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The Atlantic Menhaden Management Board of
the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
convened in the Edison Ballroom of the Westin
Hotel, Alexandria, Virginia, February 1, 2017,
and was called to order at 2:52 o’clock p.m. by
Chairman Robert Ballou.

MS. LYNN FEGLEY: I am here; I wanted to offer
a brief word of remembrance and appreciation
for one of our Maryland constituents. He
passed away shortly before Christmas; Captain
Jim Price died just after a long and heroic battle
with cancer. Jim was very active in menhaden,
both at the board level and at the science level.

CALL TO ORDER
MR. ROBERT BALLOU: Welcome, I would like to
call this meeting of the Menhaden
Management Board to order. My name is Bob
Ballou; I have the honor of serving as board
Chair.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Our first item on the
agenda is the agenda itself. Does any member
of the board have any recommended additions
to the agenda? Seeing none; is there any
objection to approving the agenda as
proposed? Seeing none; the agenda stands
approved by consent.
APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: The next item is our
meeting minutes, the proceedings from the
board’s last meeting held on October 26, 2016.
Are there any recommended changes to the
meeting minutes? Seeing none; is there any
objection to approving the minutes as
proposed? Seeing none; the minutes stand
approved by consent.
PUBLIC COMMENT
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Next on our agenda is
public comment. This is an opportunity for
anyone from the public who would like to
comment on any issue that is not on today’s
agenda to do so. We have a signup sheet, but
we do not have anyone signed up; so I will ask if
there are any hands. But before I do so, I would
like to welcome Lynn Fegley to the microphone,
and I know Lynn has a few words that she
would like to share. Lynn.

Many of you may remember him as the director
of the Chesapeake Ecological Foundation; which
he founded. We didn’t have many board
meetings go by without comment from Jim. He
was a tireless advocate for the need to manage
forage fish in a multispecies context. In the
state of Maryland he was a legendary
recreational striped bass fisherman.
Sometime in the 1990s he began to observe
what appeared to be declining health of striped
bass, and he attributed that to declining
numbers of menhaden; and he demanded
attention to this issue. For any of you who
spent time in conversation, you know exactly
what I mean by demanded. Jim was not a
politician, he did not mince words, and he never
hesitated to tell you exactly what he thought of
you.
But he was different, because Jim didn’t just
talk; Jim did, and he did a lot. He went out with
his wife with his own money and collected
thousands of striped bass; analyzed their
stomachs, collected data. He presented results
to the scientists. He often found himself at
odds, a businessman by training, he was a
businessman. He often found himself at odds
with our ASMFC scientists. But that didn’t hold
him back and that didn’t daunt him; and he
steadfastly continued, improving his methods,
gathering data, and refining his ideas.
When he was diagnosed I understand that the
doctors didn’t give him long to live; yet he
survived for years. A friend of his said at his
funeral that he was just too damned busy to
leave; his passion kept him going. I believe that
Jim taught a lot of us many things, not only
about the feeding behavior of striped bass in
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the Chesapeake Bay, but also about how to take
the bull by the horns; about being an active
participant in finding a solution, and about
perseverance. I just want to take this moment
to thank him for his legacy, and you for your
time. Thanks.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Thank you, Lynn, and I
know I speak for everyone on the board when I
say how appreciative we are of Captain Price’s
contributions to our work and our heartfelt
condolences for his loss. Is there anyone else
from the public that would like to address the
board on any issue that is not on our agenda?
Terry Stockwell.
MR. TERRY STOCKWELL: I’m not in the public,
but I would like to take this opportunity on the
behalf of the state of Maine to thank North
Carolina and the Commonwealth of Virginia for
generously bailing the state of Maine out by
transferring some of your unused 2016
commercial quota.
REVIEW OF THE SOCIOECONOMICS STUDY OF
THE ATLANTIC MENHADEN
COMMERCIAL FISHERY
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Are there any other
comments? Seeing none; we will move on to
Item 4 on our agenda. This is a review of the
Socioeconomics Study of the Commercial
Menhaden Fishery; undertaken by Dr. John
Whitehead from Appalachian State University,
and Dr. Jane Harrison from North Carolina Sea
Grant.
As a quick reminder, this study has been
undertaken at the behest of the board, and in
close coordination with the Commission’s
Committee on Economics and Social Sciences
for the purpose of characterizing the
commercial menhaden fishery along the east
coast; and helping to inform the development
of Amendment 3.
The study as I understand it, and as I’m sure
we’re about to hear more on, is largely

complete and although the full report is still
under development. The PIs have put together
an Executive Summary, which is in your meeting
materials; and they are here to brief the board
on the study results.
We have allocated a little less than an hour for
this agenda item, but my understanding from
talking to Dr. Harrison is that they plan to
present for about a half an hour, and then leave
about 15 minutes or so for questions and
answers. With that I will turn the floor over to
Dr. Harrison. Thank you.
DR. JANE HARRISON: Thanks Bob, and thank
you all for having myself and John here this
afternoon. We’re very happy to get to share
some of the study results with you; and to be
able to answer some of your questions.
Without further ado I am going to turn it to our
first slide. Just to remind you all what we said
we would do, hopefully we have accomplished
these goals. The overall aim of the study was to
characterize the socioeconomic dimensions of
fishery stakeholders for Atlantic menhaden. I’m
going to go over primarily the industry
perspectives that we heard; and then I’m going
to turn it over to John and he will speak to some
of the economic impacts of the menhaden
industry. Again, this is for both the reduction
and the bait industries. Then he will also speak
to a survey we conducted with the public; so
trying to understand their perceptions of
menhaden, how they’re managed, concerns.
Really this study we’re trying to understand
diverse stakeholder interest, the public at large,
and the industry specifically. The role that I
played in the study was to gather industry
perspectives up and down the Atlantic coast.
To those aims I worked with several research
associates to collect both quantitative and
qualitative data; so these are original, primary
data sources through surveys with commercial
menhaden fishermen and bait dealers; as well
as interviews with menhaden fishermen, bait
dealers, industry, management and the end
users of menhaden.
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When you think about where this fish comes
from, out of the sea. Who is catching it, who
are they selling it to, who’s processing it, who’s
distributing it, who’s buying it for what end?
We really tried to look at the entire supply chain
related to the Atlantic menhaden; again for
both the commercial reduction industry and the
bait industry.
From my look into the literature, I really
couldn’t find a study that had done that kind of
work in the past. In the surveys data that was
really primarily used to validate the interview
data to make sure that the interviews we were
conducting really reflected the entire industry;
as well as to validate some of the secondary
data sources that we used for our economic
impact analyses.
The survey data, we had contact information for
about 2,000 possible menhaden fishermen and
bait dealers up and down the Atlantic Coast;
this is really just seven states where the
industry has a sizeable role. Now many of these
potential or possible fishermen and bait
dealers, we got a lot of surveys returned. We
didn’t have good addresses; we didn’t have
good e‐mail addresses.
Some fishermen, they used to fish for
menhaden; it was 10 years ago, they’re not
doing it any longer. It is hard to say what our
total sample was here. We got the contact
information from the various Division of Marine
Fisheries and Departments of Natural
Resources, or equivalent agencies in each state.
In the end we had about 106 completed
surveys, so the response rate wasn’t great; if
you consider your total population to be 2,000.
But my guess is our total population is going to
be under 1,500. It could be even as small as
1,000; hard to say with some of the returns we
got from the survey.
But what I will say in terms of the data quality, I
feel like we got a very good representation
across the different states, and if you look at

the respondents from different states, you
know we got more respondents from the states
where the industry has a bigger presence; so
where there are more fishermen and bait
dealers where the state quotas are higher.
I feel pretty good about that. I’m not going to
go into the survey results too much; again
mostly those were used to validate some of our
other data sources. I’m just going to point you
to one table though from the survey results,
and this is just looking at some of the issues
that are important to menhaden fishermen and
bait dealers. On the higher side, so these are
one and two being extremely important to very
important; we saw that health of menhaden
and habitat, the state quotas and gear
restrictions are some of the most important
issues to our industry members. Now things
that were not as important or elements not as
important were competition among fishermen
from other states, crew and labor issues, and
competition among local fishermen. Those
issues were moderately to slightly important, so
more on the three to four range. This is just to
give you kind of a sense of the concerns that
they’re thinking about; the issues that are
important to them in this fishery.
I’m going to focus here really on the interview
data, and when you look at the Executive
Summaries that were passed out, and they
should be back in the room, I believe. You can
follow along with me if you like. With the
interview data, this was a pretty short
turnaround and I’m pleased how many
interviews we were able to conduct.
We went around, again in these seven different
states, conducted interview; 42 with menhaden
fishermen and bait dealers. Then we also
conducted additional interviews with the
management of various menhaden businesses,
not necessarily those catching the fish but
certainly the reduction oil and meal facility in
Reedville; and some of the larger bait
distributors up and down the coast.
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We also talked to end users, so we interviewed
those who were buying reduction oil and meal
products. We interviewed lobstermen, we
interviewed crabbers. Now they don’t show up
in this chart here, this chart is just reflecting the
fishermen and bait dealers, but we feel we did a
pretty good job at reaching data saturation.
Overall as the interviews went along, we ceased
to hear new themes. We started to hear a lot
of repetition of themes; and I feel pretty
confident that the results we have are a pretty
good reflection of what the industry looks like
and the concerns of the industry. I’m going to
go on a few themes here, discuss some of the
themes from the data, and I can tell you more
about how we analyze that data if you wish.

We also heard there has been an increase in
bait demand, an increase in demand for oil and
meal products, and then the last three topics
you’ll see you could kind of think of these
themes as contradictory. But they really just
reflect, I would say the diversity in this industry
and how folks were affected from the quota
impacts. Some in the industry had no personal
impact from the changes in 2013. Many did
note disparate state impacts, and then some
noted decreased landings and depressed
incomes. We found that generally those in the
smaller scale operations, you know zero, one,
two employees, didn’t have as much personal
impact; whereas the midscale, the larger scale
operations did.

It is kind of a process of coding as we call it in
qualitative data analysis. Looking for particular
codes in the data that come from the research
questions asked, and the research questions
were really formulated from the needs that you
all laid out in the RFP.
Our interview
instrument, our survey instrument, were
refined and revised by board members, by
industry members; they were piloted, so that
we would get the kind of information that
might be useful to you.

Increased stock, like I said, we heard across the
board the fishermen, the bait dealers, they see
the stocks as healthy; they are not overfished.
Some of the reasons that they contended were
because of the cyclical nature of fisheries
generally, ups and downs that are always going
on; warming of waters.

Then we also came up with some themes from
the data that really came from the fishermen
and the bait dealers, those we interviewed. It
came from them, so there might be some ideas
that we didn’t even ask about; but these were
semi‐structured interviews so we tried to allow
folks to tell us too what was important, or
issues that they wanted to make sure this board
is aware of.
The themes I’m going to talk about initially are
primarily related to market changes the
industry has seen; as well as state quota
impacts from the change in 2013. First,
increase stock, we heard that across the board;
fishermen, bait dealers in every state are seeing
increased stocks, healthy stocks of menhaden.

There are folks that are seeing the fish coming
up north, coming up to Maine waters that
hadn’t been seen in many years. Then some did
point to the 20 percent reduction of the TAC in
2013 as also having an impact. In this video
here, I’m going to see if I can play it. I guess
maybe you will need to play it there.
This is from a fish kill in Shinnecock Canal, New
York. This was an interviewee from New York.
He sent me this video about a week after I was
there. I am sure some of you heard of this. You
know these fish kills have been taking place,
and if I look at that from afar, I almost think it
looks like ice; but it’s really fish up there.
I think whale watching was going pretty well
this fall, but a lot of fish have been coming in,
coming into the bays, into the canals, escaping
predators; and again the fishermen noted that
this was more evidence of very healthy stocks.
The next slide, this theme is related to increase
in bait demand.
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Many fishermen and bait dealers alike were
looking for new markets for their bait. They
really saw some possibilities out there,
especially from the demand coming from the
northern New England states. Some of the
increase in bait demand was related to bait
shortages; so like herring, especially for
lobstermen up north.
They spoke of very few bait alternatives. Some
of the bait dealers in Maine, they talked about
getting bait from Iceland, spending a lot of
money to bring it from New Jersey, from the
other Mid‐Atlantic states, and having some
issues with getting the fresh bait that they want
for other fishing industries.
Our interviewees also spoke to the increase in
demand for oil and meal products.
We
interviewed with several different companies,
companies that produce animal feeds,
aquaculture feeds, and pet food. I realize that
my dog actually is likely eating menhaden oil in
his dog food; and he looks good, so it’s working
well for him.
It is very kind of fascinating learning about the
market for these fish oil and meal products
from talking to these interviewees who use
these products. They don’t have a lot of other
substitutes available, so the main substitutes
are anchovies from Chili and Peru. There are
some other fish available, but overall demand
has gone up because there is not as much
consistency and availability of some of these
other fish oil and meal products globally.
It is very much a global market. The menhaden
reduction oil and meal products have been very
consistent in quality and in high demand. Prices
have gone up. That seems to be a continuing
trend with global population growth and need
for quality protein sources. Now we did hear
from many fishermen that have not
experienced any personal impact due to the
state quotas; and this is generally from
fishermen that were small scale in nature. They
maybe worked by themselves, they might have

one or two part‐time, maybe a full‐time
employee.
They tend to use gill and pound nets, perhaps
trap nets in Rhode Island, and they’re generally
satisfied by the bycatch allowance; so about
6,000 pounds per day. In our interviewees, we
characterized them as small, medium and large
scale; and we had about a third in each of those
categories.
We weren’t necessarily looking to have a third
in each, but that is just kind of how it turned
out. When I’m looking at kind of numbers from
the interviews, which is a little suspect, as it is
not necessarily generalizable; but it seemed like
about a third of those that we talked to were
satisfied. Their 6,000 pounds a day is working
for them.
Those are generally fishermen and bait dealers
who catch or sell a mix of species. They are not
relying solely or predominantly on menhaden
for their operations. Now we did hear from
across the board there was concern about
disproportionate loss of TAC; so some states
very much being impacted negatively by the
2013 state quotas, because they’re based on
reported historic landings.
Some states felt, some fishermen and bait
dealers from those states felt that they had lost
out unfairly; especially the small scale
fishermen and bait dealers in New York,
Maryland and New Jersey. They discussed kind
of a culture of under reporting in those areas
that also didn’t help them in the state quota
allocation process.
Now finally, related to state quotas, we did hear
over and over again, especially from the
medium and large scale fishermen and bait
dealers that they have experienced significant
decreased landings; and depressed incomes
because of the state quota change. In some
cases that certainly contributed to layoffs, as
well as shorter seasons; so converting year
round jobs to seasonal positions, you know high
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job turnover in some states where businesses
cannot keep employees because of this new
kind of economic situation for their business.
Some of the large scale operations also
discussed the concern that managing the quota
changes; it can’t simply be done by reducing the
labor force. There are significant fixed costs in
their businesses with the processing facilities,
and not just on the reduction side but also on
the bait side. That just continues to be a
concern.
There was also much discussion about negative
impacts on both fishing related businesses and
non‐fishing related businesses; so some of the
multiplier effects from these state quota
impacts. Now I did ask some questions about
their fishing community in general. Some of the
themes that came out again are going to seem
contradictory; but it just reflects the diversity of
views from these fishermen.
The fishermen and the bait dealers spoke about
commercial fishing being key, being very
important to their local communities; and just
as often we heard that commercial fishing is on
the decline, and you know there is not much
there. It really seemed to vary again where we
heard commercial fishing key from those in the
larger scale operations, in communities where
commercial fishing continues to be vibrant; and
it is a source of well‐paying jobs in these
communities. Many of these fishermen, I mean
I talked to so many fishermen that are fifth
generation.
This is an intergenerational
occupation; they have very strong familial and
social bonds with one another.
They spoke of the economic impacts of their
business, so not again just their own employees
but the purchasing power that they have in the
community, all the other ancillary businesses
that are impacted. Finally they spoke of kind of
a fishing heritage and the culture around
working waterfronts; being a tourist draw, so
related to the tourism economy, and certainly

some of the fishing products being key exports
in some states.
In Maine, for example with lobster and the
importance that menhaden plays to make that
a cost effective business.
Then finally we
heard in many communities, commercial fishing
is on the decline as well. This was more
frequently noted by small scale operations who
discussed regulatory restrictions that have
made it very difficult to continue fishing.
The fact that there aren’t well paying jobs out
there if you’re not in fishing; and even if you are
those are also few and far between. My guess
is through these themes I have not necessarily
highlighted anything you all don’t already know.
But at least it is laid out there, hopefully in an
objective fashion. I’m going to turn it over now
to John, to speak to some of the industry
economic impacts in recent years.
DR. JOHN WHITEHEAD: Thanks Jane, and
thanks everybody for having us. This first bullet
point is a quote from our proposal; and we
were hoping to get a bunch of economic data,
revenues cost, landings, and that data just isn’t
out there. Instead of pursuing the economic
efficiency analysis that we proposed, we’re
focusing more on economic impacts.
The data we did receive, we have three
datasets, county level annual landings, and then
annual landings with disposition; and then state
level landings. There was a miscommunication
and I don’t have all my slides loaded. Let me go
through this quickly and we’ll see, gosh. All
right let me go through here real quick and see
what we have and see what I don’t have.
Okay, I apologize. Yes, they’re here. There is
just some stuff that I took out that I didn’t want
to talk about; but I’ll mention it briefly. This is
from the data that we do have. There is a
statistical analysis, it is in the Executive
Summary, and I took it out because this last
slide, the effect of tons landed on price is very
low. We’re proceeding with an assumption that
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landings do not affect the bait fishery ex‐vessel
price.
The economic impact model that we’re using is
from the Bureau of Economic Analysis. The
model is maintained by the BEA, and is called
the RIMS II model, the Regional Input‐Output
Modeling System. What you do is you order
multipliers from the BEA by industry sector.
We’ve done that for the fishing sector, for each
of the Atlantic states, and also Northumberland
County.
We received Type 1 and Type 2 multipliers.
Type 1 multipliers include direct and indirect
economic impacts; where direct impacts
accounts for the first round of inputs purchased
by the fishing industry. Then when the industry
that sells inputs to the fisheries buys things that
is the indirect impact. The Type 2 multipliers
include those two effects as well as the money
spent by the employees in the industry. The
Type 2 multipliers are always going to be larger
than Type 1 multiplier and they’re inclusive.
This is just an example of what the multipliers
look like. This is Sector 11‐114000, fishing,
hunting and trapping and we have the final
demand output earnings and employment
multipliers for all of the states.
For the economic impact analysis in the bait
sector, we’re measuring the direct effect in the
bait sector as the ex‐vessel price; that letter P
there with the
bar on it. The bar is our
assumption that the price is fairly constant with
landings; and we multiply that by a markup
factor. Then we multiply those gross revenues
by the change in the TAC, and then multiply all
that by the Type 1 and then the Type 2
multiplier.
The markup that they were using, we’re
uncertain about what the markup is, so we’re
using a range. The National Marine Fisheries
Service in‐plan model, which is an alternative
economic impact model, uses a markup of 63
percent for wholesalers and distributors; and
that number is from some results from Alaska.

