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the opportunity to speak here this afternoon. I
would like to commend you for the passion and
dedication that you show in protecting our natural
resources.

The Atlantic Striped Bass Management Board of the
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
convened in the Stotesbury Grand Ballroom of the
Bar Harbor Club, Harborside Hotel, Bar Harbor,
Maine, October 24, 2016, and was called to order at
3:01 o’clock p.m. by Chairman James J. Gilmore.

Addendum IV was implemented in 2015, to protect
the existing spawning stocks and to ensure healthy
spawning stocks in the future. Prior to 2015, most of
the Chesapeake Bay summer harvest was primarily
on ages 3, 4 and 5 fish. At Age 5, a large number of
fish leave the Bay and enter the coastal migration.

CALL TO ORDER
CHAIRMAN JAMES J. GILMORE: Welcome. I’m calling
the meeting to order, my name is Jim Gilmore; I’m
the Administrative Commissioner from New York,
and I’ll be chairing the meeting today. Let’s get right
into it so we can get through the procedure stuff.

To comply with Addendum IV reductions, the Bay
states increased the minimum size from 18 to 20
inches in the summer fishery, for recreational and
charter anglers. This removed Age 3 and part of Age
4 fish from the Bay fishery and left only part of Age 4
and part of Age 5 to target. With a strong 2011 year
class, we saw an abundance of fish. However, most
were 16 to 19.75 inches, below the legal harvest size.
Most captains I’ve spoken with were experiencing a
20 to 1 ratio of undersized fish versus kept fish. With
an assumed 9 percent mortality, this is 1.8 fish lost
for each legal fish harvested. This would indicate
that the charter‐recreational fishery is being
squeezed into part of Year 4 and part of Year 5 fish.
I know the decisions made here are tough, and the
results affect the livelihoods of many in all of our
states. However, each species of fish affect our
states differently. Striped bass to Maryland is like
what lobster is to Maine.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
CHAIRMAN GILMORE: First, approval of the agenda,
everyone got one in their briefing documents. Does
anybody have any changes to the agenda? Seeing
none; we’ll adopt those by consensus.
APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS
CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Secondly, we have approval
for the proceedings from August of 2016. Are there
any changes to those proceedings? Seeing none; we
will adopt those.
PUBLIC COMMENT
CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Before every meeting we
have a session for public comment for things that are
not on the agenda from our signup sheet. I have one
individual who wants to make a comment prior to
the full agenda, and that is Phil Langley; Mr. Langley,
if you want to come up to the public microphone and
make your comments, but please, keep them short.

It is a species that has an enormous impact on the
Chesapeake Bay fishery. Unlike most coastal states,
the Bay is limited on availability of species it has to
target. With the large 2011 year class now entering
the coastal migration, I hope we have accomplished
the goals set forth by Addendum IV, and that the
science supports that adjustment can be made to
reduce the number of discards; while also lessening
the economic burden experienced by the Bay states.
Thank you very much for your time.

MR. PHIL LANGLEY: Good afternoon. Before I get
started, this is my first trip to Maine. I don’t know
what I’ve been missing. What a beautiful state for
the people who live here in the state of Maine.
Thank you for hosting this. My name is Phil Langley;
I am president of Maryland Charterboat Association.

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Thank you, Mr. Langley. Yes
sir, you have a comment? Could you please state
your name and affiliation?

I sit on the Potomac River Fisheries Commission and
the Maryland Sportfish Advisory Commission. I
would like to thank you, Mr. Chair, and the board, for

MR. ROBERT T. BROWN: Robert T. Brown; President
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Committee Report, the Performance Evaluation of
Addendum IV. Nicole Lengyel is going to give us an
update. She is the new TC Chair.

of the Maryland Watermen’s Association. Thank you
for allowing me to speak today about rockfish
mortality rates on the Chesapeake Bay and our
charterboat and recreational fisheries. Changing a
size limit causes an effect on the fishery that is
unforeseeable at the time of implementation; by
mortality rates and by handling the fish, making
them more susceptible to disease and death.

MS. NICOLE LENGYEL: Good afternoon, everyone.
My name is Nicole Lengyel; I work for Rhode Island
DEM, Marine Fisheries Section. Today I’ll be
presenting a performance evaluation of Addendum
IV, and regulatory measures in 2015. I’ll start off by
going through some Addendum IV background, just
to refresh everyone’s memory a little bit.

For example, you would have to catch from 50 to 200
fish to catch one legal size fish in the chumming in
the upper Bay. It would be far better for the fish to
catch 50 fish and keep two. To me, the 20.5
reduction in the Chesapeake Bay, we were trying to
be politically correct instead of a common sense
approach to fish and management.

Then I’ll jump right into the performance evaluation,
present the results of that evaluation, and put them
into context for you in the discussion. The 2013
benchmark stock assessment for striped bass
showed that although the stock was not overfished
and overfishing was not occurring, fishing mortality
was above the target; and spawning stock biomass
was below the spawning stock biomass target, which
ultimately triggered management action.

Mother Nature, on its own, limits the upper size of
the fish during the migration of the spawning stock,
because 95 percent of the fish 24 inches and greater
migrate out of the Chesapeake Bay back to the
ocean. This shortens the window of harvestable size
fish 20 inches to 24 inches, a four inch window that
we pretty much have.

This management action resulted in Addendum IV,
which was approved by the board in October of
2014, with the goal of bringing F back down to the
target level in 2016. This required states to
implement management measures that would
achieve at least a 25 percent reduction from 2013
harvest levels for ocean fisheries and a 20.5 percent
reduction in harvest from 2012 levels for the
Chesapeake Bay fisheries.

This has caused economic hardship on our
charterboat fisheries as they cannot catch their two
fish per person limit during the regular season.
These charterboat parties are not satisfied. Just in
the last several weeks in the Tillman Island area, 12
charterboats have been surveyed for sale. Three
have been sold last week.

Addendum IV regulatory changes were implemented
prior to the 2015 season. For the commercial fishery,
this meant a 25 percent reduction to Amendment 6
quota allocations for the ocean fisheries. In the
Chesapeake Bay the commercial quota was set at
20.5 percent less than that harvested from the Bay
in 2012.

This is putting our charterboat fishery out of business
and has affected many of the families and businesses
in that area. In addition, the youth of today, our
future fishermen and women of tomorrow, are being
disappointed, because they cannot keep the fish
they catch due to the minimum size limit. I would
ask the Technical Committee to strive to do
additional research on this matter, as we are fishing
on a recovered fishery, and our spawning stock
biomass is not in jeopardy. Thank you.

For the recreational fishery, the ocean fisheries
implemented a one fish bag limit, with a minimum
size of 28 inches. The Chesapeake Bay recreational
fisheries implemented a suite of management
options that were projected to achieve the F target.
States could also implement alternative measures
through the Conservation Equivalency Process.

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE REPORT:
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION OF ADDENDUM IV
MR. GILMORE: Seeing no other public comments,
we’ll move right into the review of the Technical
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the ocean fishery you can see that both harvest and
dead releases decreased. In the Chesapeake Bay
both harvest and dead releases increased.

Our preliminary analysis on the performance of
Addendum IV was presented to the board in August
by the Plan Review Team. They compared the 2015
harvest to the appropriate reference period and
found that in the ocean fishery, although the
estimated change in harvest was 29.7 percent, the
actual change was a reduction of 41 percent.

The first variable that the Technical Committee
looked at was size and age structure of the catch.
There are two graphs here. In both these graphs you
have age on the X axis, and you have proportion of
the catch on the Y axis; 2015 is the red line, and then
the reference year is in the blue. For both the
Chesapeake Bay and the ocean fishery, you can see
that Age 4 fish comprise a larger proportion of the
catch than in the reference year.

In the Chesapeake Bay the estimated change was
22.1 percent, and the actual change in harvest was
an increase of 53.4 percent. This prompted the
board to direct the TC to investigate a little bit
further and consider some of the variables that could
be contributing to the discrepancies between the
predicted and the observed harvest.

Again, looking at size and age structure of the catch,
this one is a little bit more complicated. For all these
graphs, the X axis is fork length in inches. You have
number of fish in the top two graphs, proportion of
fish in the lower two graphs. Again, you have 2015
as the red line, with the reference year in blue.

The Technical Committee looked at several factors;
changes in size and age structure of available fish,
changes in effort, and changes in the proportion of
fish released alive versus total catch. Looking first at
the commercial fishery for the ocean, the top table,
the estimated reduction from the 2013 quota was 25
percent. The actual reduction from the 2013 quota
from 2015 harvest was 50 percent. The actual
reduction from 2013 harvest was 24.9 percent.

