers deal with the consequences.  

 

15 - Large-Scale Seasonal Movements in a Recovering Pacific Herring Population 

Subsequent to their decline, PWS herring have been studied widely for 25 years, which 
highlights the importance of this herring population to stakeholders and communities. The 
proposal builds on previous work funded by NPRB and NMFS and will take a unique look at 
relationship between age-class and migratory/resident behavior. Leverage of funds is 
outstanding, with NPRB piece about 34% and good involvement of community and stakeholders. 

 

18 - Assessing unique properties of skate nursery sites in the EBS: habitat, genetic 
connectivity, and fisheries interactions 

Consideration of skate bycatch is an increasingly important factor in fishery management 
decisions, and may potentially be a limiting factor for directed fisheries in the future. This 
proposal has significant stakeholder relevance given the recent identification of skate nursery 
area as HAPC sites and the need for better information on the impact of fishing effort on the 
productivity of these sites. The proposal will study existing skate nurseries and predict potential 
new areas for consideration.  The proposal’s responsiveness to stakeholder input on needed 
research related to skates is also noteworthy.   

 

20 - Discovery of a putative big skate (Beringraja binoculata) nursery area in the central 
Gulf of Alaska 

Consideration of skate bycatch is an increasingly important factor in fishery management 
decisions, and may potentially be a limiting factor for directed fisheries in the future. This 
proposal has significant stakeholder relevance given the recent identification of skate nursery 
area as HAPC sites and the need for better information on the impact of fishing effort on the 
productivity of these sites. The proposal will study and evaluate a new GOA skate nursery area 
for consideration and may contribute to a better understanding of the population dynamics 
needed for improving stock assessments. 
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22 - Retrospective analysis of long-term census data to identify factors affecting marine 
survival and life history strategies of sockeye and coho salmon. 

Populations of Sockeye Salmon in SE Alaska are well below historic levels and were a very 
important commercial and subsistence species in the recent past. This proposal is relevant to 
stakeholders in its potential to help understand the decline in availability of this species for 
harvest and the role climate change is playing in the issue.   With the use of a relatively long -
term dataset it also has relevance to other stakeholders throughout the state  as a model for the 
use of  long-term data sets that can provide insight into declines of species that communities 
utilize. 

 

25 - Trophic interactions between jellyfish and fish:  investigating the ecosystem impacts of 
jellyfish variability in the Bering Sea 

This is important research that could provide insights into the impact changes that jellyfish 
abundance have had on the Bering Sea ecosystem, affecting Bering Sea communities and the 
fishing industry in general.  Timing of this proposal is beneficial as there have recently been 
large fluctuations in jellyfish abundance in the Bering Sea.  Outreach and education is strong for 
students and policy makers/scientists in Juneau, Newport and New Haven but the proposer 
should consider outreach efforts targeted closer to the affected region as well. 

 

26 - Habitat complexity and ecological sensitivity of the Northeast Chukchi Sea corridor 
benthos 

With the likelihood of oil and gas drilling on the horizon, the timing of this proposal is 
noteworthy as pipelines may be transiting the Northeast Chukchi Sea corridor in the future. 
 This, along with climate change, result in a proposal that is important to neighboring 
communities as well as the Bering Sea fishing industry.  This proposal also had a well-developed 
education and outreach plan to both non-scientific audiences as well as environmental 
managers/regulators.   

 

Marine Mammals 

33 - Retrospective study of abundance and biodiversity of gastrointestinal parasites in 
northern fur seals (Callorhinus ursinus Linnaeus, 1758), past state and current trends as a 
reflection of population health 

The inhabitants of the Pribilofs have a unique relationship with northern fur seals that share their 
islands, and the PIs of this project have a long and good record of working with the community 
of St. Paul to study fur seal health issues.  This project will continue this collaborative 
relationship.  The proposal gives a good description of community and stakeholder involvement, 
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and describes how the study will help stakeholders understand important aspects of fur seal 
health. 

 

Seabirds 

42 - Early Breeding Season Responses of Red-legged Kittiwakes to Changes of Prey 
Availability and Linkages to the Non-breeding Stage 
This project attempts to provide insight into seabird breeding success and survival by examining 
early breeding and winter season foraging ecology.  The strong letter of support from the St. 
George Traditional Council was noteworthy for its support of the project and its assessment of 
the PI’s productive communication and outreach skills as demonstrated through previous 
research in the community.  Outreach and education will directly reach relevant community 
youth. 