In the survey that we’ve done with the bait
dealers and fishermen, we’ve estimated a
markup of 356 percent for menhaden. What
I’m going to present includes the markup that
we’ve computed ourselves, but the report will
include sensitivity analysis. This is just some
examples of the calculations.
For 2016 the Virginia bait landings are 33.5
million pounds, and the ex‐vessel price is 12.5
cents per pound. These are the numbers from
the National Marine Fisheries Service. The
direct effect is 4.6 million and then the numbers
in bold there are the multiplier. The output is
5.6 million, earnings from people as a result of
that output is 1.7 million, and the number of
jobs as a result of that output is the
employment effect, and that is 94 jobs.
Here is the economic impact analysis for the
6.45 percent increase in the TAC for 2017. The
result you’ll see is that most of the impact flows
to New Jersey and Virginia. The overall output
effect is 3.5 million with one million in earnings
and 42 jobs. Here is the same analysis, the first
line for the 6.45 percent change in TAC; and
then a simulation of the TAC going from a 10
percent increase up to a 30 percent increase.
As you go from 10 to 30, the output effect goes
from 5.4 million to 16.1 million. Earnings go
from 1.6 million to 4.7 million, and then
employment goes from 66 jobs to almost 200
jobs. The next slide illustrates, it was supposed
to illustrate the Type 2 results; including the
induced effects. But I failed to update the last
three lines, so you’ll see that it’s the same, so
I’ll move on.
In the reduction sector we began with the
Kirkley et.al Virginia Marine Resources
Commission 2011 study, where Jim Kirkley has
developed an economic impact model using in‐
plan for Northumberland County and the rest of
Virginia for the menhaden fishery. This is his
reproduction of his Table 5.4 and 5.5, where the
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output effect is roughly revenues generated by
the final demand from Omega Protein.

increases in the TAC, and to see what the public
thought about this.

For our analysis we have scaled the 2011
numbers up to 2015 landings, an increase of
about 5 million pounds; and we’ve increased
the dollar values by the Consumer Price Index.
The
baseline
economic
impact
for
Northumberland County, in terms of the Type 1
multiplier would be the sum of the direct and
indirect values there; and so we’ve got about
300 jobs, and 67 million in output and about 10
million in earnings. Then the rest of Virginia
adds to those numbers, but most of the impacts
were to Northumberland County. Okay so
doing the same thing, those were the baseline
results, increasing the TAC by 6.4 percent for
Northumberland County.

We’re also considering ecosystem‐based
fisheries management in the survey.
I’ll
describe how that worked. The sampler is
about 2,000 individuals with 400 in some from
both New Jersey and Virginia; and about 200
from each of the other Atlantic states. Just
some preliminary questions to go through, not
surprising most folks that we talked to didn’t
know anything about the ASMFC or menhaden.

The model suggests that that would lead to 77
additional jobs with the Type 1 multiplier and
79 with the Type 2. The output effect would be
4.5 million, with a Type 1 multiplier, and
earnings would be 1.2 million. The Type 2
multiplier adds a little bit to that for
Northumberland County and then the last two
columns here for the rest of Virginia those are
additional impacts; as a result of the 6.5 percent
increase.

But they did think that when we described the
impact of the menhaden commercial fishy on
the economy, and we gave them a snapshot of
ex‐vessel landings and revenues; and most
people think it is either somewhat important or
very important. We described results from the
most recent stock assessment that menhaden is
not overfished.
But we did ask them if they were concerned
about overfishing with that information, and
most of them are still somewhat concerned or
very concerned about overfishing. Then most
people think it’s important. We described what
managing fisheries at the ecosystem level is all
about, and most of them think that that is
somewhat important or important.

This table again shows the effects in
Northumberland County for going from a 10
percent increase in the TAC to a 30 percent
increase in the TAC. Output effects go from 7 to
21 million, earnings almost a 2 million increase
to almost 6 million increase, and then
employment 119 jobs up to maybe 358. The
next two slides I’m going to bounce through
quickly.

We presented people with alternative quotas
and different scenarios; and we asked them if
they would vote for or against an increased
quota. On the right is like a stylized choice
question that we presented to people. On the
left describes the different variations that we
included, so each respondent got six scenarios.

It’s just Type 1, the same analysis Type 1 for the
rest of Virginia, Type 2 for Northumberland
County, and Type 2 for the rest of Virginia. The
pattern of results is the same as I’ve described
before. We also conducted a survey of the
public using Survey Sampling Internationals
panel. For this analysis we again looked at

We varied the price, the ex‐vessel price. We
varied the change in the TAC from 10 to 20 to
30 percent. We talked about increases and
decreases in jobs, and then we expressed
uncertainty about the impacts of alternative
TACs on gamefish, shorebirds and water quality;
but then told folks, imagine that gamefish
would either decrease, there would be no
change, or they would increase, same for
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shorebirds and water quality. We varied that
and asked them how they would vote. This is a
regression analysis for the increase scenario.
The numbers to focus on are the ones in the
northwest part of this picture. The results are
pretty much as we would expect as ex‐vessel
revenue increases or jobs increase from
increasing the TAC; survey respondents are
more likely to vote in favor of increasing the
TAC.
If water quality would get worse, if gamefish
populations would decline, or shorebird
populations would decline then people are less
likely to vote in favor of increasing the TAC. In
terms of a social choice mechanism, if 50
percent of the people vote for the referendum
then it’s a good idea or people are mostly in
favor of it.

In this case people are not willing, they are not
in favor overall of decreasing the TAC unless all
three of those characteristics, those attributes
would come into play. It takes an increase in
water quality, an increase in gamefish
populations, and an increase in shorebird
populations to get people to be 50 percent or
more in favor of reducing the TAC.
This is a similar type of analysis and this shows a
similar type of tradeoff analysis, and it shows
that water quality is most important in the
minds to the survey respondents. But you see
the number of jobs that are willing to be traded
off is lower than for the increase scenario, and
that is consistent with the fact that survey
respondents were more in favor of increasing
the TAC than decreasing the TAC. Questions?

We’ve done some simulations along that. If
there are no water quality, gamefish or
shorebird effects, people are in favor of
increasing the TAC. If there are negative effects
for all three of those attributes then people are
not in favor of an increase in the TAC. This is
just a way of summarizing the results.

DR. HARRISON: Just as a follow up, we will have
a final report out at the end of March that
should be helpful. If you can look at the
Executive Summary as well, I know we
presented a lot of information and John might
have had some numbers up there you couldn’t
read.
But I would suggest reading the
document; that will be helpful.

You can think about the tradeoffs people are
willing to accept to receive more or less of
water quality, gamefish or water birds. The
most important characteristic for our survey
respondents was water quality. They are willing
to give up 13 million dollars in ex‐vessel
revenues in order to avoid a decrease in water
quality.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Certainly a wealth of
information, probably more than we may have
ever had on any fishery that I’m aware of; at
least
with
regard
to
socioeconomic
characterizations. Deeply appreciated, and I
know we all look forward to the final report.
Questions for either – lots of questions – let’s
go right to left. Terry Stockwell.

They are willing to give up 914 jobs in the
commercial fishing industry to avoid a decrease
in water quality. Similar for the decrease
scenario, we presented the same type of policy
question; in this case respondents are voting in
favor or against a decrease in the menhaden
TAC, and the hypothetical is that if the TAC falls
then water quality might increase, gamefish
populations might increase, or shorebird
populations might increase.

MR. STOCKWELL: Thank you both for your
presentation. Dr. Harrison, you mentioned
three tiers, large, medium and small scale
fishermen. Could you please explain what the
differences are between each tier?
DR. HARRISON: The way that those are
categorized is small scale operations were 0 to 2
employees, and we allowed that to be part‐time
as well; so those may not be full‐timers.
Medium scale is 3 to 9 employees, and then

Proceedings of the Atlantic Menhaden Management Board Meeting February 2017
large scale was 10 plus employees. That is
arbitrary, but we were just trying to get a sense
of some of the differences. Generally the small
and the medium scale are going to be your
pound netters and your gill netters; and once
you go up to that 10 plus you’ve generally got
purse seiners.

DR. WHITEHEAD: Yes, a decrease in the TAC
would lead to a decrease in output earnings and
employment.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I’m sorry, I didn’t take
note of whose hands went up; so who would be
next with a question? Rob O’Reilly.

DR. MICHELLE DUVAL: Dr. Whitehead, you
mentioned that you weren’t able to do the
analyses that had been originally proposed due
to data limitations. What would have been
required in order to do the analyses that you
had originally proposed? What specifically was
missing?

MR. ROB O’REILLY: Thank you very much to
both of you. I guess for Dr. Whitehead, I did see
a reference in the Executive Summary to the 10
percent increase. It’s been a while since I guess
all this information was put forth to you to look
into. Is there going to be in the report an
indication of what the 20 percent reduction in
the TAC meant; in terms of economic input or
economic output, I should say, or economic
impact, however you do that?
I know with the in‐plan model that the late Dr.
Kirkley had that economic output as well, so
was that considered or will that be in the report
as well; so that we can see what has happened
since 2013, as we moved forward with both the
10 percent increase in TAC and the 4.65, what
did you say 4.65 percent?
DR. WHITEHEAD: The Kirkley report only looked
at decreases in the TAC. For the impact analysis
that we’ve done, I took as a guide what’s been
going on with ASMFC over the course of the
year. That is where the 10 percent increase, the
10, 20, and 30 percent increases came from for
the economic impact analysis that I’ve just
presented. But it’s pretty easy to do the
negative analysis, reducing the TAC. The
numbers are all the same, it’s symmetric and
I’m more than happy to put that in the report.
MR. O’REILLY: Pardon me for being out of my
league here a little bit, so the jobs aspect and
everything else plays in to that impact when
you go in either direction?

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: A show of hands of others
who have questions; keep your hands up. Let’s
go to Dr. Duval.

DR. WHITEHEAD: I think it is the stuff that is
going on in the boats. We received information
on the number of crew, on fishing trips, but that
was two data columns that did not have
identifiers that allowed us to link it back to the
output data. If we had those identifiers then
we could estimate the cost of the crew and gear
and develop some profit or rent estimates for
the bait sector to compare to or just to develop
those estimates. But the data that we received
was separate and just not complete; and that
was from ACCSP data.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Dr. Rhodes.
DR. MALCOLM RHODES: Thank you both for
that presentation, it was interesting, and from
back here trying to read the tables was
remarkably intriguing. I should have brought
opera glasses. I had one question, and it may
have been I wasn’t paying as close attention as I
could. But when you were talking about the
6.45 percent increase creating 42 new jobs, the
slide before that; I was thinking you said there
were 94 jobs in that 6.45 percent increase
created 42 jobs or did I misunderstand that?
DR. WHITEHEAD: Yes, the slide before that you
mentioned, I believe that’s the baseline
economic effect, so that would be the snapshot
of the 2016 menhaden economy. Then the 42
additional jobs would be the 6.45 percent
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increase in the TAC, and the 42 jobs are for the
entire Atlantic coast; and that example of 94
jobs was for Virginia.
DR. RHODES: Then the total jobs for the coast
was what, because I just had that 94 and 42 and
that 6.45; it was like a 45 percent increase in
jobs, which would be a remarkable multiplier.
DR. WHITEHEAD: Yes, I don’t have the number
for the number of jobs on the entire Atlantic
coast that comes out of the model for 2016 in
front of me, but I will be sure and include that
in the final report.

MR. EMERSON C. HASBROUCK: Thank you to
our two presenters for your report. Thank you
also for contacting and including fishermen
from New York in your survey. They have
contacted me and I know they were very
appreciative of the fact that they were included
in this. My question is for Dr. Whitehead.
One of the last slides that you had up there
where you correlated water quality, I think the
slide said with an increase in water quality
fishermen were less inclined to reduce the TAC;
or maybe I misunderstood you. But it was one
of your last slides. It was the last slide or
second to the last slide.

DR. RHODES: All right, thank you.
MS. MEGAN WARE: John McMurray, you can
go next.
MR. JOHN McMURRAY: I understand that this
was geared really towards the bait reduction
fishery, but I’m wondering if anybody reached
out to the recreational community or the
recreational industry, and if there was any
analysis on what the impact for that sector was.
DR. HARRISON: Yes, the only element where
we included recreational industry elements was
the recreational bait markets; so we did talk to
sport bait shop dealers. But we did not do any
kind of like a travel cost analysis of the
recreational industry; that was outside of the
scope of our research.
MR. McMURRAY: I know you weren’t tasked
with doing this, but I think a really important
component
when
we’re
discussing
socioeconomic impact is availability of fish
along the coast, and the opportunity it provides
for a host of stakeholders; not just two sectors.
DR. HARRISON: I know John does those kinds of
studies; you can maybe employ him to do that.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Emerson Hasbrouck.

DR. WHITEHEAD: We presented two types of
scenarios to people, one was for an increase in
the TAC and the other is for a decrease in the
TAC. If people were presented with an increase
in the TAC, they were told that either water
quality would not change or water quality might
decrease.
For the decrease in the TAC,
respondents were told either water quality
would not change or water quality might
improve.
In the statistical analysis from both those
scenarios shows that people recognize the
tradeoff. If there is a potential for a water
quality improvement, people are less likely to
vote for the increase in the TAC. In the other
scenario, when there is the potential for water
quality improvement, people are more likely to
vote to decrease the TAC. The same logic
applies to the other two attributes, the
gamefish and the shorebirds.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
follow up?

Emerson, you have a

MR. HASBROUCK: Does that mean, and maybe
I’m getting into sociology here perhaps. Does
that mean that fishermen saw some
relationship or do you have any explanation for
that? Did they see a relationship between an
increase in the TAC with an associated increase
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in improving water quality? Maybe I am just
misunderstanding your analysis.
DR. WHITEHEAD: These results are from the
public survey where we used Survey Sampling
International’s panel, which is a nonrandom
sample of the public; so just anybody who signs
on to that online panel could be included in our
survey. We do know the folks in that who have
some connection to the commercial fishing
industry; and we do know the people who are
anglers. We can look and see how those two
demographic groups would vote differently
under different situations.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: One more time.
MR. HASBROUCK: Very quickly. I would
suggest then in your final report you make that
explicit, in terms of what that population was;
because to me it was not explicit in your
presentation.
DR. WHITEHEAD: Will do.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Nichola Meserve.
MS. NICHOLA MESERVE: There is a lot in this
presentation, more than the Executive
Summary, so I look forward to your final report
in March. I did note, being from Massachusetts
that none of the participants in either the
survey or the interview set were from
Massachusetts; and you may have addressed
this partially with Emerson’s question. That was
a little disappointing for me, but how those
people were pooled from again that had that
results is one question, and secondly, could you
clarify for me whether the final report is going
to have economic impact information that
compares the bait and reduction fisheries and
potential quota allocation between the two?
DR. HARRISON: I can answer that first one. We
really worked hand in hand with the board and
ASMFC to consider which states to do
interviews and surveys. We were limited with
time and resources, and we certainly wanted to

get a diversity of the industry, you know what it
looks like from state to state. I will say though
when I was in Rhode Island, I did talk to some
folks that also work in Massachusetts; there are
some connections there. I am getting mixed up
when I think about my travels.
I was in Massachusetts for a moment in
somebody’s house, but then that fisherman, I
believe all of his quota is with the state of
Rhode Island; although he might have had a
mix. I was close, but anyway that was really
kind of a decision from some of the folks that
we’ve been working with here on which states
to include, so I apologize that you guys weren’t
there. Then the other question, can you just
repeat that?
MS. MESERVE: If there will be economic impact
data comparing the bait and the reduction
fisheries, in terms of quota allocation between
the two. I wasn’t sure if the Virginia economic
impact data that you were showing was for
Virginia as a whole, including both their bait and
reduction or one or the other; and if the two
could be compared, for example.
DR. WHITEHEAD: Yes. I guess it wasn’t clear on
the slides, but we do have the Virginia impact
numbers for the bait and the reduction sectors
split out in the report. It will be straightforward
to see how the economic impacts for the
different sectors compare. I am not sure if
we’re going to do an explicit allocation analysis;
that wasn’t in the proposal. But the economic
impact stuff will be there if that’s whatever you
would like to do.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: John Clark, and then I
would like to wrap up.
MR. JOHN CLARK: Just to follow up on some of
the other questions, I think that Rob and
Nichola asked.
Is that formula used for
predicting jobs just based on a certain amount
of extra quota it leads to extra dollars and extra
jobs therefore? It doesn’t take into account
whether the operation was working to capacity
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beforehand, and I think Rob was getting to that
point. You had real world data when the quota
was reduced by 20 percent, did you see a
reduction in the number of jobs in the
menhaden fishery that you would expect based
on your model at that time?

was just wondering if that was something you
put in there just as kind of a placeholder for
environmental issues, or is there something
that you have as a quantitative analysis that
shows that water quality is affected by the
catch of menhaden.

DR. WHITEHEAD: I’m going to ask you to repeat
that second question. But let me answer the
first one. The model assumes, in economics we
say a perfectly and elastic supply, which means
that if you inject something into an economy
then the economy has the capacity to absorb
that and pursue the economic activity. There
are no capacity constraints in this model, so in
that case it can be unrealistic in certain
situations. I’m not familiar with whether that’s
the case here or not.

DR. WHITEHEAD: We’re not scientists and we
haven’t done an extensive review of the
scientific literature; but water quality is an issue
that I think has been raised in the past. In the
survey I think we tried to characterize that
effect as uncertain; and the survey allows us to
turn that characteristic on and turn the
characteristic off to simulate votes and
tradeoffs, depending on how the science works
its way out. We were very careful not to make
assertions about the scientific impacts; but we
wanted to create a model that was flexible
enough to handle scientific results that may
come down the road after a number of years.

