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American Fisheries Society 
Management Committee Meeting Minutes
22 January 2025
3:00 – 6:00 p.m. EST



Management Committee Members:  
Miguel Garcia Bermudez, Gary Whelan, Margaret Murphy, Marlis Douglas, Cecil Jennings, Dan Mosier, Lynn Quattro, Dan Isermann, Dan Daugherty, Patrick Cooney, Kathryn Collet, Julie Carter, Julie Simpson, Matthew Wipf (Proxy for Dan Mosier), Christian Waters (Proxy for Lynn Quattro), Tim Copeland (Proxy for Julie Carter), Randy Schultz (Constitutional Consultant, non-voting), Jeff Kopaska (Executive Director, non-voting), Eric Fetherman  

ELMA: Zach Beard, Manuel Coffill-Rivera, Hadley Boehm, Sarah Vogel

AFS Staff: Dan Cassidy, Shawn Johnson, Laura Hendee, Beth Beard, Kelly Kotche, Jenna Hanks, Lauren Maza, Lauren Tanner


1. Greetings, Recognition of Proxies, and Determination of Quorum (need 7 members) – Meeting called to order Gary Whelan at 3:03 p.m. EST and quorum was established by Margaret Murphy.
2. Recognition of proxies: 
a. Fisheries Administration Section – Christian Waters for Lynn Quattro. No proxy needed.  Lynn was on the call.
b. Fish Culture Section – Matthew Wipf for Dan Mosier – No proxy needed. Dan Mozier was on the call.
c. Western Division – Normally, Tim Copeland is the proxy for Julie Carter. However, Eric Fetherman served as the proxy for this meeting. 

3. Approval of Agenda  – Approved by unanimous consent. 

4. Review of December 2024 Management Committee Meeting Minutes 
· Approved by unanimous consent.

5. Constitutional Consultant Report – Randy Schultz did not attend this meeting; there was no report for today’s meeting.

6. Officers Reports
a. Miguel Garcia, President, could not be present for the meeting. He was to attend the meeting of the Brazilian Society, but became ill. Last week he attended the AFS Texas Chapter meeting. 

b. Gary Whelan (GW), President-elect, along with several others of the Management Committee (MC), was currently attending the North Central Division meeting; he reported that the AFS booth had been very busy. He will attend the Canadian Aquatic Sciences meeting in February in Ontario. Then he will attend the PA/OH/WV Joint Chapters meeting in early March. 
· The topic of committees was raised. Julie Simpson (JS) suggested reviewing the AFS Committee list to make sure that each committee had a person in charge. The President assigns the Chair (or Co-chair) of the Committee to serve as the liaison back to the President with reports on the committee’s activities. 

· JS did not want to “pile” too much onto the President. 
c. Margaret Murphy (MM), First Vice President – she was also currently attending the NCD meeting and will next be attending the NY Chapter meeting. She also plans on attending the PA/OH/WV Joint Chapters meeting alongside GW where she will begin work on the 2027 Annual Meeting being held in Pennsylvania. 

d. Marlis Douglas (MD), Second Vice President – reported that she may attend the AZ-NM Chapter meeting, but plans were still tentative. She would like to attend, but due to logistics and her day job, she will have to carefully weigh her decision to attend. She will definitely be attending the Arkansas Chapter meeting. She mentioned that she will be paying her own way as she would normally be attending that meeting anyway. She will be taking students along with her to that meeting. 

e. Cecil Jennings (CJ), Past President –  Cecil was also there attending the NDC meeting. Next week he will be attending the GA Chapter meeting. Then he will be attending the Southern Division meeting. Then he will attend the SC Chapter meeting. 

f. Jeff Kopaska (JK), Executive Director – also provided his upcoming travel schedule. Jeff:
· Attended the WI Chapter meeting mid-Jan. 
· Was currently attending the NCD Meeting, Midwest Fish & Wildlife Conference
· Plans to attend the KS Chapter – 1st week in Feb. 
· Plans to attend the MN and IL Chapter meetings – Feb.
· May attend the Oregon Chapter meeting – later Feb. 
· Plans to attend the North America Fish & Wildlife Conf in Louisville, KY – March
· Jeff noted that these meetings are a great opportunity for the AFS officers and ED to represent AFS and everyone is attending as many as possible. He reported that these meetings have been easily drivable as well as inexpensive to attend.  