You have the ocean fishery as the left two graphs,
and the Bay on the right. What you want to look at
is, first in the ocean fishery, and I’m going to use my
pointer on this one right here. You can see that 2015
overall number of fish is decreased compared to the
reference year for nearly all lengths.

As you remember, in Addendum IV it required states
to take a 25 percent reduction from the 2013 quota,
not the harvest. The actual reduction of 50 percent
was greater than that which was estimated due to
the fact that states under harvested their
commercial quota.
In the Chesapeake Bay
commercial fishery, the estimated reduction harvest
was 20.5 percent. The actual harvest was 25.1
percent. Due to the fact that both the ocean fishery
and the Chesapeake Bay fishery met the required
reductions for the commercial fishery, no further
analysis was conducted by the Technical Committee.
Looking at recreational harvest, in the ocean fishery
we estimated a 29.6 reduction. The actual change
was 47 percent. In the Chesapeake Bay we
calculated a 22.1 percent reduction, with the actual
change being an increase of 58.4 percent.

Again, looking at the bottom for proportion of fish,
you can see there is a slight increase in 2015 for 22
inch to 25 inch fish. This is possibly reflecting the
beginning of the coastal migration of the 2011 year
class. Looking on the other side of the graphs here,
we have the Bay. Again, you can see that the number
of fish generally increased in the 18 to 30 inch size
range for the Chesapeake Bay, and that there was a
shift to 20 inch fish in 2015; compared to the 18 to
19 inch in 2012.
We then looked at change in harvest patterns by
wave and by mode for each state, but we saw no
consistent pattern. Some states saw increases; some
saw decreases, in certain waves, certain modes. The
next variable we looked at were changes in effort. In
the ocean fishery and the Chesapeake Bay, I’m
looking at the total change in trips. These are all
recreational trips in 2015 compared to the reference
year.

Looking again at harvest, here we have the ocean
and Chesapeake Bay recreational harvest and
recreational release mortality.
Here release
mortality or discards is 9 percent of total releases. In
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reductions different than those originally estimated.
The TC found that the most significant variables
contributing to the differences and realized harvest
versus that estimated, were effort and the
availability of the 2011 year class.

Both fisheries experienced a decrease of 13 percent.
When we look at just directed trips, where striped
bass was the primary or secondary target, there was
a decrease of 27 percent in the ocean fishery, and an
increase of 50 percent in the Chesapeake Bay. All
states in the ocean fishery had a reduced number of
directed trips, with the exception of New Jersey, who
had a very slight increase of 2 percent.

In regard to effort, striped bass targeted trips
decreased by 27 percent in the ocean fishery,
whereas, they increased in the Bay fishery. For the
2011 year class, the year class was nearly fully
recruited to the Bay fishery in 2015, and the length
of the 2011 year class coincided with the Bay’s legal
size limits.

Again, when we looked at effort by wave and mode
for each state, there was no consistent pattern. Now
looking at the last variable, released alive versus
total catch, here we have percent of total catch
released alive in the ocean and Chesapeake Bay in
2015, compared to the reference year, both the
ocean and Chesapeake Bay saw an increase in the
percent of total catch released alive. This is
indicating that the regulations are working, and that
anglers are releasing more fish alive. Every state in
the ocean and Chesapeake Bay experienced an
increase in the percentage of striped bass released
alive versus total catch in 2015; compared to the
reference year, with the exception of Maryland, who
had a very small decrease of 1 percent.

Overall, the TC concluded that Addendum IV
measures are working, and the harvest in the coastal
fishery was reduced by the necessary amount.
Although harvest in the Bay increased, given the
availability of the 2011 year class and the increased
striped bass targeting, the management measures
likely did reduce harvest from what could have been
taken under previous regulations. With that, I’ll take
any questions.
CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Do we have questions for
Nicole? Rob O’Reilly.

Maine, Massachusetts, Connecticut, New Jersey and
North Carolina in the ocean experienced a change of
less than 10 percent. For the remaining states, the
percentage of total catch harvested decreased more
than the percentage released. Again, indicating that
anglers were releasing more fish alive.

MR. ROB O’REILLY: I wonder if the Technical
Committee talked about the mismatch on the
recreational fishery in terms of the years in question.
In particular, we had an 8.5 hour meeting before we
made this addendum active. At the time the main
thought was there had been a 14 percent reduction
in the Bay, and that was the reason for not choosing
2013.

To put this into context, again, the goal of this
performance evaluation was to identify the variables
that could be contributing to the differences seen in
2015 removals, compared to those that were
originally estimated by the Technical Committee.
We saw that the ocean recreational fishery had a
larger reduction than was originally estimated by the
Technical Committee.
The Chesapeake Bay
recreational fishery saw an increase in harvest when
a decrease was expected.

But clearly, the recreational fishery was not
impacted like the commercial fishery from that 14
percent reduction. In other words, no jurisdiction
changed its size, its season or its possession limit. It
is merely that we were under Bay wide quota from
1997 through 2013. The recreational fishery was
part of that. As it turns out, the commercial fishery,
I think what I saw that you presented was a little over
25 percent reduction; for the recreational fishery, a
54 percent increase; that was harvest of course. But
I think if you look at 2013 and compare that to what
the coast had for 2013 as well, it is about a 10

We all know that size and bag limit analyses assume
that effort, angler behavior, catch‐per‐unit‐effort
and the size composition and distribution of fish
available to anglers, will be the same in the future.
Any violation of these assumptions can lead to
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wondering if there was a discussion that maybe had
to do with availability. I mean, the quotas are the
quotas. You would think the states would meet
them.

percent reduction rather than an increase. I
wondered if the Technical Committee had talked
about that.
MS. LENGYEL: It was noted by members of the
Technical Committee that there would have been a
difference had we looked at 2013 compared to 2012.
You are correct that when we were developing
Addendum IV, 2013 was used for the coastal fishery,
but as you said, because the Chesapeake Bay had
already taken a 14 percent reduction to their
commercial quota in 2013, they requested to use
2012 as a reference year; and that was approved by
the board. Because Addendum IV stipulates that
2012 is the reference year for the Chesapeake Bay,
the Technical Committee did not analyze that year.
But it was noted by some members.

MS. LENGYEL: The Technical Committee did not
discuss that. The past few years it has been
consistent that they have under harvested. They
under harvested in 2013, as well.
MR. MICHAEL LUISI:
Thank you for your
presentation, Nicole. I want to just be clear. I read
in the report, and it wasn’t part of the presentation.
I would like to get your interpretation of
performance and how that relates to success.
Adding to what Rob O’Reilly had mentioned already,
when you compare the 2015 catch in the
Chesapeake Bay with the 2012 estimate of effort and
catch; the 2012 estimate was the lowest in a 20 year
time series for that comparison.

MR. JOHN G. McMURRAY: One of the things that
struck me, and I hadn’t read this in the briefing
material, but the commercial harvest or the
commercial, I can’t remember if it was harvest or
effort, but it decreased by 50 percent or somewhere
around 50 percent. Whereas, in the Bay specific,
recreational effort increased 50 percent, and I’m
wondering if the Tech Committee noted that and if
there was any discussion on maybe that had to do
with availability.

When we see numbers, an increase in harvest of 58.4
percent in the Chesapeake Bay, it kind of leads I
think, board members to believe that Maryland and
Virginia, Potomac River may not have contri1buted
to the successful management. I stress the word
success. Now, I do understand that success in my
mind is understood through an evaluation of fishing
mortality; which we’re going to get to at some point
here later this afternoon. Did the Technical
Committee intentionally not make any comments
regarding this performance being a basis for success?

MS. LENGYEL: I believe for the commercial fishery,
yes it did. There was a reduction that was off the
total quota, so that was managed by the quota. In
the recreational fishery, there was an increase, and
that was most likely due to effort in the 2011 year
class. Does that answer your question?

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Mike, I think you’re right.
Katie is going to do a presentation on the stock
assessment. That might be a better question for her
after we present that. Why don’t you hold that
question for a little bit? Adam Nowalsky.

MR. McMURRAY: Yes, I guess it does, but I’m still not
quite sure on the commercial side of things. They
under fished by 50 percent, right? Did I understand
that correctly?

MR. ADAM NOWALSKY: What were the PSEs
associated with the recreational harvest estimates in
the Chesapeake Bay for the years that generated this
reduction, and were they substantially different
from PSEs from years earlier in a time series?

