
 
 

PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
 

ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION 
 

AMERICAN EEL MANAGEMENT BOARD 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Crowne Plaza Hotel Old Town  
Alexandria, Virginia 
February 20,  2013 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 ii  

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 

Call to Order, Chairman Terry Stockwell .................................................................................. 1 
 

Approval of Agenda ...................................................................................................................... 1 
 

Approval of Proceedings, October 23, 2012 ................................................................................ 1 
 

Public Comment ............................................................................................................................ 1 
 

Draft Addendum III for Public Comment .................................................................................. 2 
Advisory Panel Report .................................................................................................................. 8 
Technical Committee Report ........................................................................................................ 9 
Law Enforcement Committee Report.......................................................................................... 9 
Board Discussion and Action for Draft Addendum III ............................................................. 9 

 
Populate Advisory Panel Membership ...................................................................................... 29 

 
Other Business ............................................................................................................................. 30 

 
Adjournment ................................................................................................................................ 30 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 iii  

 
INDEX OF MOTIONS 

1. Approval of Agenda by Consent (Page 1). 

2. Approval of Proceedings of October 23, 2013 by Consent (Page 1). 

3. Move for the board to approve Draft Addendum III for public comment with the changes and 
corrections as noted at today’s meeting (Page 10).  Motion by Pat Augustine; second by Bill 
Adler. Motion tabled (Page 15). 
 

4. Move to add Subsection 3C under Option 4 for Section 4.1.2, yellow eel fishery, to include a 
2002 to 2011 time series option for quota development (Page 10).  Motion by Tom O’Connell; 
second by Dennis Abbott. Motion carried (11). 
 

5. Move to temporarily table the original motion until all the additions and corrections have been 
submitted and then have one single approval of the document (Page 10).  Motion by Pat 
Augustine; second by Dennis Abbott. Motion carried on Page 15. 
 

6. Move to amend Section 4.1.2, commercial fishery management options, yellow eel fisheries, by 
adding an Option 6, a two-week closure.  This option would require that each state close its 
yellow eel fishery for two consecutive weeks in September through October.  The closure must 
occur after the estimated start of each state’s silver eel migration.  All gear targeting yellow 
eels must be removed from the water during this two-week closure (Page 12). Motion by John 
Clark; second by Rob O’Reilly. 
 

7. MOTION REWORDED:  Motion to amend Section 4.1.2, commercial fishery management 
options, yellow eel fisheries, by adding an Option 6; a two-week closure.  This option would 
require that each state close its yellow eel fishery for two consecutive weeks and the closure 
must occur after the estimated start and before the end of each state’s silver eel migration.  All 
gear targeting yellow eels must be removed from the water during this two-week closure.  
Motion carried (Page 16). 
 

8. Move to amend Section 4.1.2, Option 3, to include a Suboption A for status quo; a Suboption B 
for a one-half inch by three-quarter inch four-by-four cull panel; and Suboption C would be 
the one-half by one inch four-by-four cull panel (Page 16).  Motion by A.C. Carpenter; second by 
Louis Daniel. Motion carried (Page 16). 
 

9. Move to replace in 4.1.3, Option 2, amending the language to read “any gear type other than 
baited traps and pots as opposed to the original language included in the document” (Page 17).  
Motion by Mitchell Feigenbaum; second by John Clark. Motion carried (Page 17). 
 

10. Move to add an option to allow a glass eel fishery coastwide (Page 17).  Motion by Louis Daniel; 
second by Mitchell Feigenbaum. Motion defeated (Page 20).  
 

11. Move to add Option 3 under Section 4.2, recreational fisheries, same language as Option 2 with 
the addition of one sentence following “25 fish per angler creel”; add “licensed party and 
charterboats would be limited to 25 fish per person multiplied by the number of passengers the 
vessel is authorized to carry” (Page 21).  Motion by Rick Bellavance; second by Pat Augustine. 
Motion was defeated (Page 23). 
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INDEX OF MOTIONS (cont’d) 

 
 
12. Move in Section 4.1.1 to develop Option 7 a maximum size limit for glass eels that will; a, allow 

no more than 5 percent of pigmented eels; or, b, create a minimum size for pigmented eels that 
will allow no more than 5 percent of glass eels (Page 25). Motion by Mitchell Feigenbaum; second 
by Tom McElroy. Motion carried (Page 26). 
 

13. Move to add to Option 4 in Section 4.1.1 that would require a trip-level hail system for fishers 
that will include reporting all sales or movement of eels (Page 26). Motion by Mitchell 
Feigenbaum; second by Rep. Walter Kumiega. Motion carried (Page 27). 
 

14. Move to reinsert into Section 4.1.1 Suboption 3C and Suboption 3D (Page 27).  Motion by 
Mitchell Feigenbaum; second by A.C. Carpenter. Motion carried as amended (Page 29). 
 

15. Move to amend to delete 3D from the main motion (Page 29).  Motion by Dennis Abbott; second 
by Rep. Walter Kumiega. Motion carried (Page 29).  
 

16. Move to approve Draft Addendum III for public comment as amended (Page 29). Motion by Pat 
Augustine; second by Bill Adler. Motion carried (Page 30).  
 

17. Move that the board approve nominations for Sam Veach and Jimmy Livingston to the 
American Eel Advisory Panel (Page 30). Motion by Pat Augustine; second by Bill Adler. Motion 
carried (Page 30). 
 

18. Move that the Eel Board send a request to the Policy Board directing the Executive Director to 
send a letter to the Chairs of the Maine Legislature’s Joint Standing Committee on Marine 
Resources.  The letter shall describe Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission’s 
compliance criteria and clearly lay out what level of increased effort within the glass eel 
fishery, licenses or gear, would put Maine out of compliance for the 2013 season.  The letter 
should also state what the impact is to a state being found out of compliance (Page 31). Motion 
by Ritchie White; second by Tom McElroy. Motion carried (Page 31). 
 

19. Adjournment by Consent (Page 31).   

 



 v  

ATTENDANCE 
 

Board Members 
 

 
Rep. Walter Kumiega, ME (LA) 
Patrick Keliher, ME (AA) 
Terry Stockwell, ME, Administrative proxy 
Willis Spear, ME, proxy for S. Train (GA) 
Doug Grout, NH (AA) 
G. Ritchie White, NH (GA) 
Dennis Abbott, NH, proxy for Sen. Watters (LA) 
Dan McKiernan, MA, proxy for P. Diodati (AA) 
William Adler, MA (GA) 
Jocelyn Cary, MA, proxy for Rep. Peake (LA) 
Mark Gibson, RI, proxy for R. Ballou (AA) 
Rick Bellavance, RI, proxy for Rep. Martin (LA) 
Bill McElroy, RI (GA) 
David Simpson, CT (AA) 
Lance Stewart, CT (GA) 
James Gilmore, NY (AA) 
Pat Augustine, NY (GA) 
Russ Allen, NJ, proxy for D. Chanda  (AA) 
Tom Fote, NJ (GA) 
Adam Nowalsky, NJ, proxy for Asm. Albano (LA) 

 
Leroy Young, PA, proxy for J. Arway (AA) 
Mitchell Feigenbaum,, PA, proxy for Rep. Vereb (LA) 
Loren Lustig, PA (GA) 
Roy Miller, DE (GA) 
David Saveikis, DE (AA) 
John Clark, DE, Administrative proxy  
Russell Dize, MD proxy for Sen. R. Colburn (LA) 
Thomas O’Connell, MD (AA) 
Bill Goldsborough, MD (GA) 
Kyle Schick, VA, proxy for Sen. Stuart (LA) 
Cathy Davenport, VA (GA) 
Rob O’Reilly, VA, proxy for J. Travelstead  (AA) 
Louis Daniel, NC (AA) 
Sen. Ronnie Cromer, SC (LA) 
Ross Self, SC, proxy for R. Boyles, Jr. (AA) 
Patrick Geer, GA, proxy for S. Woodward (AA) 
Jim Estes, FL, proxy for J. McCawley (AA) 
Derek Orner, NMFS  
Jaime Geiger, USFWS 
A.C. Carpenter, PRFC 

 
(AA = Administrative Appointee; GA = Governor Appointee; LA = Legislative Appointee) 

 
 
 

Ex-Officio Members 
 
Joe Fessenden, Law Enforcement Committee Rep.  

