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2. Board Consent
• Approval of Agenda
• Approval of Proceedings from February 7, 2018
3. Public Comment – At the beginning of the meeting public comment will be taken on items not
on the agenda. Individuals that wish to speak at this time must sign‐in at the beginning of the
meeting. For agenda items that have already gone out for public hearing and/or have had a public
comment period that has closed, the Board Chair may determine that additional public comment
will not provide additional information. In this circumstance the Chair will not allow additional
public comment on an issue. For agenda items that the public has not had a chance to provide
input, the Board Chair may allow limited opportunity for comment. The Board Chair has the
discretion to limit the number of speakers and/or the length of each comment.
4. Addendum I to the Black Drum Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for Final Approval
(12:00 – 12:30 p.m.) Final Action
Background
• In October, 2017, the Board initiated an Addendum that would allow Maryland’s
commercial fishery for black drum to be re‐opened in the Chesapeake Bay.
• In February, 2018, the Board approved Draft Addendum I to be distributed for Public
Comment. (Briefing Materials)
• Written comments were received through March 23, 2018, and a public hearing was held
in Maryland. (Briefing Materials)
Presentations
o Summary of Draft Addendum I and Public Comment by M. Schmidtke

Board actions for consideration at this meeting
o Consider final approval of Draft Addendum I to the Black Drum FMP.
5. Lunch (12:30‐1:00 p.m.)
6. Consider Management Action Based on Technical Committee/Plan Review Team Report
on Recommended Updates to the Annual Traffic Light Analyses (TLA) for Atlantic Croaker
and Spot (1:00 – 1:30 p.m.) Possible Action
Background
• In May, 2017, the Board directed the Atlantic Croaker TC and Spot Plan Review Team
(PRT) to conduct exploratory analyses to potentially incorporate additional indices and
adjustments into the TLAs for Atlantic croaker and spot.
• The TC/PRT submitted a memo listing recommended updates for each TLA in February,
2018. (Briefing Materials)
• In February, 2018, the Board decided to postpone action related to this memo until the
May meeting.
Presentations
o Summary of TC/PRT Recommended Updates to Atlantic Croaker and Spot TLAs by M.
Schmidtke
Board actions for consideration at this meeting
o Consider use of the TC/PRT‐recommended updates to the annual TLAs.
7. Updates on SEDAR 58 Cobia Stock Identification Workshop and Board Tasking of Cobia
TC from February 2018 (1:30 – 1:40 p.m.)
Background
• In April, 2018, a Cobia Stock Identification Workshop was held in Charleston, SC. This
workshop evaluated the boundary between the Gulf of Mexico and Atlantic stocks, which
is currently at the Georgia‐Florida border. Preliminary results of the workshop do not
refute this boundary.
• In February, 2018, the Board tasked the TC with evaluating the best method by which to
determine the harvest impact of management measures. The TC met via conference call
in April, 2018, to discuss an approach and timeline for accomplishing this task.
8. Review Draft Terms of Reference and Schedule for the SEDAR 58 Atlantic Cobia Stock
Assessment (1:40‐1:45 p.m.)
Background
• Beginning in fall of 2018, a benchmark stock assessment of Atlantic cobia will be
conducted through the SEDAR process. Draft terms of reference and a proposed schedule
for this assessment have been developed. (Briefing Materials)
• As a partner in Atlantic cobia management, the Commission is able to review and
recommend edits to the draft terms of reference and schedule.

9. Discuss Questions from the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council Regarding
Possible Transfer of the Atlantic Migratory Group Cobia Fishery Management (1:45 –
2:15 p.m.)
Background
• In March, 2018, the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC) sent a letter to
the Commission requesting information on how the Commission would request Atlantic
cobia be managed in federal waters upon approval of Amendment 31 to the SAFMC’s
Coastal Migratory Pelagics (CMP) FMP, which would remove Atlantic cobia from the CMP
FMP. (Briefing Materials)
• The Commission has replied with a letter stating that the SAFMC’s questions will be
discussed at the May meeting, with a formal reply from the Commission being made
available to SAFMC prior to their June 2018 meeting. (Briefing Materials)
10. Other Business/Adjourn
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The South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries
Management Board of the Atlantic States
Marine Fisheries Commission convened in the
Jefferson Ballroom of the Westin Crystal City
Hotel, Arlington, Virginia; Wednesday February
7, 2018, and was called to order at 12:45 o’clock
p.m. by Chairman Pat Geer.
CALL TO ORDER
CHAIRMAN PAT GEER: (Meeting in progress)
Additions to the agenda at this time. I would
like to recommend one at the end of the
meeting to discuss a Vice‐Chair. Maybe if
somebody is eager to jump up and do it that’s
great; otherwise we’re going to have to get a
Vice‐Chair at some point by the next meeting.
Toni says just to do it next time, okay never
mind.
All right we won’t have to do that so no
additions to the agenda.
APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS
CHAIRMAN GEER: As far as the approval of the
proceedings from the October, ’17 meeting, are
there any changes to that? Hearing none; we’ll
consider by consent that the agenda and the
proceedings are approved. Is there anybody
who wants to speak from the general public
about issues not on the agenda? I saw one
hand. There will be an opportunity to speak on
the issues themselves; so we’ll let you come up
at that time.
PUBLIC COMMENT
CHAIRMAN GEER: Things that are not on the
agenda, I don’t see anybody.
CONSIDER THE APPROVAL OF STATE
IMPLEMENTATION PLANS FOR THE
INTERSTATE COBIA FMP
CHAIRMAN GEER: Moving on, the fourth item
on the agenda is to consider the Approval of
State Implementation Plans for the Interstate
Cobia FMP. We’re going to do a final action
today.

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE REPORT
CHAIRMAN GEER: The Technical Committee,
Steve Poland is going to give the report; and
that starts on Page 42 of the supplemental
document that we have if you want to follow
through, it’s in there. Steve you have the floor.
MR. STEPHEN POLAND: This is the first time I’ve
had a chance to address the South Atlantic
Board; so my name is Steve Poland. I’m a
fisheries biologist with the North Carolina
Division of Marine Fisheries; and I am the first
unfortunate soul to be anointed with the cobia
TC Chair responsibility.
Today I’ll just real quickly review the
requirements in the Interstate Fisheries
Management Plan for cobia; and review the
Technical Committee guidelines that the TC
developed
when
reviewing
state
implementation plans. Then review each states
implementation plan; starting with de minimis
states and then getting into the states that have
more of a stake in the fishery.
The Interstate FMP for cobia is a
complementary plan with the South Atlantic
Fishery Management Council; coastal migratory
pelagics FMP. The coastal migratory pelagics
FMP is currently managing the Atlantic
migratory group of cobia; so cobia north of the
Florida/Georgia line up to New York, under
Framework Amendment 4 to the coastal
migratory pelagics FMP.
Framework Amendment 4 established a 36 inch
fork length and one fish per person up to six‐
fish‐per‐vessel vessel limit for the recreational
sector, and maintained commercial regulations
of 33 inch, two fish per person, and up to six
fish per vessel for the commercial sector. Being
a complementary plan the fishery in the Atlantic
migratory group is managed under federal ACL,
so 620,000 pounds for the recreational fishery
and 50,000 pounds for the commercial fishery.
The Interstate FMP allows for states to declare
de minimis status for their recreational
fisheries; if their landings are less than 1
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percent of the coastwide landings over two of
the previous three years, or between 2014 and
2016.
De minimis states may select to either match
regulations from a neighboring state or the
nearest state. All states that are declaring de
minimis in this FMP have the option to adopt
Virginia’s regulations. De minimis states may
also adopt a one fish per person and a minimum
size limit of 29 inches or greater for their
fishery.
Two options there either adopt an adjacent
state or just adopt a one fish regulation with no
season. For non de minimis states, so states
that land greater than 1 percent of the
coastwide landings. For recreational measures
they must implement size and bag limits
consistent with Framework Amendment 4, so
36 inch fork length or 40 inch total length, if the
state so wishes to manage their fishery with a
total length, and a one fish per person
possession limit.
The states are allowed to manage the fishery in
their waters with a vessel limit up to six fish per
vessel; and a season. The vessel limits and
seasons can be adjusted in state waters to
achieve recreational harvest targets established
in the interstate plan. These recreational
harvest targets are based on the historic
coastwide proportion. The landings apply to
the federal ACL for Atlantic migratory group
cobia for the recreational fishery.
In the implementation plans, states must
demonstrate that their proposed seasons and
vessel limit options constrain recreational
harvest to their state’s target. Real quick,
before we get into the review of the
Implementation Plan, I just wanted to go over
some of the guidelines the TC used when
evaluation the Implementation Plans.
The TC decided to standardize analyses for all
states; using a timeframe of 2011 to 2015
landings, and average weights from the
Southeast Fisheries Science Center. Later on

when I reviewed the Virginia implementation
plan, they put forward an option to use their
own state derived average weights, and I’ll
discuss that in a little more detail when we get
there.
The Technical Committee also discussed at
length issues surrounding MRIP uncertainty.
We investigated different estimate weighting
approaches and smoothing that other TCs have
investigated; but ultimately decided that the
three‐year average included in the Interstate
Fishery Management Plan or three‐year‐
monitoring period included in this Interstate
Fishery Management Plan accounts for
uncertainty in these MRIP estimates.
This is still something that the TC would be
interested in looking into further. Now we’ll get
into the review for the de minimis states; and
I’m starting the furthest north with New Jersey,
and I’ll just move down the coastline. New
Jersey provided information or provided data to
show that they meet the de minimis status, so
less than 1 percent of coastwide landings for
New Jersey.
Their proposed management options were to
match Virginia’s regulations for vessel limit, size
and season.
TC recommendation was to
approve the New Jersey implementation plan.
Delaware also presented landings data; to show
that they meet the de minimis status and
proposed two options. Before I go any further,
several states submitted multiple options that
upon approval could be taken to their
respective stakeholders and delegations for
feedback and a final decision. There are other
states that put forward multiple options; even
up to seven options. We’ll review those when
we get to them. But Delaware, two options
first. No season, 29 inch fork length and one
fish, and the second option to match Virginia’s
regulations, and the TC recommended to
approve both those options for Delaware.
Maryland provided information or sufficient
information; to declare de minimis status and
proposed to match Virginia’s regulations. TC
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approved Maryland’s implementation plan. The
Potomac River Fisheries Commission, no
landings were presented to justify the de
minimis status, however the TC discussed this at
length and determined just basically looking at
landings in the Chesapeake and the fact that
the Potomac River Commission is any landings
from that water body are either captured in
Virginia and Maryland.
The TC felt comfortable granting them de
minimis status or suggesting that they receive
de minimis status. They put forward two
options as well; no season, 29 inch fork length
and a one fish per person, or Option 2, match
Virginia regulations. The TC approved both
those implementation options for Potomac
River Fisheries Commission.
All right, now we’re getting into the four states
that have the larger stakes in this fishery and do
not qualify for de minimis status. I’ll first start
with Virginia. Virginia submitted seven options
for review. Three options included analyses
with Southeast Fisheries Science Center
weights, and VMRC average weights. All seven
options included analyses with these two
average weight calculations.
VMRC is currently in discussions with the staff
at Southeast Regional Office to consider their
average weights in the future; and if Southeast
Regional Office is fine with that Virginia will
monitor their average weights in the future.
Presented here are the seven, season and
vessel limit options that Virginia put forward
with the associated predicted landings; using
the two average weight estimates.
The next‐to‐the‐last column shows projected
landings using Southeast Fisheries Science
Center average weight, and the last column
provides projections using the VMRC average
weights.
The TC reviewed each option
individually and provided or approved all the
options with some conditions. Options 1, 2, and
5 were approved conditionally; pending a
decision on the VMRC average weights, and

Options 3, 4, 6 and 7 were approved across the
board.
I also want to note that Options 1, 2, and 5 that
are approved conditionally for VMRC weights,
are conditional approved for Southeast
Fisheries Science Center weights, meet the TC
guidelines and meet the recreational harvest
targets for the VMRC weights. The conditional
aspects of Options 1, 2, and 5 are just based on
if VMRC weights are considered appropriate.
North Carolina presented two options for
consideration. Option 1 and Option 2 both
carry no season.
Option 1 a for‐hire vessel limit of four fish per
vessel, and a private vessel limit of two fish per
vessel, and Option 2, a for‐hire three fish per
vessel and a private two fish per vessel option.
Predicted landings from Option 1 exceeded the
harvest target for North Carolina by
approximately 20,000 pounds. North Carolina
provided justification in their implementation
plan for this projected overage, and
acknowledged that projected harvest exceeded
the harvest limit, but cited that under harvest
from 2017, based on previous North Carolina
projections make up for the 20,000 pounds
over. Option 2, predicted landings were about
34,000 pounds below the harvest target for
North Carolina; and the TC did not recommend
approval for Option 1 for North Carolina, but
did recommend approval for Option 2, citing
that Option 1 projected landings exceeded the
recreational harvest limit. South Carolina will
match federal regulations and maintain a three
fish per vessel limit from June 1 to April 30,
within the southern cobia management zone,
and a closure for the month of May in the
southern cobia management zone.
South Carolina did not provide their analysis for
projected landings; but TC discussion looking at
historical landings from the states, and the fact
that the fishery had been closed for the
previous two years, and the fact that matching
federal regulations would mean that regulations
in South Carolina would be more strict than in
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years past. The TC recommended approval for
South Carolina.
Likewise Georgia did not provide a specific
analysis for TC review; but did provide a March
1, October 31 season, and a six fish per vessel
limit, and also noted that Georgia DNR has the
authority to close all or any portion of state
waters for up to six months if deemed
necessary. If Georgia DNR felt that landings
were going to outpace their recreational
harvest limit, Georgia DNR could close it.
The TC had a similar discussion for Georgia as
we did for South Carolina; looking at historic
landings and the fact that federal measures will
be more strict than measures in the past in
Georgia. The TC recommended approval for the
Georgia management measures. Also included
in the implementation plans were commercial
measures.
All states provided appropriate regulatory
language to show compliance with commercial
measures. To note, South Carolina cobia is
considered a game fish, so there is no
commercial harvest for cobia in South Carolina.
All the state’s commercial measures either met
or were more strict than commercial measures
included in the Interstate Fishery Management
Plan, and the TC approved all commercial
measures that were presented. With that this is
the only picture in the slides; so questions.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Let’s start with Roy and then
go to Michelle.
MR. ROY W. MILLER: This question is related to
the de minimis states that indicated that they
would adopt Virginia’s regulations. Does that
imply the 36 inch size minimum for recreational
fisheries? Because in the state of Delaware, the
proposal was made for a 29 inch fishery, so if a
state says we’ll mirror Virginia, which size limit
is that? The reason I’m inquiring is of course we
share internal waters with the state of New
Jersey.

DR. MIKE SCHMIDTKE: Roy, it would be
either/or. It would be either the 29 inch one
fish or adopting everything of Virginia; so it
would be the 36 inch and whatever the vessel
limits, the season of Virginia.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Michelle.
DR. MICHELLE DUVAL: I did just want to note a
typo in the presentation; which indicated that
Option 2 presented by North Carolina was three
fish per vessel for the for‐hire sector and two
fish per vessel for the private sector, and that is
incorrect. It should be one fish per vessel for
the private sector.
I have many other
comments and several questions; but I just
wanted to get that out there first.
CHAIRMAN GEER: While we’re on that subject.
Georgia is going to go to a one fish bag limit. It
was in our document; but didn’t get into the
report. Are there any other corrections while
we’re at it; to the document, further discussion,
any other questions for Steve, Mike? Let’s go
with Robert and then Michelle.
MR. ROBERT H. BOYLES, JR.: Not a question,
but just looking at our colleagues from the
South Atlantic Council, as the South Atlantic
Council looks at actions to remove cobia from
the federal fishery management unit. Just to
highlight to this Board that note South Carolina
regulations are largely adopting by reference
those federal regulations.
I would plead with my colleagues on the South
Atlantic Council, as well as NOAA Fisheries that
we have an orderly retreat; should that be the
decision that the Council’s make, to give us time
to legislate as we have to do, the appropriate
measures should cobia be removed from the
fishery management unit.
DR. DUVAL: Maybe just a quick question for
Steve. If I understand the Technical Committee
discussed some of the smoothing techniques
that have been under discussion at the black
sea bass, summer flounder and scup Technical

CHAIRMAN GEER: Go ahead, Mike.
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Committee, and appreciate that we’re looking
at a three‐year evaluation timeframe.
I guess my concern is, and I’m probably going to
ruffle a few feathers here, but black sea bass is
not a rarely intercepted species, I mean by no
means. You all want to see some rarely
intercepted species, come on down to the
South Atlantic and we’ve got a good half dozen
that we can show you.
I’m concerned that these techniques are not
going to be available to the TC for further
consideration. In the South Atlantic the Council
asked last year for both the 2015 and the 2016
recreational cobia harvest estimates to be
recalculated; looking at some alternative
techniques that the South Atlantic Council’s SSC
had seen.
The response that we received was that there
just wasn’t sufficient time to do that in time for
our September meeting last year and that the
Agency was committed to looking at these
types of techniques via a workshop‐based
approach for specific fisheries. You know I can
certainly understand that. But I think you know
the biggest difficulty here that we face, and
again this is something that the South Atlantic
Council has been bringing up for at least the
past five or six years is that we have two
competing versions of best scientific
information from NMFS.
We have the MRIP weight estimation
procedure, and then we have the Southeast
Fisheries Science Center weight estimation
procedure, and the only common denominator
between those two is the use of numbers of
fish. As you saw, it was numbers of fish that
was actually used to determine the state‐
specific‐harvest targets. I am interested in, and
you know I’m not going to make a motion at
this time but I reserve the right to do so, to
have the TC evaluate the potential impact with
some of these management measures in
numbers of fish. I mean there is at least a
65,000 pound spread for North Carolina;
between the preliminary 2017 harvest

estimates based on Science Center weights
versus the preliminary harvest estimates based
on MRIP weights. You know this is something
that the Council has brought forward for a
number of years.
It impacts many more species than just cobia;
and it’s going to have a cascading effect once
the recalibrated effort estimates come through.
Now, the Commission is caught in the middle of
this as well. I think numbers of fish is the most
accurate way to do things. I was looking at
some of the summer flounder proposals that
that Board will be reviewing tomorrow.
All of those calculations, with regard to
liberalization, are also done in numbers of fish.
Granted, those proposals are only working
under a single set of potential weight estimates,
but this is also a jointly managed species, not a
complementary management plan, but a jointly
managed species that’s also managed under an
annual catch limit and the recreational harvest
limit. I would urge that the Board consider that.
I think the other thing that I’m just going to put
the Board on notice about is with regard to the
options for North Carolina.
I suspect that our Commission, which is meeting
next week, is likely to put forward some
additional options that they would like the
Technical Committee to possibly review. You
know we went out to our stakeholders and our
advisory committee’s right after the Board
approved the fishery management plan in
October; to solicit input on a range of options,
both season and vessel limit options.
We informed our Commission at their meeting
in November that it was highly unlikely that any
option that did not meet the recreational
harvest target, was unlikely to be
recommended for approval by the Technical
Committee. We also urged them to consider
moving forward several options as Virginia has
done. I fully expect that there might be a call
for TC review of a few additional options prior
to April 1, so with that I’ll shut up for a while.
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CHAIRMAN GEER:
discussion? Joe.