· Gary Whelan noted that the Officers and ED are working very hard to meet the quota of attending every Chapter meeting every three-years; he added that it is “logistically challenging.”  We are making our best effort and doing a reasonably good job. 

· Kelly Kotche offered to coordinate with the Chapters having meetings to have a table for AFS available and she would also send AFS collateral and swag to display and/or hand out at the meeting(s). 
7. Strategic Plan Committee (SPC) Report
· Gary Whelan talked about the process. This type of report is done at the request of the President. The President appoints the special committee and the report ultimately goes to the President. This is the procedure that should be followed for these reports. Keep in mind the audience for these reports is the unit leaders. Ultimately, the unit leaders will be implementing and providing input on these reports. 
· Gary Whelan admitted – for the Strategic Plan Committee report – the process did not work very well. There were errors made, and we own up to it as officers. We need to do better in the future. He reminded everyone that it was a DRAFT document; there were some communication flaws. The officers never meant to redesign the DRAFT. From one draft to another, changes were omitted causing false perceptions; context was lost. The document was inaccurate as it was sent. There was never an intent to rewrite the document without input from others. 
· Gary Whelan apologized on behalf of the officers. We can do better going forward. 
·  It is important with these things to recognize the “chain of command.” Drafts need to be sent to the President and not to be shared with others until finalized.
· Draft documents need to stay within the audience of the Governing Board and not be shared externally. 
· Margaret Murphy stressed to everyone that they should assume positive intent on behalf of the officers. If you feel emotional, work through it before acting on those feelings. 
· Julie Simpson apologized for mishaps with the Strategic Plan process. 
· Julie Simpson reported that the Strategic Plan edits covered three main topics/word changes:
· 1. Climate Change 
· DEI
· “Other” 
· Julie Simpson said that the Strategic Plan Committee looked up the previous three strategic plans in an effort to be balanced in their approach and looked at the language in pervious documents. 
· Much discussion ensued about the terms “climate change” and “diversity” and how it may be necessary to remove these terms from the Strategic Plan given the current political climate. Points made were: 
· Climate change is easy to defend as there is too much scientific evidence that it is happening. 
· There are many in jobs now that cannot use the terms “climate change” or “diversity” and we don’t want to AFS to be blacklisted because these terms have become “trigger words.” 
· AFS needs to manage perceptions. The Society is not changing its intent or direction, we must stay on the same path, but we need to be smart in how we are describing these concepts. 
· The Strategic Plan Committee will take their draft back to the FishCAST Committee and find new ways to continue its mission of being all welcoming, all inclusive, but find new ways to describe it.
· All agreed that using the word “community” or “all” were positive approaches. 
· Gary noted that the word “diversity” was not removed from the document in the edits, it was merely “moved” to another location in the document. The word was moved in “alpha” order. 
· Some edits and comments were deleted somehow from one draft to another, so edits were misunderstood. 
· Eric Fetherman noted that eventually we shouldn’t have to do work to become an “inclusive” society because we will accomplish that goal and BE an inclusive society. When do you know? How do you measure how we’re doing? 
· Julie Simpson responded that this is tracked by Key Performance Indicators (KPI). 
· Marlis Douglas suggested that after so many rounds or revisions, that a “clean” copy should be created so it wasn’t riddled with so many edits that it becomes confusing. 
· Julie Simpson said using a Google doc was easy for the SPC to see what was happening and able to track changes. Once changes were “resolved,” it would make the text look final and take it out of edit mode making the document “cleaner,” but Google still tracked the history if that needed to be reviewed. 
· Julie Simpson reported that the Strategic Plan Committee recommended that a separate committee be created for implementing the Strategic Plan and measuring the KPI’s to evaluate the progress of the Strategic Plan. 
· The majority of the Strategic Plan (SP) is unit based, but there will be some impact on staff. 
· Jeff Kopaska said that he has not looked at the SP through the lens of staff time, abilities, bandwidth, or the plan’s budgetary implications. He said that he plans to do that and will report back to the MC. 
· We want the staff to respond to members’ wants and needs but it cannot chase after every single request made by members.  
· Patrick Cooney noted that the MC did a good job of discussing the issue; it was thoroughly covered and addressed and suggested moving on to the next topic. 
8. Financial Report (Dan Cassidy)
Jeff Kopaska recognized that the current projected budget revenue ($2.9 Mil) and expenses ($3.6 Mil) were difficult to rectify and hopefully the numbers aren’t necessarily final, but regardless – expenses are more than revenue and there is no getting around that. 
Dan proceeded to present a financial update. 
· There was a $1,448,161 change in assets. 2/3rds of it came from investments. Additionally, OUP advance money came in, registration hit a record high, memberships were up…things are looking good. 
· $786,551 included investment gains. Investment gains include AFS investments (restricted and unrestricted) and joint ventures between AFS and unit joint investments. Currently, two dozen units are participating with $300K approximately invested – those numbers have come a long way; many units are taking advantage of investing. 
· After reconciling activities, the projected net change was a small loss of $60K – before investment gains and the unrestricted money from the Remmick Trust. 
· The bottom line is that 2025 will be a challenging year ﬁnancially. The loss of signiﬁcant publisher royalty income will have a major impact on AFS’s already tenuous budget situation. This royalty decline accounts for nearly all of the 2025 budgeted operating loss. With expenses predicted to be at $3.6 Mil, and revenue estimated at $2.9 Mil, the expected 2025 net operating change is $760,000. 
· Apart from the publisher change and Leap Projects (Spark 1, Spark 2), there are no new programs or signiﬁcant changes to existing program budgets at this time. Staff and committees are simply trying to keep up with existing activities and charges, outcomes from activities like the 2024 Professional Development retreat have yet to be translated into actionable directions and Program Reviews, visioning and strategic planning efforts remain in process.
· AFS will continue with a policy consultant. 
· A new NAJA/JAAH EIC will cost $10K/year. This is in addition to the existing TAFS EIC that already costs $10K. 