 
 

 
 
 

Staff 
 

Robert Beal 
Toni Kerns 

Mark Robson 
Kate Taylor 

 
 
 

Guests
 

Kelly Denit, NOAA 
Corey Hinton, Passamaquoddy Tribe, DC 
Mari-Beth DeLucia, The Nature Conservancy 
Kim Marshall, NMFS 

Mick Walsh, NMFS 
Wendy Morroson, NMFS 
Stewart Michels, DE DFW 
John Pedrick, Harrisburg, PA 

 
 



 

   1 
 

The American Eel Management Board of the Atlantic 
States Marine Fisheries Commission convened in the 
Presidential Ballroom of the Crowne Plaza Hotel Old 
Town, Alexandria, Virginia, February 20, 2013, and 
was called to order at 1:15 o’clock p.m. by Chairman 
Terry Stockwell.   

CALL TO ORDER 
CHAIRMAN TERRY STOCKWELL:  Good 
afternoon, everyone.  Welcome to the American Eel 
Board.  I’m Terry Stockwell, the current chair.  I call 
the meeting to order.   

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
CHAIRMAN TERRY STOCKWELL:  The first 
issue on our agenda is approval of the agenda.  Are 
there any changes or additions?  Mitchell, do you 
have a change or addition? 
 
MR. MITCHELL FEIGENBAUM:  Yes, I just 
wanted to add to the agenda a very brief discussion 
about the status of the COSEWIC Report in Canada.  
I would like to make a suggestion that it is an area 
where we can improve coordination with our 
Canadian colleagues.  If you could add that to the 
agenda, I would appreciate it. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Without objection we 
will add that to other business.  Are there any other 
issues concerning the agenda?  Without objection we 
will consider it approved.   

APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS 
CHAIRMAN TERRY STOCKWELL:  The 
proceedings from October 23, 2012; are there any 
corrections or additions?  Seeing none and without 
objection we’re going to approve the proceedings. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
CHAIRMAN TERRY STOCKWELL:  Public 
comment on items that are not on the agenda; and I 
want to assure the public that you will have full 
opportunity to comment on the agenda items at the 
end of the period.  I have got four folks I know that 
want to comment.  First I will start off with Pat 
Keliher. 
 
MR. PATRICK C. KELIHER:  My name is Pat 
Keliher, a fellow commissioner, but I am here as 
commissioner of the Department of Marine 
Resources.  As you know, the state of Maine last year 
had a very valuable fishery for glass eels.  It topped 
out at a value of nearly $40 million.  The economic 
drivers of this fishery have now spread to the Maine 
Legislature where there are five bills pending.  I 

would like this board to consider giving some 
guidance on compliance to the legislature.  Mr. 
Chairman, I guess I’m requesting that this issue may 
be taken up as a new agenda item as well. 
 
MR. G. RITCHIE WHITE:  Mr. Chair, is this 
something you would want to dispense with now or 
do you want to take it up in other business? 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  No, let’s add this to 
other business.  I have Doug; you’re up.  
 
MR. DOUGLAS B. HUNTLEY:  My name is Doug 
Huntley.  I work at Delaware Valley Fish Company.  
Figure 1 of my attachment shows the actual biomass 
estimates from the stock assessment model.  During 
the last 15 years, eel biomass has steadily increased 
41 percent to 1,846 metric tons.  Since 1900 the total 
U.S. biomass has averaged 3,311 metric tons and 
today we are at 56 percent of 112-year average. 
 
The number of fishermen and overall effort has been 
decreasing since the seventies.  Vast areas of the 
American Eel range have virtually no commercial 
pressure.  The benchmark 2012 Canadian study of 
marine maritime waters showed only 6 percent was 
being fished.  Just look at South Carolina and 
Georgia with 5,220 miles of tidal shoreline and 
essentially no commercial harvest, and it is obvious 
that large areas in the U.S. are also unfished 
nurseries. 
 
Delaware Valley Fish shares the goal of increasing 
eel biomass, but we have to address the principal 
population constraint, which in the case of American 
eel that only spawns in the Atlantic Ocean is access 
to habitat.  If you don’t allow young elvers into a 
watershed, of course, eel in that watershed is going to 
die out because there is no new eel to replenish the 
older eels migrating out. 
 
The stock assessment used an 8-year average life.  
Dr. Karin Limburg noted in your May meeting the 
sad state of American eel in New York today and the 
impact on the Onondaga Indians.  This condition isn’t 
because of overfishing.  It is because of access to 
habitat.  The harvest data for the 15 years ending 
2011 showed the average fishing harvest from the 
entire state of New York to be only 4,800 pounds a 
year, which can be carried by a single pickup truck. 
 
New York has over 54,000 square miles, 7,600 fresh 
lakes, ponds and reservoirs and over 70,000 miles of 
rivers and streams.  Biomass is down because we’re 
not letting young eels get into the habitat and not 
from overfishing.  Maryland DMR reported that prior 
to the Conowingo Dam, approximately 1 million 
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pounds of American eel were commercially 
harvested from just the Susquehanna River.  Now 
there is nothing. 
 
That is two-thirds of the entire U.S. average annual 
harvest from 1980 to 2011.  In 2007 Fish and 
Wildlife performed an exhaustive multi-year, multi-
million dollar study that showed the importance of 
young-of-year recruitment and access to habitat.  The 
stock assessment, my Figure 3, showed 25 years of 
stable to increasing young-of-year recruitment in 
fishing-independent surveys. 
 
In May Commissioner A.C. Carpenter noted that the 
Chesapeake Region was having an off-the-scales 
record glass eel surveys.  The scientific evidence 
clearly demonstrates that when a dam is removed, 
eels today repopulate that habitat.  Figure 4 shows 
stable independent yellow eel indices over the last 25 
years.  The industry understands that all dams can’t 
be removed, but we would like plans addressing the 
underlying issue.   
 
Since the biggest driver to population is habitat, and 
in the case of American eel access to and from 
habitat, we encourage the use of eel scaling mats and 
inexpensive PVC piping to allow elvers to scale dam 
walls as used in Canada; controlled trapping of elvers 
below high dams and release above such as in 
Canada; supervised trapping of migrating silver eels 
above dams and release below the turbines such as in 
Europe; and measurable goals for eel repopulation in 
areas currently blocked watersheds.   
 
Along these lines, Dr. Wilson Laney of Fish and 
Wildlife has highlighted some good work that North 
Carolina Power has been doing on the Roanoke 
Rapids Rivers System, demonstrating the benefit of 
the first two strategies, resulting in over a million eels 
getting upstream within the first three years.  The 
stock assessment shows the current eel population at 
56 percent of its 112-year historical average after a 
41 percent steady increase in biomass during the last 
15 years.  Drastic fishing cutbacks are simply not 
warranted.  Thank you very much. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  At this point I’m 
going to turn things over to Kate and she is going to 
walk us through Draft Addendum III for Public 
Comment. 
 

DRAFT ADDENDUM III                                   
FOR PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
REVIEW OF DRAFT ADDENDUM III 

 

MS. KATE TAYLOR:  You all received a copy of 
Draft Addendum III for public comment in the 
briefing material.  The statement of the problem in 
the addendum is that the American eel benchmark 
stock assessment has found that the coast-wide stock 
of American eels has declined in recent decades and 
the stock was declared depleted.  However, no 
overfishing determination could be made through the 
stock assessments. 
 
Although commercial fishing landings and efforts 
have declined from a high level in the 1970’s and 
1980’s, with the exception of the current glass eel 
fishery, the current levels of fishing effort may still 
be too high given the additional stressors affecting 
the stock such as habitat loss, passage mortality and 
disease, as well as potentially shifting oceanographic 
conditions. 
 
Therefore, the stock assessment recommended that 
fishing on all life stages of eels, particularly the 
young of the year and in-river silver eels migrating to 
the spawning grounds could be particularly 
detrimental to the stock, especially if other sources of 
mortality could not be readily controlled. 
 
In response to the stock assessment, in August the 
American Eel Management Board initiated the 
development of this addendum with the goal of 
furthering eel conservation and reducing mortality 
throughout all life stages.  Given that high catches in 
the past could have contributed to the current 
depleted status, the plan development team concurs 
that it is prudent to reduce mortality on all life stages 
while also enhancing and restoring habitat. 
 