Is

there

any

other

MR. JOE CIMINO: Thank you, Steve, nice job.
The Virginia options that are conditional, I guess
it is a question, maybe it’s to staff and not
Steve. Is it possible that we can have a
discussion here and maybe clear this up on
whether or not we can go forward with all
seven options?
DR. SCHMIDTKE: I would say that that is really
dependent on what we would hear from the
Southeast Regional Office; as far as the TCs
recommendation. I mean the Board has the
Board’s decision; they have the TCs
recommendation as advice. But the Board is
able to make their decision.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Follow up, Joe?
MR. CIMINO:
Yes, second bite.
My
understanding is you know one of the concerns
isn’t that Virginia may be able to give a decent
projection of what the catch would be. It’s
more to the accountability measures here, since
the Southeast Regional Office will also be
making projections to figure out closures. I
think we may hear that that isn’t necessarily the
case. Therefore, I would propose that we get a
shot at this; allowing us to use the average
weights that we feel are much more robust
than using what the Science Center was forced
to use, which is a single average weight for a
five‐year period, because it took five years to
get just 30 fish with weights to provide an
average weight, which looks fairly high.
My guess is that as our APAIS samplers are out
there and get more samples, we’re going to see
something more representative of what we’ve
been using. I’m not looking to the Science
Center to say that they will do what we do; but
all I’m looking for here is the ability to go
forward for one year with the projections that
we have been using.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Roy.

DR. ROY CRABTREE: The question of are we
doing projections for this year. We do not
intend to do any projections for this year.
We’re looking at the Interstate Management
Plan to be the mechanism of constraining
catches. We’re going to leave the EEZ open;
until the last state closes. I suppose at that
point we would close federal waters.
We’re not planning to do any projections at this
point. As to the issue of the Virginia weights
versus the Center methodology, I mean the
Center methodology is what we have normally
used region wise when we do projections. But
it is true, and I’ve looked the samples sizes at
least for the carcass drop off program in
Virginia, are quite a bit larger than the MRIP
data.
I think some of the concern is that there could
be unknown biases in a carcass drop off
program caused by angler behavior and all of
those kinds of things. If you wanted to, I think
we could ask the Science Center to review that
data; but it’s difficult for me to look at it and
make a judgment as to which dataset is really
better. There certainly is a larger sample size
with the carcass drop off program; but then
there are issues with potential biases there. It’s
not clear that anyone is going to be able to
resolve those.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Michelle.
DR. DUVAL: This is a quick question for Roy.
You said the intent would be to close federal
waters once the last state season has closed.
I’m just noting that the option for North
Carolina that the TC recommended approval of
is there is no season. That was the tradeoff; in
terms of feedback from the public.
They much preferred to see an open season
throughout the year, trading that off for a lower
vessel limit, because the fish are in our waters
for such a short period of time. If we maintain
that option or maintain options that do not
have a season closure; is your plan to still keep
federal waters open with that?
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DR. CRABTREE: Right now that is the plan. I
guess if one of the non de minimis states
remains open until the end of the year, we
would remain open. Then depending on the
success of interstate plans at constraining
catches and stay with the ACL, we would come
back to that again next year, I suppose.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Robert.
MR. BOYLES: Just for the Board’s knowledge.
We have no mechanism to close absent federal
action. I think what Dr. Crabtree is saying, is we
can plan on the fishery being open year round,
if that is the course of action. The only way we
can close our waters is under a federal closure
under Magnuson or legislative action, and our
legislature will adjourn in May.
CHAIRMAN GEER:
Is there any other
discussion? Oh, I see a lot of hands go up. Okay
let’s start with Lynn.
MS. LYNN FEGLEY: This is a bit of a different
issue. But I just wanted to bring it up for clarity
to the Board; and my colleague Joe Cimino can
help me with this. The Virginia regulations,
which we have proposed to match, have two
additional if you will “above and beyond
measures,” they have a no gaffing provision,
and they also have a provision where only one
fish on the vessel can be greater than 50 inches.
The state of Maryland doesn’t have any
authority to regulate gaffing. But the question
before the Board is, if we’re matching Virginia’s
regulations, is the sentiment that we should
also implement the only one fish exceeding 50
inches? I think that in part we feel that this is
something that Virginia has done above and
beyond the ASMFC requirements, and so that it
is something extra that they’re doing, and we
wouldn’t be obligated to do that.
But I think for the record, it would be very good
for this group to agree that the state of
Maryland and any other state, New Jersey or
Delaware that matches Virginia, would match
the season and the size and the creel, and not

be obligated to do the two other things, if that
made any sense at all.
CHAIRMAN GEER: I believe that was the intent,
but we’re checking on it right now. Toni.
MS. TONI KERNS: I think that if a state, their
intent is to mirror one of their neighboring
states, but if there is a regulation in there that
they can’t implement, such as the gaffing. You
know if we just state that on the record that
you can’t do that. Then if there is an intention
to not include one of the size limits; then I think
it would just need to be considered by the
Board.
If there is no disagreement by the Board then
we can move forward with that; especially if it’s
something like a trophy fish or something
additional. As long as you’re sticking with the
bag limits and the minimum size limits, it should
be okay. But I just think that we should make
sure that is clear on the record that that is what
a state is going to be doing.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Lynn, follow up?
MS. FEGLEY: I was just going to ask if you think
you need a motion just let me know.
CHAIRMAN GEER: I don’t know. I mean it
couldn’t hurt, I mean it just couldn’t hurt to
have it, I mean on the record.
MS. FEGLEY: Okay, I’ll take a shot at it. I
would move that de minimis states who are
mirroring Virginia regulations for cobia, mirror
the season, size, and creel of Virginia but not
the trophy fish provision of only one fish
exceeding 50 inches total length or fork length,
total length.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Lynn, did you want to
include vessel limit on that as well?
MS. FEGLEY: Yes, I think that was creel, but yes
absolutely.
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CHAIRMAN GEER: Bag and vessel limit; and do
not include gaffing?

that go forward, these would be the conditions.
Lynn.

MS. FEGLEY: Well for the record, I guess it
wouldn’t, because the state of Maryland, we
have no authority to go there anyway. We
couldn’t do that if the motion passed or failed.
We can do the size limit, but we cannot do
anything about gaffing.

MS. FEGLEY:
I’m sorry for making this
complicated. Just to Adam’s point. I wonder
should the motion be more general, more
similar to what Joe just said that states that are
mirroring Virginia, mirror only those regulations
that keep the non de minimis state in
compliance with the FMP. That would cover us
for future incidences when a non de minimis
state does something other. You know if
Virginia decides it’s going to be 60 inches, then
we would still be covered.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Okay and you want to do the
50 inch limit, the trophy fish in there as well.
That is something that wasn’t in the
requirements of this FMP development, so that
was kind of a new thing. Do we have a second
for this motion, first? I see Jim’s hand going up
hesitantly.
Discussion on this, Jim Estes
seconded, I’m sorry. All right some discussion,
Joe.
MR. CIMINO: Yes, I think really the intent
should have been here. It was difficult for this
Board, because the de minimis stuff was kind of
a moving target as we were in between votes
and public hearings. But I really think that
wording should have originally stated that any
state taking the adjacent non de minimis
state’s, when it said all regulations I would think
that would mean all regulations that held that
non de minimis state in compliance to the FMP;
anything additional to compliance with the
FMP. If Virginia dropped any of those they
wouldn’t be held out of compliance. I don’t see
why any other state should.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Is there any other discussion
on this motion? Adam.
MR. ADAM NOWALSKY: I don’t know how often
we’ll have to deal with changing these
regulations; but for clarity’s sake, would this be
only for the current measures that we’re
contemplating now, or would the expectation
be that this motion would cover us in the future
as well, should Virginia continue to have these
additional provisions?
CHAIRMAN GEER: Good question, I would
assume so. I mean until we have other changes

CHAIRMAN GEER: But that would also take out
the trophy fish, correct?
MS. FEGLEY: Well, so I think the point is that if
Virginia were to drop that 50 inch provision,
they would still be in compliance with the FMP.
The idea here is what are the de minimis states
mirroring? They are mirroring we think the
intent was to mirror the regulations that keep
the non de minimis state in compliance with the
FMP. Anything that non de minimis state does
above and beyond, those states are not
committed to do.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Okay, any other questions or
discussion on this? Is there any opposition to
this? I mean it’s pretty straightforward, I think
for the most part. Go ahead, Toni.
MS. KERNS: I think that the record indicates
there is the motion here, and then there is the
verbal record of what the Board is trying to do.
I think between the two we’ll be good to move
forward for the future.
CHAIRMAN GEER: All right, so hearing no
opposition at all; approved by consent.
Moving on, so we’ve got that taken care of.
Now we have to – Michelle, you had your hand
up for a while and I apologize.
DR. DUVAL: Yes I guess it seems like we’re sort
of moving towards a motion to approve the
implementation plans, and before we got there
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I did want to swing back to this issue of two
competing versions of best science available
with regard to weights. We’re caught in the
middle. I don’t know if someone on staff can
provide additional clarification for why the
cobia TC would not be able to use numbers of
fish to evaluate the impact of proposed
management measures.

some flexibility in implementation dates;
something like that. But as it stands right now,
we’ve been shooting for an April 1
implementation date, which is why we’ve had
the deadlines that we’ve had for the plans to be
submitted and reviewed.

You know I just see this as being a potentially
more accurate means of doing so; given what
I’ve put forward about how the different
summer flounder recreational proposals have
been put forward, and given that that is also a
fishery that is managed under an ACL as well,
because otherwise I’m prepared to make a
motion to direct the TC to also evaluate the
impact of the management measures based on
numbers of fish.

DR. DUVAL: I think I’m not suggesting that
different numbers be used. I mean we have
state‐specific allocations that were actually
derived based on MRIP numbers; because the
TC felt that numbers was the most accurate
currency with which to provide the different
options that the Board considered for state‐
specific‐harvest targets.

DR. SCHMIDTKE: Michelle, just from listening to
TC discussions, as far as how they went about
the evaluation process. The initial thought was
keeping in the complementary nature of the
plan; since the landings that are going to be
evaluated from this plan are going to be
evaluated on the federal side in pounds that the
TC wanted to maintain that.
I think that, I mean, you certainly have the right
to task the TC to do a further analysis in
numbers. There may be difficulties, as far as
coming up with applicable average weights.
That question may come up again to glean the
numbers that would be an appropriate proxy
for the harvest targets for each state.
That would be one thing that the TC would
need to discuss and evaluate. The other issue
that I would just want to keep in mind is that
right now the scheduled implementation date is
for April 1; and that was something that you
had spoken of previously with, you know,
regards to North Carolina potentially going back
for more stakeholder input, and submitting
additional plans.
We would have to talk about the timing of how
that would all work, and whether we can have

CHAIRMAN GEER: Follow up, Michelle?

I think my concern is that consistency between
how we’re doing things from one Board to
another. If summer flounder is managed under
an annual catch limit that is set in pounds. But
all these state‐specific proposals are being
evaluated in numbers of fish; how does that
work and why can we not take a similar type of
approach here?
I’m looking at things like the numbers of fish for
North Carolina’s 2017 harvest are below the
harvest target that was used to set our state‐
specific allocation in pounds. When I think
about states like South Carolina and Georgia
that don’t have as many intercepts, you know
those intercepts make a big difference when it
comes to the estimated weight.
Maybe that’s not a decision that could be
implemented right now. But I think that is
separate from my request, or maybe notice to
the Board that North Carolina might be coming
forward with additional options within its
implementation plan, just like Virginia has
seven different options.
You know those have been either
recommended for approval by the TC, or
conditionally approved. I expect that Virginia,
once they get their stakeholder input. You
know whatever option they select they will
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simply inform this Board and that will be sort of
the final option contained in their
implementation plan, so two slightly different
issues.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Toni.
MS. KERNS: I just wanted to clarify that for
summer flounder, scup and black sea bass, the
quota does start off in pounds; and then it gets
converted to numbers of fish, and then it gets
converted back to pounds again. That does
happen within the joint nature of the plan. It’s
a difference between how the two regional
offices work.
I can’t necessarily tell you why that is, Michelle,
but I can just at least give you that information.
But it does start off in weight, gets converted
based on the average weight from MRIP for the
coast, and then comes back to pounds again to
make sure that we haven’t exceeded the quota.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Michelle.
DR. DUVAL: Just a follow up, so that’s a
coastwide average weight that is used to
convert the ACL from pounds into numbers of
fish?
MS. KERNS: To my understanding, yes.
DR. DUVAL: It’s interesting, because when I’ve
had some of these conversations with the staff
at MRIP with regard to potential evaluation of, I
guess alternative techniques whereby you
might look at averaging catch rates over, and I
realize catch rates are different than average
weights. But averaging catch rates across a
region, I’ve been told that each state is basically
a strata; and so that can have positive or
negative impacts on how that comes out. It is
interesting to me that it’s an average weight;
based on the entire coast for summer flounder.
I will leave it at that.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Michelle, do you want to
make a recommendation or a motion to the TC
for that task that you just mentioned?