MR. CLARK: Right and I think that is just what I
was getting at, because you had a real world
example of when the quota was cut 20 percent;
and could you go back and look and see if, okay
in the menhaden fishery based on this model,
we lost the number of jobs in that fishery we
would have expected based on this or whether
because of other things going on that you didn’t
see that or if there was any way to look at that
at all.
DR. WHITEHEAD: I haven’t done this analysis
yet though, but I have a county level jobs
income and output data from NOAA that I am
going to analyze with the actual menhaden
landings from those coastal counties. Then that
way I can groundtruth the results from the
RIMS model.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Kyle Schick, and then we
really do need to wrap up.
MR. KYLE SCHICK: Yes, just a quick question. I
understand the effects of menhaden with
gamefish and water fowl, I guess more like the
eagles and predator birds. Where was the
water quality issue brought up? I don’t know of
any studies that show a definitive answer that
catch decrease/increase effects water quality. I

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay so I am sorry, Roy, I
really think we do need to move along. But I
will take the board’s interest to be indicative of
the fact that this was an important piece of
work for us and my understanding as to where
we go from here is the completion and
submittal of the final report by late March; at
which time it will be put on the ASMFC website,
so not only made available to the board but
made available broadly to anyone who may be
interested.
Then of course that would be available to us to
draw upon as a board as we move forward with
the Amendment 3 process. I think that’s where
we are. I think we obviously stand to benefit
immensely from this very impressive body of
work, so on behalf of the entire board I just
really want to thank both Dr. Whitehead and
Dr. Harrison for their excellent work.
I also want to just take a moment to further
recognize and commend Shanna Madsen at the
far end of the table to their right, or your left as
you look at them; from the Commission’s
Fisheries Science Program, who very
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competently ushered this study from beginning
to end, so thank you, Shanna as well.
Are there any other further comments or
questions regarding this agenda item? Seeing
none; we’ll move on, and again say thank you to
both doctors for their excellent work. I think
they’re going to swap out their seats for a
couple of other staffers who are going to move
in; and this brings us to Item 5 on our agenda,
the PID for Amendment 3.
PUBLIC INFORMATION DOCUMENT FOR
AMENDMENT 3
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Actually our next two
agenda items are very closely related. First
we’re going to review the public comments
submitted on the PID, the Public Information
Document for Amendment 3. We also have an
AP report on the PID, and then following that as
the subsequent agenda item, we will roll up our
sleeves and begin the process of tasking the
Plan Development Team on the development of
the Draft Amendment.
Turning first to the PID, Megan has put together
a summary of the public comments; and I’m
about to turn to her to present that summary to
the board. Before I do, on behalf of the entire
board I would like to offer our deep
appreciation to the many thousands of
stakeholders who weighed in.
Our
management
process is
designed
to
accommodate and be responsive to public
input.
The PID is a key step in that process. If we
didn’t get much feedback, we wouldn’t have
much to go on. But thanks to the 25,606
comments we received on the PID, we have a
lot to go on; and for that we say thank you to
everyone who took the time to write in, attend
hearings, and otherwise voice their opinion.
With that and with the understanding that we
have about 45 minutes for this particular item,
Megan, the floor is yours.

REVIEW PUBLIC COMMENT
MS. WARE: I will be reviewing the public
comment that we received on the Amendment
3 PID. Just a brief overview of how we’re going
to go through the comments. I’ll start with a
timeline of Amendment 3, and remind us of
where we are and where we’re going. Then I’m
going to dive right into the public comment, so
I’ll start with the public hearings and also the
written comment we received.
Then we’ll have Jeff Kaelin provide an advisory
panel report. Then after that we’ll kind of take
a step back and evaluate where the board
wants to go with Draft Amendment 3. To kick
us off on that discussion, Katie Drew is going to
just provide a brief refresher on the different
ecosystem or reference point options, so that
everyone has a clear idea of what those
different options mean and can provide proper
guidance for the board. This is our timeline for
Amendment 3.
Today the board is going to review public
comment, and also provide direction to the Plan
Development Team on what to include in Draft
Amendment 3. Plan Development Team is
going to work on Draft Amendment 3 from now
until August, and we will do a check in at the
May meeting. This will provide an opportunity
for the board to see the progress of the Plan
Development Team; and also provide an
opportunity for the Plan Development Team to
ask any other questions of the board.
Hopefully at the August board meeting we will
approve Draft Amendment 3 for public
comment, and this will make our public
comment period from August to October, 2017.
Given that annual meeting this year is a little
earlier than normal, it is October 16th through
the 19th, and the fact that we anticipate a high
volume of public comments, we are going to
have a separate meeting for menhaden in
November, 2017.
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This will be similar to what was done for
Amendment 2, where we’ll devote a full day to
a menhaden meeting; and we’ll focus on final
action on Amendment 3. Moving to our public
comments, we conducted 14 hearings in 13
jurisdictions, and those ranged from Maine to
Florida; and in total we had about 300
individuals attend those hearings. Turning to
written comment, as was mentioned we had
25,606 comments received; 75 of those were
from organizations, 283 were from individuals,
and over 25,000 were form letters. We’re going
to start with reference points just to orient
everyone to how the tables work. I recommend
if you have the meeting materials in front of
you, to look at the tables on a paper; because it
may be easier to read.
But on the top there in black we have our
different management alternatives or options.
Then the first three rows individual organization
and form letter, those were comments received
either written or via e‐mail. Then we have a
break where it says hearings, and after that we
have the different states; so those were the
comments that were received by individuals
who attended a public hearing.
Turning to reference points, reference points
were the most commented issue on the PID.
We did receive over 25,000 comments in
support of Option D, which is existing guidelines
for forage fish until menhaden specific ERPs are
developed by the BERP; with someone from
every state commenting in support of this
option.
Some of those who supported this option
highlighted the importance of menhaden to the
ecosystem as forage fish, and a need for policy
to reflect this ecosystem role. Others looked at
the fact that menhaden support larger fish,
birds, marine mammals, and as a result they’re
important to the health of our oceans; as well
as coastal economies which include things such
as tourism, recreational fishing, birding, and
whaling.

Several commented that there is a need for
greater protection of menhaden, as even
though we have growing abundance in our
waters, there continues to be low recruitment
in the Chesapeake Bay. We did have some who
are in favor of Option A, which is maintaining
our single species reference points.
Those in favor of this option generally stated
that the current reference points are working as
by our definition the stock is not overfished and
overfishing is not occurring. Others noted that
the board could have increased the TAC by 40
percent, and according to our definition of
overfishing there was a small likelihood of
exceeding that.
Then others noted some concern with
unexpected consequences of ecosystem
reference points; particularly economic
consequences. We did have some who were in
favor of Option B, which would be
implementing existing guidelines for forage fish.
Those in favor of this option stated that
ecosystem reference points are needed now
and the board should not wait.
Then finally we had some who were in favor of
Option C, which is maintaining our single
species reference points until those menhaden
specific reference points are ready by the BERP.
Those who favored this option stated that they
want the BERP to continue work on ERPs, but
for the meantime the board should stick with
what it knows.
Others commented that one model does not fit
all, and so they had concerns about applying a
general forage fish rule to menhaden. Others
stated that they wanted something to be peer
reviewed. We did have one proposal for a new
ERP, and this was based on osprey; so I’ll do my
best to present this to the board. It looks like
osprey populations in Connecticut and New
York, which are sensitive to menhaden
abundance, and the hypothesis of this proposal
is that osprey’s serve as bio‐monitors of
menhaden abundance as fluctuations in the
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abundance of osprey have mirrored those
changes in the abundance of menhaden. The
proposed reference points are two young
ospreys per successful nest; and that would
serve as the reference point for the Connecticut
River estuary and one young osprey per active
nest for the Gardeners Bay, New York area.
If reproduction of osprey fell below these
reference points that would indicate menhaden
depletion and for reference in 2016 there were
2.5 young osprey per successful nest in the
Connecticut River estuary and 1.39 young per
active nest in Gardiners Bay, New York. The
authors of this proposal did note that ecological
conditions also affect osprey, so things such as
predation and weather.
That’s why there is a difference between a
successful nest and active nest, where active
nests are all nests and successful nests are
those that did not fail outright. Our next issue
is quota allocation. A majority was in favor of
Option B, which is jurisdictional quotas with a
fixed minimum; and there was support from
this option from almost all of the states.
Many felt that this represented a fair way for
each state to participate in the fishery, and that
allowing each state to receive 1 percent of the
quota would solve many other issues in the
fishery; such as the bycatch provision or
episodic events. Overall people supported this
option, generally because they felt it would
protect small scale fisheries.
Going through the other options here, I am
going to go left to right, so A through H here.
Option A is our state‐by‐state or jurisdictional
quotas. Those in favor of this option liked the
current allocation strategy of state‐by‐state
allocations, and thought that the true problem
was with the allocation timeframe.
They generally felt that it works well
administratively, and there was the greatest
support for this option at the Maryland public
hearing; although many fishermen did feel as

though they don’t have a measurable impact on
the stock, and should not be subject to a quota.
Option C is our coastwide quota, and those in
favor of this option wanted to distribute
landings along the coast.
There was the greatest support for a coastwide
quota in Maine. However, they recommended
that it be combined with a seasonal quota, so
that landings could primarily occur in the
summer when bait is most needed. We did
receive several letters which did not support a
coastwide quota, and the primary reason for
this opposition was that it could cause a race to
fish.
Option D was our seasonal quotas. Those who
favored this wanted to spread harvest
throughout the year.
There was a
recommendation for a winter fishery, in which
remaining quota is pooled into a coastwide
fishery in November and December. Option E
was our regional quotas. Similar to seasonal
quotas, those who favored this option wanted
to spread harvest out along the coast.
Several liked the combination of a regional and
seasonal quota to divide harvest spatially and
temporally.
Others such as those in
Massachusetts and New York did not like the
option of regional quotas, and they expressed
concern that they may be beat out by southern
states such as Rhode Island and New Jersey to
that quota. Option F is our disposition quota, so
that splitting the quota between the bait and
reduction fisheries. This was the second most
popular option, and many felt it would be a way
to protect the bait fishery. Most recommended
a 30/70 split with 30 percent of the allocation
going to the bait fishery and 70 percent going to
the reduction fishery. Option G was a fleet
capacity quota, and there was general support
for this option as a way to protect quota
allocated to different gear types.
Some
fishermen expressed concern that they might
be pigeonholed into a specific fleet type based
on landings, and they would not be able to
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increase their landings if the menhaden stock
continued to improve.
Some people did comment on the option of soft
quotas, and overall there was much greater
support for a hard quota, as people did not
have confidence in soft quotas to cap harvest.
Our final option was Option H; so this is an
allocation strategy based on the TAC level. We
had one individual and one organization that
supported this option.
Those who supported the option stated that the
fishery needs to be made whole first, and then
the board can work to allocate more quotas to
the bait sector. There were several comments
that spoke against this issue, as it might result
in perverse incentive to change the TAC.
Throughout the public hearings we did see or
receive many other suggestions on ways to
allocate menhaden.
Some of those I’ve already discussed, so that
would be the coastwide distribution, by season
or combining regional and seasonal quotas; but
some of the others included a fixed minimum
quota with a four‐region split, fixed minimum
quota with a coastwide winter fishery, seasonal
quotas with state allocations.
One of the new ones was progressive catch
limits, so the idea behind this is that there
would be a catch limit, and that would get
progressively smaller as the fishery got closer to
achieving that TAC. This would be a way to
preserve the fishery for some of the smaller
gear types. Then a comment we received
several times was that allocation should be
based on the biology of the species.
Moving to our allocation timeframe; while there
were two comments in support of the current
allocation timeframe, which is 2009 to 2011.
The majority of comments felt that the
allocation timeframe should be changed; so a
majority supported Option C, which was for
longer time series average.

Some stated that the time period needs to be
longer to encompass a full generation of
menhaden, and others provided specific dates.
Some recommended going back to 1955, others
in Rhode Island and Maine pointed to high
catch in the 1980s, and recommended that
these years get included.
Some states such as Maryland wanted to make
sure 2012 was included in a longer time series;
since this was a good year for them. Then in
Florida they did note that they’ve had a net ban
since 1994, and that this should be considered
when setting the allocation timeframe. We did
have some who supported Option B, which is
2012 to 2016.
Most of them were in New York, and they noted
that they’ve had issues with the lack of
reporting; so the most recent years include all
of the catch. Others did not like this option,
because it includes years when we have had a
TAC in place, and as a result catch has been
limited.
Then finally Option D, which is
weighted allocation. Some supported Option D
as a compromise between considering past
trends and current harvest rates. Our next
issue is quota transfers. There weren’t specific
management alternatives in the PID for this, but
I’ve tried to group the comments into different
categories to provide a bit of a summary here.
The majority supported quota transfers, but
also noted that greater accountability measures
are needed to prevent abuse of this provision.
Some of the recommendations for greater
accountability measures included that a state
could not do transfers two years in a row, that a
state could only accept a transfer if the quota
has not been exceeded, or that transfers can
only occur within a region.
That way quota that has been allocated for
example to Maine can’t be suddenly changed to
Florida. People had concern about the science
behind that. Others opposed quota transfers.
Many felt that it would not be necessary if
reallocation was properly done, and that
overages should not be forgiven. Others felt

Proceedings of the Atlantic Menhaden Management Board Meeting February 2017
that transfers encouraged states to exceed their
quota or allow for increased harvest in certain
areas which could result in localized depletion.
Some expressed concern about the growing
abundance of menhaden and the fact that this
may lead to kind of the commodification of
menhaden transfers. We did ask questions
about quota reconciliation, and overall there
was pretty limited support for this option.
Those who did support it stated that it was an
easy way to address overages.
Our next issue is quota rollovers, a majority
opposed quota rollovers and there were
approximately 1,500 comments that opposed
them. Those in opposition stated that rollovers
allowed for significantly higher harvest in some
years than what the science recommends; that
rollovers may allow for localized depletion.
Others recommended that there be no rollovers
so that unused quota can serve as a buffer for
the stock. Many commented that if a state is
not catching its quota that might be an early
sign of poor stock condition. Some did favor
rollovers or limited rollovers, and they stated
that states should be allowed to catch
everything that it is allocated, but they did note
that the stock should be in good conditions; so
we should maintain those provisions that
rollovers can only occur if the stock is not
overfished and overfishing is not occurring.
Moving on to incidental catch, the majority did
favor Option C or Option F, and just for clarity
there were many letters which recommended
that the catch be included in the TAC, and that
was counted as Option C and F; since both of
these options achieve that goal. Those in favor
of Option C generally stated that they wanted
incidental catch to be included in the TAC.
The same goes for Option F, which is our small
scale fishery set‐aside, but those in favor of this
option also stated that it relieves administrative
burden, it protects small scale fisheries. Florida
was in favor of this option at the public hearing,
and those in the cast net fishery did note that

the cast net fishery is a directed fishery, and
they want to be considered as such; so this
option would kind of allow them to be a part of
that fishery.
We did have those in favor of Option A, which is
our status quo, so setting aside some sort of
limit per vessel. In Maryland they supported
Option A, as long as they get to keep the
provisions of Addendum I, and just as a
reminder that allows two permitted individuals
fishing from the same vessel to land up to
12,000 pounds of menhaden; if they’re fishing
stationary gears.
Overall there was pretty limited support for
Options B, D and E. Turning to the Episodic
Events Program, the majority supported the
removal of the Episodic Events Program, and
they felt it wouldn’t be necessary with proper
reallocation. Others expressed concern that an
episodic event is not well defined, and several
commented that it’s a short term solution for a
long term problem. Others did support the
maintenance or an increase in the set‐aside.
Many of the New England states commented
that they would need an episodic even program
if reallocation does not provide them with more
quotas.
New York stated that they want to be included
in the set‐aside or have their own set‐aside.
Then individuals in Florida recommended that
participation be limited to small‐scale gears and
in‐state residence. Our next issue is the
Chesapeake Bay cap. A majority of participants
wanted to either maintain or reduce the cap.
Those who were interested in maintaining the
cap said it was an important tool for the
management of Chesapeake Bay, and that it
was an important stop‐gap to protect the
nursery grounds. Over 2,000 comments were in
support of reducing the cap, and many
expressed concern that the reduction fishery
could expand to twice the level that it’s at now
in the Chesapeake Bay.
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Recommendations on the level of reduction
ranged, but a majority were in favor of a 50
percent reduction to current levels. Others
recommended that we should use a five‐year
average; and others recommended expanding
the geographic extent of the cap to some of the
Virginia coast. We did have a couple who were
in favor of removing the cap, and those stated
that the majority of catch is coming from the
mouth of the bay in Virginia, and so the cap is
not necessary.
Finally, our last issue here is a research set‐
aside. There was a slight majority against a
research set‐aside, with concerns about the
abuse of the system and the fact that maybe a
high volume of fish isn’t needed for research.
Those who were in favor of research set‐aside
stated that it would foster collaboration with
industry, and that there are many research
questions that still need to be answered.
Then this final slide here is just a list of all of the
research programs that were recommended.
I’m not going to go into this list here; but some
of the themes were relation to the
environment, so how the environment affects
menhaden, but also how menhaden effect the
environment, greater regional trends, and
speciation of menhaden. If there are any
questions about the list I am happy to answer
them.
ADVISORY PANEL REPORT
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Let’s do this. Let’s roll
right into the AP report, and then I think we’ll
pause and open the floor to questions. I know
we have a few slides that captured the AP
report; and I guess I’ll let Jeff Kaelin our AP
Chair run through those, thanks.
MR. JEFF KAELIN: I’m Jeff Kaelin with Lund’s
Fisheries in Cape May, New Jersey; and I am the
AP Chair. I am privileged to sit here as the AP
Chair. There are several AP members in the
audience today, and I think Megan put together
a slide presentation that encapsulates the
memo of January 23, which you have.

Rather than reading that I’ll just ask Megan to
go through that I think, since you made it. We
reviewed it. I think it captures what occurred
on the call. What we did on the call, Mr.
Chairman, was we reviewed the public hearing
comments; the written comments weren’t
available at the time. We try to operate by
consensus.
We didn’t take any votes or anything, but I did
give all of the AP members on the call, and you
were on the call too as I remember, an
opportunity to make a statement that was kind
of qualitative in terms of their overall view.
That is what we have and if you want to go
ahead and comment on that Megan that’s
great.
MS. WARE: As Jeff mentioned we had an AP
call on January 9, we had 14 members in
attendance; which I think is really great, and
shows how the kind of revitalization of this AP is
really working. I presented some of the
summaries from the public hearings but not the
written comments.
I’ve split the AP comments into three different
categories; the first is comments on reference
points. Three members supported Option D,
which is again the existing guideline for forage
fish until ERPs are developed by the BERP.
Some commented that reference points dictate
how the fishery is allocated between all
stakeholders; it is not just between the
reduction and the bait fishery but the
recreational fishermen, the environment,
tourism industries and things like that.
One member stated that a one‐size‐fits‐all
approach to managing forage fish is not
appropriate. One member commented that
few fisheries are in as good a shape as
menhaden, and he questioned why there was
such a need to change the management
strategy. One member noted that ERPs would
help the resource and the economy.
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Then one member recommended that the
option which states the possibility of combining
the 75 percent unfished biomass target with the
40 percent unfished biomass threshold, be
forwarded in Draft Amendment 3. The next
sets of comments are on the allocation. Three
members highlighted the need for a longer
allocation timeframe; with historic fisheries in
New York and New England, and that those
should be recognized.

short order pulled everything together for
board consideration today. Again, to her and
other staff members who lent their assistance,
we extend our appreciation. With that I will
open the floor to questions. We’re not in
comment mode, we’re about to go into
comment mode but we’re not there yet; so at
this point are there any questions for Megan or
Jeff on the public review of the Public
Information Document? Yes; Rob O’Reilly.