This approach the plan development team points out 
is further justified in light of the public interest in eel 
population and conservation demonstrated by two 
recent petitions to list American eel under the 
Endangered Species Act in the last decade.  The draft 
addendum contains proposed recommendations on 
habitat and proposed monitoring requirements as well 
as recommendations for commercial and recreational 
fisheries’ management options. 
 
To meet the goal of reducing mortality on all life 
stages with regard to the habitat, it is recommended 
that ASMFC focus efforts on understanding the 
habitat requirements for American eels, engage in the 
relevant regulatory agencies to increase or improve 
upstream and downstream eel passage and encourage 
habitat restoration through the states. 
 
Specifically this addendum proposes a number of 
items for completion by the technical committee or a 
stock assessment subcommittee.  These include the 
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development of quantifiable eel habitat enhancement 
goals; the development of material to support states 
petitioning the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission for fish passage provisions in the 
hydropower relicensing and licensing process, as well 
as assessing non-FERC impoundments for eel 
passage and developing recommendations to increase 
passage through these impounds.  Based on these 
actions, the next recommended step by the plan 
development team is the development of a timeline 
and a target for the amount of habitat to open up 
through the creation of fish passage. 
 
It is also recommended that the potential impacts 
caused by water withdrawals, water diversions and 
agricultural use on eel populations be evaluated.  The 
draft addendum contains a number of proposed 
monitoring requirements.  These are modifications to 
some of the currently conducted state monitoring 
programs and a few additions as well for yellow and 
silver eel and young-of-the-year surveys. 
 
These can be found in Table 1 of the documents.  
Additionally, where possible, the American Eel 
Technical Committee and plan development team 
recommends the identification of areas where 
multiple life stage surveys can be conducted.  Ideally 
these surveys would target glass eel emigration and 
silver and yellow eel emigration in the same system 
in order to be able to track recruitment, age, growth, 
survival and mortality.  This was also one of the 
recommendations of the stock assessment. 
 
For the fisheries-dependent surveys, states should be 
required to implement mandatory reporting of catch 
and effort applicable only to the commercial sector of 
the fishery.  The plan development team and the 
technical committee have discussed the need to 
improve harvest data for eels caught under 
commercial permits and kept for personal use and not 
sold. 
 
There is concern that this practice may be 
underreported especially in New England where 
some commercial permit holders save eels as bait for 
the commercial striped bass fishery.  The plan 
development team recommends that states and 
jurisdictions implement strategies within their 
reporting system to recover data on eels harvested for 
personal use. 
 
The final recommendation under the monitoring 
program is that marine agencies should work with 
their inland counterparts to standardize the reporting 
effort on inland water eel populations.  Under the 
commercial fisheries management measures, there 

are options for the glass eel fishery, the yellow eel 
fishery and the silver eel fishery. 
 
Under the glass eel fishery’s options it is 
recommended that all catch be graded on the boat or 
streamside and that bycatch is returned to the waters 
where the fish are harvested.  Getting into the 
options, Option 1 is the status quo.  Option 2 is a 
closure, and this would either be an immediate 
closure or a delayed closure. 
 
The recommendation by the plan development team 
for the delayed closure is for five years.  However, 
the board may specify another timeframe.  Option 3 
is the development of a glass eel quota.  Under this 
option glass eels harvested by states with a fishery 
will regulated annually through a quota system.  
There are two options for allocation under the quota. 
 
Under the first suboption a glass eel quota will be 
allocated based on the average landings from 1998 to 
2011.  This period was chosen by the plan 
development team as it includes reliable harvest data 
from recent years.  Under this option the annual 
quota would be set at 5,563 pounds with 98 percent 
allocated to Maine and 2 percent allocated to South 
Carolina.  That would be 5,463 pounds to Maine and 
100 pounds allocated to South Carolina. 
 
If a jurisdiction exceeds its allocation, the amount in 
excess of its annual quota will be deducted from the 
jurisdiction’s allowable quota in the following year.  
There is also an option under the quotas for a harvest 
reduction.  Under the harvest reduction option, the 
annual quota for all states would be reduced between 
25 and 50 percent or another percentage specified by 
the board. 
 
However, the plan development team does not 
recommend a reduction of over 50 percent.  Again, 
the baseline used for determining the quota reduction 
would the 1998 to 2011 period.  Under the 25 percent 
option Maine would be allocated 4,098 pounds and 
South Carolina would be allocated 75 pounds.  Under 
the 50 percent option Maine would be allocated 2,732 
pounds and South Carolina would be allocated 50 
pounds. 
 
The plan development team points out that under the 
quota options a small tolerance of harvest of 
pigmented eels should be considered because this is 
to be expected.  However, the plan development team 
recommends that the maximum be 5 percent of the 
catch by number or volume. 
 
There are also options for dealer restrictions.  Under 
Option 4 there would be a requirement for a trip-level 
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hail ticket system for dealers to help ensure accurate 
reporting of glass eel harvest.  The plan development 
team believes that this system will be essential for 
quota monitoring accuracy given the sharp increase 
in market value and rise in illegal harvest. 
 
A cap or a reduction in the number of glass eel 
dealers would also help address the underreporting 
problem by preventing people without a long-term 
interest in the fishery from entering.  For the 
commercial yellow eel fishery, Option 1 is the status 
quo.  Under Option 2 states and jurisdictions would 
be required to adopt a new minimum size limit for all 
yellow eel fisheries. 
 
The plan development team points out that size limits 
are difficult to enforce prior to harvest unless the gear 
selects for a certain size.  However, they recognize 
that the potential benefit is not substantial for the size 
options that are given, which are an increase to either 
8, 9, 10, 11 or 12 inches. 
 
However, the plan development team is concerned 
about the development of fisheries on small yellow 
eels and sees the inclusion of options to increase the 
minimum size as a means to prevent this fishery from 
further developing.  There have been reports of new 
dealers offering to buy pigmented eels of larger size 
than glass eels. 
 
New fisheries that target pigmented juvenile eels in 
Maine and South Carolina and are presently legal 
size in other states could create significant 
enforcement challenges and undermine regional 
conservation efforts.  Table 6 in the document shows 
the small benefits that would be associated with 
minimum size increases. 
 
Under Option 3 states and jurisdictions would need to 
implement gear restrictions in the commercial yellow 
eel fisheries.  The benefit of effective gear 
restrictions is that small eels are not landed, thus 
eliminating the need for the harvesters to handle the 
fish and for enforcement officials for having to 
measure the fish, which is very difficult.  It is likely 
that the gear restrictions will not protect out-
migrating silver eels because silver eels don’t 
actively pot.   
 
No gear requirements are sought to exclude larger 
eels from pots at this time because only a low number 
of silver eels are caught in these fisheries.  Also, 
since there is a size overlap between yellow and 
silver eels, the smaller silver eels would not likely be 
protected by gear restrictions since males are 
commonly shorter than females. 
 

Another consideration in requiring gear modifications 
is the cost to the fishermen in modifying their 
existing gear.  Any gear restrictions that are instituted 
should be monitored for enforcement.  Under Option 
4, which is the coast-wide quota, the quota 
allocations can be found in Table 8 of the documents, 
 
Under this option states and jurisdictions with the 
yellow eel fishery will be regulated through an 
annual quota system.  Under the first suboption of the 
yellow eel quota system, the allocation is based on 
the average landings from 1980 to 2011.  This period 
was chosen by the plan development team as it 
includes a range of years that captures a more 
productive time in the fishery as well as years for 
which reliable data is available. 
 
Under this option the annual quota coastwide would 
be set at a little over 1.3 million pounds, and the 
allocation is specified in Tables 8 and 9.  Again, if a 
jurisdiction exceeds its allocation, the amount in 
excess of the annual quota would be deducted from 
the jurisdiction’s allowance the following year. 
 
The other option that the plan development team 
looked at was the allocations based on average 
landings from 1990 to 2011.  Again, this period was 
chosen as it includes current years for which reliable 
data is available.  Under this option the annual quota 
would be set at just over 1 million pounds; and again 
refer to Tables 8 and 9 for the state-by-state quota 
allocation breakdown. 
 