DR. DUVAL: I mean I would like to recommend
that the TC, when they are evaluating the
state’s implementation plans that they also be
allowed to consider the impacts of the
management measures in numbers of fish, as
well as pounds.
CHAIRMAN GEER: That’s not going to happen
before April 1.
DR. DUVAL: I understand that. But I think
moving forward, we need to acknowledge that
we’ve got you know these two competing
views. This is nothing Roy hasn’t heard before
at the South Atlantic Council; so he knows that
I’m not picking at him. But the Board is caught
in the middle of two competing versions of best
science; and there has been no action on the
part of the Agency that I can see to actually
address this, and it’s extremely frustrating.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Michelle, the TC wants some
specific direction; so if you can put together a
motion on that what you would like them to
look at.
DR. DUVAL: Sure, I’ll wing it here. If Lynn can
do it, I can do it. I move that we direct the TC to
evaluate state specific management options in
pounds and numbers of fish. Is that specific
enough?
CHAIRMAN GEER: I apologize for putting you
on the spot like that.
DR. DUVAL: That’s okay.
CHAIRMAN GEER: I’ve got people in both ears
over here. All right, any discussion on that?
Joe.
MR. CIMINO: Yes to that end. I think when we
see what the Science Center has to work with,
we realize that there might be additional data
out there, or just the traditional way of pooling
may not be the only way to pool what’s out
there. I think maybe if the TC has some time
and flexibility here, looking at even maybe
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regional pooling, which I guess actually the
Science Center did for South Carolina and
Georgia got stuck with a single average weight.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Jim.
MR. JIM ESTES: Just because I think you need it;
I enthusiastically second Michelle’s motion.

know Toni’s input is a suggestion to
recommend that the TC evaluate the best
method by which to determine the harvest
impact of our management measures. Am I
phrasing that appropriately?
MS. KERNS: Yes.
CHAIRM GEER: Adam.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Thank you very much, Mr.
Estes. Michelle.
DR. DUVAL: I guess maybe given what Joe has
said, would it be better to expand this to
include
in
that
direction
or
that
recommendation to the TC to not only evaluate
state‐specific‐management options in pounds
and numbers of fish, but also provide that
direction to use alternative techniques, such as
those being considered by the black sea bass
TC. I mean is that what you were getting at,
Joe?
MR. CIMINO: Yes to some extent. I think the
Board is here, being handed decisions to make
on these projections. At least for the last three
years they’ve kind of been jumping around, and
a lot of that has to do with sample size, right? If
we have more tools in the chest to say where
these projections may end up, and I would sure
like to at least be able to look at them.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Michelle.
DR. DUVAL: I apologize, Mr. Chairman, I was
having a sidebar with Toni and I wasn’t paying
attention. Could you please?
MR. CIMINO: My answer was yes.
CHAIRMAN GEER: I mean does anybody have
any problems with us tasking the TC to do this?
Michelle.
DR. DUVAL: Not a problem certainly, but I think
just in regards to input from staff that you know
this is not a task that is going to be completed
prior to April 1, and I can’t tell you how much
that bums me out. But I understand that. You

MR. NOWALSKY: You mentioned does this
apply just to cobia, and while cobia harvest in
New Jersey is minimal. Sitting here on the
South Atlantic Board, I’ve cautioned numerous
times, don’t go down the road of summer
flounder and black sea bass management. It
doesn’t work.
Every year we’ve looked at this very issue in
New Jersey, where black sea bass and summer
flounder are larger to our north; and so we’re
losing out in numbers of fish, based on this
average coastwide number. The states to the
south are in the same boat; metaphorically
speaking, no pun intended.
I wonder if this issue, maybe this is an issue we
shouldn’t be working on specifically here. But
maybe this is an issue that should go to the
Policy Board and look at all of our recreational
species; because it’s an issue across all of them.
There are a number of us that are involved with
multiple species.
I’m glad to hear that my voice did not fall on
deaf ears, or if otherwise you’ve been burnt by
the system yourself too many times, to realize
you’ve got to do something different here. But I
don’t think this applies to just cobia
management. Maybe it’s a first step we do this
here; but I might offer some consideration that
this task might be elevated higher, to
accommodate other species. Maybe we get
even more information for this Board that helps
us in doing so.
CHAIRMAN GEER:
Is there any further
discussion? Michelle.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries Management
Board. The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.
11

Draft Proceedings of the South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries Management Board Meeting
February 2018
DR. DUVAL: I think I’ve been informed that we
have the flexibility within the FMP to use some
of the techniques; understanding what Adam
has just said that they’re being considered by
the black sea bass Technical Committee, in
terms of smoothing techniques and things like
that, that we already have that flexibility within
the FMP. Perhaps it’s the more general
language of recommending that the TC evaluate
the best method by which to determine the
impact of the management measures on
harvest.
I apologize, Mr. Chairman for making such an
issue of this. But it is an issue. It absolutely is
an issue. I think we’ve been frustrated at the
Council level in the South Atlantic with regard
to the slow pace of addressing two competing
versions of best science; in terms of weight
estimation procedures. You know I appreciate
Adam’s bringing up that this is also an issue for
other species.

outside of a complementary nature. If they’re
considering what is in the long term future;
obviously the Regional Office isn’t making
projections for this year.
But in considering the long term future of how
the Regional Office would be evaluating
landings; that kind of constrains how the TC
would evaluate. When it’s stated best method
by which to determine the harvest impact, I
guess what are the constraints? Are we
constraining ourselves to that complementary
plan in this analysis, I guess?
DR. DUVAL: I don’t think necessarily, because I
would hope that if there is a method that arises;
and I’m thinking about the length/weight
regressing that Virginia did. I certainly wish we
had that type of information in North Carolina;
where we could have taken a similar approach.
But rather than the pooling approach that is
currently taken by the Science Center.

That was kind of the response that we got back,
you know from the folks in the MRIP program
that when we asked for recalculated 2015 and
2016 harvest estimates for cobia. That they
wanted to take a more comprehensive
approach to this, so I don’t know where that is
in the planning stages, given everything else
that the folks in that program have going on.
But I am hopeful that at some point it will yield
some fruit, and that it will be useful for more
than just cobia.

Perhaps some type of length/weight regression
would be a better approach. It’s a sort of long‐
winded way of saying no; I don’t think that the
best method coming forward should necessarily
be constrained by the complementary nature of
the plan. I would hope that our federal
partners would be equally amendable to what is
the best method or alternatives for a most
appropriate method for this species.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Mike and then Toni.

MS. KERNS: I think that Mike covered most of
my concerns. I just want to make sure that the
TC could come back to the Board and provide
advice. At some point this may be a longer task
than just between now and May. It just
depends on how much evaluation they need to
do; and we want to make sure they have
enough time to thoroughly flush through this.
Then also I think potentially work a little bit
with the Science Center. Hopefully we could
get somebody from the Science Center to join
the TC during these discussions.

DR. SCHMIDTKE:
Michelle, just for some
direction for the TC, because one of the things
that was very obviously in the considerations of
the TC in evaluating these implementation
plans, was kind of the best way to evaluate with
respect to a complementary plan between the
Commission and the Council.
Would the task that is on the board right now,
would that be for the TC to have, I guess a bit
more freedom to shoot for that kind of best
scientific advice, you know to give, you know

CHAIRMAN GEER: Toni, did you have?
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I think it might help have a better
understanding of how they’re using the
weights; in order for them to determine what
the best scientific information is. Then just for
future, since these plans that we are putting
place and the Board may want to reconsider
these implementation plans for future years, I
don’t know. But these plans that we’re
adopting now are supposed to be until the end
of the next assessment, I believe.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Roy.
DR. CRABTREE: Yes, and I agree with Toni that
it would be good to have someone from the
Science Center involved in some of this. I think
where this goes depends partly on what the
Council decides to do; whether we’re going to
go down the path of complementary plans, or
whether they remove it from the FMP.
If they remove it from the FMP, then it’s up to
you as a group to decide how we do it. Right
now, we will estimate the poundage of cobia
landed this year, based on the Science Center
weight method and the MRIP estimates. If we
keep complementary plans, then we want to
make some change to how we do that. I think
that’s something that also would need to come
up at the Council meetings.
We potentially need to change the
accountability measures, or reflect somehow in
the Plan if we’re going to use some alternative
measures. If we want to use numbers, I don’t
see a reason why we couldn’t shift to the ACL to
be in numbers; but that would need to be
reflected in the fishery management plan, and
we would have to work with the Beaufort Lab,
to figure out what the best way to make those
kinds of conversions would be.
CHAIRMAN GEER:
Are there any other
comments or discussion? All right, I’m going to
read the motion. Move to recommend that
the TC evaluate state specific management
options in pounds and numbers of fish, and to
provide directions to use alternative
techniques such as in the black sea bass

fishery. Evaluate the best method (i.e. pounds
or numbers of fish) by which to determine the
harvest impact of the management measures.
Motion by Dr. Duval and seconded by Mr. Estes.
Do I hear an opposition to this? Hearing none;
they want some cleaning up of it.
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ROBERT E. BEAL: I think
the wording on the board captures kind of two
different ideas that were moving around during
the Board discussion. I think part one and part
two are either/or, rather than both included in
the motion. Jessica was just trying to capture
all the ideas by the Board, and hoped it would
coalesce into one coherent motion. But I’m not
sure we’re there yet. Michelle has her hand up.
Maybe she can get us out of this.
DR. DUVAL: I think perhaps the second clause
that says evaluate the best method (i.e. pounds
or numbers of fish) by which to determine the
harvest impact of the management measures,
and since we know that we already have the
authority
within
the
existing
fishery
management plan to bring in the types of
smoothing techniques that are being
considered by the black sea bass Technical
Committee. It doesn’t necessarily bear specific
mention in this motion right now. Is that okay
with everyone?
CHAIRMAN GEER: Jim, you were the seconder;
are you okay with this? Adam.
MR. NOWALSKY: I just wanted to add that
when you’re talking about using numbers of fish
here, I would assume the reason is to get to the
fact that different states have different weights.
That is one of the goals here, I assume?
DR. DUVAL: It is really because we are trapped
between
two
different
methods
for
determining what the average weight is for the
different states. There is what comes out of
MRIP, when you go to countmyfish.noaa.gov
and do a query, and you’re going to get a
different answer when the Science Center
provides you the estimate of harvest and
weight. That is what this numbers of fish is
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getting at. Both of those methods start with
numbers of fish. Where they diverge is in the
final weight that is attributed to a state’s
harvest.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Are you okay with that,
Adam? All right hearing no other discussion I
want to bring this forward for a vote. The
motion is move to recommend that the TC
evaluate the best method (i.e. pounds or
number of fish) by which to determine the
harvest impact of the management measures.
Motion by Dr. Duval, seconded by Mr. Estes, is
there any opposition to this? I see everyone
shaking no.
We’ve kind of gone down a rabbit hole with this
a little bit. But it is important, it is very
important. Hearing no opposition the motion is
carried. Before we go back to making a motion
on the TCs recommendation, I want to open the
floor for public comment. Sir, would you please
come to the microphone and say your name
and your affiliation please, and then you’ll have
three minutes.
MR. JONATHAN FRENCH: Thank you, my name
is Jonathan French, Mr. Chair.
I am a
recreational fisherman from here in Northern
Virginia, and I frequently cobia fish in both
Virginia and North Carolina. I’m speaking today
to request that the Technical Committee
reconsider, or this Board reject the Technical
Committee recommendation to reject Option 1
for North Carolina.
The reason is that 2015 MRIP data was used in
the estimate, 2015 MRIP data represented a
400 percent increase over the previous year in
Virginia, a 349 percent increase in catch over
the average for the previous seven years, and
North Carolina was a similar outlier, a 170
percent increase over the average harvest.
It was a significant statistical outlier. I work in
the health data quality field, and if we used a
data point that was three sigmas outside of the
standard deviation for making health care
decision, we would be fired. The years 2013,

2014 and 2017 were all within the standard
deviation for the previous 7 year average. I
believe that the Technical Committee should
adopt National Academy of Science’s standards
for data quality in making this decision, and
utilize 2013, 2014, and 2017 catch data for
evaluating Option 1.
With regards to some of Michelle’s comments, I
support working collaboratively, although I do
hope that Atlantic states ultimately take over
full management of cobia, and we can start to
work around some of these tripping points that
have been discussed here today. With that I’ll
defer the rest of my time, thank you.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Thank you very much, Mr.
French. Is there anyone else with public
comment? Yes, please come to the microphone
and state your name.
You’ll have three
minutes.
MR. BILL GORHAM: I’m Bill Gorham from Outer
Banks North Carolina. I’m the owner of Bowed
Up Lures, a custom cobia jig lure manufacturer.
I’ve been part of this process and the regulatory
process for cobia now going on three years.
The state of North Carolina stakeholders were
adamantly against this complementary plan.
Clearly the federal FMP is not big enough for all
the states involved.
What is clear by what has been approved by the
TC is that North Carolina recreational fishermen
will get one fish per boat. I found out about this
Friday of last week, and given the
overwhelming outreach to me, I woke up at
four o’clock this morning and drove here to
voice, and ask that alternate data points be
looked at to save our season, because at one
fish per boat it will have devastating effects on
not only northeastern North Carolina, but
southeastern North Carolina.
Cobia is a vital spring fishery for us. It’s a
destination location; and at one fish they’re just
not going to come, especially when states to
your north or south have far less restrictive
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measures. I would also like to put on the record
that during this entire debate and battle, we
from North Carolina have always fought for the
common good of all states, not the benefit of
just ourselves.
We have tried to be educated in the process, do
what’s right, believe in the process, and
champion the process. It’s with my personal
regret that I don’t think there is any way that
we cannot not fight to not go ahead with this,
and we’ll continue to reach out to ASMFC, and
our state representatives to make sure this
doesn’t see the light of day. Thank you.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Thank you very much sir, and
thank you for coming today. All right, we’re at
that point where is there any further
discussion? David.
MR. DAVID E. BUSH, JR.: Just very quickly. This
motion as it is would not only evaluate the
methods and management measures that were
proposed, but even those that were previously
denied. Am I understanding that correctly?
CHAIRMAN GEER: Yes, it would. Okay, so what
is the Board’s pleasure with the TCs
recommendations for the Implementation
Plans? I’m not hearing anything. I mean we
have a final action today on this. That is where
we’re standing right now. Jim.

approval; that is basically what would be done
today by the Board is to allow those states that
set of options.
For example, I believe Delaware had either of
the de minimis options that they would then
make a final decision on before April 1. If the
Board were to take the TCs recommendation of
approval for both of those options, then they
could do either one of the two. Similarly for
Virginia, the TCs recommendation is for
conditional approval.
Therefore, the Board consent if the Board was
to take the TCs recommendation, would have to
wait for some type of statement from Southeast
Regional Office, Southeast Fisheries Science
Center on those average weighting techniques,
and that would tell what the range of options
would be for Virginia.
As far as the issue of submitting additional
options, and the TC review of those. The TC
may be able to review those and potentially
provide a recommendation before April 1st.
The issue would be that those options would
then also need to come before the Board; and
the Board would have to make a final decision
on those options, and the Board doesn’t meet
again until May.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Toni.

MR. ESTES: I have a question about the timing.
Michelle mentioned that they would like to take
this back out to their stakeholders. We’re
supposed to have this implemented by April the
1st, and then I guess presuming what they hear
from the stakeholders, they would like to
maybe run some more options back to the TC.
Is there possibly time to do that for us?

MS. KERNS: One of the things that we do in the
Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass
Plan is that a state sometimes want to go
forward with a slightly different version of a
management proposal that they brought
forward. They use the same methodology that
they used in their original plans that got
approved by the Board.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Mike.

It still has to come back to staff. Staff
sometimes will run that past the TC Chair, just
to make sure the methodology seems to be the
same. But that is an option that we have done
in other Boards. If this Board is comfortable
with that then that is something that could be
provided as an option for states to do.

DR. SCHMIDTKE: For the states that submitted
several options, because there were quite a few
that submitted several, for the states that
submitted multiple options, intending to take
them back out to their stakeholders after
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If it’s a completely different methodology that
the state uses, then we have in the past in other
Boards run that past the TC, and then we’ve
done an e‐mail vote for the Board to consider
something different. But you would have to
confirm that that is something that the Board is
comfortable with before moving forward in that
direction.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Robert.
MR. BOYLES:
We did have extensive
discussion about implementation date of April
1st, when we approved this plan, so with that I
would move that we approve the state
implementation plans for the cobia fishery
management plan as recommended by the
Technical Committee.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Seconded by Mr. Haymans;
discussion on that Joe.
MR. CIMINO: Yes, and I guess this goes to staff,
because I tried to pay close attention to what
the TC was working with, and they felt they had
to take a hard stance on these projections. Of
course North Carolina’s projections show that if
you use numbers they would actually get there.
I don’t think it’s a radical proposal.
Virginia’s options that are conditional, get us
there if we use what we really believe is a more
realistic average weight. I think moving forward
with this plan, this Board was talking about soft
targets in three years. I do kind of have a
problem with this; because I feel like maybe the
TC felt that they had to give us that hard stance,
but I don’t necessarily know that the Board has
to do that here.

up fish size. You wind up increasing discards.
You wind up driving people out of the fishery.
Do not make the mistake again. The variability
in these estimates, we’re talking about North
Carolina’s plan as evaluated. This is not meant
to discredit the work of the TC. They were
given a job. They looked at it, they did the
evaluations. They gave us the information. It’s
now on us to make a decision what we’re going
to do with them. I’ll make it easy. I’m going to
move to substitute to approve all of the state
implementation plans as presented here
today.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Okay a second to that
motion, David. David.
MR. BUSH: As I understand it here, these are
going to be rolling on a three‐year average. If
these numbers are totally out of whack, they’re
going to have at least some time, I shouldn’t say
recuperate, but there will be an opportunity for
things to change to reflect what went wrong in
the first year if it’s substantial.
I don’t think we would be wrong to at least start
it out. Every one of the recommendations out
there for the most part is based on pretty sound
science; although the origin of that science is
where there is some disagreement or
something. But I think there is plenty of
opportunity to make course corrections if we go
forward as is.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Doug.
MR. DOUG HAYMANS: I was going to ask a
question; Roy, if that’s okay. That is Roy, if this
Board doesn’t approve this plan at this meeting,
is federal waters going to remain open in May?

CHAIRMAN GEER: Adam.
MR. NOWALSKY:
Once again this isn’t
something that impacts New Jersey; but this is
déjà vu all over again.
What winds up
happening when you go ahead and treat these
numbers to the number? You wind up driving

DR. CRABTREE: That would create a problem
for us and I’m not prepared to say one way or
another. But our keeping state waters open has
been contingent on this plan going into effect.
That puts the opening in a lot of jeopardy, I
think.
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CHAIRNMAN GEER: Doug, follow up.
MR. HAYMANS: Based on that I cannot support
the substitute motion, because both us and
South Carolina will be back in the position of
not having a fishery if federal waters were to
close this May.

implementation plans as presented today; that
includes the ones that were contingent, which
the three in Virginia which were contingent on
approval, and the one in North Carolina that the
TC did not recommend. All the other plans
were approved, is that correct? Do I hear any
opposition to that? Okay, let’s start with
Robert.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Michelle.
DR. DUVAL: I think just to provide some
clarification to the comments that I made
earlier; that I expected that our Commission
which meets next week was likely to request TC
review of additional options. We provided
them with a menu of options. We provided
stakeholders with a menu of options when we
went out to our advisory committees in
October.
The option that came forward from the
Commission, we recommended to the
Commission that they select more than one
option so that it could be reviewed, and they
elected not to do that. I think what I was
suggesting was not to not implement something
by April 1st, but to allow for Technical
Committee review, you know via conference
call, by any additional options that our
Commission might choose to forward for
analysis after their meeting next week.
You know not to not implement something, I
mean right now North Carolina waters are
closed to harvest by proclamation. They are
closed through April 30th. Our Commission
certainly has the option of moving forward with
the option that the TC recommended approval
of in the interim. But that is what I was talking
about when I said our Commission might want
to move a couple more options from the menu
that they had forward for additional TC review,
not that there wouldn’t be something in place
by April 1st. I hope that clarifies things.
CHAIRMAN GEER: I think it does. Any other
discussion on this, we have a substitute motion
on the floor. I’m going to read it again. Move
to
substitute
to
approve
all
state

MR. BOYLES:
motion.