Two members supported Option H, which again
is our allocation strategy, based on the TAC
level, and noted that the fishery needs to be
made whole again, and then additional quota
can be distributed to the bait sector. One
member supported Option B, which is our state
specific quotas with a fixed minimum, and
Option D, which is seasonal quotas; and
commented that quotas should be reserved for
seasons when it is most needed.

MR. O’REILLY: Thank you Megan, thank you,
Jeff. I know it is not available I suspect, but you
know the public had quite a few comments; it
looks to me about 358 written comments, and
then the rest were form letter style. It would
probably be good as we go along if we had one
table that showed all the majority.

One member just supported reallocation in
general. Then just some other comments, there
were two recommendations for Draft
Amendment 3. There was a recommendation
that a table be added to Draft Amendment 3,
which compares the various reference points on
a common currency; and there was a
recommendation that a table be added to Draft
Amendment 3 which summarizes catch by
state, gear type, and year. With that we’ll take
questions.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Great, before I open up
the floor to questions I do want to note that I
was on the AP call. I really am impressed with
both Jeff’s stewardship and the thoughtful
comments offered by the members; so thank
you to Jeff and through you to all the AP
members for their contribution.
I would be remiss if I didn’t note that Megan
once again really did an outstanding job
coordinating all the public hearings from Maine
to Florida. We are a large board geographically
here, and she attended and conducted many of
those hearings herself, and then in remarkably

I know there were a couple that were close, but
generally there was some real good majority
elements there; so as we go through we can
turn to the Technical Committee, turn to Jason
and get some advice on, for example, what is
really practical and what is not. I’ll just take
one. I know in the hearing that we had in
Virginia there was some clamoring for using
data as far back as we had it.
Let’s use data back into the fifties, and then
there was one for let’s use data back to 1985. I
really didn’t have much to say until the end of
the meeting, but I did point out then certain
parts that had to be looked at, such as when do
we really think the data are suitable to look at
this allocation question?
I know there are some recent gaps in recent
years that we have from New York, and I guess
also Florida had a situation. We have that but
in general that is not a deterrent, as in some of
the earlier years when you go back and you
realize that you can’t assume that if you’re
missing data that it’s missing data for all.
There is not a systematic omission of data as
you go back. That would be one thing to look
at. It would be nice if we could go through
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these as we proceed; Mr. Chairman, and kind of
keep that approach. Megan, I don’t think you
have that type of table for us to look at. I don’t
know. But it would be good; for those of who
kept notes, we can sort of simulate that as we
go on, so that’s my question.
MS. WARE: If I understand the question, Rob, I
think you’re asking for a table that shows kind
of the majority vote at the end. When we move
into our discussion for tasking the PDT on what
should be included in Draft Amendment 3, I
have slides that show just total what the votes
or counts were for each of the options; and
then some questions to kind of help prompt
that discussion. Hopefully that will help answer
your questions, and I can provide a bit more
information as we go on; for example years of
data, and what might be more reliable than
other years.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Other questions for either
Jeff or Megan. Yes, Dave.
MR. DAVID BLAZER: I just want to say kudos to
Megan for an outstanding public hearing in
Maryland, it got a little bit feisty there in the
beginning, but she worked her way through it
and we appreciate all the hard work that you
did. My question, Megan, is on the state
specific quotas and the first couple options. In
Option B, where it talks about the state specific
quotas with a fixed minimum, I have a couple
different interpretations of that. If you could
refresh exactly what we mean by the 1 percent
allocation as kind of a minimum.
MS. WARE: Yes, so the 1 percent is just an
example. Something I’ll be looking from the
board today is if you guys want to pursue that
option, what that percentage would be. But
how that option would work is that they, we’ll
use 1 percent as an example, would be
allocated to each state and then the remaining
amount would be allocated based on average
landings from an allocation timeframe.
PROVIDE GUIDANCE FOR THE PLAN

DEVELOPMENT TEAM ON THE DEVELOPMENT
OF DRAFT AMENDMENT 3
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: It seems like this might be
a good segue way to move into our next item,
which really blends so well with what we just
went through; and that is Item 6, Guidance for
the PDT on the Development of Draft
Amendment 3. To summarize our aim now is to
essentially launch the next step in the
amendment process by providing guidance to
the Plan Development Team on the issues and
options to be included in the document; and
subject to further development.
We’ve got about 45 minutes for this item, and
we’ve got a lot to work though; so let’s see how
well we can do here. To help frame and guide
the discussion, let me give you a sense as to
how we plan to proceed today and how we plan
to proceed over the next five months. A lot of
this Megan has already noted, so I’m just going
to tick through this quickly.
For today we’re going to go back over the issues
set forth in the PID, and consider which issues
and options the board wants to retain; and
which if any the board wants to eliminate,
modify or add. My M.O. will be to seek
consensus and call for motions and votes only if
there are competing views among board
members; and I would hope that that would not
happen often, but we’ll see.
Given the large amount of public input received
during the review of the PID, I do not plan on
taking any additional public comment today.
Keep in mind that we’re still essentially at the
conceptual stage; that is framing the issues and
options to be fleshed out by the PDT for
development of the draft amendment, which in
draft form will be brought back before the
board for further review.
In moving forward today the board is not
committing to any particular direction or
outcome; we’re just framing. Looking ahead, as
Megan indicated this is a relatively new
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development, but I think it’s an important one.
We are going to use our May meeting to hear
back from the PDT in the form of an interim
status report. That will give the PDT the
opportunity to report out on how their work is
progressing, and the opportunity to seek
clarification from the board on any issues or
options they may need further guidance on.
It will also give the board and the public the
opportunity to see how things are taking shape
and respond accordingly. Then of course we’ll
use our August meeting to review and approve
the draft amendment for public comment. Are
there any questions on where we are, where
we’re going or how we plan to get there with
particular reference to our goals and objectives
this afternoon? Is everyone clear on what
we’re about to undertake?
I think the context is very important.
Sometimes these sorts of discussions tend to
get into a pro and con as to which option we
prefer. That is not really the point. The point is
how do we want to frame the document to be
developed by the PDT? I see no hands, so I
assume I was effective in trying to characterize
where we are. We’ll move through the issues
now by first addressing. As Megan noted and I
think this is going to be very helpful to kind of
help set the stage for the board’s review of the
reference point issue, Katie Drew has kindly
agreed to provide a brief overview of that issue;
summarizing both the work being undertaken
by the BERP Working Group and the existing
guidelines set forth in the PID. Katie, the floor is
yours.
DR. KATIE DREW: As was discussed, basically I
just want to give you guys a refresher on some
of the options that were name dropped in the
PID; so that everybody kind of knows what
we’re talking about when we go through and
discuss the various pros and cons of the options
that are going to go out for public comment.
What we have basically on the table for
consideration are single species reference

points, which are a product of the most recent
benchmark stock assessment, generalized
ecological reference points that are kind of
existing guidelines for forage fish; and this
includes specifically the Lenfest Report and the
75 percent BMSY Rule of Thumb that have been
referred to specifically within the document.
The third option would be the products of the
Biological Ecological Reference Point Working
Group that is working on this issue now for
ASMFC. This is kind of a table of some of the
various options that are on the table, so that
you can get an idea of the scale that we’re
talking about.
The top in gray is the Amendment 2 BRPs. That
is what has been used most recently to manage
menhaden. That includes the F15% MSP where
MSP is your maximum spawning potential. The
idea of these F reference points is that F15%
MSP would leave 15% of your maximum
spawning potential in the water; so that you
would fish at a rate that leaves the population
at 15% of its maximum spawning unfished
potential.
You can see the values over on the far side. The
threshold in the past was 2.98 or 15% MSP; and
the target was 1.03 or 30% MSP. The most
recent benchmark stock assessment produced
single species reference points that are similar
in concept but recommended different values.
The threshold proposed by the most recent
benchmark stock assessment is the 1.26 or 26%
MSP and the target would be F 57% MSP of
0.38.
The Lenfest Report recommends a value that is
essentially based on where we are with the
stock; half of the natural mortality value for this
species, which works out to an F of 0.29, and
that is essentially equivalent to an F of 64%
MSP. On the bottom row you can see where
we are right now that is the F in 2013 was 0.22,
so it was below all of these reference points
indicating overfishing is not occurring.
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This is kind of a framework for some of the
options that we’re going to talk about with
actual numbers attached. The first option kind
of on the table is these generalized ERPs for
forage fish; existing guidelines I think they’re
called in the document. Where they come from
is essentially a meta‐analysis of ecosystem
models.
A suite of ecosystem models such as EwE that is
ecopath with ecosim, ATLANTIS, a few other
options; were run for multiple different forage
species, multiple different ecosystems. Some of
these studies looked at menhaden in the
Chesapeake Bay, but they also included things
like sardines in California, anchovies,
throughout the Pacific and the Atlantic, the
north Atlantic, a number of different species
and ecosystems were analyzed together. The
intent was to provide sort of a generic
conservation buffer and a control rule;
especially for data limited situations that would
ensure that you left enough fish in the ocean to
prevent stock collapse for the exploited species,
as well as to prevent adverse effects for the
predators involved.
The meta‐analysis component was trying to
look at options that would reduce this risk or
reduce the adverse consequences to an
acceptable level across multiple different
situations. That is why they are sort of in a
sense generalized for forage fish, but they cover
a wide range of ecosystems. One specific
example that’s in the PID is a product of the
Lenfest Report; it is also cited as Pikitch et al,
where they have a number of different
information tiers.
Based on what they laid out, the TC felt that
menhaden fell in the intermediate information
tier; which means that you apply this hockey
stick control rule with a biomass threshold of
greater than 40 percent unfished biomass and
an F less than or equal to 50 percent of your
natural mortality rate.

That is kind of laid out in this figure here where
that dashed line across the top represents your
F threshold; that you wouldn’t go above that F
threshold, which represents about 0.29 for
menhaden. Then that happens at sort of your
maximum stock size, and you ease that fishing
mortality back as your stock declines; and
below 40 percent of your unfished biomass no
fishing is allowed.
This is an example of this specific type of
reference point from this specific report.
Another option that was mentioned specifically
in the report is this sort of 75 percent unfished
biomass reference point from Smith et al.
Again it is a similar type of meta‐analysis of
ecosystem models, where the idea is you
exploit the population; your target exploitation
is a level that would leave 75 percent of the
unfished biomass in the water.
That is essentially an F target of 75% MSP,
which means that if we’re at about F 70% now
we are close to the target; but still below the F
threshold, which was sort of proposed to go
along with this would be an F40% would be
your threshold, and you would not fish above
that 40 percent threshold. The other option in
terms of ecosystem models is the product of
the BERP Working Group.
These are a little different from the generalized
models, in that they are going to be menhaden
specific models and this includes a multispecies
statistical catch‐at‐age that is in production
now. They are intended to really allow the
evaluation of tradeoffs between menhaden
quota, predator biomass and levels of
acceptable risk; so that the board could say,
we’re willing to accept a certain level of risk of
overfishing in the stock.
We want to accept a certain level of risk of
overfishing our predators; or our predators not
having enough prey at different levels of risk,
different levels of quota, and to be able to
actually evaluate the tradeoffs from that
perspective.
As a reminder, we had an
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Ecosystem Management Objective Workshop in
August of 2014 that laid out some of the board
goals for ecosystem management.
That included the goal of sustaining menhaden
to provide for fisheries, sustaining menhaden to
provide for predators, and providing stability for
all types of fisheries. These types of reference
points all essentially meet these goals; that they
are intended to provide menhaden to fisheries,
provide menhaden to predators, and provide
kind of a stability and understanding of how
these rules will be applied. But there are sort of
pros and cons to each approach. The pros of
the generalize model obviously are that they
are available now; that this work has been done
and it’s been peer reviewed, and they are
available for management use now.

biomass, of weakfish biomass; so that you can
compare the effects of increasing or decreasing
your menhaden quota on the predators that
you’re interested in. Then evaluate what is
worth it, essentially in that level of tradeoff; as
well as being able to specify the level of risk
that you are willing to accept as a board.
The generalized models essentially have their
level of risk and of tradeoff already baked in,
and there is not a way to adjust that; not a way
to quantitatively evaluate those effects. This is
kind of just a general overview of some of the
things you may be wanting to think about as
you go forward with these options; and I’m
happy to take any questions about the BERP
products or some of these other options.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Questions for Katie.

The BERP products will not be available until
2019. They will be peer reviewed, but they’re
still under development.
The generalized
models also include birds and mammals in
there; they’re very comprehensive, ecosystem
models. The BERP products that will be used
for management focus on the major finfish
predators.
We will have an ecosystem type model, a EwE
model for Atlantic menhaden, but it’s intended
to be more of a compliment to the actual
models that will be used for management
purposes. The generalized models do include
specifically birds and other marine mammals,
whereas the BERP products will not for
management.

MR. O’REILLY: Thank you Katie, and the way
you presented that is very elegant, so thank
you. I guess what I don’t know are a couple
things. I’m going to be indirect about the
process a little bit, but the meta‐analysis, is that
as rigorously set as an assessment process that
I’m more familiar with.
Does the meta‐analysis have the same scientific
rigor that perhaps what’s been done with the
BAM model or something else? That’s one
question. I would like to get the other question
out, because I don’t want to raise my hand
twice on this issue, so if that would be okay
with the Chair.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Sure.

The pros of the BERP approach are that they are
menhaden specific, so we will not be
incorporating any data from other ecosystems,
from other species or other fisheries; this is
really focused on the menhaden ecosystem, the
menhaden fishery. The other benefit of the
BERP working group over the generalized
models is that they do allow those tradeoffs.
To be able to say this level of menhaden quota
is going to result in this level of striped bass

MR. O’REILLY: The other question is, has the
Technical
Committee
changed
its
recommendation concerning the use of the
Lenfest or the Lenfest derivative models for
menhaden, and whether they have or have not,
is that extra work? Is there any diversion there
to moving to something like that as an interim
approach?
I hope that’s enough to be
understood.
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DR. DREW: I would say the Lenfest Report;
these EwE models are certainly robust scientific
products. I mean it’s not quite the same
process as a stock assessment, and I think
probably the stock assessment has to be a little
more conservative in some of the choices it
makes; in terms of what quality of data, where
we borrow data from and things like that.
But definitely the Lenfest Report is a very
robust product of multiple scientists. There was
a peer review process. The TC hasn’t changed
its recommendations, which is that it’s not like
we feel this is garbage science by any means. I
think we do feel this is good science. But with
menhaden I think we can do better, and we can
do it specifically for menhaden.
I think our concern is not about the robustness
of the meta‐analysis, and not about the
robustness of the data that went into the
ecosystems; it’s more concerned about the
generalized nature and the multi‐ecosystem,
multi‐species features compared to the benefits
of a product that is specific for menhaden and
for our fisheries.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: We have Jason McNamee,
our TC Chair. I think he may want to add to
Katie’s response.
MR. JASON McNAMEE: I agree with everything
Katie just said. I just thought I would hit one
other aspect of your question, Rob, and that
was I think you asked about the workload. I
actually thought about that a little bit in talking
with Megan. We checked in on that specifically
with Dr. Schuler about that. Dr. Schuler always
puts things in these really nice ways, so I’m
going to quote her directly and she said, “If we
get a couple well defined additional reference
points, we can handle it.”
The ones that we’ve been looking at here I think
meet those metrics, if we’re talking about one,
two, maybe that third hybrid version; I think we
would be okay to produce them. Keep in mind,
I guess I will add that when you’re talking about

the BERP and the Menhaden Technical
Committee and the update assessment, you’re
talking about the same people each time; so
that is something to keep in mind also.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
Emerson.

Additional questions?

MR. HASBROUCK: I have two questions, if you
will please, one for either Katie or Jason, the
other one for Jeff; relative to the AP. My first
question is Katie, in your presentation and also
in the document you refer to generalized
models frequently.
Are those generalized
models in that they are general for a lot of
different species, or are these generalized linear
models that are being used, or are they
generalized linear models that are being used
for a general assemblage of species; that’s my
first question.
DR. DREW: The models themselves are very
broad in scale. I would say the reference points
are what are generalized, in that they come
from a meta‐analysis or a combination of
multiple different models; but each model was
built for a specific system. They would build a
model for sardines in the California current;
they would build a model for Peruvian
anchovies, and these kinds of different
ecosystems. There was a model for menhaden
in the Chesapeake Bay. It is specific to an
ecosystem, which is obviously a huge question
in and of itself, but then those results from
those multiple different models and multiple
different ecosystems were combined to create
a rule that could apply to a number of different
forage fish situations in general; that you might
have a data poor situation or couldn’t have a
specific model for.
I think the reference points are sort of
generalized, in the sense that they’re meant to
apply across a broad forage fish species without
concern for a specific ecosystem. The models
themselves that were built to support this
larger analysis are specific to each individual
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Does that

couple of options, I think we could do some
projections on that if that would be helpful.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Did you have a follow up
for Jeff?

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Just to remind the board,
we’re going to be having to set specifications
for 2018 at about the same time that we’re
going to be working through these options; so
the two really do go hand in hand, and I think
it’s inevitable that we’re going to be looking at
projections that relate to these various options
once we get to that point. That is my sense.
John McMurray, you had a question?

ecosystem that it was built for.
answer your question?

MR. HASBROUCK:
Yes.
Jeff, in your
presentation you mentioned providing some
tables to show, and I think your term was in a
common currency, what the different options
will result in. Then Katie had a table that she
showed relative to the different reference
points. Is that the type of thing that the AP was
looking for, and if so I would encourage these
things to be in the next iteration of this
document?
MR. KAELIN: Yes I thought Katie’s table was
good. It still has the values, it has targets in
terms of percent, F rates and so forth. I think
our discussion at the AP, and this I think was
really kind of a consensus outcome, was it
would be helpful to have projections in metric
tons around those values. I think I just heard
Katie say that that was something that the TC
was going to be doing anyway.
That is exactly what we were talking about,
because it is really hard to know in output
where we are now; with all these various
reference points, and how do you shift from
MSP to unfished biomass? I think the AP was
looking for some numbers too. I don’t know if
that’s possible or not. There was broad
agreement, people from different parts of the
political spectrum felt the same way in our AP, I
think so.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
offer something?