Dan presented Budget risks: 
· Presidential administration
· Lower membership renewals/joins
· Restrictions/funding loss on members’ travel
· Economic changes – inflation, interest rates, trade
· Member messaging – if cost of promotion doesn’t garner the ROI needed to cover expenses

What’s not in the budget: 
· No dues increase
· No major program changes
· Only one meeting; we did not plan a second large fisheries meeting
· No condo sales proceeds
· No software upgrade costs (at this time)

· Dan Cassidy accounted for lower expenses being a result of only planning one large meeting for the year – the AFS Annual Meeting in Honolulu. 
· Admin was on par with last year. 

Key Income Assumptions: 
· 5% member dues increase, 13% rebates
· average $30 meeting fee increase; 85/15 rev. share
· No additional OUP royalty income; Book sales $100K, lower than prior years
· Fewer grants
· CE, jobs and other activities on par

Key Expense Assumptions: 
· Office building ops costs $4,600/month
· Staff costs will remain as expected
· Membership support fees - $60K
· Reduced meeting costs
· Continue with policy consultant
· New EIC - $10K/yr

Building Update:
· Developer came in, wants residential development. 
· HOA continues to move the goal line. 
· They are worried about parking and the elevation of the egressment. 
· The developer has invested heavily in this project – they even changed the size of each unit to make it work better. 
· Developer meeting Jan. 23. 
· For sales signs are being put up around the building so that it doesn’t come as a surprise to the folks in the HOA. 
· We are moving toward requiring parking passes and if your vehicle is in our lot without a pass, you will get towed. 
· We want to make it as transparent as possible to those in the HOA so that there are no surprises when the time comes. 