I’m opposed to the substitute

CHAIRMAN GEER: Doug, do you want to add
anything to that; same thing. Robert.
MR. BOYLES: Mr. Chairman, I think a little bit of
context may be in order here. The recreational
ACL for cobia is 620,000 pounds that was
exceeded quite a bit the last two years. Last
year, two years ago I should say, the state of
South Carolina moved to close what we
believed to be a spawning aggregation, during
the months when you could go literally fish for
cobia from a canoe. Our anglers were very
strident in advocating for strong management
measures; and as a result in 2016, we had that
spawning season closure.
That was of course we had a spawning season
closure in 2017 as well, but 83 percent of South
Carolina’s cobia, excuse me 100 percent of
cobia landed in South Carolina are recreational.
As was referenced earlier, it’s a game fish in
South Carolina; and 83 percent of the fish that
are landed in South Carolina come from federal
waters.
I appreciate my colleague from
Georgia’s question of Dr. Crabtree. You know if
we can’t be assured of some kind of fishery,
there is just no way I can support this motion.
I think we have to keep in context that the
whole purpose for this Interstate Fishery
Management Plan for cobia was recognizing
that we have a shared resource, to some
degree, and the degree to which is arguably
arguable, but it is a shared resource. At the
same time we have to put some kind of
constraints on this catch; and so I would just
encourage the Board to keep that in mind, the
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context. As a result I can’t support the
substitute motion.

what is bothering me. But the plans would still
go into effect, if I’m reading this right.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Okay, Spud.

CHAIRMAN GEER: That’s the way I interpret it
as well. I see a lot of hands go up. Let’s go with
Joe and then Adam.

MR. A.G. “SPUD” WOODWARD: I want to sort
of follow up on the question that Doug gave for
you, and I apologize for putting you on the spot
like this. But sort of the next generation is okay,
in absence of the plan that it puts NOAA
Fisheries in an awkward position, that is making
a decision about opening the EEZ. If this body
were to approve implementation plans that are
projected by the TC to exceed the target
harvest, is that going to do likewise?
DR. CRABTREE: I think the consequences of that
play more into next year. But we would look at
it; but it’s not clear. I mean I didn’t support the
motion because it bothers me to approve plans
that the Technical Committee is saying don’t
meet our requirements. Now maybe further
look and investigation of some of these resolves
that problem. But at this point it hasn’t been.
Yes, we get in a difficult position if everyone’s
analysis shows we’re going to exceed the ACL. I
hope we can avoid that.
CHAIRMAN GEER: All right, seeing no other
hands. Doug Brady, I’m sorry.

MR. CIMINO:
I just kind of wanted a
clarification on that. Is that what we’re really
saying is that they wouldn’t in one year meet a
three‐year‐soft target. I mean because that is
what the TC is evaluating, is if they meet that
number exactly for the following year. But the
intention of the plan was to give us more
flexibility than that.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Mike.
DR. SCHMIDTKE: I guess addressing that point.
While there would need to be that three‐year‐
time period to evaluate whether any
management changes would be required of a
given state if they were to exceed their three‐
year target, one of the things that the TC
discussed is if the initial plans that go into effect
are projected to go above that target, how
would states be, I guess motivated, to change in
the next year?

MR. W. DOUGLAS BRADY: Well I think Spud’s
question, but basically if we approve Adam’s
motion I was trying to get to what the impact
would be. At one point I heard that it would
close potentially the federal, it would close the
federal waters I guess. Then I just heard that
may or not be the case. I’m just trying to make
sure that I understand and hopefully the
Commission does, if we approve this motion
where is the danger in doing so?

Like let’s say that these plans are in place for
three years. Then we would be projecting
ourselves. Excuse me; the plan would be
projected to be exceeded. I guess the TC kind
of was going from that angle that the
implementation plans that have been
submitted would likely be in place for three
years; to provide some stability to the fishery,
you know consistent regulations from year to
year, and then be reevaluated after that three‐
year period, as far as whether regulations
should change.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Roy.

CHAIRMAN GEER: Joe, follow up?

DR. CRABTREE: Well if I understand the motion
correct, the plans would go into effect, you just
would have approved some plans that your
Technical Committee said aren’t in compliance
with the very plan that you’ve set up. That is

MR. CIMINO: I do need to. I definitely wanted
this on the record at some point; and I guess I’ll
do it here, because if the TC is really looking at
what we’ve done. You know in Virginia in 2016,
you know we weren’t looking for a free‐for‐all.
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We put in some regulations that we thought
were great that would have been approved by
the TC to have a projection of 300 and some
odd thousand pounds.
That year’s harvest estimate was over 900,000
pounds just for Virginia. The very next year our
Commission liberalized regulations, and we
came in under target at 260,000 pounds. I
don’t see how the TC could say that that one
year’s measures are going to produce the same
exact harvest estimate each year.
CHAIRMAN GEER: I had David and then Adam
and then Robert.

the confidence interval of these catch
estimates. A few minutes ago by consent, this
Board approved looking at the other
approaches that other boards are using for
dealing with recreational catch.
Approving these implementation plans that are
well within these confidence intervals, in my
opinion is completely consistent with the past
Board action from a few minutes ago, about
look at how other boards that have dealt with
recreational fisheries and MRIP variability for a
longer time, are doing things to improve the
process, and I stand by this motion.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Then Robert.

MR. BUSH: Again, this is a three‐year average. I
can’t remember off the top of my head what
the measures that would go into place after the
three years of you blowing the quota out of the
water. But you have the opportunity to make
adjustments in your three‐year window, to keep
your states under.
I mean maybe there should be a review yearly.
How did everybody do? What management
measures are you going to tweak or change to
get you where you need to be? However that
needs to take place, but this soft‐target idea
was also meant to give state’s flexibility on how
they manage this fishery. They’ve got the three
years and the numbers are close. Give us an
opportunity to try it, because we obviously
know there is a question about the numbers
already.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Adam.
MR. NOWALSKY: I believe what I’ve heard so
far is that failing to implement this plan, the
plans for the states is what would result in
federal waters not opening. Not putting forth a
state regulation that may result in
overharvesting a target by tens of thousands of
pounds of fish potentially. I would offer that
that number and I haven’t looked at it myself.
But I can say with a high degree of confidence
that the numbers we’re talking about in these
implementation plans is probably well within

MR. BOYLES: Adam is right. I think you know
where I am, and maybe Mr. Chairman I might
suggest a path out of this corner, perhaps. We
adopted, I believe unanimously, I believe, this
FMP in October. The Policy Board adopted it,
agreed to it in November with an
implementation date of April 1st. I recognize
the uncertainty.
I recognize the challenges that we have that our
public commenter’s mentioned regarding
applicability of the statistics. Mr. Chairman,
however the fact remains is that we’ve had the
Technical Committee do what we asked them
to do, to review these implementation plans,
and they have some reservations.
Therefore, I reiterate with respect to Mr.
Nowalsky and Mr. Bush. I can’t support this
motion. I prefer my motion, and remind the
Board that there is the avenue of conservation
equivalency through which states can seek
Technical Committee review of specific
proposals designed to achieve the goals of the
FMP. I would urge the Board to reject on the
basis
of
the
Technical
Committee’s
recommendation the substitute motion, and
urge passage of the original motion. Thank you.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Thank you very much,
Robert, thank you for everybody. It’s time to
bring this to a vote. Substitute motion on the
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floor is to move to substitute to approve all the
state implementation plans as presented today.
Motion by Mr. Nowalsky and Mr. Bush, can I
see hands?
You want a minute, okay two minutes to
caucus. Okay, are we ready? North Carolina,
are we ready? All right on the substitute
motion, move to substitute to approve all
state implementation plans as presented
today.
Motion by Mr. Nowalsky, and
seconded by Mr. Bush. All those in favor raise
your hand; all those opposed, any null votes,
abstain, one. The motion fails 4 to 6 to 0 to 1.
That brings us back to the main motion.
Move to improve the state implementation
plans for cobia FMP as recommended by the
TC; motion by Mr. Boyles and seconded by Mr.
Haymans. Again, all those in favor of this
motion raise your hand; all those opposed, null
votes, abstentions.
The motion carries
unanimously 11 to 0, 0, 0. Okay, we got that
taken care of.
DRAFT ADDENDUM I FOR THE BLACK DRUM
FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
CHAIRMAN GEER: Moving on to the next item
on the agenda is Draft Addendum I for the Black
Drum Fishery Management Plan to go out to
public comment. Mike is going to try to get us
back on schedule.
DR. SCHMIDTKE: We kind of looked over an
initial proposal from Maryland at the last
meeting, so I’ll give very brief background onto
what motivated this addendum and go through
the draft options. Timeline, last October
Maryland submitted a proposal to reopen their
commercial fishery in the Chesapeake Bay for
black drum.
The Board initiated Addendum I to the black
drum FMP. Right now we would be considering
Draft Addendum I for public comment.
Maryland has historically had a commercial
fishery in the Chesapeake Bay that went from

May through early June. There were no
commercial harvest restrictions until 1994. At
that point a 16 inch total length minimum size
and an annual Chesapeake Bay quota were
instituted.
During the time period from ’73 to ’97, about
11,000 pounds of annual average harvest were
collected by the commercial fishery. A tagging
study was initiated in the 1990s that closed the
sale of black drum that were caught in
Chesapeake Bay for Maryland, but the
Department of Natural Resources bought black
drum from pound net fishermen during that
time for that study. In ’99 the tagging study
ended, as well as the buy‐back program, after
which the Chesapeake commercial fishery
remained closed for the state of Maryland.
In 2013 the South Atlantic Board approved the
black drum FMP, which continued this closure
in perpetuity. The current reference points
from the 2015 stock assessment have a harvest
target of 2.12 million pounds, a harvest
threshold of 4.12 million pounds, and a status
of not overfished and overfishing not occurring
for the coastwide black drum stock.
In 2016 total harvest was 1.53 million pounds.
Here we see a table that is just showing the
regulations for different states along the coast;
recreational and commercial. The highlighted
portion indicates the closure in Chesapeake Bay
for the state of Maryland; and there is, as you
can see on the table, there is no such regional
closure that is required by the FMP for another
state.
Just one thing to note, it was brought up in the
last meeting; but there is commercial harvest
that does occur in the Chesapeake Bay for the
state of Virginia. The two options that are
presented in this draft addendum, one is status
quo; in which the current FMP remains in place,
and the Chesapeake Bay remains closed to
commercial harvest by Maryland.
The second option is to reopen Maryland’s
commercial fishery for black drum in the
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Chesapeake Bay with a 10‐fish‐daily‐vessel limit,
and a 28‐inch‐minimum‐total‐length‐size limit.
The rationale for Option 2 is stated within the
draft addendum, but to summarize the bottom
line, in terms of impact on coastwide harvest,
addition of the average or maximum harvest
from the time this fishery was in operation
would increase the 2016 coastwide harvest by
0.8 percent or 2.8 percent respectively. Given
this small amount of projected harvest and the
current stock status at the 2017 annual meeting
the black drum TC advised the Board that this
amount of harvest would not be likely to result
in overfishing of the stock. With that I’ll take
any questions.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Lynn.
MS. FEGLEY: Thank you Mike for that. I wanted
to add for the record that this is something that
is of interest to our commercial sector in the
state of Maryland. We also in Maryland, we will
be taking this back out to our constituents to
have a full discussion. For us the most
important thing is as we embark on this
process, to know that the Commission is
onboard that this is approved.
If it’s not approved we wouldn’t have those
discussions. The point to that is that that creel
limit of 10 represents a maximum. It’s an up to
10 fish, because at the end of the day what the
state of Maryland could implement is
something less than that. I just wanted the
Board to be aware that what this represents is
sort of the ceiling. We may do what the
addendum says, or we could at the end of the
day do something less.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Are there any questions for
Mike or Lynn; any further discussion? We’re
ready for a motion on this?
MS. FEGLEY: I could do that Mr. Chair.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Okay, you have the floor.

MS. FEGLEY: Sorry. I would move to approve
the Draft Addendum I to the Black Drum
Fishery Management Plan for public comment.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Motion by Lynn Fegley,
second the motion by Spud Woodward. Any
further discussion; is there any opposition?
Seeing no opposition the motion carries.
TECHNICAL COMMITTEE AND PLAN REVIEW
TEAM REVIEW OF THE ANNUAL TRAFFIC LIGHT
APPROACH FOR ATLANTIC CROAKER AND SPOT
CHAIRMAN GEER: Moving on to the next topic
is review the TC’s Plan Review Team for Annual
Traffic Light Approach for Atlantic Croaker and
Spot; and Chris, you have the floor.
MR. CHRIS McDONOUGH: We’re going to look
at some proposed changes to the traffic light
analysis that we currently use now for spot and
croaker. Just to give you a little bit of
background. Spot and croaker underwent a
benchmark assessment in 2017. However, they
were not endorsed by the Peer Review Panel
for management, due in part to the conflicting
signals that were occurring between abundance
and the harvest time series, as well as some
issues with the bycatch estimates with the
shrimp fishery.
Both species are currently monitored using the
annual traffic light approach, which was
established in 2014. Basically that approach
assigns a color to categorize relative levels of
the indicators on the condition of either the fish
population, which is the abundance metric, or
the fishery, which is a harvest metric.
Management action if both abundance and
harvest were tripped for two consecutive years
for spot and three consecutive years for
croaker. Moderate concern would be the red
proportions of 30 percent, and significant
concern was red proportions of 60 percent or
greater, the concerns that the TC had with the
TLA and the way it has been working.
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It was still superior to the way we did it prior to
the TLA. However, the TLA still hadn’t really
triggered any management action; despite
declining trends in the harvest that has been
occurring all up and down the coast, to some of
the lowest values that we’ve seen currently.
Also several of the abundance indices that were
used in the assessment are not currently part of
the TLA, so that needed to be reevaluated. A
TLA Subcommittee was formed to look at the
available data for spot and croaker. The main
things they looked at were redeveloping the
indices, and splitting them by age; looking at
recruitment indices and then adult indices
separately, because there are differences in the
way that two run, depending whether you’re
talking about what the fishery metric has in it
and what the abundance indices have.
Then reconsider which of those indices should
be considered and used in the traffic light. The
spot landings and this is through 2016,
continued to decline through last year or two
years ago I guess now. However, the adult
indices are exhibiting high abundance years that
don’t reflect or aren’t seen in the fishery
statistics, or the landings rather. The same is
true with croaker. You see that continued
decline in recent years.
Whereas, the higher abundances that occur in
certain years in the adult indices from the
fishery independent surveys don’t show up in
the fishery, or aren’t reflected in the fishery
very well.
After examining all that the
conclusions that the Subcommittee came to
was that looking at the age split indices that the
recruitment signals amongst most of the
different surveys, tended to be fairly similar,
but the declines as they occurred, occurred in
the Chesapeake area first and then have
showed up last in the surveys that occur further
offshore.
The SEAMAP and the NMFS survey, the NMFS is
the Northeast Fisheries Science Center trawl
survey. Both of those are primarily driven by
the recruitment signal; even with the age‐split
indices, because they have a relatively high