 

45 - Bioavailability and Potential Chemical Impacts of Marine debris Ingested by Seabirds 
in Alaska  
Little is known in Alaska regarding plastics ingestion by seabirds and associated biological 
impacts - this project is timely and of significant relevance to a diversity of stakeholders that rely 
on maritime resources.  Community involvement includes direct participation of youth in 
research through lab experience, active involvement in data collection, and educational modules 
in the Pribilof Islands classrooms. 

 

46 - Influenza in synanthropic gulls: are congregation sites hotspots for viral evolution? 

Urbanized gulls are a problem in many places and pose a variety of wildlife management and 
human health issues.  This study will take a novel approach to evaluating the relationship 
between gulls, human modification to the gulls’ environment, and influenza in Cordova, where 
the community is seeking to understand potential problems and design solutions.  It includes 
strong citizen science and outreach components. 

 

Humans 

47 - Patterns and Trends in Salmon Fishing on the Yukon River, Alaska  
The investigation of the qualitative and quantitative patterns and trends in salmon harvests in six 
communities along the Yukon River responds to an urgent resource management issue.  
Community involvement is essential to this project and this project has significant stakeholder 
relevance to communities and resource managers.  Project results, education, and outreach will 
directly reach (face to face) both the participating communities and resource managers. 
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48 - How People of the Yukon River Value of Salmon: A Case Study in the Lower, Middle, 
and Upper Portions of the Yukon River  
The stakeholders’ desire to document what salmon or the lack of salmon mean to them--as well 
as the resulting effects (spiritually, culturally, and economically) on their communities--drives 
this project. The inclusion of affected communities throughout the research design, participation, 
and reporting/outreach efforts is a noteworthy example of integrated involvement in human 
studies and fisheries-based projects.  This proposal addresses an issue of current statewide 
interest and is therefore timely. 

 

49 - Current and Potential Impacts of Climate Change on Bristol Bay Communities 

The coastal communities of Bristol Bay have a strong dependence on marine resources that 
provide them with traditional foods and income.  Climate changes will cause alterations of the 
physical and biological environment of the regions which will likely impact human health and 
lifestyles.  This proposal describes close collaboration with stakeholders, largely through the 
Bristol Bay Native Association, and should provide information that will help communities to 
anticipate and plan for such changes. 

 

Community Involvement 

58 – Salmon Blitz: Engaging Citizen Scientists in Documenting Salmon Habitat in the 
Copper River Watershed 

This proposal epitomizes community involvement and citizen science education.  Good leverage 
of funds at 75% NPRB and 25% community in-kind, high stakeholder involvement to execute 
the program, and interagency cooperation/participation. Education of youth is always timely and 
increasing natural resource knowledge at the same time is an excellent bang for the buck. 

 

59 - Coastal Community Ocean Observers (C2O2): A network of community-driven 
coastal ocean observations 

This proposal has significant stakeholder relevance because of the active involvement of 
community members in the collection of data to better understand changes in the ecosystem that 
they depend upon.  It also creates a new and potentially enduring capacity in the study 
communities, with the potential to include other communities as the program grows. 

 

Co-operative Research 

63 - Local-scale distribution of crabs, fishing effort, and competition in the Bering Sea red 
king crab fishery using daily fishing logs  
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Stakeholders are responsible for collection of 10 year red king crab data set with potentially 
valuable temporal, spatial, and abundance relationships. Excellent leverage of existing data that 
is important to management, stock assessment, and stakeholders for sustainability of the 
resource. Good use of research dollars compared to value of data already sitting on the shelf. 

 

Technology Development 

68 - Using cell-cycle measurements of muscle cell nuclei to determine the growth rate of 
walleye pollock Gadus chalcogrammus larvae 

During the last 5 years or so, the Bering Sea has experienced abnormally cold temperatures 
resulting in slower growth of pollock.  It is important to many communities bordering the Gulf of 
Alaska and Bering Sea, as well as the pollock industry in general, to have reliable estimates of 
growth so that models used to manage the pollock stocks are effective.  This was a very cost 
effective proposal with more outside funds than funds requested by NPRB.  Finally, this 
technique may be relevant to other fish species.   

 

69 - Assigning North Pacific humpback whales (Megaptera novaeangliae) to Distinct 
Population Segments using genotyping by next-generation sequencing 

This proposal is timely given the potential to de-list some specific population segments of 
humpback whales from the endangered species act.  It will directly inform the development of 
Potential Biological Removal for these population segments and have management implications 
for stakeholder activities in Alaska during the summer feeding season when the population 
segments are mixed. The procedures developed under this proposal may also leverage and 
inform additional work for other marine mammal species. 