Katie, did you want to

DR. DREW: I was specifically referring to the
BERP products rather than the TC products, but
if that is something that the board and the PDT
would feel would be helpful; again within a
limited set of options, so it is not go out and do
this for every single ecosystem reference point
you can think of. But if you could limit it to a

MR. McMURRAY: Katie, it looks like the BERP
product won’t be ready until 2019, but
presumably that has to go through a number of
hurdles, and it has to be formally evaluated.
When can we expect it to be ready for prime
time or for real management use?
DR. DREW: The 2019 timeline does include the
peer review process. In 2019 it is intended to
compliment the most recent benchmark, the
benchmark assessment for menhaden; so that
they can come through together and you’ll get
management advice for both of those together
in 2019.
MR. McMURRAY: Just a quick follow up. If we
do utilize rule of thumb end term BRPs, there is
no real tradeoff, right? I mean they would not
impede the work of the working group nor
would they push the timeline back at all.
DR. DREW: No. Again, as long as you’re picking
stuff that is already existing; then it would
require minimal additional work for the TC.
REFERENCE POINTS FOR DETERMINING
STOCK STATUS
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Good questions; further
questions for Katie or anyone else up here?
Seeing none; I think I’m going to turn it back to
Megan and Megan if you want to walk the
board through the issues starting with
reference points. Now we’re at the point of
really looking to make sure that the board is
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comfortable with the issues that the PDT will be
taking up for development; beginning with
reference points.
MS. WARE: What we have on this slide here are
the public comment summary, but I’ve just
taken the total column at the bottom of the
tables that I previously presented; just to again
remind the board of what the various
comments were in favor of. Then I’ve put some
questions up on the screen for the board to
hopefully prompt some discussion. Some of the
questions are which of these options should be
included in the draft amendment?
Are there any other options that should be
added; for example the osprey ecosystem
reference point that was newly proposed as a
part of the public comment process? If the
board is interested in some of these existing
guidelines, which Katie was just talking about,
which guidelines would the board like to
pursue? Again we have kind of these three
options that are on the table now, it would be
very helpful for the board to kind of pick out
some of the ones they are most interested in
pursuing.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
comments; yes, David.

Okay.

Thoughts,

MR. DAVID BUSH: I’m not prepared to tell you
which ones to use, but I do have a question that
might be something beneficial for folks to look
at. You just asked the question I wanted to ask
a moment ago about, what do we anticipate
these impacts to be if we change the reference
points that we’re using now?
Whichever ones we do, I do think it will be
helpful to preface it by if you do change this is
what it’s going to mean at least qualitatively. It
doesn’t have to be super specific, but if you go
from this option to that option, this is going to
potentially be a 5, 10, or 80 percent reduction
from what they’re catching now; something
along those lines.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Comments, thoughts,
suggestions for how we should proceed on this
issue? I would remind the board that Options
A, and B in the PID both ended with the line, the
BERP Working Group would stop their work and
turn to something else. As we think about this,
I’ll just sort of pose the question. Is there any
interest on the part of the board in calling upon
the BERP Working Group to cease and desist in
their efforts to try and develop the multi‐
species modeling approaches?
If so, let’s get that out there. If not, we could
probably just on that issue alone kind of
winnow things down a bit. I’m trying to ask
some leading questions here to try to get things
going. Again, it seems like the options as I see
them are to sort of look at current single
species approach, compare that to an interim
guideline approach, and compare that to the
ultimate outcome that the BERP Working Group
might be pursuing. My sense is that that is sort
of how I see this issue framed, but I do
understand. John’s got a comment or question,
so go ahead, John.
MR. JOHN CLARK: I just had a question, I know
some of these have status quo put right into the
PID. This one I was assuming was the single
species reference point. Isn’t that status quo?
Could we take it out? We had support for
keeping that in the amendment; I just wanted
to make sure. Does that have to be in the
amendment, because I was working under the
assumption that it did have to be there?
MS. WARE: Yes. That basically is our status quo
option, so I think that would remain there. I
think the question is really if the board wants to
remove Option B, which is go straight to the
existing guidelines and have the BERP stop work
on the menhaden specific ecosystem reference
points.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: What’s the pleasure of
the board, in terms of how to proceed? Cheri?
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MS. CHERI PATTERSON: I think that there is just
general conversation about the issues with the
Lenfest Report that continues to not only lead
this board, and I’m a short‐timer so I could be
misspeaking for some members; also, the public
comment seemed to be very widespread to
move forward with ERPs. My recommendation
would be to remove Option B out of these
three.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Dr. Duval, did I see your
hand up?
DR. DUVAL: I was just going to make the same
suggestion as Cheri, to just remove Option B.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Let’s try and do it this
way. Is there any opposition to removing
Option B; that is to not include it in the
development of the Draft Amendment? Seeing
no opposition; it seems like we’ve made some
headway on that issue. Other thoughts and
comments in terms of how to frame this issue,
with particular reference I think to the range of
existing guidelines; and whether that can or
should be honed at all. I think there were at
least two or three examples. Terry Stockwell.
MR. STOCKWELL: My sense is to leave the
other three issues in there. I can’t speak for all
the other public hearings.
As Megan’s
presentation displayed, there were no public
comments in Maine on the reference points. I
think clearly it’s because most of the people in
the room didn’t have a clue what she was
presenting.
I don’t think Maine was unique. I think as we
collectively have work to do to help our
fishermen and our public members understand
what this means, so they can make more
informed the more choices they have I feel
more comfortable about. I would be against
whittling down this list any more.
MR. HASBROUCK: Yes I would agree with what
Terry just proposed as well.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay so I have removing
Option B and retaining Option D as a Full Monte
so to speak, but again those are just suggestions
and I’m looking for comments on those
suggestions; hoping to achieve consensus in
terms of the pleasure of the board. Are there
any other thoughts, pro or con, versus or
relating to any of the suggestions that have
been made so far? Seeing none; I guess I’ll turn
to Megan and see if you think that is enough
guidance for the PDT or whether you feel there
is a need to do more.
MS. WARE: I say we’ll take this guidance for
now and we’ll see how the PDT is doing, and in
May we’ll report back. If we need to gather
further comments we can do so.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: We’re about to move on
to allocation, but before I do I just want to make
sure, are there any other thoughts or comments
on the reference point issue? We’re going to
obviously be coming back to this often; so this is
by no means a last chance, but it is the last
chance for today. David Borden.
MR. DAVID BORDEN: I just want to understand
what your sense of timing is. I mean we don’t
have much time to deal with all these issues
today, obviously. We’re going to deal with
whatever we deal with, and then we’ll get a
report, and then we’ll continue the
development at the next meeting.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
That is correct.
I
anticipate this is going to be an iterative process
and we’ll get our head of steam going today as
we are now doing; and we’ll see where we are
in May and take it from there. Okay let’s move
on to the next issue, Megan.
QUOTA ALLOCATION
MS. WARE: Our next issue is quota allocation,
and again I have a table with the total public
comments in favor of each of the options; then
just reminders of other allocation methods that
were recommended during the public hearing
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process. The questions are which of these
options should be included in the draft
amendment?
If the board is interested in Option E, which is
the regional quotas or Option G, which is the
fleet capacity quotas, it would be very helpful
for the board to specify how many fleets or how
many regions; and then, is the board interested
in pursuing soft or hard quotas?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay the floor is open for
discussion, comments. Do you like the suite of
options as presented? Do you want to make
any suggested changes? Let me go to Steve
Train first.
MR. STEPHEN TRAIN: I have a question before
we go out with this. We’ve talked about
changing the timeline on how far back we go. If
we go to an option like H, and further along we
decide to change the timeline, would that
change the timeline in Option H or do we have
to stick to the years we chose in this?
MS. WARE: If I understand your question,
Steve, what I envision for Draft Amendment 3 is
kind of a mix and match; so you would pick your
allocation strategy and you would pick your
allocation timeframe. The goal would be to
have some sort of table in Draft Amendment 3
that would show you what the result of those
two mixings would be; and we would do that
for every combination of allocation strategy and
timeframe.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
your question?

Steve, did that answer

MR. TRAIN: Yes.
MR. STOCKWELL: Megan, on Section G under
the fleet capacity, on the medium capacity fleet
my comment is purse seine needs to be added
into that category. State of Maine has a
number of small purse seiners 35 and 40 feet. I
would not consider them large capacity.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Duly noted, thank you.
Additional comments on the suite of allocation
options that we would ask the PDT to further
develop. Rob O’Reilly.
MR. O’REILLY: I want to follow up on Steve
Train a little bit. Option H is one that I made
the motion for in Maine, and it is really not tied
to a timeline as much as to a restoration of
where the TAC was before the 20 percent
reduction. There was not a lot of time to say
everything. But obviously one thing behind
Option H was this board at the summer meeting
came within an eyelash of pretty much
reinstating that 212,500 metric tons by 1
percent, which the 1 percent represents the
set‐aside or the episodic set‐aside.
That really was the driving force I think of
anything else. I think all of us remember that
nice day in August, and that was why in Maine
the impetus for that motion. But it is tied to
that situation prior to 2013 when we started on
the 20 percent reduction, so thank you.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
comments. Nichola.

Additional thoughts,

MS. MESERVE: I would suggest that the board
consider removing Option C, coastwide. I
struggle to see how that would be an effective
management tool for the fishery, given the
timeline of the different state fisheries
perpetuating a race to fish, et cetera.
Based on the level of comment supporting
Option H, I would at least suggest that we
consider removing that option the allocation
strategy based on the TAC level. It had very
limited favorable response and the negative
response to it suggested that it could encourage
the board to set a TAC higher than the science
dictates, and that’s not a public perception that
I would hope to perpetuate.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Let’s take those one by
one. There is a recommendation to remove
Option C, the coastwide option, thoughts on
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that. Is there anyone opposed to removing that
from the document or from further
development as an option? Seeing no hands;
I’m going to take that as a consensus
agreement,
as
agreement
on
that
recommendation and that will be taken out. On
the next issue, removing Option H, do we have
thoughts on that? Yes, Kyle.
MR. KYLE SCHICK: Option H is really status quo,
and I think that needs to stay in there. I think
most people don’t even understand that that’s
the way we’re doing things, as far as a lot of the
comments go. I do think we need to leave that
in there; as far as a status quo statement.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Interesting perspective as
to whether or not it constitutes status quo, but
I’ll leave it at that. Rob.
MR. O’REILLY: Seriously opposed to removing
Option H, and again one of the main reasons
that that option is there is because in August we
were just about there. I don’t want to go into
how it didn’t happen, but I think everyone
should remember that the 10 percent would
have passed, except for maybe some
unforeseen circumstances there.
Then we got into a – to use the word twice
today from someone else – a quagmire, and we
didn’t get out of it until we got to Maine. But I
think that even from the first allocation
subgroup meeting that Robert Boyles chaired,
even at that time part of the discussion that
first meeting, even the second meeting was
there needs to be some consideration of what is
meant by allocation; because truly we were
looking at a reduction, and we weren’t back to
where we really could look at an allocation
system the way we should, which is fair.
Part of the call throughout the process, I think
there were seven calls that Robert adroitly
handled, because he never really made
decisions; he allowed the group to have
discussions and give the board guidelines. But
throughout, fair and equitable were the rallying

thoughts. I think there is a certain amount of
fairness, given that Option H is not finding fault
with what has happened previously, but it is
saying that at the time that there was the
reduction; which we’ve all heard many times.
We went by the science we had. Our current
chair at the ASMFC was the one who initiated
we need to get away from the problem we’re in
with the threshold. From there, there was a
cascade that lasted about a year. Here we are
today, and I think fairness says that Option H
should be in this draft document.
I think that the Technical Committee, if you
heard last meeting, there was information from
our board members that when on earth have
you ever seen a situation where a 5, a 10, a 20,
a 30 a 40 percent increase does not risk
overfishing, does not risk anything; 6.45 percent
was settled on. I just can’t fathom taking this
option out.
MR. HASBROUCK: I don’t really see Option H as
status quo; I see it as a variance of status quo. I
thought that Option A was actually status quo.
Maybe we can get some clarification on that
please.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I have an opinion, but I’m
going to let Megan offer hers first.
MS. WARE: Thanks Bob. Option A is technically
status quo, so that would maintain state‐by‐
state allocations. Option A is I’ll say a twist on
that where you maintain it up until the 212
metric tons is achieved, and then you would
add variation on to it.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Yes that’s my take; I didn’t
mean to be coy there in tossing it to Megan. I
just really do feel that Option A is intended to
be status quo, and Option H is proposed as a
variation on that. That is my take. On this issue
and I do want to try to work through this
particular issue before we address any others.
It has been suggested that Option H be
removed, and there has been some opposition
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to it and in fairness if there remains a difference
of opinion, we may want to vote on this issue. I
don’t anticipate there being many other issues
that we’ll end up at this place on, so we’ll
handle it as the board sees fit. Dr. Duval.

testimony. People still reference the difficulties
of those cuts that we took in 2012. I think for
the purpose of getting robust public comment, I
would certainly move to keep it in and support
keeping it in.

DR. DUVAL: Just to address the point that
Nichola brought up that there is a perception
that Option H would actually allow for an
exceedance of the TAC. I think it’s the language
that is used to describe this particular option,
because as I look at it, the wording is that when
the TAC exceeds 212,500 metric tons then you
would do these things.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Before we go to a motion,
which we might or might not need to do, Terry,
you had a comment?

What it’s really trying to describe is that when
the scientifically supported TAC coming out of
whatever next assessment goes above 212,000
metric tons, then you would consider
potentially one of these other strategies that
are laid out in here to allocate any TAC that is
above that. I think it’s the way this alternative
is being written up that makes it sound like, hey
we’re just going to exceed the TAC and then
we’ll allocate some things around that.
I think that’s what is probably leading to some
public misperception that this would not be
under the strategy that a TAC would not be
scientifically supported. I think it is in the way
that it’s being described. I know I’m not being
very clear, but I’m just starting to warm up right
now, so I apologize, Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: We like it when you get
warmed up.
MR. ROBERT BOYLES: I’ll try not to repeat what
Rob O’Reilly said, but as Chairman of the
Allocation Working Group, I recall specifically
the conversations about this. As I read this,
what this option intends to do is give everybody
invested in growing this resource.
To Mr. O’Reilly’s comment, this was really the
conversation in our early allocation discussions
about is this an allocation or is this a
reallocation? We’ve received comments and

MR. STOCKWELL: Although this alternative may
not be my preferred, I’m strongly opposed to
removing it at this time. We may be able to mix
and match with some of the other alternatives
when we get together in November, so I hope
it’s the sense of the board to keep it in the
document.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
Nichola, it’s your
prerogative. Based on the conversation that’s
taken place, if you wish to make a motion to
remove you’re welcome to do so. If you wish to
defer to the others on the board who have
urged against that it is your call.
MS. MESERVE: I’ll certainly defer on this issue,
but I would suggest that the Plan Development
Team look closely at the language that is used
to describe it here, and maybe look to provide
some additional justification for it, such as Rob
has discussed today.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Good discussion I think.
Other issues, other comments on this, yes Roy.
MR. ROY W. MILLER: I would like to take
another look at Option B, state specific quotas
with fixed minimum. The example was given of
1 percent of the coastwide TAC. When we have
a report released to the public for comment for
this amendment, I think we would be wise to
put in some firmer numbers in there. Whether
it’s a single value or a range of values, I suspect
a range would be most useful; so that the public
can see specifically what we’re talking about
and how it will affect individual jurisdictions.
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CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Eric, did you have your
hand up?
MR. ERIC REID: I wanted to comment on Option
H but we’ve moved on from that; so thanks
anyway.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: If you want to bring it
back, I’m sorry.
MR. REID: Well, as far as I read this, Option H is
status quo up until 212,000 tons and then it is
some other option for the amount over 212; so
if we go to 220 then we’re going to have status
quo for the first 212, and then we’re going to
have another option for the next 7,800 ton or
something like that. For me if I go to 212 from
where we are now I get 5,000 pounds. I have a
very hard time supporting H staying in the
document, because I think it doesn’t do
anything to accomplish any kind of reallocation.
I think it’s inequitable.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Although I thought we
had moved past that issue, if you wish to make
a motion to remove it you’re welcome to.
MR. REID: I don’t have any problem letting it go
forward; I just wanted my opinion out there.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Fair enough. I saw Dave
Blazer, your hand.
MR. BLAZER: I also was thinking about offering
to eliminate Option E, the regional quotas.
Basically one of the issues we have with it is it
kind of creates an inequitable access between
the large mobile gears and the stationary gears;
and just thinking that those regional options
aren’t going to play well.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
Thoughts on that
suggestion; removing the regional quota option.
David Borden.
MR. BORDEN: I would support that suggestion
for exactly the same reason.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Are there other thoughts
on the proposal to remove the regional
allocation option? Terry Stockwell.
MR. STOCKWELL: I’m opposed to it. I think it’s
an alternative that is worthy of further
development and consideration. It was one of
the options that were supported in the state of
Maine’s hearings. I would be remiss if I were
not to express that opinion.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Duly noted. Cheri, did I
see your hand up?
MS. PATTERSON: Yes, I agree with Terry. I
think Option E needs to remain as an option for
consideration for some of the states that might
not see as many fish coming up through on a
consistent basis.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Dr. Duval.
DR. DUVAL: Based on the comments from my
colleagues around the table, I’m certainly
supportive of keeping this in there. One thing
that the PDT may want to consider is a hybrid of
state specific and regional. This sort of speaks a
little bit to, I think what we did for spiny dogfish
where we had some regional and then state
specific. I know there is some history there.
But that might be one hybrid option that would
satisfy folks around the table.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Good thought. David did I
see your hand up?
MR. BUSH: I think mine was sort of heading in a
different direction, but a different position on it.
But if you were looking to get rid of the
coastwide and the regional, both of those
together, then the seasonal might as well go
with it; because at that point the states would
be managing their own quota. However,
Michelle brought up some good points.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Let’s stay focused on the
issue of the regional option. We’ve had a
couple of suggestions. I guess Dave; I’m going
to go back to you in a minute to remove it.
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There was at least one other board member
who supported that idea. We can certainly do
this in the form of a motion. But again, having
now had the benefit of the board’s discussion,
go back to you, Dave Blazer and see if you wish
to make a motion on the issue.
MR. BLAZER: I won’t make a motion. I think it’s
worth going forward and getting the comments
at this point.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I see Robert your hand up,
but Megan wants to offer something.
MS. WARE: Perhaps if it is the more New
England states like Maine and New Hampshire,
maybe Massachusetts – I’m not trying to speak
for you – who are interested in regional quotas,
kind of taking Michelle Duval’s suggestion; do a
regional quota for the New England states.
Rhode Island we can discuss if you’re included
in that or not; and then state specific quotas for
everyone else. I’m just throwing it out there as
a compromise.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: We had thumbs up on
that. Robert Boyles.
MR. BOYLES: You know the allocation working
group spent a lot of time developing these
options. I would just – Megan, don’t hate me –
but I think it’s important. There was a lot of
thought, a lot of discussion, and a lot of back
and forth in developing each of these options.
I think it’s important that we develop them
further with seeing what the public has to say
about this most important issue. Not to throw
water on ideas to toss ideas at this point. But I
think this is a critical issue; a lot of time, a lot of
effort, a lot of emotion and intellect went into
developing these. I think it’s worth considering
getting public feedback on each one as they are
written.
MR. O’REILLY: I think one of the difficulties is
that we don’t have quantification, and so I
know that Roy Miller was talking about Option

