
Additional Workplan Development Team Input 

 

There are several ways to address the following issues for the assessment. Rather than being 

prescriptive, the teams have provided a few suggestions on these topics to allow flexibility to 

identify the best possible approaches.   

 

Inshore Boundary 

 

There are several options for identifying an inshore boundary. Here are some potential 

approaches: 

 

• Use the inshore delineations from the 2010/2015 National Fish Habitat Partnership 

(NFHP) coastal assessment.  

o The study area included estuaries, coastal watersheds, and inshore and offshore 

marine waters.  

o This GIS layer was based on the 1985 National Estuarine Inventory Atlas and the 

1990s Coastal Assessment Framework (CAF), with additions that were made for 

the 2015 NFHP assessment.  
o http://assessment.fishhabitat.org/ 

• Use the NOAA Restoration Center Environmental Sensitivity Index (ESI) Maps with 

some improvements to shoreline details based on newer data if possible.  

o This is consistent with the approach taken by the NFHP Southeast Aquatic 

Resources Partnership (SARP) project, which used the ESI medium resolution 

shoreline with minor modifications.  

o This project did not use a salinity range cutoff. 

o https://response.restoration.noaa.gov/maps-and-spatial-data/environmental-

sensitivity-index-esi-maps.html 

• Use the Pacific Marine and Esturaine Fish Habitat Partnership (PMEP) approach based 

on  areas currently inundated by the tides - “current tidal wetlands” - from ocean to head 

of tide, including the freshwater tidal zone. 

o  http://www.pacificfishhabitat.org/data/estuary-extents 

• Use the high tide line (versus using mean high water/tide) - this approach could allow for 

inclusion of high marsh as well as low marsh areas. 

• Use the "head of tide" boundaries identified in the 1985 National Estuarine Inventory 

Atlas; although these are only available for larger streams in the watersheds, this 

approach does avoid some of the problems in the nearshore if mapping is done with 

salinity zones, which may change. 

 

Scale for Mapping 

 

There are several options for defining the habitat mapping scale so the habitat features can be 

linked to other kinds of data: 

 

• Gridding: The NFHP SARP Project used a gridded system with 1 km polygons that 

intersect with the NOAA ESI shoreline and extend out to the estuaries. This assessment 

http://assessment.fishhabitat.org/
https://response.restoration.noaa.gov/maps-and-spatial-data/environmental-sensitivity-index-esi-maps.html
https://response.restoration.noaa.gov/maps-and-spatial-data/environmental-sensitivity-index-esi-maps.html
http://www.pacificfishhabitat.org/data/estuary-extents
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could consider a fixed grid system by estuary to allow data to be compiled at finest scale 

possible. 

• Estuary Points: PMEP used estuary points that were identified where freshwater outflows 

extented into the estuary. Approx. 450 estuary points were used throughout the PMEP 

assessment region (Washington, Oregon, California). 

• Estuary Polygons: In the 2010/2015 NFHP coastal assessment, for the region from Maine 

to North Carolina, it delineated 73 estuaries as polygons each with its own HUC-based 

Estuarine Drainage Area. Large estuaries such as the Chesapeake are subdivided to 

delineate tidal tributaries as distinct units. 

 

Use of Subregions 

 

There are several ways to develop subregions, to allow for information and metrics to be 

characterized at finer scales. The teams recommended using the Ecological Production Units as a 

starting point for the offshore subregions, and the NFHP delineations for inshore subregions.  

 

For the offshore -  

 

• Ecological Production Units (Mid-Atlantic Bight, Georges Bank, Gulf of Maine) or a 

variation of those should be considered.  

o The NEFSC is already utilizing these units and it could provide the ability to 

easily link information that has already been developed (e.g., additional habitat or 

ecological indicators) to the assessment products. 

o https://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/program_review/2016a-

review/background2016/6Ecosys%20D&PNew%20folder/Gamble/Gamble%20E

cological%20Production%20UnitsFin%20temp.pdf 

and https://noaa-edab.github.io/tech-memo/epu.html 

• Ecological Marine Units have already been developed by TNC and could be considered. 

o https://www.conservationgateway.org/ConservationByGeography/NorthAmerica/

UnitedStates/edc/reportsdata/marine/namera/namera/Pages/Spatial-Data.aspx 

 

For the inshore –  

 

• Consider the spatial framework that was used in the 2010/2015 NFHP coastal 

assessment.  

o For the region it delineates 73 estuaries as polygons and for biogeographic regions 

– the NFHP assessment used well-accepted breaks at Cape Cod and Cape Hatteras 

to delineate Gulf of Maine, Mid-Atlantic, and Southeast regions, but also used 

subregions – from north to south: Downeast Maine, Southern Gulf of Maine, 

Southern New England, Mid-Atlantic Bight, and Carolinian Coast.  

o This spatial framework could be modified further to fit the needs of this 

assessment. Another feature that could be added are estuarine salinity zones. The 

CAF featured a 3-zone scheme (tidal fresh, mixing, seawater). Salinity zones 

could be a useful way to subdivide estuarine areas, because salinity is a major 

factor in the distribution of many habitat types (e.g. SAV, oyster reef). For some 

https://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/program_review/2016a-review/background2016/6Ecosys%20D&PNew%20folder/Gamble/Gamble%20Ecological%20Production%20UnitsFin%20temp.pdf
https://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/program_review/2016a-review/background2016/6Ecosys%20D&PNew%20folder/Gamble/Gamble%20Ecological%20Production%20UnitsFin%20temp.pdf
https://www.nefsc.noaa.gov/program_review/2016a-review/background2016/6Ecosys%20D&PNew%20folder/Gamble/Gamble%20Ecological%20Production%20UnitsFin%20temp.pdf
https://noaa-edab.github.io/tech-memo/epu.html
https://www.conservationgateway.org/ConservationByGeography/NorthAmerica/UnitedStates/edc/reportsdata/marine/namera/namera/Pages/Spatial-Data.aspx
https://www.conservationgateway.org/ConservationByGeography/NorthAmerica/UnitedStates/edc/reportsdata/marine/namera/namera/Pages/Spatial-Data.aspx
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well-studied estuaries such as the Chesapeake, improved salinity zone schema 

could be adopted from other sources (e.g. Chespeake Bay Program) and adapted. 

 

Anthropogenic Habitats that May Need to be Considered  

 

It’s unclear whether it will be possible to include anthropogenic habitat information in the 

assessment (will depend largely on state-level datasets available), but if possible these are some 

of the habitat types that could be considered.  

 

• Living shorelines: a) beach nourishment (sand or cobble), b) tidal wetlands - with or 

without sill (e.g. coir log, rock, or oyster), c) breakwaters – “living” (e.g. oyster reefs 

supported by piled shell, or bagged shell; piled stone with landward vegetation; reef balls; 

etc), 

• Artificial reefs,  

• “Non-living” revetments, breakwaters, and jetties,  

• Restoration or mitigation projects - can include any habitat type, but typically: a) tidal 

wetlands, b) oyster reefs, c) submerged aquatic vegetation,  

• Shipwrecks and ship disposals. 

 