MS. LENGYEL: No. That was the coastal fishery, not
the Chesapeake Bay. The coastal fishery had to take
a 25 percent reduction to Amendment 6 quotas.
Ultimately, it ended up coming out to 50 percent,
due to the fact that they under harvested.

MS. LENGYEL: Unfortunately, we do not have the
PSE estimates in front of us at this time.

MR. McMURRAY: Yes, I understand that. But I’m
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management measures and had the minimum size
still been the 18 inches as opposed to the 20 inches,
there could have been an even greater increase in
harvest and dead releases.

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: I think that is an “I don’t
know.” Ritchie.
MR. G. RITCHIE WHITE: If the coastal recreational
sector had just had a 25 percent reduction, would
then the overall reduction have missed the target for
the addendum?

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Go ahead, Mike.
MR. LUISI: Thanks for a second opportunity to just
provide a comment leading off of what Mr. Gary just
mentioned. You know, I wanted to thank the
Technical Committee for making sure to stress the
point that the emergence of the 2011 year class was
kind of a game changer. We were at the point when
we were implementing these new measures, where
we were seeing just an enormous biomass growth in
the Bay, to the point where it was exploitable. I have
no doubt in my mind, as I know the Technical
Committee evaluated whether or not harvest
reductions happened, by increasing our minimum
size. I just want to read, just to strengthen the
comment of the last bullet that’s on the screen right
there.

MS. LENGYEL: As far as this evaluation, the Technical
Committee was not evaluating whether the target of
the addendum was met. It was very specific for us to
just be evaluating what variables could have
contributed to the differences seen between the
harvest and estimated estimates. We can definitely
discuss that as we get into the assessment update,
but as far as this evaluation, we were just looking at
the variables.
MR. MARTIN GARY: I was trying to recall the last
summary slide, and I was wondering Nicole if you
could go back to that for the summary for the
recreational fisheries there was a paragraph that
characterized the likelihood, I think, was the key
word I was trying to hone in on. While you’re pulling
that up, I guess I’ll go ahead and mention my thought
is that the recreational delta increase for the
Chesapeake Bay recreational fisheries was driven per
your information in previous slide, by the B2s.

The actual written report that we have in our briefing
materials speaks to the emergence of the 2011 year
class. It reads that “the harvest in the Bay in 2015
was undoubtedly lower than it would have been, had
regulations remained status quo.” I just wanted to
make that comment, because I believe it strengthens
what was reported as kind of a likely reduction.

Is that really saying the measures likely reduced
harvest from what could have been taken under the
previous regulations? Is the inference there that if
we hadn’t changed, it’s sort of a wash? I mean we
may have, we likely have, we don’t know by how
much. Because you heard Mr. Langley and Mr.
Brown and Mr. Luisi from Maryland talk a little bit
about what we had to go through in the Chesapeake
Bay jurisdictions. I am just trying to characterize that
last bullet you have there. Again, going back to
maybe the term Mr. Luisi used success. What did we
achieve?

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Seeing no other questions;
we’re going to move on to the Striped Bass
Assessment Update. Sorry Doug, I missed Doug.
What a faux pas. Am I fired?
MR. DOUGLAS E. GROUT: I just wanted one more
clarification from the TC Chair. When you were
doing your analysis to determine what was going to
be needed to reduce the harvest by 25 percent. You
didn’t take into the consideration the fact that strong
year classes were going to grow into different
minimum sizes, or did you take that into
consideration in your original analysis prior to the
approval?

MS. LENGYEL: In terms of the last bullet on the slide
that is currently up, what we were trying to say in this
case, is because Maryland and the Chesapeake Bay
did in fact change their management measures in
2015, although they had an increase in harvest and
dead releases. Had they not changed those

MS. LENGYEL: You are correct. That original analysis
did not account for several things, effort and change
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recreationally. For the time series, you can see the
beginning of the recreational time series in 1982 and
the beginning of the commercial time series back in
the late 1940s. Recreational harvest has really
grown quite a bit; whereas, commercial harvest has
mostly stayed steady over the last 20 years or so, due
to the use of a commercial quota system to control
commercial harvest.

in size composition of the catch.
CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Any other questions before
we move on? Thanks Tina, these guys look like they
are in the witness protection program over here on
the left side of the table; so that’s a big help.
REVIEW THE 2016 ATLANTIC STRIPED BASS
STOCK ASSESSMENT

If we look at the coastwide removals broken down
into commercial harvest and discards in the dashed
lines, and recreational harvest and discards in the
solid lines, you can see that they are relatively similar
commercial. The recreational dead releases are
really what have shown a significant drop in recent
years, although it has stabilized a bit.

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Let’s go move on to the
Assessment Update, and Katie is going to do a
presentation for that.
DR. KATIE DREW: Unfortunately, Gary Nelson
couldn’t be here today, because he came down sick;
so I will be giving the 2016 Stock Assessment Update
results for Atlantic striped bass. I’m just going to
start out by going over the catch data; some of the
data that were used in the assessment starting out
with the catch data.

In 2015, the recreational harvest made up about 45
percent of the total removals, recreational discards
or the release mortality made up about 25 percent
of total removals. Commercial harvest was 20
percent, and the commercial discards were about 10
percent. Overall, all of these sources of removals
accounted for about a 27 percent decline in 2015
compared to 2014.

We’re using MRIP estimates of harvest for the
recreational catch, as well as for the amount of fish
that are dead releases or die due to being released;
for basically all the states from Maine down through
North Carolina, but with North Carolina, of course,
we’re only using the ocean removals not the
Albemarle Sound area removals.

The model uses three separate fleets to account for
some of the spatial dynamics of striped bass in their
fisheries. We have here a commercial dead discard
fleet, an ocean fleet that includes harvest from
Delaware and New York River areas, as well as a
Chesapeake Bay fleet. You can see that the Bay and
the ocean about equally split, making up
approximately 45 percent of total removals, and the
commercial discards account for the last 10 percent.

For Virginia, Wave 1 estimates of harvest are
included, but they have to be estimated, because
MRIP is not doing dockside sampling in Virginia north
during Wave 1. We use reported commercial harvest
from the states that are harvesting, as well as, again,
North Carolina, the ocean only removals.

If we look at total catch composition by age, you can
really see the emergence of that strong 2011 year
class, which is the solid black bar on the right hand
side of these graphs. It starts showing up in 2012
when they would be one year olds, and then moving
more and more into the catch, and making up more
and more of that catch.

We estimate commercial dead discards from tagging
and MRIP data. We acknowledge that there are
some missing catch data in this assessment. Catch
from the major rivers like the Hudson River and the
Delaware River, where MRIP does not cover that
recreational, basically freshwater portion. We know
there is catch harvest happening there that we’re not
capturing, as well as unreported catch like poaching
and under reporting that we also know is going on;
but we don’t have a good handle on. These are total
coastwide landings split commercially and

Compared to some of the earlier strong year classes
in 2001 and 2003, which you can see have basically
moved their way almost out of the fishery at this
point. It is really the lack of the strong year classes
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coming through that has caused part of the decline
in SSB that we’re seeing. If we just look at the overall
catch‐at‐age composition, these graphs are probably
kind of hard to see.

curve for the different fleets for different regulatory
periods, with the implementation of new regulations
in 2015, we likely would expect the selectivity of
these fisheries to change.

But I think the important part for these three graphs
is really the expansion of the age classes that we’ve
seen through the recovery of this stock; that in the
early part of the time series at the front of the graph,
you are catching only a very narrow age range. But
even in the Chesapeake Bay, which is dominated by
those younger ages, you’re still seeing an expansion
of the age classes that are present in the fishery in
the most recent years.

Unfortunately, the model didn’t really have enough
data to estimate that so there was almost no
difference in the results, including 2015 as a separate
selectivity period compared to lumping it in with the
earlier selectivity period. That may change as we
move forward under the new regulations and add
more years of data.
We also estimate the catchability coefficients and
the selectivity for the indices. Again, the data are
split into three fleets based on region with the
Chesapeake Bay, the coast or the ocean fishery, and
the commercial discards. We can’t really separate
the commercial discards into ocean versus Bay
because of the way they’re estimated and the data
that go into that.

The same thing for the ocean catch, as well as more
buildup in the plus group and the commercial
discards; all of which are signs of a recovered
population. I’m going to go over some of the index
data that we use to tune the model. The distribution
of the indices, you can see we’ve got a number of
different indices.

They have to kind of be their own separate fleet. This
improves the estimates of selectivity, because they
are working on different sections of the population
and allow us to provide sort of a partial F for how
much that fleet is contributing to the total fishing
mortality. We do use age specific natural mortality.
This was one of the changes in the most recent
benchmark, so that Age 1 has the highest natural
mortality down to Age 7 plus, which has the lowest.