The plan development team recommends that since 
the state of South Carolina has no reported landings 
during this time period, but the state does issue 
yellow eel permits for a pot fishery, that their 
recommended minimum quota be set at 2,000 
pounds.  The third option under the coast-wide quota 
allocation is a reduction of 20, 30, 40 and 50 percent 
from the two base years that are used; the 1980 to 
2011 or the 1990 to 2011. 
 
The last management measure under the yellow eel 
fisheries is states and jurisdictions will be required to 
implement dealer reporting requirements; and cross-
referencing between the dealer and fishery trip-level 
reporting should be conducted to ensure accuracy.  
Under the silver eel fisheries management measures, 
Option 1 is to maintain the status quo. 
 
Option 2 is to initiate gear restrictions.  Under this 
option states and jurisdictions would be required to 
implement no take of eels during the fall from fyke 
nets, pound nets and weirs.  The time of out 
migration for silver eels is given in Table 10 of the 
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documents.  The goal of this option is to reduce or 
phase out the harvest of silver eels. 
 
During the out-migration period, there will be a 
prohibition on the landings of eels from the gears 
specified above.  The states or jurisdictions would be 
required to evaluate when the majority of the out 
migration occurs and submit that information to the 
technical committee and for board approval.  If the 
out-migration period cannot be determined, then the 
prohibition on landings would occur from September 
1st through December 31st. 
 
Moving on to the recreational management options, 
Option 1 is the status quo.  Option 2 is a reduction in 
the recreational bag limit.  Given the interest to have 
all fishery sectors contribute to the conservation 
measures for American eel and the expectation that a 
recreational daily limit of 50 eels is excessive, this 
option proposes that all states would limit their daily 
bag limit to 25 fish per day per angler. 
 
Most eels caught recreationally are for use as bait, 
especially for striped bass, and the harvest from the 
recreational fishery is believed to eel.  The board will 
be considering today to approve this document for 
public comment.  If it is approved, then it would go 
out for public hearings and the board would be 
considering it for final management measures in 
May.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Thank you, Kate.  
Questions only for Kate?  Doug. 
 
MR. DOUGLAS GROUT:  Kate, I saw in the 
monitoring requirements that we have a table that 
includes a number of surveys that aren’t directed at 
eels.  One of those was a New Hampshire survey, 
which is a fyke net survey that is directed at smelt.  
We actually had only been funding that based on a 
five-year hundred percent federally funded grant. 
 
We are more than willing to provide the information 
and continue it as long as we have funding, but I was 
a little bit concerned about the required aspect of it 
since it is not directed at it.  Is there some way that 
we could have like a two-tiered thing, things like the 
elver survey which would be required to be 
implemented and then the other surveys that are 
directed more at other species and we’re providing 
the information being not required? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  The plan development team did 
discuss that.  We pointed out that those surveys 
where the primary target is not American eels and 
American eels are only caught as bycatch; and there 
is a line that a substitute survey may be required to be 

implemented if that survey is discontinued.  We 
could add in language there to make that change.  
The plan development team was split on this issue. 
 
MR. GROUT:  I would kind like to have some kind 
of language like that; one to, first of all, put in that 
table this is a smelt fyke net survey; and the surveys 
that aren’t directed at eels wouldn’t be a compliance 
criteria.  We will keep it as long as we can and we 
will be glad to give you the information we have. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Good pick, Doug, 
thanks.  John. 
 
MR. JOHN CLARK:  I think the plan development 
team did an excellent job with this.  I just had one 
question about the glass eel options, particularly the 
option that calls for closing glass eel fisheries.  The 
position of ASMFC since this management started 
was that all eel harvest is pre-spawning harvest and, 
therefore, we didn’t have any justification to close 
one fishery as opposed to another.  I was just curious 
as to why this came up.  There is clearly not any new 
scientific evidence that I’m aware of that would 
suggest there was some extraordinary benefit from 
doing so.  Thank you. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  The plan development team tried to 
present options for all life stages of American eel.  
There was considerable concern by the plan 
development team and the technical committee over 
the potential for increased illegal poaching and 
unreported harvest of American eels and how that 
might influence the stock. 
 
REPRESENTATIVE WALTER KUMIEGA:  Did 
the committee discuss or consider the efficiency in 
the elver fishery of dip nets versus fyke nets when 
you were talking gear restrictions? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  No, they did not discuss the 
efficiency of the gears that are mentioned in the 
document. 
 
MR. A.C. CARPENTER:  Mr. Chairman, I’ve got a 
couple of questions here.  Table 5 in the document 
says that it is the expected increase in yield per 
recruit associated with a change of the minimum size 
limit for yellow eels, but the text indicates that it is 
changing the minimum size and implementing a 
maximum size limit for the harvest.  Is there any 
information on what the maximum size limit was 
supposed to be that generated these numbers on this 
table? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  I’m sorry; could you clarify the 
question? 
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MR. CARPENTER:  Okay, on Page 20 of the 
document, in the narrative just before Table 5, the 
sentence says that the relative increases in egg 
production as a result of changing the minimum size 
limit and implementing a maximum size limit for the 
harvest; so that is a two-part combination, but the 
table only shows the minimum size, and I’m 
assuming that there is some maximum size limit that 
is a third column that didn’t get put in here or is 
there? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  The maximum size limit is discussed 
later on in the document.  Using both a minimum and 
a maximum size limit or the creation of a slot limit 
was believed to be very difficult for enforcement and 
you would have to have a very narrow slot limit in 
order to have significant increases and the change in 
eggs per recruit. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  So if I understand the answer 
right, then the implementation of a maximum size 
limit did not contribute to the numbers of the percent 
reduction in Table 5, so maybe it needs to be taken 
out of the text. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Yes, that is correct; and thank you 
for catching that. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  Mr. Chairman, I’m having 
trouble with the narrative under Option 3 on Page 21 
and the Table 7.  The four lines on Page 21 says the 
escape panels reduce the percentage of the yellow eel 
harvest of eels less than 8 and 9 with the total length 
of harvest by eel pots by 50 percent and 40.04 
percent.  If I look at Table 7, I can’t find the 50 
percent for the 8-inch eel but the 9-inch eel is 
showing a 44.04 percent.  Which number am I 
supposed to be looking at there? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  That is a typo; the correct value 
there should be the 44.04 and not 40.04.  The table 
reflects the correct value and the text does not. 
MR. CARPENTER:  All right, continuing with the 
next sentence, it says that the escape panels reduce 
the percentage of yellow eels less than 11 and 12 
inches; but in the table it stops at 11 inches.  Is that 
supposed to be 10 and 11 or is there a line missing 
from the table? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  The data that we had available was 
only for up to 11 inches, so it should only read 11 
inches.  We were hoping to be able to get the 12 
inches in there.  As the recommendation, we wanted 
to look all of the values that were recommended from 
8 to 12 inches.  The 12 should be removed, which is 

why the plan development team recommendation is 
for the 10 or 11 inches. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  And then again the percentages 
at the top of the next page is 46.39 and I don’t find 
that anywhere in the table.  I do find the 43.26 as the 
average, but the text doesn’t refer to that. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  This analysis was conducted by 
other members of the plan development team so I 
will confer with them to make sure. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  Just see if they’re supposed to 
match. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Yes.  I am confident that the table – 
we extensively went over the table to make sure that 
we understood that, and so I’ll double check to make 
sure that all the numbers match the table. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  And one last problem I’m 
having is reconciling Table 8 and Table 9.  Let me 
first ask on Table 9, if there is a minus percentage, 
does that mean that is the reduction; if it is a positive 
number, does that mean it is allowed to increase or is 
it backwards to that? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  No, you had it correct the first time.  
The minus numbers are showing the percent 
reduction from the 2011 average harvest from 2009 
to 2011.  The positive numbers are showing what the 
increase would be or what the change would be.  For 
all of the states, with the exception of Maryland – 
under the first option I should point out from 1980 to 
2011 there was an increase in the amount of quota 
relative to their average harvest from 2009 to 2011.  
Maryland was the only state that had a decrease in 
quota and that was 62 percent. 
 