proportion of ages 0s and 1s in them. There
were some differences in regional exploitation
in the fishery, in the harvest itself.
Then the SEAMAP index it was found that in the
past we’ve always used, the fall is the season
that we’ve looked at. But in examining across
seasons to reevaluate it, we found that the
spring survey actually tracked the adult year
class better; because you have a much lower
likelihood of seeing young of the year and
juveniles at that time of year.
The four options that the TC was looking at to
adapt or change the TLA were first of course the
status quo, no change at all. The second was a
coastwide traffic light, but using revised indices.
The third is a regional approach, broken
between the South Atlantic and the Mid‐
Atlantic with the same revised indices in those
different areas.
Then the fourth approach that we looked at
was examining relative exploitation. That we’re
going to talk about a little bit more in a bit. But
that was the one option I’m going to talk about
briefly, and then we’re not going to talk about
any more, because the TC that is not an avenue
that we’re going to go down. But we did look at
it.
Okay for the current traffic light, which is the
2016, which would be the status quo. Harvest
and commercial or the harvest metric, you
know individually tripped. You can see it
tripped in 2010, ’12, ’13, and then ’15 and ’16.
The adult composite for NMFS and SEAMAP
hasn’t tripped since 2007. Because neither of
those has tripped at the same time within
current years, no management concern was
triggered.
Now just to touch a bit on the relative
exploitation, the current TLA metric wasn’t
reflecting the declines that we’re seeing in
abundance. But it’s felt that some of that could
be addressed in the index selection as it’s used.
Relative exploitation essentially uses the
landings for the harvest standardized by annual
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relative mean of one of the fishery dependent
surveys; depending on the region and which
survey you decide you want to use for it, for
that area of the coast to gauge the relative
levels of exploitation in the fishery. Now under
that years of high abundance can only be
interpreted as a good situation if harvest is also
relatively high.
It can be used to address the situation where
declines in abundance are counteracted by
increasing proportions of the abundance or the
amount of fish that are removed. One of the
issues with that method though is that you
need some kind of a protective measure, in case
abundance
and
harvest
declined
at
approximately the same rate. Then you’re not
going to see changes, because it’s going to kind
of be a fairly steady state.
The relative exploitation method was fairly
conservative; and the TC felt that it would need
a little bit more work to determine if that was
even an appropriate reference point at this
point. The consensus that the TC came to was
to continue on with the traffic light, but using
age‐adjusted‐index form, because one it’s fairly
consistent with what we’ve been using up until
now, and a pretty straightforward measure.
Okay so now to go back to our other options.
The first is the coastwide option; and this is with
a revised indices.
Now with the revised indices, this is including
the NMFS Index, ChessMMAP Survey, North
Carolina DMF Program, Trawl Program 195, and
then the SEAMAP Index. It also uses a 2002 to
2012 reference period. The reference period
had to be changed; the previous one was 1989
to 2012. The reason we change over to 2002 to
2012 is because that is the timeframe for the
ChesMMAP survey, and in order to use the
method you need to use the same timeframe
within all the surveys.
Then management in this case would be
triggered if two out of the three terminal years
have been tripped; based on previous
guidelines. That is two out of three, not two

consecutive. The inclusion of ChesMMAP in this
case made the index more sensitive, causing it
to trip at a more moderate level. In the adult
TLA it tripped in 2002 to 3, 2008, 2014, and
2016; which reflects a bit more what with the
decline seen in the harvest metric.
Now as I said before, there were some
differences in the regional landings. Long term
trends were similar in that they were both
declining. However, abundance trends were
varied between regions, which led us into that
idea of looking at comparing relative
exploitation. Coastwide landings are pretty
much driven by the Mid‐Atlantic region, which
represents the bulk of the landings for spot.
In the South Atlantic, while not as variable
annually does follow that general declining
trend. If we look at these on a regional basis, so
this is looking at it regionally. This is for the
Mid‐Atlantic first here. The revised indices, in
this case we’re using the NMFS survey and
ChesMMAP. The adult composite shows more
of a decline than the previous just the NMFS
survey alone would.
Within it tripping from 2002 to 2005, 2010, ’12,
and then in the last three years 2014 through
’16. Then the harvest composite showed
moderate concern in 2012 and the last two
years, 2015, ’16. Under this scenario, the
survey actually would have triggered for
moderate concern at both 2015 and 2016. For
the South Atlantic the revised indices here are
the North Carolina Program 195 and the
SEAMAP survey. You see elevated concern in
the harvest metric on the bottom, 2010, ’12 and
’13, and 2016. But you only see the adult
composite index tripping at the higher red
levels; the last time in 2009, in terms of
occurring annually. For the South Atlantic in
the last couple years, compared to the Mid‐
Atlantic, it would not have tripped. The
recommendations that the TC is making for the
spot traffic light would include incorporating
indices from ChesMMAP, the North Carolina
DMF Program 195 survey, as well as the
continued use of NMFS and SEAMAP.
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The use of an age‐revised index for each of the
surveys where we’re using the adult portion of
each of the surveys, and those would be
estimated using annual age length keys, as well
as the length frequency data. In order to get
good estimates of what proportion of the index
are those adult fish, which would be age one
plus in the case of spot, and then using regional
metrics to characterize the fishery.
With the separation being the North
Carolina/Virginia border using ChesMMAP and
the NMFS survey in the Mid‐Atlantic, and then
the North Carolina Program 195 and the
SEAMAP survey in the southern zone. We
would continue to utilize the traffic light for the
recruitment; as well as the annual southeastern
shrimp trawl fishery discard estimates as
advisory and information purposes, just
because we would still want to examine those
to see how they match up with the trends with
the adults, changing the reference time period
from 2002 to 2012.
That is so we can keep up with it and include
the ChesMMAP Index. Then finally change the
triggering mechanism in accordance with the
current 30 and 60 percent thresholds for red; if
both abundance and harvest thresholds are
exceeded in any two of the three terminal
years. This is so that if you get high variability
from year to year, which occurs more often
with spot, because it’s a short‐lived species.
You can get one year of really high abundances,
and that drops down and it drags out and you
may not trigger. This way it gives us a bigger
window that we can consider if we want to take
management options or not. Okay and that is it
for spot, now we do the same things with
croaker. I’m going to essentially just go right
back to the options that we did with croaker
before.
Okay for the status quo to the current 2016
traffic light harvest metric trip. For the six
consecutive years harvest levels have dropped
for croaker. The Adult Composite Index for
NMFS and SEAMAP did not trip; as those

numbers have gone up. Overall no concern was
triggered actually since ’93, going back to the
last time when the croaker levels in the
independent surveys had been that low.
Now to look if we examine this with the revised
indices, like we did with spot we’re using a 2002
to 2012 reference period, so that it matches up
with ChesMMAP. In this case we’re using
NMFS, ChesMMAP, SEAMAP, and SCDNR
Trammel net survey, which was another adult
survey in the southern portion over the
southeast coast.
With these adults were these their age is two
plus. In this case management would be
triggered if two out of the three, I’m sorry that
should be three out of the four terminal years
are tripped, based on the previous guidelines
for croaker. Now with the harvest traffic light,
you see definite moderate concern throughout
most of the ’80s and early ’90s, and then in
recent years as it’s kicked up from 2013 to
2016, as landings have gone down. Then the
adult time series was a moderate concern in
2002 and 2008 through 2016. This is primarily
due to the addition of the ChesMMAP Index,
which has shown that decline that has really
occurred in the Chesapeake, and does reflect or
is more in consensus with the harvest metric.
Regionally, there are differences between the
Mid‐Atlantic and the South Atlantic.
Recent years Mid‐Atlantics tend to have the
higher harvest rate, although that wasn’t always
the case. During the ’80s the South Atlantic
actually had higher croaker landings; although
the scalar differences occur, but the overall
trend is fairly similar between the regions.
When we look at these regionally, this first one
this is the Mid‐Atlantic.
This is using NMFS and ChesMMAP. The adult
composite had concern for a lot of years, 2002
to 2003 and then 2008 through 2016. Again,
this is mainly due to really low catch levels in
the Chesapeake that really drove those red
proportions up. Then for the harvest index you
see concern in recent years, although 2014
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through 2016 was over that 30 percent
threshold.
In recent years for croaker in the Mid‐Atlantic
that moderate concern under using those
revised indices, would have been triggered in
both 2015 and 2016. In the South Atlantic the
adult composite was cause for concern more in
the mid ’90s, early 2001, 2004 and 2011, and
then the harvest metric which caused concern
mainly in recent years through the decline from
2012 through 2016.
The adult composite for the southern region for
croaker, this is using SEAMAP and the South
Carolina Trammel Net Survey, for recent years
was below that 30 percent threshold. In the
case of the South Atlantic, there would have
been no concern triggered for croaker. The TC
recommendations for the croaker TLA fall along
the same lines of spot; include incorporation of
the ChesMMAP Survey, as well as the SCDNR
Trammel Net Survey into the adult composite
characteristic.
In addition to continuing to use the NMFS fall
survey and the SEAMAP survey. This one would
also use the age‐revised indices using age‐
length keys and length compositions in order to
estimate the adult proportion; which in the case
of croaker is the ages two plus that are caught
in each of these surveys.
Use of a regional metric to characterize the
fishery north and south of the Virginia/North
Carolina border, this has to do mainly as with
spot again, with differences in the fishery
characteristics, not necessarily that there is
biological differences across those. We would
continue to utilize the recruitment indices;
traffic light as well as the shrimp trawls fishery
bycatch estimates as advisory indices and
comparison in each annual exercise.
Establish a reference time period of 2002 to
2012, and then change the triggering
mechanism such that management action
would be triggered according to the current 30
percent red or 60 percent red thresholds, if

both the abundance and the harvest thresholds
are exceeded in any three of the four terminal
years. With that and I tried my hardest to get
us back on schedule.
CHAIRMAN GEER: You did a great job, Chris.
MR. McDONOUGH: I’ll take questions.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Are there any questions for
Chris? I have Joe and then I have Chris and Roy.
MR. CIMINO: It was a great job. I feel right now
like I’m in full support of the TC
recommendations. I just don’t know where
that last step for each one brings us. Changing
those two trigger mechanisms, and I’m sorry I
was trying very hard to follow along, but what
status does that put us in for each of these
species?
MR. McDONOUGH: You mean whether or not
management concern has been triggered,
basically?
MR. CIMINO: Yes, if we went through with all
the recommendations.
MR. McDONOUGH: That would mean that
management concern has been triggered and in
that case one of the things that makes it a little
hard is the fact that since we kind of just
finished the stock assessment and it wasn’t
accepted. We’re kind of left with a “what do
we do now” kind of thing. But I think it would
need, the TC would then have to come up with
some recommendations to possibly, what do
we have to do to get those abundances back
up?
There aren’t a lot of restrictions on croaker and
spot as a whole in most of the states, and so
you know there are some bag limits. I forgot, I
think one state has a size limit. I mean there
are things that could be implemented, but that
would be the next step. It’s like okay if we’re
going to do this and there is a problem, okay
what do we do now?
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I mean up until now spot and croaker are kind
of one of those species. They are always there,
and everything eats them, including us. But
there definitely have been some issues. We
would have to come up with a next step. We
hadn’t gotten there; we just need to see where
we’re going to go with it.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Chris.
MR. CHRIS BATSAVAGE: Thanks Chris and I’ll
apologize in advance if I missed this in your
report. But did the Technical Committee
discuss any issues or concerns with the regional
traffic light approaches? In terms of data
uncertainty, with you only have a couple
independent indices for each region, as
opposed to having four I guess if you looked at
it coastwide.
Any differences in the traffic light assessments
for the regions may also be clouded by just
availability of fish at that time. You know with
the fish kind of showing a progressive shift
north or just some variation between whether
there is a higher abundance of spot and croaker
in the Mid‐Atlantic versus the South Atlantic in
a given year.
MR. McDONOUGH: Yes, we had multiple
discussions on all those points. We examined,
what was it like 20, we examined almost all the
datasets that were used in the assessment, you
know went back and looked at all of them.
Generally the way they were getting picked had
to do with the area coverage, consistency in
overall trends.
Some of the surveys, you know if it were more
geographically isolated and didn’t match up
with anything else. They didn’t necessarily take
away, but they don’t add anything to the
analysis either so they weren’t used. There are
some issues with availability in the changes, like
the NMFS survey. You know years ago when we
used that when they used to sample much
further inshore in their strata that they used.
We looked at the NEAMAP survey pretty hard,
but the NEAMAP started in 2007, and there is

still not quite enough data for it to be, at least
for the traffic light system particularly with
croaker, given their life span.
It’s going to get used in the future eventually.
Then there are some issues with, so whether or
not the fish are there when they’re sampling in
consistency from year to year within a given
survey, what part of the month they’re sapling
each year. We did look at all that stuff and you
know we tried to go forward with the best fits
that we could see that made the most sense.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Lynn and then Roy.
MS. FEGLEY: To follow on Joe’s comments. I’m
curious about the process. Would it require an
addendum or an amendment? Would we have
to initiate an new plan to adopt this new traffic
light, and then based on that we would wind up
having to initiate management, and could that
happen in the same addendum or amendment
or what are the process steps?
CHAIRMAN GEER: Go ahead, Mike.
MR. McDONOUGH: I’ll address the first part.
The second part I may have to kick to Toni.
Taking all of the TCs recommendations would
require initiating an addendum for each species,
for spot and for croaker. As far as being able to
take management action in the midst of that
process, I’m not sure.
MS. KERNS: So Lynn, staff talked about this a
little bit and what we thought would be the
best path forward. If it is the Board’s inclination
to move forward with these recommendations
and adopt a new TLA approach, and we know
that it does trigger management action for the
Mid‐Atlantic States. We thought that it would
be best to incorporate the new year’s data that
would come in August, and so that it would be
something that we could incorporate into one
single document.
In order to give the PDT and the TC time to
figure out what types of management response
that we would need, and the Board to give
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direction to those groups that we could include
it in both, but the management document
wouldn’t come out until August at the earliest.
To address both in one document, because we
did not budget to do two documents this year.
Since the public would probably want to see the
most recent year’s data, we thought it would be
best to hold off until we had that information
this summer.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Could we hold off until the
May meeting to decide if we want to approve
this or not; because a lot of folks have just seen
this today for the first time or have just read
this recently and haven’t had a chance to digest
it all.
MS. KERNS: We could definitely hold off until
then. The one drawback to that is then we
wouldn’t be able to start tasking the TC and the
PDT to start thinking about how we would
respond to a management trigger. What types
of management actions would the Board want
the TC to think about and evaluate? Depending
on where the Board wants the PDT to go,
maybe the time between May and August
might not be enough time to develop those
management options. It just depends on the
direction that the Board takes.
CHAIRMAN GEER:
What is the Board’s
pleasure; hearing nothing?
MS. KERNS: I should say that you know we’re
not on any time crunch, so if the document
doesn’t get approved until annual meeting to
go out for public comment. I don’t think that
that is problematic.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Does that sound like a
course of action on this? I see head nodding.
It’s a lot to digest. Having those new numbers
would be good as well. It said possible action
and with that in mind I’m going to say let’s table
this until the next meeting. Go ahead, Toni.
MS. KERNS: I just want to be clear; I’ll turn to
Mike and Chris for this. But I don’t believe we
would have new numbers until August worked

up, until the August meeting, so it would
probably be helpful if the Board digested this
new information, came back in May and at least
indicated to the PDT and the TC that this is
something that they wanted to move forward
with. Then in August we could at least come
back with updated TLAs and then possible
direction on how to respond for management.
CHAIRMAN GEER: Yes folks, because we’re
running out of time here, and the last thing I
want to do is to keep the Striped Bass Board
waiting on us; because I’m sure they’ve got a lot
of work to do. If that is the Board’s direction
they want to go. I see head nodding. We’ll take
it home, show it to your TC members and we’ll
discuss this in the May meeting.
2017 FMP REVIEW AND STATE COMPLIANCE
REPORTS FOR SPOT AND SPANISH MACKEREL
CHAIRMAN GEER: The next item on the agenda
was the Compliance Reports for spot and
Spanish mackerel, and there were no
compliance issues in there so we’re just going
to send that out as e‐mails for approval on that
so we can move on.
OTHER BUSINESS
CHAIRMAN GEER: That would bring us to, is
there any other business at this time? Robert.
MR. BOYLES: Mr. Chairman, just quick in
accordance with Amendment 2, the Red Drum
Plan, I wanted to let the Board know that South
Carolina is seeking legislative approval to
reduce fishing mortality on red drum. We are
seeking approval from the legislature to reduce
our bag limit, which is currently at three, down
to two.
We expect this to be a reduction in fishing
mortality, so it will not increase fishing
mortality, so I’m not looking for the Board’s
approval as the requirements of Amendment 2.
But I just wanted to let the Board know that
we’re working in that direction.
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ADJOURNMENT
CHAIRMAN GEER: Is there any other business
before this Board? Hearing none; meeting is
adjourned.
(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 2:55
o’clock p.m. on February 7, 2018)
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Draft Document for Board Review
Public Comment Process and Proposed Timeline
In October 2017, South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries Management Board (Board) approved a
motion to initiate the development of an addendum to the Interstate Fishery Management Plan
(FMP) for black drum to consider reopening Maryland’s commercial fishery for black drum in the
Chesapeake Bay. This draft addendum presents background on the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commission’s (ASMFC) management of black drum, the addendum process and
timeline, and a statement of the problem. This document also provides black drum management
options for public consideration and comment.
A Public Comment period was held from February 7 through March 23, 2018. Comments were
submitted via email and one public hearing was held in the state of Maryland. Comments and a
summary of the public hearing will be provided to the Board prior to their decision on Final
Approval of Draft Addendum I in May, 2018.
The development of Draft Addendum I to the Black Drum Fishery Management Plan follows the
general process outlined below. Tentative dates are included to illustrate the timeline of the
addendum process.
October 2017: Board Approved Draft Addendum Development

October 2017‐January 2018: Draft Addendum for Public Comment Developed

February 2018: Board Approved Draft for Public Comment

February 7 – March 23, 2018: Public Comment Period
May 2018: Board Review, Selection of Management Measures, and Final Approval (Current
step)