Young‐of‐year are indicated in pink, and sort of light
aqua is the Age 2 plus or the older fish. We updated
all of these indices with the most recent years of
data. The New York young‐of‐year index has
changed. If you will recall, they had to petition to
change their young‐of‐year index due to funding and
personnel consideration; so that the way that it is
calculated now is slightly different. Here are the
adult indices or the Age 2 plus indices of abundance,
with fishery dependent indices, the MRIP CPUE, and
the Virginia pound net on the left, and the fishery
independent indices on the right; which for the most
part do show a consistent decline in the most recent
years. Here are your recruitment indices, so these
are young‐of‐year and Age 1 indices. You can see the
strong 2011 year class in here, as well as the New
York and New Jersey areas saw a strong 2014 signal
for that region’s young‐of‐year signal.

This is the estimate of total fully recruited fishing
mortality over time. You can see the 2015 value is
where the Bay was at 0.06, the ocean was at 0.12,
and the commercial discard was 0.01. Basically, all
fleets saw a decrease in fishing mortality in 2015
compared to 2014. This is the plot of recruitment,
where you can see our lowest subpar recruitment
years from about the mid‐2000s.
With the stronger 2011 year class and potentially a
stronger 2014 year class, although there is not really
enough data to let the model have a good handle on
what recruitment really was in this most recent year.
Here are the estimates of Age 1 plus abundance and
Age 8 plus abundance. Again, you see that uptick
from the 2014 year class potentially at the end there,

I’m just going to go over a brief description of the
model that we use. It’s a forward projecting
statistical catch‐at‐age model, which is estimating
recruitment every year as well as fully recruited
fishing mortality for these three different fleets, as
well as catch selectivity. The shape of the selectivity
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the target for F. The solid line is the trajectory from
this assessment; the dotted line is on the screen, but
you really can’t see it, which is the trajectory from
the 2015 assessment update. They are virtually
identical.

but total abundance of the older spawning stock
continues to decline.
There is a tiny bit of the projection going forward
that suggests we may see a little bit more abundance
in the younger year classes, but again, not much of a
change in abundance in the 8 plus. This is total
female spawning stock biomass, with the threshold
there on the graph; so we are just about at the
threshold. Although the decline has been slower
than in some of the initial projections suggested
from the earlier models, it still continues.

We also did a set of projections looking at constant
catch. Number 1, if we maintain this level of catch
that we saw in 2015 through from 2015 all the way
through to 2018, what happens to SSB and what
happens to fishing mortality? You can see under a
constant catch, this is SSB relative to the threshold.

This is female spawning stock numbers, so total
number of fish rather than biomass of fish; and you
can see this has declined faster than the total
biomass. The decline in biomass is being slowed
somewhat by the growth of the females that are
surviving, but the total number of females is
dropping faster.

SSB increases and the probability of being overfished
decreases. Right now, we are at about a 40 percent
chance of being overfished, meaning a 40 percent
chance that we’re below our SSB threshold. That
declines to about a 20 percent chance in 2018 if we
maintain constant catch. On this graph we are
showing in black the original assessment results.

If we look at the retrospective analysis, we can see
that there is a slight positive retrospective pattern
where we are overestimating F and underestimating
SSB. The more interesting thing about it is recently,
these patterns have really tightened up, so that
these most recent couple of years is a lot closer
together than they are to the past and that the past
were to each other.

There has been some concern or interest in adjusting
these estimates for the retrospective pattern. A
small retrospective pattern, I believe the average of
the last five years was applied to this. You should
always take this with a grain of salt though, because
as we showed, retrospective patterns are not
constantly over time, and they can change from year
to year.

Potentially, this pattern is improving to a certain
extent that we’re getting tighter and closer together,
maybe the data are better, maybe there is
something that we’ve managed to handle with the
modeling that is making the model perform better.
It is hard to say exactly, but the most recent years are
showing a much less bias than later years.

This is kind of an average retrospective correction.
That doesn’t mean that going forward, we can
expect to see this retrospective pattern continue or
continue at this magnitude. This is comparing SSB to
the target. SSB will continue to increase slightly with
a constant catch scenario, but the probability of
being below the target is close to 100 percent; even
over the next three years.

In terms of status of the stock, the SSB is above the
threshold, at least the point estimate is. There is
about a 40 percent chance, due to the uncertainty in
these estimates that it is below the threshold. But
the point estimate is above the threshold, meaning
the stock is not overfished. It is still below the target.

If we maintain constant catch, this is F relative to the
F threshold, and the probability of overfishing, that
is the probability of F being above the F threshold,
will remain very low under current catch scenario.
Relative to the target, we will only have at most a 20
percent chance of being above the target if we
maintain constant catch over the next three to four
years. We also did some scenarios looking at a
constant F case, so rather than look at keeping

In terms of F, the F is below both the target and the
threshold, indicating overfishing is not occurring and
the Addendum IV measures worked. We are below
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year class moving into the SSB.

landings constant, if we keep fishing mortality
constant, what happens?

I will be honest; I’m not surprised to hear that the
coastal fisheries, the ocean fisheries are now seeing
the benefits of the 2011 year class, as they start to
move out into those fisheries. You’re probably going
to have the same results that Maryland and the Bay
saw, which is that it is not going to reflect the
estimated reductions anymore as they become more
available.

Looking at F equals to 0.16, that is the F in the
terminal year. If you do that, you can see SSB will
increase slightly, and slightly stronger. But again,
you’ll see that we have here, we put them on two
graphs just to combine them just to make your life a
little more difficult. The dashed lines are the
probabilities of being below the target, which again
will remain significantly high for SSB; so will continue
to remain below the target.

MR. O’REILLY: You partially answered something I
was wondering about, Katie. With the constant
catch, that indicates that you’ve adjusted for the
2011 year class up until it is fully recruited, is that
correct?

But the probability of being below the threshold will
drop over time, if you maintain the 0.16. If you
maintain the F target or 0.18, that increase in SSB is
slowed, and there is almost no change in the
probability of being below the target and below the
threshold. It remains at about 40 percent chance of
overfishing in the near future, if we fish at the F
target. With that, I will take any questions.

DR. DREW: Yes. The constant catch projections do
assume that the selectivity of these fisheries remain
the same, but then it applies kind of that selectivity
to the available population and knows that it’s taking
out what component of each of those year classes is
it taking out to go forward.

MR. WHITE: Katie, it looks like we’re in okay
position, given that we have a constant catch at the
2015 level, about 3 million fish. New Hampshire just
received their preliminary results from NOAA on our
2016 catch. New Hampshire went from 2015, 56,297
fish to 213,362. We went up by a factor of four, if
these results end up being permanent.

MR. GROUT: That was partially my question,
because what was seen, at least in New Hampshire,
was primarily, it looked like something that was from
the 2014 year class. Not to say that there wasn’t
2011 year class in there, but a large part of that catch
was all discarded 2014 year class. My question is,
we’re saying that there has been a four‐fold increase
in catch, but the majority of that is based on a 9
percent discard mortality rate. It’s not like you’re
harvesting all those fish, that’s just catch. Will that
have less of an impact?

I wouldn’t suggest that New Hampshire will be
representative of the coast, but I’ve heard that the
state of Maine had an extremely good year. My
understanding
is
the
Commonwealth
of
Massachusetts had a very good year. My question is
if the constant catch is not maintained and we go up
by a factor of 2, 3 maybe 4. Then what are the
chances of SSB falling below the threshold?

DR. DREW: Obviously, so it depends on, I haven’t
looked at the new MRIP numbers yet. If you’re
talking about an increase in B2s or released alive,
then obviously, only 9 percent of those go into the
model, so that would have less of an impact. But if it
is coming from the harvest side, then you’re going to
have more of an impact.

DR. DREW: They will be higher. I can’t tell you
exactly how much higher, but the TC did a very
limited set of projections. If the board is interested
in seeing some additional projections, we can do
those and show you guys some actual hard numbers
on this. Obviously, these projections are based on
even a small increase, you can see here even a small
increase of 0.02, in terms of fishing mortality, really
arrests any benefit that we’re getting from the 2011

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Marty Gary. Rob’s trying to
sneak in. Okay, that was your hand, Rob, go ahead.
Well actually, let me get to Tom Fote first. I’ll come
back to you, Rob.
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adding more years of data, is that there seems to be
a divergence in the extent of this pattern; that is you
remove a couple of years and they all stay very close
together. But then you start pulling off more years,
and they diverge further. You can see more of a split
in the two patterns, which is kind of new, and we’re
not really sure what is causing that. But basically
what it’s saying is that the most recent years of data,
as we add on, are a lot closer and tighter together
and have a lower degree of bias than adding on those
years to older data, and we’re not really sure why.