Under the option for the 1990 to 2011 harvest quota 
allocations, New York and Maryland both had 
decreases in what their quota allocation would be as 
compared to the 2009 and 2011 options.  The 
remaining states would have an increase in their 
quota allocations relative to the 2009 and 2011 
harvest. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  So if I’m interpreting this right, 
we all need to move to Connecticut and get a 12,139 
percent increase in our landings?  Okay, we will be 
right up.  On the silver eel, the copy of the document 
I have has an Option 1 and an Option 3.  There is no 
Option 2 except the one that read earlier or there is no 
Option 3? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  That was a typo; it should go Option 
1 and Option 2. 
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MR. ROB O’REILLY:  Kate, my question is just 
exploratory.  On Page 17 is Suboption 3A, which 
leads into the glass eel quota.  I noticed that neither 
South Carolina nor Maine have a survey for glass 
eels from what the earlier table indicates.  I am 
wondering of the idea behind an historical average of 
14 years for probably a very volatile life stage of 
American eel.  And it may be somewhere in the 
document, but without seeing any of the data going 
back to 1998, it is difficult to see what the trend 
might be, but I wondered whether the plan 
development team talked about recent years and what 
maybe was behind having a 14-year time series as 
opposed to maybe looking at some current 
information.  That is Part 1. 
 
Part 2 is was any effort data available for the plan 
development team to look at so there could have been 
catch per harvester, some type of effort stream that 
would have told everyone how the 5,000-plus value 
that you looked at finally for that average period, 
how that looked in series of years or along that time 
series of 1998 to 2011.  They’re really just sort of 
trying to find out a little bit more. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Both Maine and South Carolina do 
conduct glass eel surveys.  For the data that was used 
to determine the quota allocation, the 14-year period, 
1998 to 2011, was chosen because that was the years 
for which the most accurate data was available.  All 
the data that was available, the plan development 
team felt comfortable was using.   
 
The plan development team did not feel comfortable 
using the 2012 estimates as they represented a 
significant increase from previous years’ landings 
and may not be representative of the time series.  The 
effort was not accounted for.  This was just based on 
landings.  I can tell you that the number of licenses 
that Maine and South Carolina have issues for their 
glass eel fisheries has decreased throughout the time 
series. 
 
MR. O’REILLY:  Yes, I do see it.  I was looking at 
the bottom half of Table 1, Maine and South 
Carolina, so I do see in the upper half you do have 
surveys.  I’m just wondering with a 14-year basis for 
this type of life stage how thorough a discussion there 
really was.  It is not as if it is the yellow eel life stage.  
The stability is much less.  That is the way it turned 
out so I appreciate the information. 
 
MR. ROSS SELF:  Kate, my questions are probably a 
little simpler.  Relating back to the section on habitat, 
habitat is mentioned a couple of times in that section 
and specifically issues associated with access to 

habitat or fish passage at facilities.  My question is 
were there other habitat issues identified or were the 
habitat issues discussed primarily associated with 
access to habitat above blockages or dams or 
impediment to migrations? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  There were brief discussions on 
other impacts to eel habitat, although these were the 
ones that the technical committee and the plan 
development team felt were most pressing based on 
the recommendations from the stock assessment and 
were their priorities. 
 
MR. SELF:  One comment associated with that 
section, too, is the addendum specifically identifies 
the Atlantic Fish Habitat Partnership as a potential 
partner in trying to deal with these habitat issues.   
 
As those animals penetrate further and further inland, 
they’re going to encounter other fish habitat 
partnerships that would probably be very open to 
working with the commission on trying to develop 
ways of improving the stock or improving access to 
areas.   
 
I think there is like 18 of those things approved 
nationwide.  The ones that come to mind specifically 
in my neck of the woods are the Southeast Aquatic 
Resource Partnership and the Reservoir Fisheries 
Habitat Partnership.  I’m confident they would be 
very open to working with the commission on these 
issues. 
 
MR. RUSS ALLEN:  Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to 
reiterate Doug’s concerns in Table 1.  New Jersey 
also has a survey that is listed there that we actually 
are beginning in a couple of weeks that is going to 
last two years, and that is all we have the funding for.  
I don’t want to see us get tied down with that survey.  
We’d love to be able to continue it and provide that 
data, and we will provide the data for the two years.  
I’m with Doug on that and maybe somehow we could 
have a separate table that shows surveys that are 
being conducted and not mandatory.  That is pretty 
tough for us.   
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Are you referencing the River 
Herring Electro-Fishing Survey or which one are you 
referencing? 
 
MR. ALLEN:  Yes, the River Herring Survey. 
 
MR. RICK BELLAVANCE:  I have a question for 
Kate and then a comment regarding the recreational 
bag limit.  Kate, I noticed in Table 8 the quota 
allocations from both time series for Rhode Island are 
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the same number.  I was just curious why that might 
be. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Do you mean for the 1980 to 2011 
versus the 1990 to 2011 average? 
 
MR. BELLAVANCE:  Yes, that’s right, those two 
averages are the same for both time series; is that just 
coincidence? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  I apologize; that is an mistake.  The 
1980 to 2011 average should actually be 38,056 
pounds as opposed to the 55,000 pound quota 
allocation.  That number is correct for 1990 to 2011. 
 
MR. BELLAVANCE:  Okay, I like that time series 
better, I guess.  In regards to the recreational bag 
limit, I think that 25 eels per person for a recreational 
fisherman is probably sufficient, but I can think of 
one scenario in my personal business that might 
make that a challenge.  I use eels quite a bit for bait 
for striped bass.    
 
There are times when I pick up my clients up on 
Block Island and I may be steaming across Block 
Island Sound with my pot of eels that I am going to 
use for all of those fishermen, and it may be more 
than 25 and I’m by myself.  You could ask 
enforcement or if this board thinks that there may be 
a reason to implement some sort of a charter or 
headboard exemption to that. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Why don’t you hold 
that thought until we get through the rest of the 
questions?  Mitchell. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Kate, am I correct that the 
various egg-per-recruit data that you have enclosed 
showing how different slots or different size limits 
would change eggs per recruit; that comes from Dave 
Cairns SLYME Model; is that correct? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Yes, that is correct, and it was 
updated by Laura Lee. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Did the plan development 
team confer with Dave Cairns during the creation of 
the document about his work on the SLYME Model 
since 2008? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Laura Lee updated that table and I 
am not sure if she discussed it further with Dave. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  My final question is during 
Mr. Huntley’s remarks, he commented about – he 
identified the Atlas of Fishing Areas in Canada, and 
in fact Dr. Cairns is the author of that study as well.  

Did the plan develop team have an opportunity to 
review the work that work? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Are you referring to Dave’s work? 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Dave’s work; the Fishing 
Atlas. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Many of the plan development team 
members were also on the technical committee and 
also on the stock assessment subcommittee and that 
information was reviewed during the stock 
assessment process. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Was there any discussion 
about extending that work into the U.S.? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  We have been contact with Dave as 
he has been developing that work, and there has been 
discussion to try to extend it.  That was one of the 
habitat recommendations.  The very first habitat 
recommendation is to build on some of the work that 
Canada DFO has been conducting and try to extend it 
down into the U.S. 
 
MR. CLARK:  Just to follow up on that, Mitch, Dave 
Cairns’ grad student had contacted us and several 
other states, and we gave him all our eel data for the 
Atlas for the U.S. Waters about two years ago. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Are there any other 
questions from the board to Kate?  How about from 
the audience?  Okay, seeing none; Kate, the advisory 
panel report. 
 

ADVISORY PANEL REPORT 
MS. TAYLOR:  At the request of the board, the AP 
was solicited for comments during the development 
of this document.  One comment was submitted by an 
AP member.  The member recommended that the 
moratorium for glass eel harvested be forwarded for 
public comment and also that the 50 percent 
reduction under the yellow eel commercial measures 
be forwarded for public comment as well.  This 
member noted that a 50 percent reduction in yellow 
eel harvest would still allow the fishermen and bait 
dealers a possession limit far greater than needed for 
their supply.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Kate, when is the last time the 
AP has met? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  This discussion was conducted by e-
mail.  The last time the AP met was for a conference 
call during the development process of Addendum II, 
which was in September of 2008. 
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MR. FEIGENBAUM:  And does the AP have a 
chairman right now? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  The AP does not have a chairman 
right now.  During the process of soliciting comments 
for the development of this document, a 
chairmanship request was put forth and we received a 
number of nominations. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Any additional 
questions?  Okay, Kate, you’re up for the technical 
committee report. 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Brad Chase could not be here today 
due to previous commitments that he had.  The 
technical committee was solicited for their input on 
the development of the addendum, specifically the 
monitoring requirements.  We had a lengthy 
conference call where the states discussed the current 
monitoring requirements, what their states are 
currently doing, what they hope to do if funding were 
available and what would be realistic. 
 