9.  Meetings Team Services:

· The meetings team estimates that 60% of their time is spent assisting units with meetings. AFS does not realize any income from these meetings. Many chapters have a lot of government employee members and they get the government rate which does not qualify for the room rebate. 
· Another situation – Wisconsin, the Governor cut back on the number of approved state employees who could attend the meeting, reducing the number of attendees from 100 to 65, so the Chapter was on the hook for rooms. Shawn was able to advise the chapter to recover some of the lost room revenue by negotiating a contract at the same hotel a year in the future. 
· We need to find a way to retain or find revenue. We don’t have enough money to provide free services. 
· Administration for AFS units has a cost. For example: Awards Force – AFS asked the Education Committee to help us pay for it. AFS is a pass-through for all Section dues. We collect, moves it, tracks it, sends lists…there are costs associated with these activities; however, AFS gives 100% of it back to the Sections. The admin work we do is not free; should AFS ask for a stipend for these services? For example, at least 12% overhead is applied to grants.
· It would make sense for AFS to contemplate some sort of stipend from Sections to “keep the lights on.” Getting support from units would help keep staff doing the important things we’re doing for member services. 

Discussion: 
· JS: We force our Chapter members to be a part of AFS to be a member (because we don’t collect dues). If a Chapter allows people to be members of only their Chapter, they need to pay fees for the services that they get from the Society, unless they make their Chapters be members of AFS. Chapters that have more than 50% of their membership as non-AFS members – they should have to pay AFS for their services; AFS should get an admin cut.
· What are the services AFS provides, what should the Sections and Chapters pay for?
· Sections – unlike Chapters, all Section members must be members of AFS. 
· Here is what AFS is doing for us: AFS provides meeting services. Insurance is provided (for meetings). Some units are paying cost of website/web services. AFS membership pays for certain things – publications, Fisheries, Journals, policy, briefings in DC, infrastructure to get funding for hatcheries…we put on the meeting, we plan professional development activities, provide professional certification, and other “first-suite” of things. 
· Sections are great; they lie outside of the core. AFS provides support. If we pay for other member services out of membership fees…this is outside of that. Any percentage of those Sections dues would help us continue to provide those services. 
· Patrick Cooney: Better define what the services would be and be timely in delivery in getting those benefits. 
· Cecil Jennings: What is happening to our dues: inflation. What dues used to cover don’t cover anymore. We don’t pass what true costs are. If we don’t deliver, we can’t keep up with the workload. Operating costs have gone up and dues have not kept up pace with those costs.
· Marlis Douglas: The business landscape has changed. Revenue from publishing is not there anymore. We need to redefine the business model. We have to message this effectively. Officer team and ED are aware of the issue; we appreciate any input we can get. We are in a unique situation –we need to move forward with a new business model without alienating anybody. State what benefits are and deliver in a timely manner. 
· Lynn Quattro: Units should be responsible for or help with overhead costs. Not Sections, but Chapter members that aren’t members of AFS. Members that do not pay for AFS membership but are members of a Chapter – we need to fix this. We are providing Chapter members with a lot of benefits and they are not paying for those benefits. 
· Julie Simpson: From a Section perspective, Section members ARE members of AFS. Dues and everything are increasing, but our salaries are not commiserate with these increases; we have to do more with less. Therefore, we have to focus on the value. If the value is there, we can make the costs work.
· Kathryn Collet: Policy work is not valuable to international members. 
· Jeff Kopaska: To that point, on the instance of CARS – we do some policy work in Canada – we use our policy expertise to train members in Canada. 
· Gary Whelan asked Jeff Kopaska to develop a plan that is actionable – ensuring all Chapters members are members and staff get services paid for services rendered. We need to figure out ways to stabilize our financial situation.
· Patrick Cooney: Business operates on overhead, and we are a service-providing society; overhead costs are generally 50%. 
· Margaret Murphy: Quantify what those services are vs. what are the extra services are that need to be paid for.
· Gary Whelan: We need to get a plan together and we need something concrete so we can move it forward. It won’t fix the entire financial gap, but it can be a start. 
· Jeff Kopaska: He brought this up – not necessarily to get anything passed at this time. He mostly wanted the temperature of the room, get the general opinion of the Committee in order to help him decide whether or not to move in one direction or another. 