TBD: Implementation of Provisions of Addendum I
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1.0 Introduction
The Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission’s (ASMFC) South Atlantic State/Federal
Fisheries Management Board (Board) approved the Interstate Fishery Management Plan for
Black Drum (FMP) in June 2013 (ASMFC, 2013). The goal of the FMP is to provide for an efficient
management structure to implement coastwide management measures in a timely manner.
ASMFC maintains the primary management authority for black drum in state and federal
waters. The management unit for black drum extends throughout the species range along the
U.S. Atlantic coast, from Gulf of Maine through Florida, but black drum within this range are
primarily caught from New Jersey through Florida.
Draft Addendum I proposes reopening Maryland’s commercial black drum fishery in the
Chesapeake Bay.
2.0 Overview
2.1 Statement of the problem
Draft Addendum I responds to a proposal from the state of Maryland to reopen their
commercial fishery for black drum in the Chesapeake Bay. The FMP requires states to maintain
the commercial restrictions that were in place at the time of the FMP’s approval. At the time of
the FMP’s adoption, Maryland’s commercial black drum fishery in Chesapeake Bay was in the
midst of a closure that was originally intended to be temporary but, after approval of the FMP,
has been continued in perpetuity. Maryland has proposed reopening this fishery with daily
vessel and minimum size restrictions.
2.1.2 Background
During the late 1990s, the state of Maryland began a tag and release program for black drum in
order to gather critical life history, migration, and recreational harvest data for the species. This
program compensated commercial watermen for black drum encountered in pound nets. The
watermen were prohibited from taking the fish, but were paid for fish that were tagged and
released from their nets. In 1998, the tagging program ended, but the verification of black drum
caught, and compensation for their release, continued in 1999. The compensation program
was eliminated prior to the start of the 2000 season, but commercial harvest was not
reinstated. Commercial watermen would periodically request reinstatement of harvest, but
this never became a priority issue and commercial harvest remained closed. In 2013, the fishery
was formally and permanently closed when ASMFC approved the Interstate Fishery
Management Plan for Black Drum (ASMFC, 2013), which states in section 4.2: “In order to avoid
the establishment of any new commercial fisheries for black drum, all states shall maintain their
current level of restrictions, i.e. no relaxation of current commercial fisheries management
measures.” As a result of this language in the plan, Maryland’s black drum fishery in the
Chesapeake Bay was frozen in a commercial moratorium, which is the most conservative
management for black drum among the Atlantic states (Table 1).
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Table 1. Black drum regulations for 2016. The states of New Jersey through Florida are required
to meet the requirements in the FMP. All size limits are total length.
Recreational
State

Commercial

Size limit

Bag limit

Size limit

‐
16” min
16” min

‐
3/person/day
3/person/day

‐
16” min
16” min

MD

16” min

1/person/day
6/vessel (Bay)

16” min

VA

16” min

1/person/
day

16” min

1/person/
day*

NC

14” min ‐ 25”
max; 1 fish >
25” may be
retained

10/person/
day

14” min ‐
25” max

500 lbs

ME ‐ NY
NJ
DE

Trip Limit
‐
10,000 lbs
10,000 lbs

Annual
Quota
‐
65,000 lbs
65,000 lbs
1,500 lbs
Atlantic
Coast

SC

14” min ‐
27” max

5/person/day

14” min ‐
27” max

5/person/day

GA

14” min

15/person/
day

14” min

15/person/
day

FL

14” min ‐ 24”
max; 1 fish
>24” may be
retained

5/person/day

14” min ‐
24” max

500 lbs/day

Notes

120,000
lbs

Chesapeake
Bay closed to
commercial
harvest
*without Black
Drum
Harvesting and
Selling Permit

Commercial
fishery
primarily
bycatch

3.0 Management Options
Option 1: Status quo. Current FMP remains in place.
Option 2: Reopen Maryland’s commercial fishery for black drum in the Chesapeake Bay with a 10
fish daily vessel limit and a 28 inch minimum total length size limit.
Maryland’s proposal indicates that the vessel and size limits of Option 2 would result in an
effective daily trip limit of approximately 500 pounds, allowing comparable harvests to states like
North Carolina and Florida, which currently have 500 pound per day commercial limits. The Black
Drum Technical Committee (TC) has reviewed the following rationale for these limits and
recommended that reopening of this fishery under the restrictions proposed by Option 2 would
not likely result in overfishing of the stock. The TC also recommends that, in addition to fulfilling
commercial reporting requirements of the FMP, biological monitoring of black drum caught by
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this fishery should be conducted to collect valuable stock assessment information such as length,
weight, and age.
Vessel Limit Rationale: Maryland DNR conducted a tagging study from 1995‐1997 in which 457
black drum were weighed. Mean weight for fish over 28 inches was 46.6 pounds, indicating a
ten‐fish limit would be similar to a 500 pound per day limit. More so, in this tagging study, 91
percent of the weights were taken in 1997, which appeared to be a year in which mean length
of landed black drum (1,104 mm total length, n = 900) may have been higher than normal.
Since 1993, Maryland DNR has conducted an ongoing pound net survey which infrequently
encounters black drum (n = 131). When they are encountered, mean length in the pound net
survey was observed to be 883 mm (35 inches) total length from 1993‐2016. The fact that
smaller black drum were encountered in the pound nets also suggests that 10 fish harvested
from pound nets will often weigh less than 500 pounds per day.
Size Limit Rationale: The 28‐inch total length size limit represents the length of 100% maturity
and would ensure no increase in harvest mortality on immature black drum. Tagging study and
pound net survey length frequencies indicate 3% and 37% of black drum, respectively, would
have been discarded if a 28‐inch size limit had been in place. Again, the broader time period of
the pound net survey takes more inter annual variability into account, making it likely, that in the
long term, the higher discard rate is more accurate.
Estimated Impacts of Option 2: From 1973‐1997, the time period for which landings by area are
available in Maryland, Chesapeake Bay commercial black drum harvest ranged from zero to
41,552 pounds, with an annual average harvest of 11,475 pounds. The majority of these landings
were taken in pound nets. There were no commercial harvest restrictions from 1973‐1993. A 16‐
inch minimum total length size limit and 30,000 pound annual Chesapeake Bay commercial quota
was implemented from 1994‐1997. Compared to the 2015 total coast‐wide harvest of 1,486,327
pounds, the addition of Maryland’s historical average or maximum Chesapeake Bay harvest
would lead to an estimated increase in coast‐wide harvest of 0.8% or 2.8%, respectively. Option
2 is more restrictive than the regulations that were in place from 1973 to 1997, so impacts of
Maryland harvest to the coast‐wide total would likely be on the low end of this range.
The 2015 coast‐wide benchmark stock assessment (data through 2012) indicated the stock was
not overfished and overfishing was not occurring (ASMFC, 2015). The current total harvest target
is 2.12 million pounds and the threshold is 4.12 million pounds. In 2016, total harvest was 28%
below the target (1.53 million pounds), indicating additional landings from reopening the
Maryland Chesapeake Bay commercial harvest, at the proposed level, would unlikely result in
exceeding the target in the future and would very unlikely lead to overfishing.
4.0 Compliance
If approved by the Board, to implement this Draft Addendum, Maryland must submit regulatory
language that complies with this Draft Addendum by XXXX, 2018, with implementation
scheduled for XXXX, 2018. Maryland would also annually report additional landings from this
fishery, in accordance with the requirements of the FMP.
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Summary of Public Comment on Draft Addendum I to the Black Drum Fishery Management
Plan
In February and March of 2018, a Public Comment period was conducted for Draft Addendum I
to the Black Drum Fishery Management Plan (FMP). During this period, emailed comments
were received and one public hearing was held in the state of Maryland. This document
summarizes comments received via email and at the public hearing.
Management Options
Option 1: Status quo. Current FMP remains in place.
Option 2: Reopen Maryland’s commercial fishery for black drum in the Chesapeake Bay with a 10
fish daily vessel limit and a 28 inch minimum total length size limit.
Emailed Public Comment Summary
The Public Comment period for Draft Addendum I to the Black Drum FMP ended on March 23,
2018, and 14 comments were received. Copies of written comments are included in Briefing
Materials for the ASMFC South Atlantic Board Spring 2018 meeting.
Thirteen (13) comments (12 from individuals and 1 from Coastal Conservation Association
Maryland) expressed support for Option 1 (status quo). Nine (9) of these comments referenced
the low commercial value of black drum due to poor meat quality of larger fish and expressed
that black drum are more valuable in the largely catch and release recreational fishery. Five (5)
comments expressed concern specifically with the harvest of large black drum, citing potential
loss of spawning productivity or reduced numbers of large black drum, which are targeted by
the recreational fishery, due to their long lifespan and slow growth after maturity. Four (4)
comments expressed concern about potential interference with recreational fishing
opportunities due to the location of commercial pound nets or potentially reduced availability
of black drum in Chesapeake Bay resulting from opening commercial harvest. Three (3)
comments expressed concern with the status of the stock, citing declining abundance, and the
potential for Option 2 to result in overfishing or localized depletion within Chesapeake Bay.
Three (3) comments referenced black drum as a valued and necessary recreational alternative
to fishing for striped bass. Two (2) comments expressed concern with enforceability of Option 2
due to pound nets’ ability to potentially catch more than the allowed number of fish with
discarding of excess fish not always able to occur quickly, increasing discard mortality. One (1)
of these comments suggested that any black drum harvest should be focused on smaller fish.
One (1) comment suggested that a pilot study should be conducted to predict the effects of
Option 2.
One (1) individual comment expressed support for Option 2 (reopening Maryland’s commercial
fishery in Chesapeake Bay). This comment additionally suggested limiting the gear to only
pound nets.

Black Drum Draft Addendum I Public Hearing Summary
Annapolis, Maryland
March 15, 2018
5 Attendees
Meeting Staff: Dr. Michael Schmidtke (ASMFC), Lynn Fegley (MD DNR), Erik Zlokovitz (MD DNR)
Meeting Participants: Ed O’Brien (ASMFC, Maryland Charter Boat Association), David Sikorski
(Coastal Conservation Association [CCA] Maryland)
Following staff presentation of the options of the Draft Addendum, some clarifying questions
were asked concerning characteristics of the historical fishery and current stock status. No
comments were provided on either of the two options in the Draft Addendum or alternative
management options. David Sikorski noted that he would be developing a written comment on
behalf of CCA Maryland.

March 23, 2018
Mr. Michael Schmidtke
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
1050 North Highland Street, Suite 200A-N
Arlington, VA 22201
RE: Draft Addendum 1 to the Black Drum FMP Public Comment
Mr. Schmidtke:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on Draft Addendum 1 to the Black
Drum FMP which is currently being considered by the South Atlantic State/Federal
Fisheries Management Board. CCA Maryland supports OPTION 1: Status Quo.
The Chesapeake Bay has a long standing recreational fishery (private and for
hire/charter) for large black drum. MRIP data for the species shows a large amount of
uncertainty of catch, but anecdotal information tells us that the fishery is regionally
popular. Many anglers pursue these fish for the enjoyment of catching them, and most
learn that release is the best option, after attempting to eat any large black drum.
Overharvest and disease have decreased oyster habitat in Chesapeake Bay, and nutrient
loading and pollution continually lead to “dead zones”. Recent work by Maryland DNR
has shown that benthic habitat, which includes clams, worms, and other important forage
for species like black drum has been lost in portions of the lower bay. Participants in
recreational fishery have experienced a decline in angling opportunities, and the
abundance of fish populations due to these conditions, and have concerns on future
performance of the recreational fishery. Generally speaking, striped bass are the most
available and popular species in Chesapeake Bay, and a decline in the abundance of
species like croaker, spot, weakfish, red drum, and black drum have been noted by
anglers in the region in the last many years. Without a clear solution to improve habitat
and water quality conditions, any further impact on these recreationally important species
should be avoided.
The perception of value of a fishery can vary greatly amongst stakeholders, but the value
of the recreational fishery which pursues black drum in Chesapeake Bay far outweighs
the value of the proposed commercial harvest allowance. A recent ASMFC summary of
commercial landings noted a dockside value of $0.45 for black drum. In comparison, a
charter fishing trip varies from $450-650 for a half day trip, and as much as $1200 for a
full day trip. At this time, these trips are limited to one fish per person and a maximum

of 6 fish per boat, and as stated previously, not all trips result in black drum harvest, and
instead, the experience of catching and releasing the large adult fish.
As a long-lived species, black drum grow quickly in their juvenile stage, and growth rates
greatly decrease as they become mature. Large fish are important for the production of
offspring and take a great deal of time to replace once removed. The black drum
management system should avoid the harvest of these older fish, and focus on the harvest
of more quickly replaceable smaller fish.
CCA Maryland also has concerns of the enforceability of this proposal for harvest with
pound nets. Enforcement coverage and funding is already limited in Chesapeake Bay,
and due to the schooling nature of black drum, they are often caught by pound nets in
numbers above those proposed by this action. The nets which often catch black drum
are also close to where the recreational fishery targets the fish, and could lead to new
conflicts which can undermine the existing, and economically valuable recreational
fishery.
Given these many points, CCA Maryland respectfully requests that OPTION 1: Status
Quo is selected for the Draft Addendum 1 to the Black Drum FMP.
Regards,

Frank Bonanno
Chairman
CCA Maryland

Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Douglas Clark <dublinlaundry1@gmail.com>
Thursday, March 22, 2018 7:41 PM
Comments
Black Drum

Considering management of the Black Drum Fishery in the Chesapeake, I support Option1 (status
quo). Comparing the low economic value for the commercial watermen to the much higher value to charter
captains and recreational fishermen, this is a no brainer. These large fish are better left enjoyed by recreationals
which will do much more to support local economy.
Douglas Clark
3322 Thomas Bridge Road
Street, Maryland 21154
410-688-1999
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Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Larry Jennings <larryjennings@comcast.net>
Thursday, March 22, 2018 12:02 PM
Comments
black Drum Amendment 1

I strongly oppose the opening of the Black Drum fishery to commercial harvest as a short‐sighted, greedy attempt ignore
what’s best for Black Drum and states’ potential economic advantage.
Black Drum grow very large and live for decades making their breeding stock of old, fat, fertile females exceptionally
important. These would be the first to be harvested by a commercial fishery yet Black Drum are well known to be
infected by worms as they age making their meat unfit for commercial, retail sale and likely to sold for bait or other low
value sale.
As a target for recreational anglers, Black Drum, are superb big fish that will test your tackle and stamina for a bruising
battle that you will never forget. Whether from their own boats or commercial charter boats, these catch and release
fish are the epitome of the ethic that they are far too valuable to only be caught once and these fish can be caught and
released every year for decades and still keep spawning to help the spawning stock biomass to continue to grow.
Please support OPTION 1 – STATUS QUO to keep our management of Black Drum protected for the betterment of this
fish, recreational anglers and Maryland’s economic interests.
Larry Jennings
960 Woodland Circle
Annapolis, MD 21409
410‐757‐4074
larryjennings@comcast.net
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Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Saigo Takamori <paintboat@hotmail.com>
Wednesday, March 21, 2018 5:31 PM
Comments
Black Drum, commercial proposal

By all means consider an opening for the commercial fishery to catch Black Drum.
It has been too long that the fishery has been kept from such fish when they get caught in devices such a pound nets.
Hope this will become a reality.
I am all for this.
Marc Castelli.
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

fygraphics@comcast.net
Wednesday, March 21, 2018 4:07 PM
Comments
Black Drum Draft Addendum I

Dear Dr. Schmidtke.
I am writing to you in opposition to reopening Black Drum to commercial fishing in the
Chesapeake Bay. I have fished the Bay my entire life and feel that this fishery is not truly
sustainable and should continue to be off limits to commercial fishing. Capture (and release)
mortality is always an issue as well, causing unintended, and sometimes, considerable loss.
I appreciate the opportunity to express my concern.
Sincerely,
Fran Younger
Lusby, MD
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Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jamie Simering <lacyskittles2006@icloud.com>
Friday, March 09, 2018 3:08 PM
Comments
Black drum

Sent from my iPhone. I’ve been fishing the Chesapeake Bay all my life and have only hooked 1 black drum but could not
land it. They are so few and far between you wanna open the commercial fishery back up. Why would you do that? I
wanna see this fishery come back strong and help take some pressure off the striped bass cause that’s really about the
only solid fishery besides perch the bay has to offer. Let these fish be or you will end up wiping them out once again.
Please do not destroy this fishery before it has even had the chance to come back!! Thanks
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Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

John & Charlene Conolly <jsccrc@comcast.net>
Friday, March 09, 2018 2:17 PM
Mike Schmidtke
LYNN FEGLEY
Black Drum Draft Addendum 1

After reviewing the subject FMP, I feel that Option 1, retaining the current closed commercial season should be
chosen. These fish have little commercial value and make poor table fare. The larger fish often contain worms as I have
witnessed. There is a far greater economic value in the recreational fishery, to include charter boats, which is primarily a
catch and release fishery based on my observations.
V/R,
John Conolly
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Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Morgan Kupfer <mkupfer32@gmail.com>
Monday, March 05, 2018 9:49 PM
Mike Schmidtke
Black Drum Draft Addendum I

As a long time fisherman in the Chesapeake and conservationist, I believe Black Drum Draft Addendum I should be
tossed aside as it is not in the best interest of the fish and does not make sense for the species.
Morgan Kupfer
(410) 212‐7015
mkupfer32@gmail.com
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Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Travis Keon <keontc@gmail.com>
Monday, March 05, 2018 8:46 PM
Comments; Mike Schmidtke
Comment: ASMFC Draft Addendum to the Black Drum Fishery Management Plan

Good evening,
I am a Maryland boat owner and recreational fisherman. Please support keeping the regulations as they are
regarding black drum. The drum's age, slow growth, and limited commercial applicability are reasons to not
allow for any commercial harvest. Thank you
Travis Keon
3208 Rollin Rd
Falls Church VA, 22042
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Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

mjungdahl <mjungdahl@gmail.com>
Monday, March 05, 2018 6:37 PM
Comments
"Black Drum Draft Addendum I"

Gentleman

In my opinion the commercial fishery for Balck Drum should remain closed, period, rather than
risk another decimation and the resulting public outcry. Because is a slow growing fish
and mistakingly re-opening the commercial harvet now could have long term unwanted
effects. At the very least more small controlled studies should be run until reliable
data
can exhibit no harmful results to the Back Drum population in the Chesapeake Bay .
Sincerely
Dr Mark D Jungdahl
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Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Travis Long <travis.long@pgcps.org>
Monday, March 05, 2018 6:19 PM
Mike Schmidtke
Black drum

I would not like to see the black drum harvest reopened in Maryland. The stock numbers are going down and the pound
nets are in place on their habitats. It will be a slaughter. Please vote no!
Sent from my iPhone
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Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Travis Long <travis.long@pgcps.org>
Monday, March 05, 2018 5:40 PM
Comments
Black drum

Black drum are a slow growth species. The value in the water is far greater than the pennies on the pound for the meat.
Please do not open them for harvest!