MR. THOMAS P. FOTE: I’m happy that New
Hampshire saw four‐fold increase in their catch or
figures this year, but I guarantee you that were not
the case in New Jersey. When we get 70 degree
water, 75 degree water this summer, which is about
the hottest I’ve seen it ever off the coast of New
Jersey.
We were still warm in the middle of October that
we’ve seen no real fish inside yet. We haven’t seen
any striped bass along the coast yet in New Jersey.
Now, something could change dramatically in
December, but we are definitely not going to be four‐
fold; we’re going to be a lot less. The catch has been
down dramatically from what I’ve seen.

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Mike, I’ve got a placeholder
for your question on success. Do you want to ask
that now or do you want to ask something different?
Well, go ahead and ask both.

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Rob, did you have a question?
MR. LUISI: Well the question I had for Katie was, and
it just relates to what is to come. I know that we have
a benchmark assessment planned. I wonder if you
could give us some thoughts on what the timeline for
that benchmark is, and when you would expect to
have results of that available for the board. After
that, Mr. Chairman, I might have a follow up.

MR. O’REILLY: I do. Katie, when was the first time
that the statistical catch‐at‐age model was used?
Was that 2010 or so, is that roughly when that
started, do you know?
DR. DREW: Yes it was. The most recent 2013 peer
reviewed acceptance was the second iteration of
that model. The previous one in the mid‐2000s ish, I
believe, is the first time it was used.

DR. DREW: We are anticipating this to be completed
and peer reviewed in 2018. Right now, we are not
on the SARC schedule. There are two parts to this
answer. Number one, in theory, if everything goes
according to plan, in 2018 probably we will have the
results either for the August or for the October board
meeting. If we’re not on the SARC, then we can tailor
that schedule. We would go through an ASMFC
organized peer review, which is a little more flexible
in terms of timing.

MR. O’REILLY: My question is on the retrospective,
and making sure that I understood what you said
about the variability. Since the statistical catch‐at‐
age model has been used, is the pattern in
retrospective bias very similar, or have there really
been changes on an annual basis or inner annual
basis? I would expect the pattern to be that it is
overestimating F in the terminal year and
underestimating the spawning stock biomass. With
all those lines, I’m not sure what your conclusion
was.

Having said that, one of the major components that
we expect to change for this analysis will be the MRIP
re‐estimation of effort, and right now the timeline
does allow us to incorporate those new data as they
are released in 2018; and any kind of calibration
factors that we need to recalibrate some of the most
recent years. However, if that schedule changes,
then we may have to come back to you guys and ask
what you want to do, in terms of ‐‐ obviously, MRIP
is expecting significant changes in magnitude to the
landings based on the new effort estimates.

DR. DREW: Yes, the pattern has always remained the
same as you said that we underestimate SSB and
overestimate F, which is a change from most of our
species, where usually you see it the other way
around; where you underestimate F and
overestimate SSB.
But what we’ve noticed recently, as we’ve been
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protect that year class in the Chesapeake Bay, we’ve
done. I mean, we just heard testimony from states
where they’re seeing three and four‐fold increases in
available fish in areas where they haven’t been in the
past.

There will probably be an impact on the assessment,
and on past assessment results. We’ll have to deal
with the question of if that timeline gets disrupted,
does the board want to continue with the striped
bass timeline, or does the board want to wait on that
issue until that is resolved? That is kind of a worst
case scenario, but that is what we’re looking at right
now.

Here we are, we’ve accomplished the objectives of
Addendum IV. We have a fishing mortality rate in
the terminal year of 2015 that is lower than the
target. What are the next steps? Where are we
going to go from here? I have a suggestion as to what
those next steps are, and if you want to continue, I
would be happy to offer those suggestions at
another point in time, Mr. Chairman, if you would
rather continue with questions.

MR. LUISI: I appreciate that, Dr. Drew, and I kind of
anticipate there being some considerable challenges
as MRIP unfolds and we begin to look at that; as far
as the assessment. I guess my follow up question is
a little broader in scope, and maybe it’s more for the
board or for you, Mr. Chairman, to consider.
But it’s a question that has been posed to me time
and time again over the last year. That question is
what are our next steps? Are we planning to do
anything with this recent information, this recent
assessment update that has just been reported out
on? Because the way I see it, especially, if there is
any delay in the benchmark assessment, we’re
looking at 2020 before we would implement any new
management measures.

But that is the broader question to the board. This is
the last opportunity that I’m aware of that we’ll have
any type of assessment update to base any type of
management changes on, between now and when
the benchmark is complete, which is who knows
when into the future? I’ll leave the question at that
and look for any guidance or feedback from other
board members.
CHAIRMAN GILMORE: My understanding of this is
when we went down this road, the idea was that we
would essentially put the reductions in and that it
would essentially go for a three year period. When
we got to the 2018 assessment, then we would see if
we had met those goals and if they were, I guess
sticking for lack of a better word.

Currently, we’re operating under Addendum IV.
You’ve heard time and time again from stakeholders
from Maryland and other places where the impacts
that we have felt are pretty severe and tremendous
regarding the squeeze, which was referred to earlier
by Phil Langley, having only a very few fish accessible
to our fishermen. We’re operating under Addendum
IV, which had objectives and goals. The one
objective was to reduce fishing mortality to the
target. I think, based on this analysis and the report
that we just received; we can put a check next to that
objective. We’ve reduced fishing mortality, not just
to the target but beyond the target. In the report in
our materials, it actually indicated that projections
would show that by 2018 that fishing mortality, if we
maintained our approach, would even be reduced
even further to 0.14 from 0.16.

Now we’re in the second year, and I guess we have
different opinions of that. Yes, we’re below the
mortality target, and it looks like we’re on a right
trajectory. But I think from Katie’s presentation
we’re still not out of the woods yet. There is a lot of
good news coming out of it, but there is still – you
know the idea was to go for those three years.
I’ve had other questions from other commissioners
and folks about well, because of that overage in the
effort in the Bay, wasn’t there any payback or
adjustment measure, and I said no that was the same
thing. If we saw exceedance, we were sticking on the
three year plan to see if this was going to work or
not.

The second objective in Addendum IV was to
preserve and protect the 2011 year class. I would say
that we’ve done that. I would say that for all intents
and purposes, whatever we could have done to
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It appears it is working and it’s good news, but at this
point if we’re going to do any kind of changes I think
that would be up to the board. Let me go around and
get a few more comments on that; and if you want
to propose something Mike, I’ll come back to you.
John McMurray.

Chesapeake Bay when you have extreme droughts
like this, it is really not spawning stock biomass, it’s
water conditions and the environmental conditions
that affect that young of the year when it come to
this type of year. Am I wrong, through the Chair to
Mike?

MR. McMURRAY: For 2015, we’re above threshold,
but we’re still below target, correct? There is a 40
percent chance of accuracy.

DR. DREW: Yes, I would agree that I think the TC
would agree that environmental conditions certainly
have a strong effect on recruitment. It is not solely
spawning stock biomass, but spawning stock
biomass is an important contributor to that
recruitment, but definitely environmental conditions
affect it as well.

DR. DREW: Yes, for SSB we are barely above the
threshold, with a 40 percent chance of being below.
MR. McMURRAY: But your projections are rosy
based on the analysis of that abundance 2011 year
class, and the 2015 as well; I imagine figured into
that. My question really is, nobody has really
brought up 2016 yet and probably there is a reason
for that. It was terrible. I know that came in pretty
late, and it probably wasn’t figured into your
analysis.

MR. CLARK: I just want to follow up on some of the
points that Mike Luisi was making. We have seen
real pain to a lot of sectors, due to these reductions.
I was just curious, based on the reduction you
showed in the fishing mortality, if you can calculate
how much things could possibly be liberalized and
still stay below that 0.18? If you would look at that,
it doesn’t seem like a huge bit of difference there.
You were showing that there was a difference in the
recovery time from that; but what are we looking at
in terms of harvest, if you move 2.18 from the 0.16?

But I think, around the table, we should keep that in
mind. When you look at the space of 10 years at
those young‐of‐the‐year indices, and then you look
at the prior two decades two that. We’re not looking
at the same sort of production that we had. We
maybe want to be a little cautious here moving
forward, with that in mind.