That is presented in the monitoring table program 
recommendations in the documents.  The technical 
committee has previously weighed in on their 
recommendations for the commercial glass, silver 
and yellow fisheries.  The technical committee would 
reiterate that although the information available for 
the 2012 stock assessments did not identify a 
relationship between the glass eel recruitment and 
adult catch and survey data, the technical committee 
still recommends precautionary management of 
fisheries targeting the glass eel stage given the 
depleted status of the stock. 
 
Additionally, for the yellow eel fisheries the technical 
committee still recommends decreasing fishing effort 
and mortality on the yellow eel phase as possible.  
For the silver eel fisheries the technical committee 
strongly recommends that greater protection of 
mature silver eels is the best way to maximize the 
conservation potential of management actions.  
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Questions for the 
technical committee report?  Seeing none; we have a 
report from the Law Enforcement Committee.  Mark. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT COMMITTEE 
REPORT 

 
MR. MARK ROBSON:  The Law Enforcement 
Committee had an opportunity to discuss the draft 

addendum and issues surrounding it at our last 
meeting in the fall.  In fact, there had been some 
previous discussions about the status of glass eel 
harvest prior to that in our spring meeting.   
 
I’ve provided a letter or a memorandum to the board 
regarding the discussions that the Law Enforcement 
Committee had and just very briefly we focused on 
two areas; glass eel harvest and then also the yellow 
eel situation.  With regards to the current draft 
addendum, we fully support including all of the 
options that are currently in the document for glass 
eel from a prohibition down to the quotas. 
 
Obviously, as you can see in the memorandum, there 
has been quite a bit of discussion among our group 
about some of the problems that we are seeing in the 
glass eel harvest particularly as it relates to the 
economic value of that harvest, the fact that it is 
limited to a couple of states and its rather difficult 
situation as far as enforceability or enforcement of 
harvest and export. 
 
With regards to yellow eel, I think there was some 
discussion at the board meeting about how feasible it 
was to actually have minimum sizes or measure 
yellow eels.  We all grant that it is not an easy thing 
to measure an eel that is squirming around, but there 
are minimum size requirements in place.  It is a 
feasible enforcement mechanism to have a minimum 
size. 
 
In fact, in looking at officers being asked to address 
management options that include protecting certain 
sizes, both mechanisms of using mesh size or gear 
specifications to control minimum size and also 
having a minimum size limit itself we feel are 
necessary and useful because they allow officers to 
really address that conservation method at all phases 
of the fishery; both at the gear level out on the water 
and then at the docks with regard to minimum size.  
We look forward to providing additional comments 
as this draft goes out to public comment.  Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Questions for the Law 
Enforcement Committee?  Seeing none; we are going 
to move on to perfecting the draft addendum for 
public comment.  I have spoken to a number of you 
who have some issues you would like to either add, 
delete or edit.  It might be helpful to get a motion on 
the board to work from.  Is anyone willing to bite the 
apple?  Pat. 

BOARD DISCUSSION AND ACTION FOR 
DRAFT ADDENDUM III 
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MR. PATRICK AUGUSTINE:  Mr. Chairman, 
move for the board to approve Draft Addendum 
III for public comment with the changes and 
corrections as noted at today’s meeting.  Will that 
do it, Mr. Chair? 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  It is a good start and 
we will see where the board goes.  Motion made by 
Pat Augustine and seconded by Bill Adler.  Tom. 
 
MR. THOMAS O’CONNELL:  I had hoped to be 
able to have an opportunity to present another option 
under the yellow eel quota for the board’s 
consideration, whether or not that could be amended 
to this motion. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  I am hoping that you 
will do so. 
 
MR. O’CONNELL:  Okay, I gave some language to 
staff so maybe they can try to merge it; the reason 
being, as Kate had mentioned, the two long-term time 
series that will establish the baseline for yellow eel 
quota development puts Maryland as the only state as 
a pretty substantial reduction in harvest from its 
current levels. 
 
If a 20 percent reduction was taken, that would be on 
top of an 8 to 17 percent reduction that we would 
already begin with, because the longest time series 
doesn’t reflect our current fishery.  I would hope that 
the board would be open to a quota baseline that 
would not substantially impact the state’s current 
level of harvest, recognizing there needs to be a 
balance with that as well as historical landings.   
 
My idea was to move to add Subsection 3C under 
Option 4 for Section 4.1.2, yellow eel fishery, to 
include a 2002 to 2011 time series option for quota 
development.  We have a 30 year and we have a 20 
year and this would be a ten-year option that could go 
out for public comment. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Seconded by Dennis 
Abbott.  Bob. 
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ROBERT E. BEAL:  Mr. 
Chairman, just procedurally I think it may be easier 
for this board rather trying to amend and add things 
to the motion made by Mr. Augustine, if that motion 
is either tabled or voluntarily withdrawn or 
something, but I think that may just trip the board up 
procedurally.  It sounds like you have got a number 
of motions for changes for the document.  One sort of 
wrap-up motion to approve the document as modified 
today may be procedurally a little bit easier for you. 
 

CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  The easiest way to 
untangle it is good with me.  Pat. 
 
MR. AUGUSTINE:  Mr. Chairman, that is great 
advice so I will move to temporarily table this 
motion until all the additions and corrections have 
been submitted and then go for one single 
approval of the document. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Seconded by Dennis.  
Is there any objection?  All right, let’s start 
untangling things.  John. 
 
MR. CLARK:  Mr. Chair, I submitted a motion to 
Kate before about adding an option to the yellow eel 
harvest control measures.  The motion I wanted to 
make essentially regards having an option for a 
closed season in the fall for the yellow eel fishery.  
There would be a two-week closure – 
 
DR. LOUIS DANIEL:  Well, I think just a 
suggestion, maybe, that we would take these one at a 
time; go ahead and vote on the motion on the floor 
and then moved to the next one so that we’re not 
adding them all and then voting on them and then 
having people discuss them haphazardly all 
throughout.  Maybe if you vote on this and then go to 
the next one; that would be easier I think. 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  I thought we had 
moved it ahead.  To the motion on the board, we’re 
going to back up some.  Discussion on the motion on 
the board.  Mitchell. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Well, I would just speak up in 
favor of the motion.  I think anything that we put in 
this document that gives the public another option to 
consider and weigh is only helpful. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Are there any other 
comments to the motion on the board?  Seeing  none; 
is there any objection to the motion on the board?   
Seeing none; the motion carries.  Kate. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:   Just for clarification, the addition of 
the 2002 to 2011 average to base the quota on; would 
the board like to see the potential 20 to 50 percent 
reductions on top of that 2002 to 2011 time period or 
just that 2002 to 2011 time period?  The other two 
periods both have the percent harvest reductions in 
other options. 
 
MR. THOMAS FOTE:  I think we need to be 
consistent; so if we’re going to do it for the other 
two, we need to do it for the third option. 
 
MR. O’CONNELL:  Yes, that was the intent of the 
motion. 
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CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Is everybody clear?  
Okay, A.C. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  I thought we had started another 
motion; if you wanted to bring that back first.  Mine 
is not related to that one. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Okay, John, your 
motion. 
 
MR. CLARK:  Yes, I had written it down.  Do you 
want me to just wait until it is up there or should I 
just start yakking? 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  I’m doing such a good 
job here I don’t know if it makes a difference.   
 
MR. CLARK:  Okay, as I said, what I would like see 
added is an option that would allow for a closed 
yellow eel season in the fall.  I would ask for like a 
two-week rolling closure.  It could be done by state.  
I thought it would be a good idea to do it in 
coordination with the estimated time of the glass eel 
emigration from the state. 
 
I know from on-board sampling we have seen not a 
lot, but there is a percentage of silvering eels that do 
pot up during this time of the year.  Not only would 
we be reducing harvest of yellow eels, but we’d also 
be taking some pressure off of silvering eels.  The 
other things that I think are good about this, I think it 
would be a lot easier to enforce. 
 