Sent from my iPhone
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Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lenny Rudow <Lenny@fishtalkmag.com>
Monday, March 05, 2018 5:38 PM
Mike Schmidtke; Comments
Black Drum Draft Addendum I

Dear Mr. Schmidtke and ASMFC:
I would like to express my personal support of Option 1 status quo, current FMP remains in place and the
commercial fishery for black drum in Maryland remains closed. While stock assessments may not indicate an
immediate danger of overfishing the coast‐wide stock, any change in regulations could radically affect
recreational angling in the Chesapeake Bay. This has happened before ‐ I'm old enough to remember that one
of the initial triggers that led to the current regulations being instituted back in the 90's was localized
depletion of black drum to the point that the middle‐Chesapeake region fishery came to a screeching halt. At
the time there was a tremendous public outcry. The short (three to four week) but important drum run was
lost entirely for several years, for a commercial take that is financially paltry. Allowing the harvest of 20 to 50
year old spawning stock fish for less per‐pound value than white perch, croaker, or virtually any other finfish
found in the Chesapeake made no sense then and makes no sense now. Additionally, please consider that
black drum commonly begin to run in the Middle‐Chesapeake during the latter half of the striped bass trophy
season. Because of the timing, their appearance in mid to late May reduces pressure on the
recreational striped bass fishery, which we all know has challenges of its own.
Thank you for registering my opinion and taking these factors into consideration.

Lenny Rudow, Editor - p. 410/798-6503
cell 410/353-1981- Lenny@fishtalkmag.com
www.fishtalkmag.com
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Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ron <ronbuff@comcast.net>
Monday, March 05, 2018 5:14 PM
Comments
Black drum

Please do not allow the commercial harvest of black drum. These fish sell for cents on the dollar at market and worth
more in the water than out.

Ron Buffington
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Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Bonanno <jbonanno51@gmail.com>
Monday, March 05, 2018 5:10 PM
Comments
Black Drum

As a Maryland resident and angler I like to add my two cents to the conversation and state I oppose opening the black
drum catch to commercial fishing. There is no real market values to this fish and would better serve the industry as a
recreational fish
John
Sent From iPhone
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Tina Berger
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Saigo Takamori <paintboat@hotmail.com>
Monday, March 05, 2018 2:15 PM
Comments
Black Drum as a commercial fishery

By all means expand the commercial fishery to include the species known as Black Drum!
Limit it to just pound netters.
Thank you.
Marc Castelli
208 David Drive,
Chestertown,
MD 21620.
410 778‐5851
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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MEMORANDUM
October 10, 2017
To:

South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries Management Board

From:

Black Drum Technical Committee

Subject:

Black Drum TC Review of Maryland Proposal

In September, 2017, the Black Drum Technical Committee (TC) met via conference call to
review a proposal from the state of Maryland that would reopen Maryland’s commercial fishery
for black drum in Chesapeake Bay. After discussion outlined in the attached Call Summary, the
TC finds that reopening of this historic fishery would not likely lead to overfishing of the stock.
Therefore, the TC recommends that the Board considers approval Maryland’s request to
reopen their commercial black drum fishery in Chesapeake Bay. To improve data used to
assess stock status, the TC recommends Maryland conduct biological monitoring of black drum
caught by Maryland’s commercial fishery in Chesapeake Bay.

Enc: Black Drum TC Sept 29, 2017, Call Summary

M17-103

Vision: Sustainably Managing Atlantic Coastal Fisheries

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
Black Drum Technical Committee
Call Summary
September 29, 2017
9:30 -11:00 a.m.
Technical Committee: Harry Rickabaugh (Chair) (MD), Jordy Zimmerman (DE), Ryan Jiorle (VA),
Chris Stewart (NC), Chris McDonough (SC), Ryan Harrell (GA)
ASMFC Staff: Mike Schmidtke, Jeff Kipp
1) Welcome & Introductions
2) Review of MD Proposal


Harry Rickabaugh presented Maryland’s proposal to re-open their commercial fishery in
Chesapeake Bay. This fishery was historically executed until the late 1990s, when the
state of Maryland closed the fishery to conduct a tag and release program that collected
life history, migration, and recreational harvest data. After the program was completed,
the fishery was not reopened, as it was not considered a high-priority fishery. While the
closure was in effect, in 2013, the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission approved
the interstate FMP for Black Drum, which required states to maintain current
management measures, continuing Maryland’s commercial closure in the Chesapeake
Bay.



Maryland is proposing to reopen the Chesapeake Bay commercial black drum fishery
with a ten fish per vessel per day harvest limit and a 28 inch minimum total length size
limit, equating to an effective daily trip limit of approximately 500 pounds.



TC Discussion
o Jordy Zimmerman confirmed some details of the proposal and asked if this proposal
would apply to all gears. Harry replied that the proposal would apply to all gears, but
realistically this fishery would be mostly pound nets with some hook and line.
o Chris McDonough asked what monitoring would be conducted. Harry replied that
normal commercial monitoring requirements would apply for black drum.

o Chris McDonough asked about comparability to the Virginia commercial fishery.
Ryan Jiorle and Chris M discussed the Virginia fishery, in which there is a small
directed commercial fishery executed primarily from the Eastern Shore in which
black drum are caught via gill nets, pound nets, or hook and line. In Virginia, any
commercial license holder can harvest up to one black drum per day, and with an
additional permit, black drum larger than a minimum size limit may be harvested
without a possession limit.
o Ryan offered to provide data from Virginia’s biological monitoring program as
supportive material for Maryland’s proposal.
o The group discussed the timeframe of the fishery. Although the fishery would legally
be open year-round, due to seasonal movements of black drum, this fishery would
typically executed about 4-6 weeks per year. Black drum typically spawn before
entering Maryland’s portion of Chesapeake Bay, so this fishery likely would not catch
spawning females.
o Jordy asked about the number of fishermen that would participate. Harry replied
that no specific license would be required, but gill nets would be cost-prohibitive for
this fishery (they wouldn’t catch many black drum due to maximum size restrictions
on Atlantic striped bass caught in gill nets) and the pound net fishery in Maryland is
capped with limited entry (and is actually shrinking).
o The group discussed potential levels of dead discards. Harry commented that
current monitoring efforts show minimal dead discards in the Maryland pound net
fishery. The group discussed the potential for death due to overcrowding, but
agreed that this was not likely for this fishery.
o Chris M asked about the level of black drum bycatch during the moratorium in the
Bay. Harry replied that the pound net fishery starts in May-June, typically catching
Atlantic croaker, menhaden, or other migratory fish, but may see 1-5 black drum in a
net.
o The group discussed the current market for black drum and potential for this fishery
to reach levels seen before the closure. Several group members agreed that black
drum are not heavily valued for market such that pound net fishermen would
change their behavior, particularly with a ten fish bag limit. Jordy commented that
this fishery would occur near the end of the Delaware fishery, in which 45 cents per
pound is a typical price for black drum. Jordy commented that as is, the black drum
market can quickly become oversaturated, driving the price per pound down. Adding
Maryland harvest may increase this oversaturation, resulting in lowered demand

and shortened effective seasons for this fishery. Harry commented that while the
Maryland commercial Chesapeake Bay black drum fishery was operating without
restriction, average annual landings were about 11,500 pounds, and the fishermen
were typically good about monitoring the market. Due to the difficulty of handling
large black drum, commercial fishers typically do not want to handle these fish
unless they can sell them for a decent price.
o The group discussed the potential for biological monitoring of this fishery. Harry
commented that biological sampling of pound nets is already conducted for other
species in Maryland, so adding black drum to the species sampled could be looked
into. Jordy suggested that fish could be bought directly from the fishery to more
easily identify catch location.
**The Black Drum TC recommends that the Maryland proposal to reopen their commercial
black drum fishery in the Chesapeake Bay be approved, as reopening of this historic fishery
would not likely lead to overfishing of this stock. The TC further recommends that biological
monitoring of black drum caught in this fishery be conducted to collect information such as
size, age, etc.**
3) Other Business/Adjourn


Jeff Kipp commented that the next benchmark stock assessment for black drum is
scheduled for 2020. Jeff and Mike Schmidtke will review data since the last assessment
to summarize progress that has been made on research recommendations. This
summary will help inform the TC on whether to recommend, on a later call, keeping the
assessment as currently scheduled or delaying until more information is collected.

4) Black Drum FMP Review (Black Drum PRT)


The Black Drum PRT reviewed state compliance with the Black Drum FMP for 2016.
Their recommendations are found in the 2017 Black Drum FMP Review.

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
1050 N. Highland Street • Suite 200A-N • Arlington, VA 22201
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MEMORANDUM
January 18, 2018
To:

South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries Management Board

From:

Atlantic Croaker Technical Committee and Spot Plan Review Team

Subject:

Recommended Updates to the Annual Traffic Light Analyses for Atlantic
Croaker and Spot

In 2017, benchmark stock assessments were completed for Atlantic croaker and spot. Neither
of these assessments were recommended for management use due in part to conflicting signals
from abundance and harvest time series. To improve the annual Traffic Light Analyses (TLA)
conducted for these species, which monitor these fisheries using abundance and harvest time
series, the South Atlantic State/Federal Fisheries Management Board (Board) tasked the
Atlantic Croaker Technical Committee (TC) and Spot Plan Review Team (PRT) with exploring
potential updates to the TLAs for both species.
The TC and PRT recommend the following changes to the annual Atlantic croaker TLA:
1. Incorporation of indices from the Chesapeake Bay Multispecies Monitoring and
Assessment Program (ChesMMAP) and the South Carolina Department of Natural
Resources (SCDNR) Trammel Net Survey into the adult composite characteristic index, in
addition to the currently used indices from the Northeast Fishery Science Center
(NEFSC) Multispecies Bottom Trawl Survey and Southeast Area Monitoring and
Assessment Program (SEAMAP).
2. Use of revised adult abundance indices from the surveys mentioned above, in which
age-length keys and length composition information are used to estimate the number of
adult (age 2+) individuals caught by each survey.
3. Use of regional metrics to characterize the fisheries north and south of the VirginiaNorth Carolina state border. The ChesMMAP and NEFSC surveys would be used to
characterize abundance north of the border, and the SCDNR Trammel Net and SEAMAP
surveys would be used to characterize abundance south of the border.
4. Change/establish the reference time period for all surveys to be 2002-2012.
5. Change the triggering mechanism to the following: Management action will be triggered
according to the current 30% red and 60% red thresholds if both the abundance and
harvest thresholds are exceeded in any 3 of the 4 terminal years.

Vision: Sustainably Managing Atlantic Coastal Fisheries

The TC and PRT recommend the following changes to the annual spot TLA:
1. Incorporation of indices from ChesMMAP and the North Carolina Division of Marine
Fisheries (NCDMF) Pamlico Sound Survey, Program 195, into the adult composite
characteristic index, in addition to the currently used NEFSC and SEAMAP indices.
2. Use of revised adult abundance indices from the surveys mentioned above, in which
age-length keys and length composition information are used to estimate the number of
adult (age 1+) individuals caught by each survey.
3. Use of regional metrics to characterize the fisheries north and south of the VirginiaNorth Carolina state border. The ChesMMAP and NEFSC surveys would be used to
characterize abundance north of the border, and the NCDMF Program 195 and SEAMAP
surveys would be used to characterize abundance south of the border.
4. Change/establish the reference time period for all surveys to be 2002-2012.
5. Change the triggering mechanism to the following: Management action will be triggered
according to the current 30% red and 60% red thresholds if both the abundance and
harvest thresholds are exceeded in any 2 of the 3 terminal years.
In addition to the above changes to the TLA triggering mechanisms, the TC/PRT recommend
annual PRT review of juvenile abundance indices and shrimp trawl discards for both species.
The TC/PRT recommend these data be used regularly only as supplemental information, but
with the potential for PRT recommendation of management action if these or other data
indicate action is warranted, even in years when management action is not required by the
triggering mechanisms.
A summary of the call on January 16, 2018, on which the TC and PRT discussed and decided
upon these changes is attached for your reference.

Enc: Atlantic Croaker TC/Spot PRT Jan 16, 2018, Call Summary
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
Atlantic Croaker Technical Committee and Spot Plan Review Team
Call Summary
January 16, 2018
10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m.

Attendees
Technical Committee/Plan Review Team: Tim Daniels (NJ), Michael Grego (DE), Harry
Rickabaugh (MD), Ryan Jiorle (VA), Dan Zapf (NC), Chris McDonough (TC Chair, SC), Dawn
Franco (GA), Joseph Munyandorero (FL)
ASMFC Staff: Jeff Kipp, Michael Schmidtke
Summary
A conference call was held on January 16, 2018 to review potential changes to the Traffic Light
Analysis (TLA) for both spot and Atlantic croaker. Jeff Kipp gave an update of the work done by
the sub-group analyzing the available data and exploring alternative configurations of the TLA
to improve its utility in informing the board on current stock status. The use of Relative
Exploitation along with the TLA was also presented and discussed. The TLA and indices used for
both species are very similar. Therefore spot was reviewed and discussed in detail first,
including working through a decision tree to provide a recommended TLA configuration to the
board. Once this was completed croaker was reviewed with some discussion where there were
differences compared to spot, and the same decision tree was used to develop a recommended
Atlantic croaker TLA. The discussion points below apply to both species unless otherwise
noted.
Jeff presented a background of the current TLAs and how the signals given by the Harvest
metric (commercial and recreational landings) and the Adult Abundance metric (independent
offshore trawl surveys) do not agree, particularly a continued decline in harvest in recent years,
with generally increasing or stable index values. Closer examination of the data indicated the
indices were being influenced by age zero fish, particularly in years with strong recruitment.
Indices were split into adult and juvenile components. The SEAMAP spring index was
determined to be a better indicator of adult abundance, and the fall index better indexes
juveniles. Inclusion of additional indices including ChesMMAP for spot and croaker, the South
Carolina trammel net survey for croaker and the NC DMF program 195 for spot were also
explored, since they have adequate time series and provide information on adult abundance in
inshore waters. The SC trammel net survey also provides a wider range of adults. Unlike
SEAMAP and NMFS, the NC DMF P195 and ChesMMAP are showing a steady decline in
abundance in recent years. There was also evidence of differences in the Mid-Atlantic and
South Atlantic trends, suggesting a regional split may be appropriate. The working group also
suggesting moving to a two out of three years trip mechanism for spot (as compared to the
current 2 consecutive years) and 3 out of 4 years for croaker instead of the current 3
consecutive years.