B; if I can slide back for a second. We took that
at face value just to look at that; and we did 1
percent. That’s 53 million pounds. Everyone
gets 1 percent, it is 53 million pounds.
New Jersey, Virginia and Maryland a little bit
help subsidize that. All of these options
probably would make a little more sense if each
state or each region or north to south, however
it looks, were quantified. That’s been done. My
staff did that. It does help out a little bit. That
might be part of the situation when you’re
looking at these different options that next time
around will help a little bit, so thank you.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: That’s consistent with my
thinking is that there will be a next time in May,
and as the PDT has had the chance by then to
flesh things out, put some – as you say Rob – tie
some numbers to some of these options that
may, in fact surely will, better inform the board
on how they look and whether the board
remains comfortable keeping them in.
I do get the sense from everyone’s comments
and body language that probably best at this
point to keep this together as a package, and
move it forward to the PDT for further
development. But I am just giving you my sense
of what I’ve heard so far; and I’m open to other
suggestions. Rob, you had a follow up?
MR. O’REILLY: A quick follow up. The reason
it’s important for staff to supply this is there is
confidential data embedded here, so you can’t
reconcile everything completely if you do it on
your own; but you can come pretty close.
MS. PATTERSON: Yes, considering what you
just said then I think we should move Option C
back in, the coastwide quota, and leave that in
there also.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: That certainly is an easy
exercise, right. I don’t see any problem with
that. If we move C back in, is that okay? I’m
actually forgetting who exactly was advocating
for removing it. But obviously a coastwide
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quota will be very easy to assess, it is the entire
quota allocated to the entire coast. It’s about a
one minute exercise, if I’m not mistaken in
terms of developing and presenting it.
I didn’t want to do this, but we’re now going
back and revisiting a decision essentially we
already made.
Is the board per Cheri’s
recommendation that she just made, is the
board comfortable putting Option C back in and
keeping this whole suite of options under
allocation together as a package for the time
being?
Is there any objection to that suggestion?
Seeing none; I’m comfortable moving on, unless
there are any other comments or suggestions
on this issue. I think this has been a very
healthy and productive discussion, even though
we sort of zig‐zagged a bit. But I think we
ended up at a healthy place, particularly given
where we are in the process. David Bush.
MR. BUSH: We had mentioned earlier there
about possibly quantifying some of the impacts
of these. Now given the large suite of options,
is this going to be too much to quantify in the
timeframe, or does it need to be whittled down
at least to be a workable chunk of things to
handle?
MS. WARE: I think it’s going to depend on the
number of allocation timeframes the board is
interested in on the next topic. I just want to
highlight that it is a pretty tight timeline for
Amendment 3. Keeping all of these options in is
going to be a pretty hefty workload, and I’m not
saying the PDT is unwilling to accept the
challenge. But I am going to say that it would
be very helpful to get some guidance perhaps
on preferred ones that you would like the PDT
to work on first. I don’t know if we can do all of
the analysis by May, but we can try.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I don’t think we want to
revisit the same discussion. I think let’s give the
PDT the opportunity to give it their best shot.
We’ll see where we are in May, and we’ll take it

from there. I think if we weren’t meeting in
May, and this was all going to head toward a
culmination for our August meeting.
I would be much more concerned that it would
be too difficult an exercise, I think, in one
meeting in August to try to look at everything
that’s been developed and try to figure out
what we need to go through. Let’s move on
with the understanding that we’re going to
have a better view on where things stand at our
May meeting. As Megan just indicated, the
next issue is going to be very important;
perhaps to try and winnow down a bit. Let’s
look at the next issue. Megan.
ALLOCATION TIMEFRAME
MS. WARE:
Our next issue is allocation
timeframe. Again, we have the different public
comments on the options we had. Some of the
questions are which of these options should be
included in the draft amendment? If the board
is interested in a longer time series, it would be
very helpful for specific timeframes to be
recommended.
Just again, some of the
examples that were given were 1985 to 2016,
1955 to 2016, pre‐industrial – looking at the
1980s to 1992.
In terms of the quality of data that we have for
the different time series, I think we have pretty
good data going back to 1985, and we can look
at the ACCSP landings going back to 1955. I’m
not sure I have the greatest confidence in
those, or I would want to review those between
1955 and 1985 before kind of putting that out
as what allocation will be based on; but that’s
something that the PDT could undertake if
necessary.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: This speaks directly to the
issue that we just discussed, and that is how
much of a workload is it going to be to try to
develop the various allocation options. It all
depends on how many timeframes or time
periods the PDT is being asked to analyze;
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because each iteration is going to have to take a
different dataset, plug it in and see how it looks.

states is that going to eliminate from having
historic landings?

That is why this is such an important issue to
really try to think through. For what it’s worth,
when I ask Megan what her ideal outcome
would be from this meeting on this issue, she
said, “Three or four options would be a dream
come true.” Let’s see if we can make Megan’s
dreams a reality. Robert.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
I’ll leave that as a
rhetorical question unless anyone has an
answer.

MR. BOYLES: I’m ready with a motion if you
would like.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I don’t think we need a
motion. Let’s hear a suggestion, and if we need
a motion we’ll take it. But let’s hear a
suggestion. Go ahead.
MR. BOYLES: I would suggest that we look at
the weighted allocation and give 50 percent of
the allocation is based on the 2009 to 2011 and
the other 50 percent be based on the 2012 to
2016 average.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
Clearly I take your
suggestion as being one that would keep in the
weighted allocation option, and with added
clarity being 50 percent to the 2009 through
2011 period and 50 percent to the 2012
through 2016 period; is that correct?
MR. BOYLES: Yes, sir.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: With that on the floor as a
suggestion, thoughts on that; and let’s just
again keep this as focused as possible. We’re
on the question of whether we should keep
weighted allocation in as an option under
timeframe; and if so whether Robert Boyles’
suggestion is the one that the board would
support for the purposes of PDT analysis. David
Bush.
MR. BUSH: I like the idea of the weighted
allocation, but I would ask – I don’t know – if we
only include these two timeframes, how many

MR. TRAIN: I have a similar sentiment to that
question. The other problem I have with this
weighted timeframe and weighting 2012 to
2016 so heavily is we already told everyone
what they can catch under that timeframe. To
base an average based on what we already
awarded them doesn’t seem like we’re taking a
long enough historical account.
I would
encourage that if we’re going to use that 2012
to 2016, it gets a much lower weighted average
than the previous years; before it was actually
awarded out.
MR. MILLER:
Follow up question, Mr.
Chairman. If we use the weighted allocation
between 2012 and 2016, does that in fact
include total landings or is it just landings that
counted toward the quota? In other words, do
the bycatch landings count during that period?
MS. WARE: It would include total landings, so
anything caught under the bycatch provision or
episodic events; in addition to those landed
under the TAC or the state’s quota.
MR. BORDEN: It doesn’t trouble me to leave
weighted allocation in the mix of ideas; but I’m
totally opposed to those timeframes. It’s just
going to get you right back in the status quo.
We’re crafting a public hearing document. The
record is replete with numerous references to
including a longer timeframe. I would think
something going back to 1985 or 1980 up to
2006 would be an appropriate timeframe to
reflect those sentiments.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay so we have an
alternative suggestion for how to craft that
weighted allocation option. Conceivably we
could ask the PDT to look at two versions, but
the hope here is that we can try to hone is as
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best as possible. I realize how tough this is,
because we’re not making final decisions; we’re
just trying to develop options. With that
additional thoughts on how to – and again if I
could, just because I think it would be as helpful
as possible to stay focused on one issue at a
time – so on the weighted allocation option.
Rob O’Reilly.
MR. O’REILLY: Well it is not going to fit
everyone’s situation, but what Robert indicated
I think since 2013 to 2015 is post regulatory
action, if 2009 through 2012 were coupled I
think there is a mathematical difference there.
I would say that about Robert’s suggestion
there, or motion, pardon me.
On the other part of it, what I started out today
asking about was where the Technical
Committee can give us an idea of accuracy,
where the Technical Committee thinks the
starting point should be. I doubt its 1985, so
that poses a problem. I don’t know whether it’s
1995 on. But I think we need to know that as
well, to explore that a little bit.
Those that have worked with the data more
closely than we have, certainly have a sense of
that. It’s not an option, you asked about the
weighted option. I do support the weighted
option, but maybe it should be pre and post
regulatory; if you’re going to start with 2009, or
even if you’re going to go a little bit lower than
2009 or back further.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Rob, were you looking for
a response as to the extent that the TC might be
able to respond to your question?
MR. O’REILLY: If that’s possible. I think that’s
really central to all of this that we need to have
a starting point where we look at this,
otherwise we’re going to come back and there
will be a lot of discussion about; well, wait a
minute that’s not good data because that
wasn’t reported back then, this wasn’t done
back then; so we need a starting point.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: All right, so I’m going to
look to my right and see if anyone wants to take
a crack at that. Jay.
MR. McNAMEE: Yes, I’m probably not going to
give you a very satisfying answer, Rob. I think
what we would have to do is go back and re‐vet
the data with the Technical Committee;
because I think we have good records by and
large in certain segments. Then there are other
elements of the information that I think we
don’t have as good a sense of. I think it is
something that would need to be hashed out
explicitly; we’ve not done that since
Amendment 2.
I am not recalling what those timeframes were
where we had more confidence. Certainly in
the most recent period of time with the advent
of ACCSP and people realizing that their history
was going to mean something, I think things
have improved greatly. But there is still good
data back in time as well. But what I would like
to be able to provide the board is a better
qualification of what the tradeoffs are the
further back you go, so that you can make a
judgment as to whether that is quality data or
not.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I’m about to go to Terry,
but before I do I just want to note another angle
that I think is very important and relevant, and
that is going back as far as ’85 would include
data from reduction fisheries that no longer
exist. I think that is something the board should
be thinking about carefully.
I think there is a possibility of standardizing the
data, in essence, by identifying where those
landings may have been attributable to
reduction fisheries that no longer exist and
removing them. That would be therefore
standardizing to bait fisheries only, with the
exception of Virginia, of course. I don’t know
easy that is to do, but I think it might be a
relevant issue to at least consider.
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MR. STOCKWELL: Just reflecting upon your
comment there and following up on Dave
Borden’s comment about the public support for
a longer time series. If you look back, at least in
the state of Maine’s records, in order to reflect
the history of why we’re in an episodic fishery
right now, much of the landings we had were in
the ‘80s.
If we’re going to lengthen the time series, it’s
got to reflect that time period and pro‐rate the
reduction landings around that time. Likewise,
if we get into a weighted allocation, a portion of
it has got to reflect the time when the states
had had traditional landings or counted
otherwise. The one thing, I can’t speak for
everyone around the table. I would just as soon
remove status quo, it hasn’t worked. We’re all
bickering about it. If we want to get rid of one
option let’s get rid of status quo.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay a suggestion made
there.
MR. BORDEN: I’ll make this quick. Just to
follow up on Terry’s comment. I just remind
everybody, we’re managing this stock in an
extraordinarily conservative manner; and
what’s going to happen is the population is
going to continue to grow and expand, and I
think that’s what we all basically wanted.
But one of the things that it will do, it is going to
redistribute northward, and especially if there is
global warming going on. It’s going to end up in
every little nook and cranny up in the Gulf of
Maine. If you look at the historical record if
those fisheries existed 20 or 30 years ago, there
is no reason to expect that we won’t have those
fisheries again. I think we have to at least put in
the public hearing document a really long
timeframe that reflects that potential.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay so this is a challenge,
because I do think we need to come to terms
with three or four options for the PDT to
develop. It is not a final decision, but it is an
important step in the process, because it is

going to be, I think of critical importance to the
PDT as they work through the other allocation
options that we just reviewed. Each one has
got to be plugged with a dataset reflecting
some history. I’m going to challenge the board
and say I think it’s time.
I would rather not get into motions and votes,
although if need be we will; but we all know
how those things can go. Maybe what I’m really
trying to get at here is a sense as to what would
be a fair and reasonable set of options that
would bracket this issue from both a long term
historical sense, which I don’t think anyone
disagrees should at least be considered, as well
as something more recent perhaps; then
perhaps something in between, two or three in
between. That is the challenge before us right
now is to try to come up with options that really
cover the ground well.
MR. BOYLES: I’m going to make another pitch
for a weighted allocation, and perhaps I was too
earnest in trying to specify the years. I note the
document says, notes that the most reliable
bait landings data since 1985, so perhaps we
might consider a weighted allocation timeframe
with half of the weight going to what we might
call a long term dataset; reaching back to 1985,
and the other half a more recent time series. I
would submit to you post Amendment 2. I
don’t know what that timeframe is, 2013
through the present. I mean clearly we’ve all
got our own fish to fry here, but I think it’s
important that we keep – well, my effort.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: That was a new version of
a weighted allocation proposal. Dr. Duval.
DR. DUVAL: I certainly support that. I was just
going to follow up on Terry and say if we’re
looking to narrow this down, I would support
removing Options A and B. I mean A is not
working, and B we had lots of, well I think a
good amount of public comment not in support
of keeping that in. I recognize that there are
some jurisdictions for which they have the
greatest confidence in these most recent years;
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but I think we could encompass that with
Option D, with the weighted allocation using
something that Robert described.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Although it’s somewhat
awkward to consider removing status quo, since
typically with any proposed management action
you always offer status quo as your baseline,
and then you work from there. I get the point
and I think we are interested in trying to
winnow down.
Per Dr. Duval’s suggestion, what does the board
think about removing Options A and B? There
seems to be a lot of heads nodding in
agreement. Not working, need to change,
therefore remove them. Is there any objection
to removing Options A and B under the
allocation timeframe issue? Yes. Steve Heins.
MR. STEVE HEINS: Frankly, I don’t think
anything that’s in this section of the document
is going to work for us; just because of the
problem we have with our data, time series.
But certainly Option B is a little closer to a real
fishery for us. I would be opposed to taking
that out. You know New York’s become a
sanctuary state for menhaden. I really want to
remedy that situation.
MR. DENNIS ABBOTT: I’m glad things are
getting humorous. I know that you’re a very
smart fellow, Robert, so I’m going to ask you a
question; a rhetorical question. What would we
all do if we just landed in this boardroom with
nothing in front of us, no historical records?
How would we divide up the menhaden
population amongst the states?
That’s somewhat truly where we should be at
this point, because things have changed. It
doesn’t make sense that the state of New York
can only catch a handful of fish; as an example,
or that the state of Maine who needs bait fish,
has fish off their coast and has no allocations,
and has to go begging to the state of Virginia to
get a million pounds to keep their lobster
industry going. It really gets funny, but maybe

you could answer my question what we would
do if we just dropped into this room with
nothing but our common sense to lead us to a
solution?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Nope. You asked that as a
rhetorical question, so you’re not going to get a
response. Robert.
MR. BOYLES: Dennis, may I take a swing? The
intention of offering a proposal, in terms of
weighting an allocation formula is to account
for the historic aspects of this fishery, upon
which so many of our communities and anglers
and fishermen depend; and kind of looking at
the long term allocation. But also recognizing
that those of us in fisheries management are
often criticized, you know with statements that
these allocations are rusted shut, and how do
we deal with that? That is where the second
part of my equation, in my mind comes from, is
you look at a more recent time series that
accounts for – now we can’t predict the future –
if we could predict the future none of us would
be here, I don’t think. But we could account for
more contemporary and more recent changes
in the fishery. Dennis, that’s how I would do it,
honestly. But this is coming from a guy who
gets 0 percent, or a state that gets 0 percent of
this fishery; so it works for me.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: If I’m not mistaken,
Amendment 2 utilized 2009 through 2011,
because those were the most recent three
years for which data was available. Because of
the way the amendment was reviewed and
adopted, it missed 2012, even though it could
have included 2012; if I’m not mistaken.
The first year of the actual allocation was 2013.
One thought that I have is to retain a recent
timeframe just for the purposes of analysis, and
that would be 2009 through 2012, would be
four years prior to the initiation of the new
quota allocation system enacted through
Amendment 2. Subsequent to Amendment 2,
everybody has been essentially locked in,
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granted with the bycatch allowance and the
episodic event.
It’s arguably something that we should still
consider; that is landings subsequent or in 2013
and thereafter. But I guess I just want to put on
the floor for thought and consideration, just to
see if we can get through this. At least for the
purposes of analysis, an option that would look
at 2009 through 2012, and then I definitely
want to entertain further discussion on other
options that would go farther back.
But is there objection to using those four years
as the sort of proxy for what we looked at and
tried to do through the Amendment 2 process?
If there is objection, okay sounds like there is
objection, so sorry for trying to be thoughtful.
Dennis, see I’m not that smart; Ritchie, the
problem with that approach.
MR. G. RITCHIE WHITE: I’m struggling here; I’m
looking at the public input up there, which we
don’t seem to be following in what we’re
discussing. I mean longer time series and
weighted is what the public said that they
would like us to concentrate on. I also get very
concerned about taking two options, maybe
three to the public.
I mean we’re almost making the decision here if
you send that few a choices out. I don’t have
the answer of what we should do, but I don’t
think we’re reacting to the public; unless we do
a longer time series, unless we do some
weighted. I think we need a couple of weighted
and a couple of longer time series. That is what
I think they’re telling us.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Let me ask you back if I
could. Is that fair to those states that have seen
recent changes in their fisheries and those
recent changes being more reflective of current
realities? Does it somehow miss capturing
those in the allocations?