10. Electrofishing Training Proposal (Jeff Kopaska):

· Jim Reynolds reached out to me about this topic. It is important for the profession – for training individuals to move forward in the profession. I fully support it; I want to see this happen. They asked AFS to spend $15K. It will be hard for AFS to recoup this money based on their pricing structure. They offered that they have the materials on hand. We can use what we have. 
· Jeff Kopaska considered asking the Fish Management Section if they would be willing to pay for the cost of one of three sets of meters. There are options out there in terms of getting help from entities to cover the upfront costs. There will be more administration than what is in their proposed budget. 
· Their goal was to have something at a significantly lower cost than what NCTC provides; their proposal was about 50% of that. 
· Jeff Kopaska responded – we need to have a variable pricing structure for AFS members and non-members. We may need to bump the costs up from what they are suggesting. 
· It’s important for the future of the profession to have these training activities available and to train the next set of trainers (this part has no budget, and they haven’t figured out what that is going to cost and how that will work). 
· If we like the idea, we need to figure out how the budgeting will work. 
· Marlis Douglas: Why do they want to offer the service at 50% of what other entities would charge? What is their rationale? 
· Jeff Kopaska responded: He did not know the answer to that. 
· Julie Simpson: She liked the idea of the training program, but the budget needs to be adjusted before it is approved so that the administrative costs can be covered. Maybe the initial fee should be higher to ensure Sections recover their initial investment. Once costs are covered, they can reduce the fee. 
· Julie Simpson: In the long-term, training will need to be updated, we’re going to have to keep making investments in those kits so maybe there will be no bumping down the cost. 
· Lynn Quattro: What jumped out at me is that it will be housed at the Chapter level, and many of some Chapter members are not members. Until that issue is fixed, maybe this should be done at the Division level. 
· Marlis Douglas: This is a great example of how AFS can lead the charge for this type of training modules. Great opportunity to do it right – setting up a business model that is right for AFS. We can brand it as AFS training and this is a service that AFS provides to its members. 
· Partick Cooney: This is part of my job – to provide this type of training. Most of these guys worked for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and provided the training for NCTC. Then they broke out and created a private business. What would happen if Smith Root came to AFS and asked AFS to spend money to help them market training for their business? They make it sound like a non-private company; they list it right after NCTC. The overhead for that location is becoming too high, so will AFS do it for them for a lower overhead? Smith Root doesn’t make money on the training and lets the cost of the equipment cover the costs of the training. Their cost for 24 people is extremely high compared to what Smith Root offers. Partick did not want to discourage them from considering the proposal but wanted to give them facts and provide information.  
· Partick Cooney: The language in their proposal about the future of training being unknown is untrue. Smith Root is completely invested in it; he travels all over the world to give this training. He teaches 15 classes a year – virtually as well as in-person. He certifies 85-90% of the volume of people that are certified in this each year; they certify approximately 10%. I am happy to pick up the extra bandwidth and partner with AFS while covering the overhead costs. 
· Patrick Cooney: To be fair, they ARE the Godfathers of electrofishing. He is worried about losing the knowledge and expertise that they have. What I don’t want to lose is the knowledge they have; he thinks there is a way to reconcile this in a different way. 
· Julie Simpson: Her opinion has changed now that she has more information. She agreed with Marlis’ suggestion – branding it as an AFS training program is a great opportunity. It sounds like the proposal may not be the only option and we should consider what else is available. Maybe there is an alternative approach – support the training without losing the relationship with them or their knowledge but not buy into the proposal as it stands. 