A question was raised as to why juvenile indices are only used as informative and not as a
trigger mechanism. The reason for this is the lack of a significant stock recruit relationship for
either species, leading to environmental factors having a stronger influence on recruitment
than adult abundance.
The use of relative exploitation in place of the TLA was discussed. The effects of the shrimp
trawl fishery would not be incorporated in the annual trigger exercise, potentially affecting
results, but would be considered as an informative index in a similar manner to the juvenile
indices. The group felt the TLA was more familiar and easier to understand for the board and
the general public. The relative exploitation methods presented were also very conservative,
and likely would need more work on determining the appropriate reference points. For these
reasons the consensus was to continue with the TLA.
In discussing which indices to include, there was some concern raised that the offshore indices,
particularly the NMFS trawl survey, may not be accurately tracking adult abundance of these
species, even when split out by age. This would be due to timing of the migration of fish
offshore compared to the timing of the survey, in some years these two events may occur at
the same time, but in others they may not. Changes in habitat use from inshore to offshore
may also be occurring, so the consensus was to continue using these surveys and to add in the
inshore surveys as well (2 inshore and 2 offshore for each species). The group also agreed to
use the age 1+ indices for spot, and the age 2+ indices for croaker.
Whether to split the TLAs regionally into Mid-Atlantic (VA north) and South Atlantic (NC south)
was discussed in detail. Clarification was made that the split would be due to fishery
differences and not because the biology of the species suggested it was needed. Recruitment
indices tend to track across regions, but landings and index values show more continuity within
region than across. It was also pointed out that the shrimp trawl fishery occurs primarily in the
south Atlantic, and the dynamics of Chesapeake Bay likely differ from southern estuaries.
Including ChesMMAP in the Mid-Atlantic region requires changing the reference time period to
begin in 2002 as this was the first year for the ChesMMAP survey. By using regional TLAs the
south Atlantic could keep a longer time series, although the same TLA reference time period
would be used for both regions. Consensus was reached that the TLAs should be split by region
due to differences in the fishery trends and characteristics.
Based on the decisions above the reference period for both species needed to be changed to
accommodate the shorter time series of the ChesMMAP survey. The group discussed whether
to have different reference periods for each region, and whether the 2002-2012 time frame
was appropriate for both species. The consensus was to maintain consistency between regions,
and that the 2012 cutoff was appropriate to avoid including several very low harvest years in
the recent time frame, but still include variability within the data sets.
Clarification was given as to how the current 30%/60% red thresholds were selected, and
consensus was to continue using those values.
The tripping mechanism was discussed for each species. The current requirement of two (spot)
or three (croaker) consecutive years of red above either of the thresholds to trigger
management may be too stringent. Since recruitment is not strongly tied to abundance, a

single strong year-class from a low adult abundance could potentially provide a value of red
below 30%, requiring two or three more very poor years before management would be
considered. If this occurred more than once, with a continued decline in long term adult
abundance, this could lead to recruitment failure, particularly in spot. Group consensus was for
a two out of three years above a red threshold occurring for spot and three out of four years for
croaker, and both metrics would need to trip in the same three (spot) or four (croaker) year
time frame.
There also was a discussion on the inclusion of effort data for either the recreational or
commercial fishery. Primarily revolving around the reliability of effort data that could be
produced for these species. It was generally agreed upon that including that information would
be ideal, but developing a reliable effort data stream would be a very large undertaking, that
may not prove successful.
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SEDAR 58 Atlantic Cobia Assessment
Terms of Reference
Terminal Year: 2017
Data Workshop Terms of Reference
1. Definition of assessment unit stock will be developed through Cobia Stock ID process and will
be added to ToRs once process is complete.
2. Review, discuss, and tabulate available life history information.
• Evaluate age, growth, natural mortality, and reproductive characteristics.
• Provide appropriate models to describe population and fleet specific (if warranted)
growth, maturation, and fecundity by age, sex, or length as applicable.
• Evaluate the adequacy of available life-history information for conducting stock
assessments and recommend life history information for use in population modeling.
• Provide estimates or ranges of uncertainty for all life history information.
3. Recommend discard mortality rates.
• Review available research and published literature.
• Consider research directed at these species as well as similar species from the SE and
other areas.
• Provide estimates of discard mortality rate by fishery, gear type, depth, and other
feasible or appropriate strata.
• Include thorough rationale for recommended discard mortality rates.
• Provide justification for any recommendations that deviate from the range of discard
mortality provided in the last benchmark or other prior assessment.
• Provide estimates of uncertainty around recommended discard mortality rates.
4. Provide measures of population abundance that are appropriate for stock assessment.
• Consider and discuss all available and relevant fishery dependent and independent data
sources.
• Document all programs evaluated; address program objectives, methods, coverage,
sampling intensity, and other relevant characteristics.
• Provide maps of fishery and survey coverage.
• Develop fishery and survey CPUE indices by appropriate strata (e.g. age, size, area, and
fishery) and include measures of precision and accuracy.
• Discuss the degree to which available indices adequately represent fishery and

5.

6.

7.

8.
9.

population conditions.
• Recommend which data sources are considered adequate and reliable for use in
assessment modeling.
• Rank the available indices with regard to their reliability and suitability for use in
assessment modeling.
• Provide appropriate measures of uncertainty for the abundance indices to be used in
stock assessment models.
Provide commercial catch statistics, including both landings and discards in both pounds and
number.
• Evaluate and discuss the adequacy of available data for accurately characterizing
harvest and discard by species and fishery sector or gear.
• Provide length and age distributions for both landings and discards if feasible.
• Provide maps of fishery effort and harvest.
• Provide estimates of uncertainty around each set of landings and discard estimates.
Provide recreational catch statistics, including both landings and discards in both pounds and
number.
• Evaluate and discuss the adequacy of available data for accurately characterizing
harvest and discard by species and fishery sector or gear.
• Provide length and age distributions for both landings and discards if feasible.
• Provide maps of fishery effort and harvest.
• Provide estimates of uncertainty around each set of landings and discard estimates.
Provide recommendations for future research in areas such as sampling, fishery monitoring, and
stock assessment. Include specific guidance on sampling intensity (number of samples
including age and length structures) and appropriate strata and coverage.
Review, evaluate, and report on the status and progress of all research recommendations listed
in the last assessment, peer review reports, and SSC report concerning this stock.
Prepare the Data Workshop Report providing complete documentation of workshop actions and
decisions in accordance with project schedule deadlines (Section II. of the SEDAR stock
assessment report).
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Assessment Workshop Terms of Reference
1. Review any changes in data following the Data Workshop and any analyses suggested by
the Data Workshop. Summarize data as used in each assessment model. Provide justification
for any deviations from Data Workshop recommendations.
2. Develop population assessment models that are compatible with available data and
document input data, model assumptions and configuration, and equations for each model
considered.
• Fully document and describe the impacts (on population parameters and
management benchmarks) of any changes to the model structure, methods,
application or fitting procedures made between this assessment and the prior
assessment (SEDAR 28).
3. Provide estimates of stock population parameters, if feasible.
• Include fishing mortality, abundance, biomass, selectivity, stock-recruitment
relationship (if applicable), and other parameters as necessary to describe the
population.
• Include appropriate and representative measures of precision for parameter
estimates.
• Compare and contrast population parameters and time series estimated in this
assessment with values from the previous assessment (SEDAR 28), and comment on
the impacts of changes in data, assumptions, or assessment methods on estimated
population conditions.
4. Provide estimates of yield and productivity.
• Include yield-per-recruit, spawner-per-recruit, and stock-recruitment models.
5. Provide estimates of population benchmarks or management criteria consistent with the
available data, applicable FMPs, proposed FMPs and Amendments, other ongoing or
proposed management programs, and National Standards. Include values for fishing
mortality (including assumed discard mortality if appropriate), spawning stock biomass,
fishery yield, SPR, and recruitment for potential population benchmarks.
• Evaluate existing or proposed management criteria as specified in the management
summary.
• Recommend proxy values when necessary.
• Compare and contrast reference values estimated in this assessment with values from
the previous assessment (SEDAR 28), and comments on the impacts of changes in
data, assumptions or assessment methods on reference point differences.
6. Characterize uncertainty in the assessment and estimated values.
• Consider uncertainty in input data, modeling approach, and model configuration.
• Provide a continuity model consistent with the prior assessment configuration, if one
exists, updated to include the most recent observations. Alternative approaches to a
strict continuity run that distinguish between model, population, and input data
influences on findings, may be considered.
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•
•

Consider other sources as appropriate for this assessment.
Provide appropriate measures of model performance, reliability, and ‘goodness of
fit’.
• Provide measures of uncertainty for estimated parameters and model output.
7. Provide declarations of stock status relative to benchmarks, or alternative data poor
approaches if necessary.
8. Perform probabilistic analysis of proposed reference points, stock status, and yield.
• Provide the probability of overfishing at various harvest or exploitation levels.
• Provide a probability density function for biological reference point estimates.
• If the stock is overfished, provide the probability of rebuilding within mandated time
periods as described in the management summary or applicable federal regulations.
9. Project future stock conditions (biomass, abundance, and exploitation) and develop
rebuilding schedules if warranted; including estimated generation time. Stock projections
shall be developed in accordance with the following:
• If stock is overfished
F=0, F=Fcurrent, F=Fmsy, F=Ftarget
F=Frebuild (max that rebuild in allowed time)
• If stock is not overfished
F=Fcurrent, F=Fmsy, F=Ftarget
• If data limitations preclude standard projections (i.e. bullets above), explore alternate
models to provide management advice.
10. Provide recommendations for future research and data collection.
• Be as specific as practicable in describing sampling design and sampling intensity.
• Emphasize items which will improve future assessment capabilities and reliability.
• Consider data, monitoring, and assessment needs.
11. Review, evaluate, and report on the status and progress of all research recommendations
listed in the last assessment, peer review reports, and SSC report concerning this stock.
12. Complete the Assessment Workshop Report in accordance with project schedule deadlines
(Section III of the SEDAR stock assessment report).
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Review Workshop Terms of Reference
1. Evaluate the data used in the assessment addressing the following:
• Are data decisions made by the DW and AW sound and robust?
• Are data uncertainties acknowledged, reported, and within normal or expected
levels?
• Are data applied appropriately within the assessment model?
• Are input data series reliable and sufficient to support the assessment approach and
findings?
2. Evaluate the methods used to assess the stock, taking into account the available data.
• Are methods scientifically sound and robust? Do the methods follow accepted
scientific practices?
• Are assessment models configured appropriately and applied consistent with
accepted scientific practices?
• Are the methods appropriate for the available data?
3. Evaluate the assessment findings with respect to the following:
• Are population estimates (model output – e.g. abundance, exploitation, biomass)
reliable, consistent with input data and population biological characteristics, and
useful to support status inferences?
• Is the stock overfished? What information helps you reach this conclusion?
• Is the stock undergoing overfishing? What information helps you reach this
conclusion?
• Is there an informative stock recruitment relationship? Is the stock recruitment curve
realiable and useful for evaluation of productivity and future stock conditions?
• Are the quantitative estimates of the status determination criteria for this stock
appropriate for management use? If not, are there other indicators that may be used
to inform managers about stock trends and conditions?
4. Evaluate the stock projections, addressing the following:
• Are the methods consistent with accepted practices and available data?
• Are the methods appropriate for the assessment model and outputs?
• Are the results informative and robust, and useful to support inferences of probably
future conditions?
• Are key uncertainties acknowledged, discussed, and reflected in projection results?
5. Consider how uncertainties in the assessment, and their potential consequences, are
addressed.
• Comment on the degree to which methods used to evaluate uncertainty reflect and
capture all sources of uncertainty in the population, data sources, and assessment
methods.
• Are the implications of uncertainty in technical conclusions clearly stated?
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6. Consider the research recommendations provided by the Data and Assessment workshops
and make any additional recommendations or prioritizations warranted.
• Clearly denote research and monitoring that could improve the reliability of, and
information provided by, future assessments.
• Provide recommendations on possible ways to improve the SEDAR process.
7. Provide suggestions on improvements in data or modeling approaches which should be
considered when scheduling the next assessment.
8. Prepare a Peer Review Summary of the Panel’s evaluation of the stock assessment,
addressing each Term of Reference. Develop a list of tasks to be completed following the
workshop. Complete and submit the Peer Review Summary Report in accordance with
project guidelines.
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SEDAR 58
Atlantic Cobia
Assessment Schedule of Events
Terminal Year = 2017
Draft: February 21, 2018

Schedule & ToRs Approved ............................................................................................... June 2018
Workshop Appointments .................................................................................................... June 2018
Final Stock ID Resolution ............................................................................................... August 2018
Data Scoping Webinar (DW Panel) ................................................................ week of Aug 27th, 2018
Unprocessed Data Deadline (includes raw age and reproduction data) .......................Sept 14, 2016
Data Webinar (DW Panel) ................................................................................. week of Oct 1st, 2018
• Status update from WG/data providers
• Review summary statistics
• Discuss issues where panel feedback needed to prep for DW
DW Working Paper/Processed Data Submission to SEDAR Staff................................ Nov 13, 2018
Pre-DW Conference Call (DW Working Group Chairs) ..................... week of Nov 13th or 19th, 2018
Data Evaluation Workshop (Charleston, SC) ......................................................Nov 27-30, 2018
1st Draft of Data Evaluation Workshop Report ............................... Nov 30, 2018 (end of workshop)
Post data workshop webinar (DW Panel, if necessary) ........................ week of Dec 3rd or 10th, 2018
FINAL Data due to data compilers ............................................................................ Dec 17, 2018
Draft DW Reports to DW panel for review & final working papers to SEDAR ........... Dec 21, 2018
Report Comments due to Editors .................................................................................... Jan 11, 2019
Final DW report sections due to SEDAR & final age/length comps ........................Jan 18, 2019
Data workshop report distribution .................................................................................. Jan 25, 2019
**See SEDAR50_DataTimeline document for more detailed data timeline.**

Pre-Assessment webinar (DW and AW Panels) ............................................. week of Feb 18th, 2019
• Discuss any remaining data issues and/or pre-modeling questions
Assessment Milestone I webinar................................................................. week of March 11th, 2019
• Consider methods and configuration options for models
• Recommend assessment methods (i.e. model classifications, packages) to pursue for potential
base model configuration
• Identify likely issues to be addressed and evaluated in developing the base model
Assessment Milestone II webinar ...................................................................... week of Apr 1st, 2019
• Continue work on model development
AW working paper submission deadline ......................................................................... Apr 8, 2019
Distribution of functioning model and model documentation ......................................... Apr 8, 2019
Assessment Milestone III Webinar ............................................................... week of April 29th, 2019
• Review base model alternatives and recommend a base model approach and configuration

•

Recommend sensitivities and uncertainty evaluations

Assessment Milestone IV webinar ..................................................................week of May 20th, 2019
• Review continuity run results and approve continuity model
• Review sensitivities and uncertainty evaluations
• Recommend projection approaches and configuration
Assessment Milestone V webinar .................................................................... week of June 3rd, 2019
• Review projection results
• Review Assessment report and responses to ToRs
Assessment Report Draft to panel for review ............................................................... June 17, 2019
AW report comments due to analysts ........................................................................... June 28, 2019
Final Assessment Report to SEDAR staff ....................................................................... July 8, 2019

RW Working Paper Submission ................................................................................... .July 12, 2019
Final AW Report distribution ........................................................................................ July 12, 2019
Pre-RW Conference Call (Analytical team, RW Chair)................................. week of July 22nd, 2019
RW Panel Introductory Conference Call (RW Panel, Chair) ........................ week of July 22nd, 2019
Review Workshop: (Atlantic Beach, NC) ...................................................... July 30-Aug 1, 2019
Draft Review Reports due to Chair ................................................................................ Aug 16, 2019
Review Workshop Addenda/Revision Reports due to Chair and SEDAR .................... Aug 23, 2019
Review Workshop Reports due to SEDAR Staff........................................................... Aug 30, 2019
Complete Assessment Report Submitted to Councils/SERO/SEFSC..............................Sept 6, 2019

SOUTH ATLANTIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
4055 Faber Place Drive, Suite 201, North Charleston SC 29405
Call: (843) 571-4366 | Toll-Free: (866) SAFMC - 10 | Fax: (843) 769- 4520 | Connect: www.safmc.net

Charlie Phillips, Chair | Captain Mark Brown, Vice Chair
Gregg T. Waugh, Executive Director

March 14, 2018
LN# 201817
Mr. Robert Beal
Executive Director
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
1050 N. Highland Street, Suite 200 A-N
Arlington, Virginia 22201
RE: Request for information on the management of Atlantic cobia in federal waters upon removal from
federal management under Coastal Migratory Pelagics Amendment 31
Dear Mr. Beal:
In May 2017, the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission’s (ASMFC) South Atlantic State Federal
Fisheries Management Board sent a letter to the Gulf and South Atlantic Fishery Management Councils
to request that the South Atlantic Council discuss removing Atlantic cobia from the Coastal Migratory
Pelagics Fishery Management Plan (CMP FMP), which would transfer all management authority to the
ASMFC. The South Atlantic Council directed staff to begin work on Amendment 31 which evaluates
options for a complementary plan with the ASMFC as well as removal of Atlantic cobia from the federal
management unit.
In December 2017, the South Atlantic Council reviewed a draft of Amendment 31 and chose to select
removal of Atlantic migratory group cobia from the CMP FMP as their preferred alternative.
At their March 2018 meeting, the South Atlantic Council discussed management and enforcement of
Atlantic cobia regulations in federal waters under the preferred alternative and determined that before
moving forward they would need more information regarding future management actions by the ASMFC.
When will the ASMFC request NMFS implement regulations in Federal waters under the Atlantic
Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act (ACFCMA)? When will you know what specific
regulations ASMFC will request? And finally, do you know the approximate length of time for NMFS to
implement such regulations once ASMFC makes the request?
The South Atlantic Council intends to take final action on Amendment 31 at their June 2018 meeting. We
would appreciate receiving this information on or before May 21, 2018 for inclusion in the briefing book.
Thank you for your assistance with this request. If you have any questions, please contact Gregg Waugh
or Christina Wiegand.
Still Digging,

Charlie Phillips, Chair
South Atlantic Fishery Management Council

cc:

Council Members and Staff, SAFMC
Doug Gregory, Carrie Simmons, and Ryan Rindone, GMFMC
Dr. Louis Daniel and Michael Schmidtke, ASMFC
Jack McGovern and Rick DeVictor, SERO
Monica Smit-Brunello and Shepherd Grimes, NOAA GC
Cisco Werner, Theo Brainerd, Peter Thompson, Larry Massey, and Erik Williams, SEFSC
LeAnn Hogan, NMFS Silver Spring