As the Law Enforcement Committee mentioned, the 
size limits, not that they can’t be done, but they 
would be difficult to enforce.  I know one of the 
concerns has been that this is something that as soon 
as the two weeks is over, that this catch could be 
made back up by fishing harder.  The way I have 
seen the fishery operation, I don’t think that is really 
that viable an objection because most of these guys, 
they have to keep their eels alive so they have limited 
capacity to store eels.  They only have so many pots.   
 
As the issue has come up very often recently, we 
know that bait is a real issue also for them.  For those 
reasons, I think this would be a good way to reduce 
yellow eel harvest at the time where most of the 
fishing is going on if we decided that we wanted to 
take an action to reduce yellow eel harvest.  It would 
also be the easiest to enforce.  Thank you. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Thank you for your 
rationale.  We do need a second.  Seconded by Rob.  
Doug. 
 

MR. GROUT:  If this motion passes, could we have 
the technical committee evaluate what the effect of 
this would be on the eel population and just put it as 
information within the document? 
 
MS. TAYLOR: This option is similar to another 
option that is contained in the document under the 
silver eel fishery’s management measures and that is 
for the gear restrictions.  However, the gear 
restrictions for silver eel fisheries was just for the 
benefit of the out-migrating silver eels and only was 
applying to the fyke nets, the pound nets and the 
weirs.   
 
Pots were not included in that.  Under this option, the 
plan development team began to look at what the 
impact would be and it was determined by the plan 
development team that the -- or it was known by the 
plan development team that the out migration occurs 
at different times for different systems. 
 
The plan development team recommended under this 
option that the states evaluate when the majority of 
the out migration for their silver eels is occurring and 
that be the proposed timeframe when the 
implementation of the no takes would occur.  If the 
out-migration period could not be determined, then 
the timeframe would be September 1st to December 
31st. 
 
It would most likely be difficult for the technical 
committee to evaluate what the impacts would be for 
a two-week period as the states would have to 
identify what period that would be and propose that 
to the technical committee and then do the evaluation 
and that might take a significant amount of time. 
 
MR. O’REILLY:  Well, would you believe me if I 
told you I thought the motion the motion had been 
seconded.  My hand was up for discussion.  I don’t 
mind seconding the motion at all, but there is going 
to be some temperature effects there.  Kate really 
addressed the question I had.  I know there was a 
discussion last meeting about a similar situation and 
how that would be addressed, so that was really the 
question I had. 
 
MR. WILLIAM A. McELROY:  Mr. Chairman, a 
concern that I have would be for our charterboat 
industry.  They use eels in the fall as a pretty 
significant of their bait supply.  If there was a two-
week closure; would be that a possession closure as 
well, or would those charterboat fishermen be 
allowed to obtain eels from an area that was open and 
have them in that two-week closure?  Thank you. 
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CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Do you have an 
intent, John? 
 
MR. CLARK:  Yes, this was just a fishing – what I’m 
proposing is just pots out of the water.  If your state 
was closed for two weeks, you wouldn’t be getting 
commercial eels, but it wouldn’t have anything to do 
with possession for recreational purposes. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Other comments to 
the motion on the board?  Okay, I’m going to read it 
into the record and then call the question:  Move to 
amend Section 4.1.2, commercial fishery 
management options, yellow eel fisheries, by 
adding an Option 6, a two-week closure.  This 
option would require that each state close its 
yellow eel fishery for two consecutive weeks in 
September through October.  The closure must 
occur after the estimated start of each state’s 
silver eel migration.  All gear targeting yellow eels 
must be removed from the water during this two-
week closure.  Motion by Mr. Clark and seconded by 
Mr. O’Reilly.  Mitchell. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  I had submitted to the table a 
motion to put in a similar option, although my option 
suggested that the seasonal closure – that what we put 
out to the public does not specify two weeks.  It just 
says a closure during the migration period.  I had 
suggested that it be timed to the end of the migration 
simply because I had heard a lot of comments from 
technical committee members who felt that – and 
John addressed the point by having a closure at the 
beginning of the season, there is a concern it is just 
going to be made up for at the end of the season.   
 
I thought by having the closure at the end of the 
migrating period, we least overcome that concern by 
the technical committee.  John has addressed it and 
I’m not suggesting – and I think John has addressed it 
effectively.  On the other hand, knowing that concern 
by the technical committee is out there, I would 
suggest what I hope would be taken as a friendly 
amendment that we just put the question to the public 
that the option would require that each state close its 
yellow eel fishery for some period of time between – 
some period of time during the fall migration.   
 
Just give the public as well as our other committees 
more to chew on because they have specified that 
concern.  This kind of proposal was made several 
times in the past and for reason it continuously is 
resisted by the technical committee members on the 
grounds that I just suggested.  I think by just 
widening the option a little bit more, we would have 
a better chance of getting the kind of feedback that 
would be productive. 

 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  So are making a 
motion to amend? 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  I am.  I would suggest that 
this option would require that each state close its 
yellow eel fishery for some period of time during 
the fall or some period of time after the estimated 
start of the state’s silver eel migration – yes, for 
some period of time after the estimated start; so 
just taking out – just replacing at some period of 
time; replacing that for in September through 
October and the closure must – I hope that is clear. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  You read it and tell 
me if that is what you want. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  I think it should be silver eel 
migration and not the – the start of the silver eel 
migration. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Okay, is there a 
second on the motion to amend?  Seconded by Bill 
Adler.  Discussion on the motion to amend. 
 
MR. PATRICK GEER:  I really think you need to 
have some concrete time period.  You can’t just leave 
it open.  I like the idea of letting a state choose some 
time in the fall; but by just saying closed for some 
period of time, some states might close for one day.  
If you say a two-week period; a two-week closure I 
would support – I think up there it says two straight 
weeks.  I think you need to have a concrete period of 
time.  I don’t think you should leave that open. 
 
MR. GROUT:  Mr. Chairman, I agree.  You can’t 
give the public something to provide comment on 
unless you have something.  If you want to have a 
potential for a range of time periods of the closure, 
maybe we should put in suboptions to say closure for 
two weeks, a month, and give some suboptions for 
the public to actually bite on.   
 
An open period of time; again, my concern about this 
whole motion up here is we have to have some of 
kind of evaluation and analysis.  If the analysis can’t 
be done, you need to put that in the document so that 
the managers can evaluate their vote for or against 
this particular motion, the same way that public needs 
to have that kind of information.  I would oppose this 
motion unless there is some kind of a minimum 
closed season and a maximum closed season or some 
options for the public to choose from. 
 
MR. LEROY YOUNG:  I agree with Doug.  The 
thing I’m having trouble with, whether it be this 
motion or all the motions or all the different options 
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in the document, if I was the public and if I didn’t 
know what the effect of the options would be either 
on the fishery or more importantly on the population, 
how would I know how to comment at all.  I think 
that applies to myself and the rest of us here.  That is 
the thing I’m struggling with the most. 
 
MR. AUGUSTINE:  Mr. Chairman, I’m just 
confused in what is the value of the first two weeks 
of the migration versus the last two weeks of the 
migration.  That basically is what Leroy is saying, of 
what value; is it greater, more likelihood that you will 
protect more animals at the beginning or do we 
capture them at the end?  Maybe those are two 
separate options, but I think we have to describe what 
is the advantages of each of those? 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  I think the original motion, as I 
read it, gives you the option of the first two weeks, 
the last two weeks or the middle two weeks as long it 
is between September and October.  I’m not sure that 
the substitute motion is even needed. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  It certainly wasn’t my – the 
way I suggested that language was not artful.  Of 
course, I accept the comments that you need to give 
something concrete for the public to chew on.  I will 
withdraw the motion. 
 
MR. CLARK:  Terry, just to explain a little to Pat, 
the reason I had specified after the start of the silver 
eel out migration is because silver eels, typically it is 
a process.  It is not like they just silver overnight.  
During that time, when they are starting to leave and 
are silvering, we see them in our pots.  We do catch 
some.   
 
The thinking here was it is helping silver eels and it is 
reducing yellow eel harvest.  In terms of evaluation, I 
figured because states such as Delaware where we 
are keeping good records of our catch, we’d be able 
to evaluate after a few years the effect of a closure 
like this.  It is hard to predict beforehand how much 
of an effect it will have, but I think we would be able 
to evaluate it eventually.  Thank you. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  John, I think based on what you 
just said, if you added a few words where it says 
“after the estimated start of each state’s silver eel 
migration”; “and before the estimated end.”  You 
have then bracketed that two-week period in there not 
necessarily by the calendar, but you’ve got it by the 
calendar and by what your data is actually showing. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Before we start 
wordsmithing the original motion, let’s dispense with 
the one on the board.  Doug. 