· Patrick Cooney: There are two classes – one for crew leaders and one for instructors. The crew leaders make up about 90% of what most people want to take and that is already covered; NCTC teaches two classes a year. The instructor aspect – if AFS deems that there needs to be more instructors and there needs to be some certification separate from what is being offered. There are no agencies demanding additional instructors or demanding additional bandwidth. US Fish and Wildlife Services is already covering this with NCTC. Every other state and federal agency recognizes the certification Smith Root is offering. If more people need to be certified, Smith Root could hire more instructors immediately. Smith Root would cover the overhead and charge a lower price than what is structured in the proposal because the sales of the equipment support the overhead costs. 
· Jeff Kopaska: He does not mind not taking on additional tangential work. In terms of micro-certification, we do not teach classes at the university that qualify for certification; it also doesn’t matter if the certification for electrofishing doesn’t come from AFS. We just need to create the mechanism for people to get credits when we’re working on the certification side of things. 
· Patrick Cooney: There are two state agencies that require certification to get a permit, but they don’t require certification to go electrofishing. You can have a crew leader who gets the permit and then they can list sub-permit holders that can go electrofishing; the crew leaders just has to be responsible for those individuals. So, the number of people who actually require electrofishing certification is incredibly small. Unless federal and state agencies start 100% requiring electrofishing certification for individuals, the demand is only there for those that want it as opposed to those that have to have it.  Most of the people that take the certification course is because they want it. Patrick makes them a one to one-and-a-half-day class; it is difficult to get people to invest in a four-five day class just because they want it. 
· Marlis Douglas: She thanked Patrick for providing context. This opens up opportunities; Smith Root has had a close association with AFS. Given Patrick’s knowledge and background, maybe we should explore partnerships with businesses like Smith Root for these types of endeavors. We don’t have to recreate the wheel. 
· Margaret Murphy: Smith Root are experts in the business. AFS is not in the business of becoming the expert if there’s already an expert out there. AFS can support what is already being done. Margaret added that she could not imagine sending anyone on her staff to a week-long class to be certified in electrofishing. Most people learn just by going out and doing it. To Jeff’s point, she didn’t see the point in taking on anything additional if it is already being covered by a business out there, especially if the demand isn’t there and agencies aren’t requiring it. If that changes, then maybe we rethink our position. 
· Eric Fetherman: He agreed on others’ assessment and based on the previous discussions on the budget and time restraints for staff, this seems like it would just require even more staff time and the Chapters would probably rely on AFS to administer this program.  
· Kathryn Collet: Many years ago, AFS brought in Larry Kohl and Jim Reynolds; they taught the long course, and it was very valuable – but it’s not for everyone. Maybe there is a hybrid version where more “helpers” can be trained through a program like Smith Root’s or another service provider.  
· Patrick Cooney: One suggestion for these gentlemen who I highly value and rely upon for information that I teach is for them to teach a CEU course so that we could create better informed instructors of electrofishing in every state. To have an individual in each state that people could go to for questions that require expertise or if they have questions about the equipment, that would be ideal. It would be difficult to sustain this as an instructor-level course, but it would be great to have them teach more and offer it as a CEU course at the AFS annual meetings. Maybe that is what we encourage them to do. 
· Gary Whelan: He suggested we consider all of our options and flush out the proposal a little more before proceeding. There are other options the MC needs to explore before making any decisions.  