DR. DREW: Those figures are in the report, but I
don’t have them in this presentation; or at least we
didn’t calculate what the predicted harvest would be
for the difference between 0.16 and 0.18, but the
harvest change would be small. I think the larger
issue would be, especially with the recreational
fishery, of being able to come up with a management
measure that would give you such a small change.

MR. FOTE: I always like to remind people when we
do the regression analysis, probably next year, the
2015 will actually look better than it does right now.
That is the way the regression analysis also has been
done over the years, that usually comes out better. I
am also looking at, if you look at just the last six years
instead of the last ten years, we have two year
classes that are the fourth and the eighth highest.

MR. CLARK: Just a quick follow up. Could you
estimate it in like a percentage term; how much you
would be looking at in a change in the harvest?

Now I’m not proposing anything, but let’s always
look at figures honestly and not just pick out what we
basically look at. I’m just looking at what’s going on
right now. I mean, yes, New Jersey actually has a
good year from what I understand right now. It’s
looking like it is going to be higher than normal.

DR. DREW: We could. I don’t have that number in
front of me right now.

I think part of the thing is that we know in the

MR. LUISI: I absolutely understand and appreciate

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Other questions for Katie?
Okay, seeing none; Mike, do you want to offer up
something?
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All of us have the opportunity in a given year to
consider conservation equivalency proposals as
modifications to our recreational regulations as it
results from stakeholder engagement and
stakeholder involvement.

this board’s interest in preserving and conserving
this resource. I can’t say enough about how
important it is. I think you’ve heard time and time
again from me and from stakeholders from our state
and from the Chesapeake Bay region the importance
of striped bass to not only our commercial, but our
recreational and charter industries, as well.

The previous time period that we used to calculate
the reductions for Addendum IV, I believe, was 2011
through 2013. Well, we now have some new
information, and I think having a recommended
dataset from the TC for us to use to explore
alternative recreational management measures
would be helpful. Those are the two tasks. I would
look to the board to support that moving forward,
for potentially a report at our February meeting.

John’s question to Katie just a second ago alluded to
the fact that if we were to move from 0.16 to 0.18, it
would be a small tick, maybe a 5 to 8 percent
liberalization, in terms of numbers. Maybe that’s
what it would be. I don’t have the number to refer
to in front of me. But what I’m thinking about and
what I’m looking at, is the fact that perhaps just that
very small change could be something that saves a
few of the fishermen in my state.

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Let me just ask Katie. In terms
of workload for the TC, how much effort would this
be and would this be taking away from the next
assessment? I mean, that’s the only concern is it is a
workload issue. That request, what do you think it
would involve for work for the TC?

A half an inch in minimum size could mean a lot to
our fleets, our charterboat and recreational fleet;
more so the charterboat community. I’ve been
thinking about this and thinking about what we could
do as a next step. I would hate to leave the board
meeting here today having had this information,
maybe not having all the information available to us.

MS. LENGLYEL: The TC could certainly do any
analysis that the board tasks us with, but I would
remind the board that following this meeting, the
Technical Committee was planning on getting
started on the 2018 benchmark stock assessment.
Our next agenda item was to actually work on the
terms of reference for that assessment and bring
those to the board at the next board meeting. That
would certainly impact our timeline, how much I
can’t really say, but it definitely will slow things down
a little bit.

I’ve thought about that maybe a potential tasking of
the TC, and that tasking would be for two things. The
first one would be for the TC to determine what that
percent liberalization would be that would result in
an increase in fishing mortality from 0.16 to 0.18.
That is our fishing target. That is where we have
intended, when we decided to make that the target.
That’s where we should be.
If we were over the target, we would be thinking
potentially about reductions to get to the target. I
would like to see what that means, as far as overall
catch increase. How much is it? What percentage is
it, and whether or not it is something that we could
consider as a board maybe liberalizing catch into the
future?

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Okay, so let’s go around for
some reactions to Mike’s proposal; any questions on
that?
MR. McMURRAY:
I’m not sure what you’re
recommending. Are you suggesting we don’t have a
threshold of fishing mortality at all; we just fish at the
target F?

The second point would be a second task to the TC
to recommend a new dataset, a preferred dataset
using updated length frequency data for states to
use when preparing potentially conservation
equivalency proposals for recreational regulations.

MR. LUISI: No, John. What I’m suggesting is that we
currently are 0.02; we’re underneath the fishing
mortality target. When we took the reductions that
we did in Addendum IV, the analysis of 2015
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think it is a good idea. I think you have to appreciate
that from 1997 until 2013, Chesapeake Bay was
under a Bay wide quota. We were very used to
making these fine point adjustments the best we
can. I think we neared that quota one time. I want
to say 2003. But if the harvest control model called
for reductions, we took reductions. I think that, in
general, we fish on a resident stock, and the way the
whole system was set up and has been lost, it was on
the 18 to 28 inch components. One inch even might
make a big difference, may not be that much fish; but
I do think it’s worth us being able to see that.

indicates that we overshot the target. The way I view
that is it is kind of like a little cushion in what we have
available to us, as far as management action to fish
at the target. Fishing at the target is not a risky thing;
it is the target for a reason.
I feel like we may have an opportunity to explore and
just have that conversation once we’re informed
about what are we really talking about as far as
additional catch? Maybe that little bit of additional
catch could go a long way over the next few years, in
helping with some of the hardships that folks have
faced based on that. I’m not suggesting at all about
removing the threshold. We’re lower than where I
think we could be, and there is a little cushion there
that we might be able to exploit.

In fact, everyone from our advisory boards to the
charter groups to everyone else is very aware of the
way management went over that time period. It is a
big awakening to them to see that we’re not able to
make even modest changes. I certainly support it,
and I have another question if you want to come
back to me later, Mr. Chair, which does not relate to
this issue.

MR. CLARK: I would just like to speak in support of
the ideas that Mike just put forward. I think we’re
talking about a small increase. Once again, these
reference points, as we know, are very conservative
to start with. I think what’s Mike is asking could
probably be figured out pretty quickly. I would like
to see us proceed in that direction.

MR.WHITE: I share Mike’s comments. I think that
this would be a kneejerk reaction. I think that, as you
said, when we put these measures in place it was
supposed to be for three years. I guess my concern
would be, if any changes would be made, and I
certainly would not support that; that the coast
should be the ones that benefit.

MR. MICHAEL ARMSTRONG: I very much appreciate
what’s going on in the Bay, although I look at the
data, and I really want to talk more to you guys about
it. I see and I hear the charter guys talking. But I see
you catching the same number of fish as you did last
year. The harvest is the same. The number of caught
and release are more. I’m struggling to see the
difficulty that this has created.

The coast made the cut here. The Bay, as Mike said,
caught the same amount of fish. If it weren’t for the
coast, we wouldn’t be in compliance with the plan.
For that, I think it is not worth risking Technical
Committee’s time having that impact the stock
assessment work. I would oppose this.

I’m very open to the explanation. What really
worries me; it is a fool’s errand to be messing around
in the hundredths spot on an assessment. We’re
kidding ourselves if we think there is a difference
between 0.16 and 0.18. But to Katie’s point, we’re
talking 0.02 is 2 or 3 or 4 percent increase; something
like that. What management measure are we going
to take that we’re going to craft to get 4 percent
more catch? That is my concern.

MR. MARK GIBSON: I agree with a lot of the
sentiments that Mike Armstrong spoke to. Looking
at Figure 9 in the assessment report, which I think
shows the partial Fs. It shows if you look at the
partial Fs in that draft that the one for the Bay is flat.
It hasn’t come down. The partial F for the ocean, for
the coast, came down substantially from the
reference year and the commercial discards, as well.

MR. O’REILLY: Well, it is about a 12 percent
difference if you just look at one fishing mortality
rate 0.16 up to 0.18. That is 12 percent difference; I
don’t know what that translates to number of fish. I

If we’re talking about whether Addendum IV
achieved its objectives or not, I think it did partially,
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coast, and we might be looking at a different set of
data in 2016.

but not completely. I do think we would be tinkering
around with management measures that would be
very unlikely to precisely achieve the small
increment we’re talking about. I don’t know
whether we’re talking about an addendum here or
working within what we have.

All that we would really like to ask is that we could
task the Technical Committee with possibly looking
at those numbers, just so that we can take it back to
our fishermen and say, well there might be a
possibility here that we could save what it is that you
came to ask for; and that is really to save your
businesses.