MR. WHITE: That’s where the weighted can
come in. That’s how you can reflect that by
weighting it.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Thank you that was a
good answer. Okay Eric Reid.
MR. REID: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 2009
through 2011 is the reason we have 70,000
pounds of fish, 2012 to 2016, it dumbfounds me
that the state of New York would like to use
those years when they caught some fish, but
they didn’t catch very many. Rhode Island
caught some fish, but we took advantage of
episodic event; and if you took every pound and
gave that to us in the future as a quota, we still
wouldn’t have 1 percent.
I can’t even think about using those two
datasets. I think we should go back, far back in
time as we can. You take Rhode Island for an
example, there was a really robust fishery in
Narragansett Bay in the late seventies and the
early eighties; but no one pound of those fish
was landed in Rhode Island. But Narragansett
Bay was full of big, giant purse seiners, and the
fish went right to Belford, New Jersey.
I don’t know how you take that into account,
but I want to go back as far in time as possible,
not so much to show the fishery and the
landings in the state, but the abundance of the
resource to the state. I think we need to go
back as far as possible. If ’85 is the year we
have the most reliable data that’s as far back as
I want to go. If it is more reliable further back, I
want that. As far as a weighted allocation goes,
as long as we are mix and matching there, I’m
good with that. But to use the two short
periods is insanity to me.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay so let’s see if we can
come to turns on how we want to proceed.
There is clearly interest in a long time series. I
keep bouncing back and forth between trying to
figure out where we can find consensus and
then try to build from there. Let’s see if there is
consensus on a longer timeframe, with ’85
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being it looks like as far back as the document
suggests we might want to look.
Is there anyone who would like to make a
proposal for a longer time series; that would be
Option C, which was left ambiguous in the PID,
and that’s why we’re struggling with this now,
because the public supports it and it sounds like
the board supports it? But now we need to put
some parameters on that as to what that
actually means to enable the PDT to do their
work.
That is what I’m looking for. What is the longer
time series? What should it be? Let’s see if we
can get consensus on that and then we’ll maybe
move back to the weighted option. Does
anyone have a suggestion, and maybe it’s as
simple as 1985 through 2016. I see Robert
making a motion; I’m not sure what he meant.
We’ve got such a smart person here sitting to
my right. Megan, given your understanding of
the issue, do you have some thoughts on how
best to frame this?
MS. WARE: I’ll humbly offer a suggestion. Just
because, as a reminder, you do have options
here, it doesn’t have to just be one time series.
We can take out a couple options. This is just
based on what I’m hearing from the board. One
option would be 1985 to 1995. That would look
at the more historic time period.
The second option would be 1985 to 2016.
That would be more of a longer time series.
The third option would be 2012 to 2016. That
would look at a more recent time period, and
Option 4 would be a weighted allocation from
1985 to 1995 with 50 percent in 2012 to 2016
with 50 percent.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: So moved. I certainly like
that as a proposal, so let’s respond to that. I’m
sorry Megan; I was following you right up to
your weighted. Your last option is the first
being ’85 through –

MS. WARE: Through ’95 and 2012 through
2016, so basically weighting Option A and
Option C.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay let’s respond to that
proposal. Those are four options. Let’s get
comment on those four options. Thank you,
Megan. What are the board’s thoughts on
moving forward with those four? Robert.
MR. BOYLES: I like it, just a question. What
about the period ’95 to 2012? We do not
account for that. I was wondering if that is a
third interim period and you give each one of
those a third, 33 percent.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: It sounds like that is a
workable suggestion. Thoughts on what Megan
proposed and what Robert Boyles just amended
in the form of options for timeframes. Steve
Train.
MR. TRAIN: I think ’85 to 2016 does that.
Doesn’t it, it treats every year the same? That is
kind of already there, and once again I still have
a problem with, and I’m not saying we need to
go back to when Maine had fish. I’m saying I
have a problem with weighting an average,
when basically only two states are allowed to
fish, because we already awarded them quota
and giving them a heavier weighted average.
If we’re going to treat every year the same
that’s one thing. But to weight and average
when basically two states had the resource. It’s
not that there weren’t fish off of Rhode Island
or there weren’t fish off of Cape Cod, it’s there
was no quota awarded to the states, or not
enough to make it worthwhile fishing. To
weight and average during that period I have
trouble with.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Understood, these are not
decisions these are options to be further
developed and subject to further review by the
board. Dr. Duval.
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DR. DUVAL: Just to bring folks back to
something that Megan said previously about
trying to create some matrix of how things
would look between Issue 2, which is the
allocation strategy, and Issue 3, which is the
allocation timeframe. I think when we’re
viewing these different options under Issue 3,
the timeframe, we’re thinking in a very state‐
specific sort of sense.
We are also considering options that would get
away from a state‐specific approach, or have
some hybrid in there. I know it’s tough to not
posture ourselves right now with regard to
what timeframe options are put forward. I
think these are fine, let’s see what we get back
from the PDT, because we’re going to have to
match up some of these allocation timeframes
with the different allocation strategies as well.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
Rob.

Good point, I concur.

MR. O’REILLY: I just wanted to comment that
again, back to what the board asked to have a
working group or subgroup talk over allocation
options for many, many phone calls. My
interest at that time was to find out what
everyone meant about capacity. It sounds to
me that everyone is looking now to where the
questions were on those phone calls, not where
things stand but where things will be. But in
some instances things aren’t there yet, and so I
think we have to keep that in mind that
capacity is going to be different than it has
been.
For whatever reason, you know we chose to go
a very conservative route when we made our
increases to the quota. I think it’s worth
keeping in mind that by the time we get to
Amendment 3, and by the time we have to set
the 2018 specifications, some of these concerns
might not be there. That is one idea.
The second idea, you know we’re going
exploring now. Although a lot of us can imagine
what things will look like with these different

situations of time periods, we really don’t know
yet; and we will find out and then we’ll just
have to go from there. But one thing I wanted
to mention, which was unusual to me, is 2009
to ’11, the status quo, and I heard we don’t
want to be there; and that’s fine.
But generally in a plan, you know status quo is
removed the next time you make that
amendment. If you think of all the plans we
went through, status quo was always an option.
It isn’t always adhered to by the time you make
the amendment or the addendum, but we’ve
sort of just thrown it out it sounds like to me;
and I wanted to make sure that was the intent
of the board.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Well right now that’s on
the table as a proposal to not have status quo
as an option. I’m not aware of any action that
I’ve ever been associated with where status quo
was not an option. But we could be treading
new ground. Let’s see, I had Emerson and then
I’ll go to Terry and then I’ll go to Mark.
MR. HASBROUCK:
I have to agree with
Michelle. How much time are we going to
spend on Issue 3, relative to timelines and
landings for each state? How much time are we
going to spend? How much effort is the PDT
going to put into this, when you look at the
different options under Issue 2, there are only I
think three of them that are really based on a
state‐by‐state allocation.
The rest of them move away from that. Further
down the line here, my preference is probably
going to be to go with one of the options under
Issue 2 that doesn’t lock us into a state‐by‐state
allocation; in which case none of this is relative.
But that is my thinking here in New York, and
others probably think differently. But I just
pose that question. How much time are we
going to spend on this? How much time is the
PDT going to spend on this, when we may not
even chose an option that includes state‐by‐
state allocation?
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CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Good point and I don’t
think we should be spending much more time
today; meaning I think we need to try to wrap
this piece up as soon as possible. I’ve got two
more on my list, Terrey Stockwell.
MR. STOCKWELL: A question for Megan, then
perhaps comment. Prior to 1985, what is the
quality of the data that you have? I mean if
we’re going to go cherry picking for data,
Maine’s big landing years were in the 1982, 3,
and 4; it precludes that. I would be advocating
if we’re going to do a long time series to begin
at 1980.
MS. WARE: I’ve only looked at data through
1985, so I can’t really comment to it. I know it
does exist or if you go to ACCSP you can look up
data from 1950 onward. To the quality of that
data I’m not sure. That would be something
that the PDT would have to investigate, and I
don’t know how long that would take.
MR. MARK ALEXANDER: I object to eliminating
Option A; first because there is little precedent
for eliminating a status quo option. As we talk
about some of these options, some of the time
periods here by which we’re going to calculate
new allocations, because they are so heavily
based or weighted on years by which some
states have already been constrained by the
Amendment 2 allocations. I just think it’s
extremely unfair that if we got rid of the status
quo option we would be burning a bridge
between a meager allocation and a more
meager allocation. We have to at least leave
that there.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Yes it does seem like good
form. I mean we’re revisiting allocation not
committing to change it. The only way to revisit
is to have status quo as your Option A, and then
have a series of alternatives to that to consider
if the board decides to change. From my perch,
I like the idea of keeping status quo as Option 1.
Then running through what now turns out to be
the four other options that Megan offered.

First being ’85 through ’95, the second ’85
through 2016, the next being 2012 through
2016, and then lastly a weighted option 50
percent, ’85 to ’95, 50 percent 2012 to 2016;
are there objections to at this point in the
process tasking the PDT with moving forward
with the development of the draft amendment
using those timeframes? If there are no
objections, I am going to take that as a
consensus on this issue for now, and an
acknowledgement that it’s time to move on.
Are there any other comments, questions, or
concerns on this issue? David.
MR. BUSH: Just a very brief question. If I
understood you correctly, Mr. Chairman, you
said earlier that status quo would have been
2009 through 2012?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Eleven.
MR. BUSH: So it is ’11, and we’re not including
’12 because?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
Well, it’s not the
Amendment 2 status quo, so there has been a
lot of talk about whether 2012 should be given
consideration and of course it is in the fold in
one of the options, 2012 through 2016. I hope
I’ve answered your question. Amendment 2
was based on three years, 2009 through 2011.
Okay anything else on this, we’re running very
late and I do think we need to move on. Cheri.
MS. PATTERSON: Yes, I’ll be quick. Is it possible
to have the PDT also be able to make a
recommendation on a different time series,
since they’re going to be crunching these
numbers; they might see something and just
make a recommendation in regards to what
they’re seeing?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Of course. I mean I think
that is the purpose of our May meeting is to
have them report back to us on how this
exercise is going, and whether they’ve
identified any policy issues that they think the
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board should take up. Let’s try and move on.
Mark, you had something else?

done if there are no objections we can add that
to the list. Roy.

MR. ALEXANDER: Yes, I just wanted to throw
another idea out there. In looking at Table 2,
every state has a period of time in which the
fishery may have been important to them for
various reasons. Some particular gears may
come and go; fish distribution may have come
and gone. I would just like to add one more
option for the TC to consider, and that is let
each state pick its highest ten consecutive years
in the range from 1985 to 2016 and that be
their total that would be used as a basis for
calculating a percentage.

MR. MILLER: I don’t like it, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you. Let me elaborate why, because I
think it could potentially reward states that had
a historical reduction fishery within their
borders. If we extended the time series far
enough back, we could eventually even find our
way to Delaware, where there was a reduction
fishery in the 1950s. I don’t like the idea of
taking the 10 highest years.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Your ten highest over an
11 year period?
MR. ALEXANDER: Your ten highest consecutive
years over the ’85 through 2016 period.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay I’m sorry, I wrote
that down wrong. I thought you said ’05. Are
there thoughts on adding that as an additional
option, it seems like that would take a lot of
work; Megan.
MS. WARE: The only thing I’m thinking of right
away is if we don’t use state‐by‐state allocation
that could get a little hairy. If we did something
like seasonal quotas, which of those 15 ten year
series would we use?
MR. ALEXANDER: I think you may be missing
my point. Let’s say for Connecticut we might
choose ’98 through 2007, New York may choose
I don’t know, ’88 through ’97, something like
that. That is your ten highest years of landings.
You would total those amounts up for each
state. That would become the denominator,
and then you calculate a percentage for each
state based on that.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Well, it sounds like it can
be done, no promises. It just adds yet another
layer of analysis; but it sounds like it can be

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Let’s do this. I’m going to
try and move us forward. Let’s leave that out,
Mark. Hold it as a thought but leave it out for
now, because I’m worried about overloading
the PDT in the short time they have to try and
get going on this and then have something to
report back to us on in May. That’s a big lift in
and of itself; and the more options we add the
harder that is going to be. We may end up not
being where we want to be in May, which is at a
point where we have a better feel for this.
We’ve had a great discussion. I think everybody
gets the issue, and I think it’s time to give the
PDT an opportunity to develop it, for us to go
home, think about it some more and be ready
to circle back to it in May. I really feel like that
is the best way to move forward here. I don’t
sense that we’re likely to make much further
headway if we just keep discussing this. Is the
board comfortable moving on at this point with
the five options that we’ve identified; with the
full understanding that things can change and
likely will, as we move forward with this
process? I am not seeing any objection so I am
going to move on and we have a few other
issues that we need to work through.
QUOTA TRANSFERS AND OVERAGE PAYBACKS
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Megan, the next I think is
quota transfers.
MS. WARE: All right so a similar question here.
Which of the options on the screen should be

Proceedings of the Atlantic Menhaden Management Board Meeting February 2017
included in Draft Amendment 3, and kind of ask
more pointedly, is the board interested in quota
reconciliation; since there wasn’t much public
support for it? We did hear public support for
additional accountability measures, so if the
board is interested in pursuing that it would be
helpful to get guidance on which measures the
board would be interested in, and I have listed
the three that we heard most frequently on the
screen.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
issue. Dr. Duval.

Okay thoughts on this

DR. DUVAL: I would like to see quota transfers
stay in the document. I definitely would
support some accountability measures or some
guidelines for doing that. I know we faced a
few challenges this year, with wanting to help
out other states and wanting to try to balance
meeting some of those needs with our
transfers.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Any objection to keeping
quota transfers in as an option? Seeing no
objections; it sounds like that will stay in, other
thoughts on the other alternatives that have
been teed up under this issue, Nichola.
MS. MESERVE: Just to say that I would like the
quota reconciliation or the ASMFC facilitated
process to stay in as an option. I think it was
probably tough to explain to the public exactly
how that works, and the benefits of it. I would
like to give it another shot in the draft
amendment.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Any objections to keeping
quota reconciliation in as an option? Seeing no
hands; we’ll keep that in. Other thoughts on
any of the other issues such as the
accountability measures, does anyone on the
board feel any of those should be pursued? Dr.
Duval.
DR. DUVAL:
My comment was definitely
specifically yes transfers, but also having some
accountability measures that go with that or
guidelines that would – I tend to think of them

more as guidelines that would help to facilitate
the quota transfer process both for states
requesting a transfer, as well as for states
transferring the quota.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Michelle, do you have any
thoughts on the three options that are on the
screen right now? Do you think those are all
viable and worth pursuing or potentially viable
and worth pursuing, or do you have any specific
thoughts on the types of accountability
measures that you would want to see carried
forward?
DR. DUVAL: I apologize; I don’t feel like I can
make any specific comments on the ones that
are on the screen right now. I understand not
being able to transfer if you’ve already
exceeded your state quota, but I think we have
states that unfortunately got into some
situations this year, through no fault of their
own. I would hate to see them penalized for
that. I apologize; I can’t provide any useful
input at this time, but I promise to sleep on it
and perhaps catch up with Megan later.
MR. HEINS: As one of those states. If we get
the allocations right, I could support leaving the
stuff in. But under these current tiny quotas
that we have, we’re going to need to not look at
that. I guess we could leave it in for analysis,
but I’m not supporting those kinds of
accountability measures when some of us are
trying to manage tiny quotas. Transfers are
necessary in case we go over.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I hear accountability
measures as a sort of place holder without
much insight yet as to exactly what they might
look like; and the board feeling like they need
more time to kind of marinate on that issue and
see how things pan out. Do you think that
provides enough guidance to the PDT on this
issue, Megan?
MS. WARE: Yes, the PDT can kind of marinate
on it and we’ll maybe provide a suggestion or
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two in May, and if the board likes that we’ll
move forward, if not we’ll change it out.
QUOTA ROLLOVERS
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Great, so let’s move on to
quota rollovers.
MS. WARE: Through the comments there are
kind of three alternatives that came forward, I
would say. The first would be no rollovers, the
second would be allowing rollovers, and the
third would be allowing some sort of limited
rollovers; so 100 percent up to a poundage level
or 50 percent of your unused quota. Should the
three management alternatives above be
included in the draft amendment, and if the
board is interested in limited rollovers, it would
be helpful if you have a suggestion on what
type of limitation the board would like to
pursue.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
Just as a reminder,
rollovers as I understand it is in our current
plan; but have not yet been activated, even
though it could. It is sort of there as an option,
but the board has decided not to operationalize
it pending our Amendment 3 process. Should it
stay in? Obviously there seemed to be a fair
number of public comments in opposition to
the concept, but that doesn’t necessarily dictate
how we want to proceed on this. David Bush.
MR. BUSH: A lot of times I think, I hate to say it
even as somebody who was a layman coming
into this a long time ago. I didn’t understand
the concept of some of these; so when they
came out to me I’m like no that’s bad, and
when they explained it, oh that’s actually good.
We have bad years, we have good years, and
we have cycles.
When we have a bad year we reduce the quota,
when we have a good year what do we do; or if
fishery efforts shift to other fisheries, whatever.
But I would certainly support a rollover, at least
using a smaller percentage; maybe your bottom
two that you have suggested at 5 and 10

percent. I don’t think a pound for pound would
be the greatest thing to do, because if we tried
to fish on that the following year, we could do
some major damage; but most certainly at least
the lower percentages.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
There has been a
suggestion to retain rollovers, but give it the
clarity that it doesn’t currently have in our plan;
which is to a limited extent perhaps in the 5 to
10 percent range; thoughts on that issue, Rob.
MR. O’REILLY: I support it the way it is to bring
forward. If we have a healthy stock and no
overfishing, no overfished condition, and a year
in assessment that has been done, everything
else, all the conditions say that to mirror what
David just said. There is a little bit of flux
maybe inter‐annual flux and I would hate to see
it not be able to be rolled over. I support it the
way it is to get further comment later.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Rob, if I could ask, do you
support it as an open‐ended provision, or one
that perhaps should have some constraints?
MR. O’REILLY: If by that you mean what’s up on
the board right now.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
Yes, as far as the
limitations that might be placed. Right now we
have an open‐ended provision. We don’t have
any bounds, in terms of what could be rolled
over. Do you like it that way and want to keep
it that way or do you want to suggest an option
that might have some limitations?
MR. O’REILLY: I like the range right now. I think
we can narrow it down later on. I like the range
that is up there to bring forward.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Zero to 100 that’s a good
range. Additional comments on this issue.
Rachel, did you have your hand up? I’m sorry.
MS. RACHEL DEAN: I just wanted to ask really
quickly, should this be in the document as a
status quo?
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CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Yes. I think if we’re going
to address this issue. Obviously for each of
these the question to the board is, is it an issue
that should be addressed in Amendment 3, and
if so I think it stands to reason that status quo is
Option A; and then some variation on that
would be Option B, C, D.
Right now we have an open‐ended provision in
our plan that allows for quota rollovers if the
stock is in a healthy condition, which it currently
is. But we don’t have any bounds on how it
might work, how much for example, might be
allowed to be rolled over. I think the question
that we have posed through the PID and now
today to the board is, does the board want to
consider any variation on the provision that is
currently in our document? Rob.
MR. O’REILLY: Yes just to restate it. I’m not in
favor of zero, but I think for right now we can
look at that range of 5 to 100. The history of
rollovers in the ASMFC, so with dogfish there is
a limited rollover percentage wise, we had
issues with striped bass about six or seven years
ago where the board did not choose to rollover.
I think there has to be some action beyond just
today to finally say; well is it going to be 100
percent, which I think it should? But for the
sake of bringing this forward, I think we look at
all these and wait and see what the board does.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Thank you, and thank you
for clarifying. I’m sorry if I joked on an issue
that really didn’t lend itself to a joking
comment. Emerson.
MR. HASBROUCK:
This may be a joking
comment. I agree with Rob that we should
have 100 percent rollover, but we should
allocate that rollover to the states based on a
new allocation schedule that the PDT can
develop in conjunction with this. I’m only
kidding, I’m only kidding.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay, I started a bad
trend. No kidding, we need to get through this
now. Steve.