11. MOU for the Annual Meeting and Profit Sharing – 

· Jeff Kopaska: Right now, the profit sharing is 85/15 and that was decided many years ago by the MC under a very different set of circumstances. Shawn Johnston and Lauren Tanner, the Meetings Team, have reduced the workload for the local planning team dramatically – from 37 items to four.  And one of the items is the program. Another thing we are implementing is bringing in the future meeting planning Chair and having them sit in on the prior year’s programming meetings to learn what you’re supposed to do, how you’re supposed to do it. It’s not a heavy lift for Year One, as they won’t actually have to do anything for that meeting, but they learn what the expectations will be for the following year. It will make their actual planning year a lot easier. 
· Therefore, we think the 85/15 ratio is out of alignment; because we are trying to internalize more of that and have more consistency year to year because our staff is leading those efforts. There is also a percent and a half that is going to non-hosting Divisions. The reason we decided that is because Western Division gets a lot because they host big meetings and the idea was to spread that out some to benefit the other Divisions. What plays a part in that benefit is that we have a Development Committee and reps from all Divisions are on that Committee and they are supposed to help bring in sponsors for the annual meetings. At minimum, at least have a table in the tradeshow for your Division. Invest in the tradeshow to get a little bit of return. 
· In our last MOU, we did not have language that stated – if you stray from the expectations, there may be consequences. We need to add that language into future MOU’s. This is the baseline, but it is dependent on cooperating with AFS staff and decisionmakers. 
· Julie Simpson: She would like to see a new breakdown of the meeting proceeds. The weight of the meeting is bearing more and more on the AFS staff. Additionally, Julie pointed out that the ratio should take into account the number of people who actually work on the meeting and chair committees. So a Chapter that brings more volunteers to work on the meeting should get more than a Chapter that only brings in fewer people to work on the meeting. For how much you show up is how much you should get. 
· Eric Fetherman: Another side of the coin…the Western Division’s Chapters are really big Chapters. Chapter meetings make a lot of money, and partnered with a Division meeting, they can make even more. A meeting with AFS would make even more money. Your meeting location and what part of the country you are in is a big factor when it comes to how much money your Chapter/Division makes, what the costs are and how much people are willing to jump in and help out. 
· Marlis Douglas: Thinking about revenue streams, referring back to what Jeff said about “internalization,” that is one aspect of it. The business model I experienced working on Ichs and Herps, the model they used – having a planning committee – was very similar to the way AFS uses a program committee. It was very difficult finding a local host to plan the meeting. Each year they would have to reinvent the wheel; it would turn into a three-year obligation for that local host which is way too big a commitment. AFS’s strategy planning a meeting by using its staff’s expertise makes for a much smoother and better meeting. She acknowledged that it was good to get perspective that a meeting in Baltimore, MD, might not work for a meeting in Portland, OR. Having the expertise of the staff that guides the process year after year is a good investment in AFS and our people. 
· Eric Fetherman: From the Hawaii perspective, having other Divisions do something to earn their 1.5 percent – setting guidelines for what is expected in return for that 1.5 percent would be good. 
· These are the expectations when the meeting is not in your Division but you still have to work on the meeting. Some Divisions have hundreds of people and some can step up to help the host Division in return for their 1.5 percent of the meeting proceeds. 
· Gary Whelan: If you’re going to be getting proceeds from the meeting, you should be doing something. We need to develop a clear list of tasks for the Divisions that are not hosting the meeting. There needs to be an expectation that you will staff those tasks. If you don’t meet the expectations, then you don’t receive the funds. Non-host Divisions may decide not to participate, not that that is what we want to happen. But if they don’t, the money shouldn’t follow. For example, you will provide a certain number of people on the planning committee or you will raise a certain percentage of funds by working on the Development Committee (Sponsorship Committee).  Providing expectations and at least modest goals is fair. Expectations need to be clear upfront and we might even be able to provide incentives. 
Marlis Douglas: Meeting objectives need to be clear, obtainable, not just warm bodies being present but not doing anything. 
· Margaret Murphy: Asked if there was a new meeting ratio recommendation.  
· Jeff Kopaska: Said he was not ready to put forth a set number for a new recommendation. He wanted to have a conversation to get the temperature of the room before he made a recommendation. Having an in-person meeting puts all the thoughts on the table, this way we can figure things out… He will come back to the MC with a rational recommendation. We will figure it out and make a decision before signing anything for San Antonio. 
· Dan Mosier: Dan asked if what they were talking about was about the distribution levels for the Divisions and the Chapters (of proceeds from the annual meeting). 
· Group: The group collectively clarified that the host Chapter gets more than the Division. 