But I think the technical people should be focused on
the benchmark assessment and some of the good
ideas they have about proceeding with multiple
stocks within the overall assessment and regional
calculations and so on; and not tinkering around with
what we’ve done, which looks to me like we’ve only
partially been successful.

MR. KYLE SCHICK: I’m not interested in a blame
game competition, but for over two decades, the
Chesapeake Bay region has managed and kept within
their quotas; except for I think we came close one
year, and this was on the back of our fisheries that
we’ve done this. Now here we come around and all
of a sudden now it’s the Bay’s fault, and if anything
needs to be done it needs to be done in the Bay.

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: I think what we’re discussing
right now is simply to task the TC to get some
additional data. I think, based upon the spread we
have right now, we’re probably going to have to do
this in the form of a motion; but let me get a few
more comments before we get into that.

I say, you know, it was the overfishing on the coast
that has caused the issue that we’re trying to solve
today. I think we deserve at least an opportunity to
show our fishermen that maybe an inch size would
make a difference, or wouldn’t make a difference. I
think it is worth looking into.

MS. RACHEL A. DEAN: I think if I learned anything
from the plenary session this morning, I learned that
sometimes ahead of what the science is seeing is
what the fishermen are seeing. As I’m thinking about
that, you know I don’t think that Mr. Brown or Mr.
Langley would make this trip to Maine, although it is
absolutely beautiful here, if they weren’t seeing
something that might indicate that something else is
going on. I certainly understand Mike’s comments
about the numbers aren’t really changing. The
fishing didn’t change. But there are certainly
thoughts there that there is something happening.
Again, I don’t think that these gentlemen would be
here if not. I think the second thing that I learned
this morning, and that was probably from the first
couple years of ASMFC, was the comment about the
watermen from Maryland who addressed the
fishermen from Massachusetts and said, you’re
looking at the mothers; and he said, well, you’re
looking at the babies.

MR. FOTE: We’re not going to do a blame game and
you blame the coast. I basically look at the fact that
when we look at the mortality rate as the
Chesapeake Bay catch, we also used the producing
areas of the Hudson River and Delaware River, and
they get no credit for that in the plan or that
mortality rate goes to the Chesapeake Bay.
You get the bonus of counting those fish in from the
Hudson and the Delaware, since we don’t have a
spawning area anymore since Amendment 6, I think
it was. My concerns here, as you know, I was not
supporting you going to one fish; I didn’t think it was
necessary. As the projections are going to see, we’re
going to have plenty of spawning stock biomass in
2017. But again, I don’t approve of kneejerk
reactions no matter which way it goes.

I can certainly understand that but I want to promise
this board that Maryland did what they could,
because we know that we’re stewards of what goes
out into that ocean. I think now that the shoe might
flip as we look at that 2011 stock going out onto the

I didn’t approve this that we went to one fish;
because it was a 25 year or 20‐year span that we had
the same regulations, which seemed to be working.
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do for us, then we’ll discuss it and have a vote on
that.

We had some projections that we might do
something in 2017. We basically did that. It puts me
in a difficult spot because I don’t support kneejerk
reactions. I think if the action is to go, it has to go on
both sides of this. At this time, I can’t support a
separate action just for the Chesapeake Bay and not
the coast.

MR. LUISI: I sent it to Max, I sent the motion via e‐
mail to Max, so maybe while they’re working to get
that up, if it would be okay, Mr. Chairman I could add
a couple additional thoughts.
I appreciate
everybody’s concern and thought on this. But what
I do want to say is that I don’t consider this any type
of kneejerk reaction. It is a reaction.

MR. NOWALSKY: I’m not sure how I feel sitting here
today about an increase or a decrease in access, but
what I do know is that what initiated this action a
short time ago was a very small tick in F above the F
threshold. That very small tick above meant
something. Again, I don’t disagree with the earlier
speakers that we may not be able to quantify it. With
the retrospective pattern that suggested that F is
generally overestimated, and that the SSB is
generally underestimated. There were questions at
that time.

It is a reaction to new information. That new
information and the potential reaction are unknown.
We don’t know what. That is why we’re asking the
question of the TC, is to provide a thorough look at
what is being asked of them, so that the board can
have an opportunity with all of the information in
front of them to make a decision as to whether or
not we do anything or not.

But that small tick was enough for us to take
significant management action. What is being
suggested today is that a tick under the F target now,
just take a look at what that could potentially mean.
I don’t know what my answer would be, but I would
like to see what that would mean in terms of
potential action for us. I would support that
evaluation at this time.

I think saying right now that a small increase in
harvest, while it may translate to something small in
nature that I feel could potentially help the
fishermen in my state. I think by making that
decision without knowing what the numbers are and
what we would be looking at is premature to make
the decision to not move forward, given that we
don’t have all of the in information. I have to make
one more comment.

MR. TERRY STOCKWELL: For the first time since I’ve
been coming to Striped Bass Board, I can report that
I didn’t get a single complaint this year. To me, that
is good news. It has finally taken some time for some
fish to work their way into the pipeline and make it
into the Gulf of Maine here.

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Just before you go, Mike, can
I get a second to this before? John Clark.
MR. LUISI: If you would like, I can read that into the
record. I move to task the Striped Bass Technical
Committee to one, determine the percent
liberalization in harvest that would increase fishing
mortality from the 2015 terminal year estimate of
0.16 to the FMP target F of 0.18, and two,
recommend a preferred dataset using updated
length frequency data for states to use when
preparing conservation equivalency proposals for
recreational regulations.

From this piece of geography, I support staying the
course on the cusp of having an assessment, and
make whatever adjustments are necessary at the
time. If the assessment indicates we should
increase, be it the ocean fishery or the Bay fishery, I
would be 100 percent supportive at that time.
CHAIRMAN GILMORE: I think we’ve gone around the
table now, so Mike, just as I said before. I think we’re
going to need a motion on this, because it seems to
be pretty well split here. If you could maybe propose
a motion in terms of what you would want the TC to

DR. DREW: Just to clarify. You just want the percent
increase in catch; you’re not interested in a bag or
size limit or management changes that would be
required to get to that point. You just want to know
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What would be the impact of this? How much time
is it going to take staff to take a look at this?
Realistically, are we pushing back the timeline for the
assessment at all by looking into this?

how much additional catch could be taken.
MR. LUISI: That would be what I would be looking
for as far as a percentage. Then if we had a new
dataset to use, we could calculate our own
recreational measures that would fit within each of
the states; if we were to choose so and if the board
were to allow for that liberalization to take place.
But again, that is for a future discussion and a
decision at another time.

MS. LENGYEL: I can’t answer how much time exactly
it will take, but it could potentially push back what
we wanted to achieve at the next meeting, which
was bring the board a draft version of the terms of
references for approval.

Today’s request was simply to get the information so
that we can look at it and do an analysis, and decide
at a later date whether or not we would make that
change. Mr. Chairman, I do want to just make one
more point. It was mentioned just a little while ago
that it was the coastal reduction that made 2015 a
successful year, as far as how it translated into catch.
I have to disagree.

MR. McMURRAY: I’m trying to figure out what’s
going on here. Harvest was up almost 55 percent in
the Bay states, where it was supposed to be
decreased by 20.5 percent. I think, during your
presentation, recreational fishing effort was up 50
percent. Coastal states on the other hand went
down to one fish, and our decrease was 47 percent,
I think.

We managed the Chesapeake Bay quota for 20 years.
We based that quota on exploitable stock biomass.
As the 2011 year class grew, and got into the wheel
house for fishing to happen on it, we increased the
size limit by 2 inches. The quota in 2015 would have
been tremendously higher than what it was in the
previous years because of that 2011 year class.

Now we’re considering a request from the states
that overfished to do an analysis so they could catch
more fish. It doesn’t make sense here. Nobody is
discussing well, maybe we should look at the
regulations that they had in place that allowed them
to go 54 percent over. Instead we’re considering
this. I don’t really understand how the conversation
even got here.

Therefore I say, while maybe the catch may have
been similar to the previous year, 2015 was reduced
from 2014. But it had a very, very large potential. I
have to disagree that the Chesapeake Bay wasn’t a
part of the successful nature of meeting the
objectives of Addendum IV, and reducing fishing
mortality. On the coast now, we have to remember
we no longer are evaluated based on Chesapeake
Bay catch, it’s a coastwide F, and we contributed
significantly.

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Other questions or comments
around that haven’t spoken yet? Okay, Rob O’Reilly.
MR. O’REILLY: I’ll try and respond to that a little bit,
just a little help. We’re talking about the 54 percent,
but we’re not talking about fishing mortality rate.
We have a coastwide fishing mortality rate. We have
three fleets, but we haven’t ascribed an F for the
Chesapeake Bay. But you realize that we had the
2011 year class among us.