 

AYK Salmon 

83 - Exploration of AYK Chinook salmon egg thiamine levels as a potential mechanism 
contributing to recent low productivity patterns  

Chinook stocks have been in decline on the Yukon for a decade or more; stakeholders across 
Alaska would benefit from this study which may also have application elsewhere. Chinook 
studies, particularly in freshwater rivers are part of a statewide initiative. Proposal is timely, 
highly significant to stakeholders, involves communities, and significantly leverages other funds. 

 
 
Reference: 
 
1. The Advisory Panel applied the following "Guidance for Advisory Panel Review" of 2014 
Proposals: 
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“The Advisory Panel Review of proposals is intended to highlight those proposals that have 
special stakeholder, community and other societal relevance and public interest value. The 
Advisory Panel will be provided with full proposal materials and the Science Panel summary 
paragraphs for all proposals that the Science Panel has determined to be responsive to the RFP 
and to have scientific merit. The Advisory Panel will review Tier 1 and Tier 2 proposals and 
provide a short summary of the attributes of a subset of these proposals that they wish to 
highlight as having significant stakeholder, community or other societal relevance.  These 
summaries will be brought to the attention of the Board for consideration.  It is not the intent of 
the Advisory Panel to comment on all Tier 1 and Tier 2 proposals, but rather to highlight those 
they identify as having special value to stakeholders.  The Advisory Panel contribution is also 
not intended to rank proposals, to provide comment on the scientific merit of proposals, nor the 
alignment of such proposals with category budgets.  Standard Advisory Panel Conflict of Interest 
procedures will apply with respect to the AP review of proposals.” 
  
2. The Advisory Panel applied the previously defined "Stakeholder Relevance Considerations" 
for the 2014 Proposal Review: 
1) Leverage—Does the proposal leverage understanding of larger issues or is it especially useful 
in resource management issues? 
2) Timing—Does the proposal respond to urgent challenges facing stakeholders or take 
advantage of an opportune timing event?  
3) Community involvement—How strong is the community involvement section of the 
proposal? Does it create new, enduring resources for community members or employ novel 
methods worthy of note? 
4) Stakeholder involvement—Are stakeholders and community members an integral part of the 
project?  Is their role in data collection, project planning or execution noteworthy? 
5) Bang-for-the-buck—Does the proposal leverage additional funds or is it a particularly good 
value for the stakeholder benefit? 
6) Outreach and education—Is the education and outreach component noteworthy? 
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APPENDIX 2: AP COMMENTS ON LONG-TERM MONITORING PROPOSALS FLAGGED 
FOR STAKEHOLDER RELEVANCE: 
 
915 – The North Pacific Continuous Plankton Recorder Survey 

The AP felt this proposal has high stakeholder relevance in its potential to increase knowledge of 
the lower trophic level variability of productivity in the North Pacific which has a large influence 
on harvested resources in Alaska’s coastal communities. The outreach component will also 
inform the communities and stakeholders of lower trophic level importance and variability that 
can impact their marine resources. It was also noted that the leverage and utilization of 
commercial shipping resources in this proposal is excellent. 

923 – An Arctic Coastal Observatory for the Alaskan Beaufort Sea 

The Arctic Coastal Observatory for the Alaska Beaufort is recognized for high stakeholder 
relevance and community involvement.  While the coastal region plays a critical role in 
providing key natural resources for local residents, there is a clear demonstration of a 
collaborative request by community leadership and lead organizations to establish a long-term 
observatory to ensure changes to the primary production habitat of coastal arctic Alaska are 
understood.  In many ways this effort is a small version of an IERP project and will help 
contribute to NRPB’s mission to support new Arctic marine research.  

926 – Seward Line 

This proposal addresses a multi-disciplinary and long-term oceanographic sampling Program in 
the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) that provides important monitoring of ongoing and long term 
modifications to the North Pacific ecosystem that have long-term consequences to marine flora 
and fauna. The proposal monitors long-term consequences to ocean marine flora and fauna, and 
importantly expands its assessment of physical oceanography to include microzooplankton 
which is a critical link between the phytoplankton and metazoan zooplankton. Commercial and 
subsistence use of organisms that are relied upon by GOA coastal communities, and the 
changing weather patterns, ocean chemistry and other measures that are proposed to be included 
in this study, have impact on the productivity of the broad range of GOA organisms, and other 
related commercial, social and cultural standards of humans and communities. 

 