MR. TRAIN: I think of all the species we manage
there is no species that screams for rollover
more than this. We just spent the last half hour
talking about awarding quota based on
historical landings, and if we have a species that
travels the entire length of the coast, and some
years it makes the extremes and some years it
doesn’t; and that average landing could change
dramatically if you weren’t allowed to rollover
for the next year when it’s there.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Is there any objection to
keeping quota rollover in with a range of
options from 5 to 100 percent as ones that
would be subject to further analysis and
discussion? That is what I’m hearing is that
there is support for at least keeping that in as a
provision. Is there any objection to that?
It is essentially supporting what’s on the board,
but not including an option for no rollovers. I
think that’s what I’m hearing. It sounds like
there is support for maintaining a rollover
provision and looking at various limitations that
the board might wish to put on it. Okay, I don’t
see any hands – oh, Nichola.
MS. MESERVE: Based on the overwhelming
public comment, I would want to keep in the no
rollover option at this time.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Is there any objection to
keeping in no rollovers as an option? Seeing
none; we’ll keep this intact in the way that it
was presented in the PID. As I understand it
there I didn’t hear any suggestions from the
board to change things, so Megan does that
provide enough?
INCIDENTAL CATCH AND SMALL SCALE FISHERY
ALLOWANCE
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
incidental catch.

Okay, we’re off onto

MS. WARE: Same questions here. Which of
these options should be included in Draft
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Amendment 3?
Does the board want a
management alternative which could remove
the bycatch provision? This is asked because
there were many comments that stated that if
reallocation was properly done this might not
be needed; so I’m just throwing it out there as a
question, and does the board have any
comments on how a small scale fishery should
be defined?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Thoughts on this issue.
John.
MR. CLARK: More of a question, Bob. On
Option C, if incidental catch is included in the
quota, this is to the entire TAC not toward a
state quota? Is that what was meant by this?
MS. WARE: Yes, so it would depend on how the
TAC is allocated, but I think if we just kept our
status quo, so state‐by‐state allocation,
incidental catch in that state would count
towards the state’s quota. Once the state met
that quota the fishery would be shut down for
the year.
MR. CLARK: Doesn’t that mean there is no
incidental catch?
MS. WARE: Yes, you’re right.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Thoughts on whether all
of these options should be included in the draft
amendment, or whether we should potentially
even remove the bycatch provision; or continue
rolling it forward. I realize how tough this is
getting, particularly as the hours move on; but
we’re nearing the end. We’ve got just three
more issues. Dr. Duval.
DR. DUVAL: Well, I definitely support keeping
Option F in, having a small‐scale‐fishery set‐
aside in some version of what we have now.
But I do think it is important that everything be
counted. If we’re going to have an incidental
catch limit per vessel, then I want to make sure
that’s accounted for in the overall TAC.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Rob.

MR. O’REILLY: I have a different view than that
and that is that for four years we’ve allowed
this bycatch to go on of 6,000 pounds. There
was just recently an addendum which allowed
two licensees to have 12,000 pounds; and there
was also a qualification by the board as to
which gears could have the bycatch.
It has helped in a lot of states, I think, to have
the bycatch. I certainly don’t favor removing it.
As far as counting, it is going to be counted; and
while I’m thinking of it, I didn’t get a chance
earlier when we moved past something. But
when we do our allocation, it is my assumption
that what will be looked at are total landings,
not just what the quota were for the states.
I assume that is the way things would be; I just
wanted to mention that. But really after four
years it has provided some opportunity. My
understanding is it is maybe a percentage and a
half if that of the total TAC. I don’t think we’re
quite ready to disband that and so I think we
have to carry some of these options forward.
But in advance I can tell you that we sort of
created a situation where there is some
economic advantage in many of the states
because of the bycatch, and if we just put it
towards the state quota; if there still is state‐by‐
state I should say. If we put it towards that
quota then the states are going to be forced to
do one thing, which is disadvantage some who
have been working on the bycatch; and
secondly, monitoring those quotas becomes
that much more difficult, which is already a
pretty fair task anyway.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
this, Mark.

Additional thoughts on

MR. ALEXANDER: I support retention of Issue 6
and the options there, particularly Option F, the
small‐scale fishery set‐aside. I think for a state
like Connecticut that has a very small quota that
would provide us with some relief, in the case
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that more equitable quota allocations can’t be
arrived at.
MR. STOCKWELL: I am in favor of leaving this in
the document, just a word of concern to the
PDT would be as you develop the options, don’t
make it too complicated or burdensome for the
states to report a small amount of fish. We
have enough trouble with our other programs.
MR. TRAIN: I think it’s important this stays in.
Personally I like the status quo, but to take a
species that is not overfished and not
overfishing occurring, and to make it a choke
species on the rockfish or the weakfish fishery,
and they would have to remove their pound
nets or whatever else doesn’t make sense to
me. I think that this needs to stay.
MS. PATTERSON: I definitely think that this
needs to remain. I’m just wondering if Option E
is something that is very viable to keep track of.
If it would be worth just removing it, just
knowing the complexities of keeping track of it.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I see your point and it
could very well be removed to kind of help
narrow the options. Is there any objection to
removing Option E, incidental catch defined by
percent composition? Does that offer an option
that really needs to be kept in, or is that just
potentially offering something that would be
too complicated?
Is there any objection? Seeing none; let’s
remove Option E, and at least winnow these
down a bit. Clearly there is a sense that I get
from the board that this issue needs to stay in
and the suite of options as presented should
stay in, with the exception of Option E. Are
there any other options that the board might
wish to remove? Seeing none; is the board
comfortable moving along on this with those
options as presented with the caveat that E
comes out?

EPISODIC EVENTS SET ASIDE PROGRAM
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Seeing no objection; we’ll
move on to episodic events.
MS. WARE: I’ll just verbally talk here. There
were three kinds of again alternatives that
popped up from the public comment; they
would be no set‐aside, a 1 percent set‐aside,
which is our status quo, or a greater than 1
percent set‐aside.
Should these three
management alternatives be included in the
draft amendment? How should we deal with
New York in the set‐aside, and there was also a
proposal that there be a management
alternative which splits the set‐aside between
Maine and the New England states. Is that
something the board is interested in pursuing?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Thoughts on this, and
clearly this is an issue that may or may not
become as germane moving forward,
depending on how we reconfigure if the board
decides to reconfigure the allocation program,
this issue may no longer be as important and
relevant as it was. But that said; should it
remain in the document as an option?
MR. STOCKWELL:
Yes to all of Megan’s
questions. We threw the Hail Mary to develop
the episodic event, and it took several meetings
longer than this to get it through. I’m hoping it
will no longer be necessary when we’re
through, as to your guidance, Mr. Chair. But at
this point we need to retain it in the document.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Further thoughts? It looks
like I see a lot of heads nodding, that it should
be retained at least for now. Is there any
objection to retaining it in its current form? I
guess that we would have to decide on whether
that includes New York or not. I guess our
status quo is New York is in.
Should we consider that the status quo
approach, and put it forward in that way? I
don’t see any objection from New York, is there
any objection from the board for moving
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forward with this with the understanding that
at least in terms of status quo it is a program
that includes New York?
As everyone
remembers they were added, I think over the
past year.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU:
I’ll take that as a
suggestion to include an option to reduce the
cap at a level that would reflect the most recent
five‐year harvest; thoughts on that as a
proposal. Rob.

CHESAPEAKE BAY REDUCTION FISHERY CAP

MR. O’REILLY: I’m certainly not in favor of that.
The history is, and we heard the word today a
little bit about localized depletion. I think most
on the board know, if not everyone that there
were some investments in determining this
localized depletion. It was not determined.
This is a coastwide stock. I think the 2009
assessment information, the advice that came
out of that was that there really didn’t need to
be a Chesapeake Bay cap, but someone can
check me on that.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay seeing no objection;
we are on to the next issue Chesapeake Bay
reduction.
MS. WARE:
Again, three management
alternatives kind of formed themselves from
the public comment, and those would be
removing the cap, maintaining the cap, or
reducing the cap. If the board is interested in
reducing the cap, what should the reduction
level be; so some of the recommendations were
a recent five‐year average of harvest, or the 96
million pounds, which is about a 50 percent
reduction?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Thoughts on this issue, in
terms of keeping it in, and if so with what set of
options associated with the Chesapeake Bay
reduction cap? Yes, Andy.
MR. ANDY SHIELS: This one has caught my
fancy in looking at the document, because of
the large number of comments in the public
comments that were in favor of reducing the
cap. As we know from the data, the cap is set
at 87,000 metric tons. But in the last three
years ’13, ’14, and ’15 it ranged from 40,000 to
50,000 metric tons; which means the cap is not
being achieved.
The recent five‐year average harvest was
proposed by some commenter’s apparently. I
would like to request that there be included in
the analysis to use that five‐year average
harvest as a way to determine what an
appropriate cap should be; given that the cap is
not being reached now, and that the 87,000
metric tons seems unrealistic, so that’s my
request.

However, I will also note that when there was a
10 percent and then a 6.45 percent increase in
the coastwide TAC, the Chesapeake Bay cap
was not increased. This had the current cap still
has a reference back to the 2006 to ’10
timeframe, and I can’t tell you why or why not
the harvest is where it is, as far as less than
that; but I do think the two options should be to
finally say what’s it doing there, what’s it’s
effect?
Secondly, if that’s not what the board thinks
about then please consider what I just said,
about not taking any of the increases and also
that things pretty much are status quo back to
the 2006 to ’10 period. On the converse of that
there is something to be said for not wanting to
have zeros or ones in the catch anyway, and
that is really not what any fishery really wants
right now.
You heard comments also that mostly the
fisheries prosecuted near the mouth of the bay.
You know there are a lot of instances here that
if the board wants to continue on with this,
then I think someone else said earlier let
sleeping dogs lie. I think this is providing
adequate conservation where it is, and then
throw on top of that the lack of increases where
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every other part of the coast did increase; and I
wish it was increased more, quite frankly.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I hit the wrong button.
Rob, do you have any objection to maintaining
the three options as set forth, which would be
status quo current cap? Option B might be to
remove the cap, or maybe in the right order
Option B would be a reduced cap as proposed;
Option C would be no cap at all. It seems to me
that’s a pretty good framing of the issue, and
gives you the opportunity I think to offer your
support for maintaining status quo; if I heard
you correctly.
MR. O’REILLY: Yes thank you, Mr. Chair, and I
don’t have the same button you have so I can’t
do anything back to you. But I do support that
and we’ll have another discussion about that
later, and I hope that the board remembers the
background that I just provided.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: And that was indeed an
inadvertent hitting of the button on my part, I
did not intend that in your direction; other
thoughts on this issue? Nichola.
MS. MESERVE: I would suggest adding a sub‐
option; I guess that would be to remove the
rollover provision, if we’re considering that for
the coastwide quotas in whatever form they
take. Then I would want to see a comparable
option here.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay duly noted, thank
you, any objection to that suggestion? Seeing
none; we’ll add that. Other thoughts on this
issue or the options associated with it? Seeing
no hands; oh, I do see a hand. Ritchie.
MR. WHITE: Just to confirm the suggestion of
the recent five‐year average; that’s going to be
in?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Yes that would be in for
the reduced cap. Is everyone clear, any further
questions?

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Seeing none; we’re on to
the last issue, the research set‐aside issue,
which I guess sort of, was it in the PID or did it
just come up through hearing? I forget.
MS. WARE: It was in the PID, it was kind of
added right before we approved it for public
comment. We honestly didn’t receive that
many comments on it, and so my question for
the board is do you want to include this issue in
the document? If so, do you have a suggestion
on what that set‐aside should be?
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Not much in the way of
public comment, is this something we want to
include or not? We certainly have our fair share
of issues already. Do we want to add this one
as well; thoughts on that? Terry.
MR. STOCKWELL: At this time of the day I
would say no, for more than just that. It is too
complicated a fishery to have an RSA to try to
divide between the different fleet types. It
would be an administrative nightmare, although
it probably would produce some good research.
At this point I don’t think it’s ready for
primetime.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: There is a suggestion to
remove it; thoughts on that. Emerson.
MR. HASBROUCK: I would like to keep it in. The
fact that we keep it in doesn’t necessarily mean
it’s going to be adopted, but even if we do
adopt it we don’t have to implement it right
away. This isn’t something that has to be
implemented in terms of a research set‐aside
program when we implement the new
addendum. I would like to see it kept in.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: If it’s kept in I think we’re
going to need a percentage or some sort of
quantitative component to be able to
determine what it would constitute.
MR. HASBROUCK: Well it could be up to
whatever percent or whatever tenth of a
percent or whatever it might be, whatever
percentage.
Then each year it could be
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specified whether we’re going to allocate up to
that RSA or not. That would be my suggestion.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: We have a suggestion to
remove given the complexities of an RSA
program; we have another suggestion to keep it
in at least as an option, thoughts on those two
ideas. Dr. Duval.
DR. DUVAL: I’m kind of along the lines with
Terry right now. I almost feel like this might be
better fleshed out in an addendum. You know
that’s something that the board could always
consider down the road. I am a little concerned
about the number. We have a number of issues
in there already. I appreciate what Emerson is
trying to do, and I’m not saying that I wouldn’t
support it in the future. I just think right now it
might be the elephant is already pretty big,
getting pretty hard to eat.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Other thoughts on this
issue? We do have a couple. David Borden.
MR. BORDEN: I agree with almost everybody.
Is one of the options we have available to just
framework it, put it in as a frame workable item
that we could resurrect through a short‐term
regulatory action, and if that’s the case I would
suggest we do that. Then if we need it we’ll
trigger the framework and set the amount at
less than 1 percent.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay, Megan indicates
that makes sense so we’ll try to keep it in as
something that could be pursued down the
road; but wouldn’t necessarily be a component
of this amendment. David, did you have a
thought on that?
MR. BUSH: I’m sorry; I was just going to speak
in support of that as well. I think it’s a great
tool to have, especially the direction we’re
headed with ecosystem‐based fisheries
management. It would definitely be a valuable
tool if we chose to use it later, and if it’s a
nightmare we don’t want to tackle it just stays
in the closet.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Duly noted, is there any
objection to that approach? Seeing none; I do
think we have reached the end of this agenda
item, and I do have to ask just in conclusion are
there any other issues not included in the PID
that the board feels should be addressed in the
amendment?
This is now the time to offer anything new or
different; and I don’t see any hands going up,
which means the PID did a pretty good job of
framing the issues, and I do think it did by the
way. I thought it was a very well developed
document. I think based on the public response
the public concurs. Nice job. Is there any
objection to conveying the guidance and
recommendations offered today by the board
to the PDT?
We do not need to have a motion on this, it is
not an action item; but I do want to ask that
question, to make sure the board is comfortable
and in concurrence with everything we just
discussed, which Megan will have the pleasure
of pulling together and conveying to the PDT.
They will then get to work and report back to us
in May. Okay, we are done with that item.
Thank you and we just have a couple of last
items that I don’t think will take much time;
although we never know with this group.
CONSIDER RENEWAL TO ALLOW CAST NETS TO
HARVEST UNDER THE AMENDMENT 2
BYCATCH PROVISION
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Item 7 is the Cast Net
Fishery Bycatch Allowance.
By way of
background, three years ago in February of
2014, the board passed a motion to manage the
cast net fisheries for menhaden under the
Amendment 2 bycatch provision for two years,
2014 and 2015.
Prior to that provision
sunsetting in 2015, the board passed another
motion in the fall of 2015 to continue the
provision for another year through 2016.

Proceedings of the Atlantic Menhaden Management Board Meeting February 2017
That means it has again sunsetted and is no
longer in place for 2017. The question for the
board is whether it wants to consider another
extension. I believe Jim Estes may have an
interest in speaking to the issue and possibly
offering a motion on it. Jim.
MR. JIM ESTES: That is a good history of it. If
we don’t, our fishery in Florida is all cast net,
and like some of the other states when we first
looked at our allocation and we looked at our
history, we had some under reporting; and so
this was the reason that we did this. I can
either tell a really, really long story about how
this would advantage our fishermen and we can
do that or when you’re ready I can set forth a
motion.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I think we’re ready for a
motion.
MR. ESTES: I kind of thought so. I move to
continue the management of cast nets under
the bycatch provision until final action on
Amendment 3.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Is there a second? Mark
Alexander seconds the motion. Moved and
seconded, is there discussion on the motion.
Yes, Adam.
MR. ADAM NOWALSKY: I’ll just ask; do you
want it through final action on Amendment 3,
or until implementation of Amendment 3? Is it
possible that there would be a lame duck
period, if you will, at which point we take final
action on it and it is actually implemented that
could impact your fishermen?
MR. ESTES: Yes thank you. I think that
implementation would be better.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Mark, do you concur
making that as a friendly?
MR. ALEXANDER: Yes I do.

CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Let’s change that to until
implemented, so I’ll reread the motion. Move
to continue the management of cast nets
under
the
bycatch
provision
until
implementation of Amendment 3; motion by
Mr. Estes, seconded by Mr. Alexander. Is
everyone comfortable with the motion; any
questions or comments on the motion?
Is the board ready? Is there any objection to
the motion? Seeing none; the motion passes
unanimously. Thank you.
REVIEW AND POPULATE
ADVISORY PANEL MEMBERSHIP
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: We are on to our last
item, AP membership. We are considering a
request from Maine to add a member to the
menhaden AP. I guess it is either Tina or Terry.
Tina.
MS. TINA L. BERGER: Hi, originally Maine
requested the addition of Chris Hull to the AP.
They removed Chris from consideration and
they’re offering Vincent Balzano. I have the AP
nomination in hand and can forward it to the
board once I return to the office.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: I’m sorry, so has the
nomination been provided to the board yet or
not yet?
MS. BERGER: Yes.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: Okay so the board has the
nomination of Mr. Vincent Balzano.
MS. BERGER: Balzano, a commercial fisherman
from Maine.
CHAIRMAN BALLOU: This would fill an existing
vacancy on the AP from the state of Maine; any
objections to appointing Mr. Balzano to the
AP? Seeing none; he is appointed with the
unanimous support of the board. Thank you.
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ADJOURNMENT
We are on to our final item, which is other
business; and please don’t say yes to this. Is
there any other business to come before the
board?
Seeing none; is there any objection to
adjourning? Seeing none; we stand adjourned.
Thank you very much.
(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at
6:44 o’clock p.m., February 1, 2017.)