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: We’ve got a lot of comments
on this already, so if there are some new things you
want to add on, let me go around one more time.
Emerson.

For example in Virginia, the amount of discards went
up from 250,000 in 2014 to 800,000 in 2015. That all
counts as removals, because you take the 9 percent.
Unless we have an F specific to Chesapeake Bay,
we’re left with what we started with in this
addendum, which is a coastwide fishing mortality
rate.

MR. EMERSON C. HASBROUCK: I have a question for
commission staff. It was mentioned before that
there might be some impact in terms of the work to
be done in the timeline on the next assessment.
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CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Any other public comment?
Go ahead, sir.

The other thing is, you have to realize how low is
low? I’ll just speak for Virginia. The recreational
fishery went from 1.7 million pounds down to about
130,000 pounds by 2012 or so. Everything is relative
to the position you’re in. Now we understand that
well there already are 2011 year class fish out on the
coast, and there is going to be more.

MR. ROBERT T. BROWN: Robert T. Brown; President
of Maryland Watermen’s Association. What we
don’t realize here, if you go look back at our fishing
practices we had over the years and years ago, the
amount of fish that we used to harvest at that time
compared to what we catch now. It’s not a drop in
the bucket.

That is the migration schedule. If we take this next
year and do the same thing, it’s going to look a lot
different. But I think, overall, unless you’re willing to
consider anyone that this is a coastwide situation,
and it is for fishing mortality rate; then you’re
nibbling at something that doesn’t exist.

We don’t want to go back there, and we don’t want
to go back to a spawning class of 1982. Our spawning
stock that we have right now is more than adequate.
All we’re asking for right now is not saying that we
can go to a 0.18, but just to look at it through the
Technical Committee and let’s look and see what
exactly it would do.

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Any other question or
comments from people who haven’t spoken yet. I
know you’ve got your hand up, Mike. I’ll come back
to you. Actually, I would like to go to the audience
to see if there are any comments from the public;
Arnold Leo.

Because our fishery, especially our charterboat
fishery is in real dire need, as well as the rest of our
fishery is also suffering with that 20.5 cut. The only
reason we got that cut at that time that 20.5 and that
25 percent on the coast was because the benchmark
was changed. When you all adjusted the benchmark
up that took us out of where we were between the
target and the threshold. That is what put us where
we were at. Since then, we have abided by it, have
taken the cut, and this cut hurts; and I thank you.

MR. ARNOLD LEO: Arnold Leo, I think. I represent
the fishing industry of the town of East Hampton,
and I’ve been a very long time participant in the
management process for striped bass. From the
point of view that I’ve developed, we’re looking at
simply colossal, historically speaking, a colossal stock
of striped bass, which is basically in a terrifically
healthy condition.

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Thank you, Mr. Brown, any
other public comment? Seeing none; we’re back to
the board. Mike, I think you had your hand up. Oh
you’re done. Does anybody else want to make a
comment? Russ Allen.

Except now with the spawning stock biomass, it’s
sort of hovering around where it was determined
that it should be. But I think we’re being awfully
finicky or a little bit too concerned with the very fine
points of management. With this situation of this
huge stock and these fishing mortality rates and the
spawning stock biomass being pretty much where
they wanted to be.

MR. RUSS ALLEN: Just cause I can. You know, I’ve
heard a lot of talk around your board. I don’t think
anything that comes out of this change; this motion
will change anybody’s mind on how they want to
vote on a motion that may come up at the next
meeting. But I still think it’s a process we need to do.
We would do it for any other species. We would do
it if it was flipped over the other way.

That we can’t be flexible in our approach to
management when we have a traditional user group,
which is actually going out of business due to
management actions and would benefit greatly by a
slight loosening of the regime that was put on us with
I think it was Amendment 4. I just wanted to speak
in favor of Mr. Luisi’s motion.

I just think it’s time to sit back, let the Technical
Committee do their job, let the board analyze what
they have to say, and then move forward. We’re not
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amendment.

talking that this would happen on such a quick pace
that we’re changing regulations in the middle of next
year. You still have to go through the addendum
process if we want to, and things of that nature. I
would like to see you call the question pretty soon,
because I’ve got a boat ride later.

Talking with the board chair before this meeting, we
thought it might be appropriate to postpone this to
the next meeting, or until more information comes
available regarding that draft amendment. Of
course, I continue to track the progress of that and
keep the board Chair and the AP Chair in the loop.
CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Just for clarification on that, I
think the way it was presented that it thought that
the AP would comment directly. It would be, if we
get to the point when we actually have measures
under that amendment that the AP would then come
back to the board and then propose comments that
the board would then decide to approve or
disapprove, in terms of commenting back to the Mid‐
Atlantic Council. John, if you wanted to add
something to that, go ahead.

CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Well, it’s all Terry’s fault, he
raised his hand before, and that’s why we’re going to
go over. I’m going to call the question now. I think
we beat this one pretty well to death. I’ll give you
two minutes to caucus, because I think we might
need that. Then we’ll call the question.
Okay are you ready for the vote? All those in favor
of the motion; please signify by raising your right
hand. Eight in favor; all opposed, seven opposed,
null votes, abstentions. Motion carries eight to
seven; eight to six, sorry. Okay, moving along to our
last item of business. Max is going to make a couple
of comments on this before we talk about it. We
should be pretty quick. Go ahead, Max.

MR. McMURRAY: The issue that the AP discussed
was A, the lack of availability for striped bass in the
rips on Nantucket and Martha’s Vineyard, and
whether or not that had to do with the aggregation
of squid boats off of Martha’s Vineyard and
Nantucket. They also discussed bycatch. There were
a number of reports of striped bass bycatch discards,
floating discards and scup and black sea bass, as well.

CONSIDER ADVISORY PANEL REQUEST TO SUBMIT
COMMENT TO THE MAFMC ON ITS
DRAFT SQUID CAPACITY AMENDMENT
MR. MAX APPLEMAN: Very briefly, so this agenda
item was requested to be on this meeting’s agenda.
Basically, the Mid‐Atlantic Council is drafting a Squid
Capacity Amendment. Some of the options that are
proposed for the draft amendment are going to
affect squid harvest in and around the Nantucket
Sound area.

Part of the squid capacity amendment that the
council is doing now, currently includes alternatives
for buffer zones that squid fleet would have to fish
outside several described buffer zones in the
document. We didn’t know that when we had the
AP call, until Max brought it up. Frankly, I should
have been the one that brought it up, but Max did.
The document is still being created. It looked like, for
a little while, those alternatives might not be in the
document, but now it does look like they are1.

Since squid are a primary prey item for striped bass,
the AP has a lot of interest in those options being
considered, and they noted at their last conference
call meeting that they would like the board or the AP
or something along those lines to submit comment
to the Mid‐Atlantic Council on that draft
amendment.

I don’t think that now is really the right time for us to
comment on it. But I do think we need to be aware
of it, and we need to, when the draft amendment
does become public, which I think it is projected to
early next year, probably within the first two months;
that we should have staff take a look at it and maybe
have another AP meeting, and maybe have it on the
agenda for the following meeting.

As I understand it, the draft amendment is not going
to be released for public comment or public hearing
until spring of 2017. That timeline could also change
and there still seems to be a lot of discussion going
on about what is actually going to be in that draft
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CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Okay, John, we will definitely
consider it. Okay Eric, go ahead.
MR. ERIC REID: It is quarter to five; I’ve been in the
squid business since 1983, so about 9:30 tonight I’m
going to be done with my comments, if that’s okay
with you. I have no problem talking about this at a
later time. But the Mid‐Atlantic Council hasn’t even
had a committee meeting yet. I don’t believe it’s
going to be early next year.
Maybe it’s going to be late next year; maybe it’s
going to be the following year. But this thing is in its
infancy; to the point where the inshore fishery right
now is being discussed as a time, not an area, which
is kind of an interesting thing to define inshore by
time. But Mr. Chairman, maybe two meetings from
now we can talk about this.
ADJOURNMENT
CHAIRMAN GILMORE: Thanks, Eric, and maybe I
won’t be Chairman then, good. With that being said,
is there other business to come before the Striped
Bass Board? Seeing none; I will take a motion to
adjourn. It’s seconded by everybody, and now I want
to go to Terry Stockwell who has this fabulous
announcement he’s going to make to us; and I got
done on time right, Terry, I saved you.
(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 4:46 p.m. on
October 24, 2016.)
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