12. Unit Services – (Jeff Kopaska)

· Jeff Kopaska: Other issues have taken precedence over this topic far, not much has happened in terms of unit services but it still holds interest to me. Jeff wanted to make two points: 
1. If we are going to start providing file storage, communication archives and email addresses for units, it’s going to cost money that we don’t have to spend at the moment. 
2. We have been working on things like the Strategic Plan development and not working on unit template development. 

· Julie Simpson: Julie asked if there were volunteers out there that can work on this?  It seems like there are more administrators out there sometimes than actual fish biologists. There must be Sections or units that already do a good job in some of the program areas, i.e., budget templates – can’t they provide their templates for other units to use rather than have the AFS staff create them. 
· Jeff Kopaska: suggested that we put a request in the next LeaderLine to ask units for good templates. 
· Margaret Murphy: The next LeaderLine is cued up to go out but maybe we can include it in the following month’s LeaderLine. 
Marlis Douglas: Soliciting members to contribute to this is great but we need to provide clear expectations. What we need, why do we want this, what it is supposed to achieve and then they can give us the “how.” 
· Gary Whelan: Can we get some estimates on how much file storage is going to cost? What other commercial services will we need and how much will that cost? There are a lot of fly-by-night companies out there offering storage; AFS needs to be sure it partners with a quality company that might be a slight bit more expensive, but we won’t have to worry about it being here tomorrow.  
· Jeff Kopaska: The ballpark cost they’ve estimated so far is about $200 per year, per unit. That includes file storage and the email addresses.
· Gary Whelan: Gary asked Jeff to outline that information so we can provide it to the MC to guide them in making decisions. 
· Marlis Douglas: asked Jeff if she and Joe Conroy can set up a meeting with him to discuss the Strategic Positioning Committee. 
· Margaret Murphy: What from this meeting needs to be reported out to the GB vs. just more detailed discussion on the same topics, just to make sure we move things along tomorrow. 
· Gary Whelan: I think we can forgo the last set of items discussed. He said to concentrate on items brought up by the ED and the Strategic Plan. 

13. Unit Leadership Directory (Kelly Kotche) – 

· Kelly Kotche introduced the Unit Leaders Directory, a new website feature that lets AFS units view and verify their listed officers. This helps units confirm records, make updates if needed, and avoid duplicate Change of Officer forms.

· Website: https://secure.fisheries.org/MemberPortal/Leader_Directory/Leaders.aspx
 
· There are tabs for each type of unit – you can search by Chapter leaders, Division leaders or Section leaders. 
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· Marlis Douglas: Strongly recommended that it only be accessible by logging in. 
Group: All agreed that the information needs to be kept behind the firewall. 


14. Adjournment – 

· Gary Whelan adjourned the meeting. 




image1.jpeg
LFS

American Fisheries Society




image2.png
CHAPTER LEADERS

Selecta Chapter

Fullame
DrDavie Schumenn
Matthew G Mitro
LoganM.Cutter
Stepharie shaw

M Bracley T Eggold

Laura Schmict

Wisconsin Chapter Lesd Contacts

Position Tite
President Associate Professor
President-elect

SecretaryTressurer  Fisheres Silogist
Past President.
Webmaster

Newsletter Editor

Organization
Univrsity of Wisconsin-La Grosse-
‘Wisconsin DNR

Wisconsin DNR

Wisconsin Dept of Natural Resources.
‘Wisconsin DNR

University of Wisconsin- Stevens Point.

stephanie snaw9@gmaiLcom

bradieyeggold@visconsingov.

Ischmict0307 @gmailcom