 
MR. GROUT:  I thought I heard the maker of the 
motion withdraw.  Now, you may have had 
discussion on this enough that you might have to take 
a vote to get it out of it, but it depends on how you 
want to handle it.  If you’re going to accept the 
withdrawal, then maybe check with the seconder if it 
is okay or we can just dispense with this vote right 
now. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  What is the will of the 
board?  Bill, are you willing to withdraw the motion?  
Without objection the motion to substitute is 
withdrawn and we’re back to the main motion.  
Ritchie. 
 
MR. WHITE:  I guess I would like to see the wording 
added that was discussed about the technical 
committee doesn’t have the ability to evaluate this.  I 
guess I would like to see that on any motion that we 
add to this document so we don’t give the public the 
sense that the technical committee can do it; and they 
give input thinking that the technical committee will 
evaluate it. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  A.C., was the 
verbiage that you have suggested incorporated in the 
motion? 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  It was but then it was taken off 
after you asked to dispense with the last motion.  If 
the maker and the seconder can accept that as a 
friendly addition, I think we can move forward. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  It should be in there 
now.  Rob. 
 
MR. O’REILLY:  What Ritchie just indicated, I think 
probably Leroy was right about the idea that we don’t 
have the right amount of details for the public and 
maybe it is just a paragraph here or there after these 
options to indicate things such as will this augment 
spawning potential; will this possibly reduce 
exploitation or fishing mortality rate; you know, just 
what these measures do and maybe even down to a 
point by saying that this alone will not accomplish 
those types of objectives.   
 
I think we have a motion right now that is one of 
those; and if you want words such as the technical 
committee cannot adequately determine impacts from 
this type of motion, I think that’s fine, too, but a little 
descriptive paragraph – it is in the document.  The 
document goes through the problem statement; the 
document goes through the status of the stock; but by 
the time you get to the options, I think if the public 
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can see exactly what is proposed here, what the 
benefits are, that would be a big change. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Are there any further 
comments to the motion on the board?   
 
MR. YOUNG:  I don’t know if this is possible, but if 
it could even be what is the relative benefit both 
within an option and across the options of these – not 
just this but everything else, if the technical 
committee could at least do that, I think it would be 
helpful. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Just side-barring here 
with Kate, in her words there is really no way if we 
don’t have the information to be able to do that.  
Tom. 
 
MR. FOTE:  If we can’t evaluate what is the benefit 
of doing this, then we should basically simply state 
that these are options we’re considering not knowing 
what the consequences of those actions are.  Do we 
want to put things in the document where we stand 
that we can’t go – because usually we can say we’re 
going to the technical committee to give us what is 
going to happen.   
 
If we can’t do that, then we need another way of 
handling this, because we’re sending it out to the 
public with caveats now that says – so they say why 
are we doing something we don’t know if there is any 
benefit.  What you’re basically saying is we know 
there are benefits but we can’t show you what it is 
and that is a whole different story from what we’re 
saying right now.   
 
I think that is a better way of handling it. Otherwise, I 
don’t feel comfortable sending this out to the public 
because we’re going to say the technical committee 
does this and that.  We have options we are 
including, we don’t know what the quantitative 
benefits will be, but we know there will be some 
benefit, because that is really what you’re saying 
here.  I’m not sure if that is what we know.  We’re 
going on iffy ground here and I’m trying to figure out 
how do we get past this iffy ground. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Pat. 
 
MR. AUGUSTINE:  Mr. Chairman, to that point, 
Delaware has said they have kept records for years 
and they’ve seen this changing occur and appearing 
in their traps.  Now, do you have any data that might 
substantiate the point that we would see a savings or 
it would have a positive impact on the stock as an 
example to be included in this document?  Would 
that be logical to support what we’re trying to do 

here?  I understand Tom’s point, but again maybe 
you have something to support it. 
 
MR. CLARK:  Are you talking about seeing eels that 
are silvering in pots?  We have sampled a few of 
them over the years.  From on-board sampling, I have 
seen some in pots that I wasn’t sampling.  I don’t 
have good numbers of the percentages each year.  As 
I said, I just threw that part in because the fall is 
when the bulk of the harvest occurs.   
 
Yellow eels as they are turning into silver eels will 
still pot up, so those are ones that could be going out.  
We can’t evaluate beforehand.  Just from what I’ve 
seen of the fishery, I do believe that having pots out 
of the water for two weeks, as I said, it would down 
the harvest because they wouldn’t be able to make up 
that two weeks just because of the way it is 
prosecuted and the way they can only hold so many 
eels at a time. 
 
MR. AUGUSTINE:  Just a follow-on to that, Mr. 
Chairman, I don’t know if Mr. Feigenbaum might 
have access to some of that information.  He has been 
in the fisheries for 20-some-odd years and he has a 
good handle on what is going on there.  He might 
have a suggestion and you might want to ask him, 
Mr. Chairman. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  He is shaking his head 
no.  I’m going to move this along.  Does anybody 
else have a burning desire to comment to the motion 
on the board?  Before I read it back into the record; is 
there anyone in the audience who wants to comment 
on it?   
 
MR. MARTY BAUW:  My name is Marty Bauw.  I 
haul probably about 70 percent of all the eels in the 
United States on the east coast.  Does anybody 
consider the cost of pulling pots out and putting pots 
back in the water?  If you do it in this time period of 
September, the last two weeks of September, nobody 
is going to put their pots back in October; only the 
smaller crowd maybe; but the boys that we offer 
them two or three thousand pots, they will not do 
that.   
 
I believe even – seeing all the years I harvest, the 
700,000 pounds last year, looking at every one of 
them, I see they’re half silvers and quarter silvers, as 
we call them in Europe.  I see them in March.  I see 
them in April.  How can you determine that you’re 
only going to actually pull the pots out in two months 
and think you’re going to release all these – let all 
these eels go.   
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You have one of the best conservation programs 
already in the United States and that is nature.  The 
way you fish silver eels, you don’t have no 
boundaries really in the Chesapeake or the Delaware 
River, everything.  You’re already supplying the 
glass eel business already with a good source.  You 
did it pot fishing and pot fishing don’t catch no silver 
eels.   
 
But I would just say about the closure rate, I think 
you really got to consider – because nobody talks 
about the fishermen.  The rate of conservation 
already started last year; the shortest of bait, shortest 
of fishermen.  The conservation has already started 
and this year it will be even worse because there is no 
bait.  Before you put that motion in, I think you 
should really consider the fishermen as well of what 
they’re going through.  Thank you. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Anyone else in the 
audience?  Mitchell, you have got the final word. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Okay, the way the motion 
reads now, it saying September through October.  I 
suspect very strongly that in the south there might be 
states where the migration doesn’t even take place 
until October or November.  In light of Mr. Bauw’s 
comments, it is also correct that it would be pretty 
harsh on a fisherman to time any closure to the 
middle of the fall season.   
 
I think if we took out the words – if it said this option 
would require that the state close it yellow eel fishery 
for two consecutive weeks at some point – just taking 
out the words “September through October”; for two 
consecutive weeks and the closure must occur at the 
estimated start and before the end would give the 
state the flexibility to time the two-week closure to 
the beginning of the fall season or the end, which 
would at least remove the disruption to the fisherman 
of going into the water, coming out of the water and 
then going back in.  I see John shaking his head so I 
guess I’m proposing that as a friendly amendment, 
just to wordsmith that language.   
 
MR. DENNIS ABBOTT:  Mr. Chairman, we have 
been talking about this for 20 minutes or so and 
however long it has been is irrelevant.  I appreciate 
the effort in what we’re trying to achieve; but if we 
don’t have any technical data of what this is going to 
do, in my opinion it shouldn’t go in the document, 
and it surely shouldn’t go in the document with some 
wording that we haven’t had the opportunity to look 
at this because it makes us look foolish that we are 
putting something in the document for consideration 
that we haven’t given proper consideration to.  I can’t 
see how we can support this. 

 
DR. JAIME GEIGER:  Mr. Chairman, I totally agree 
with Dennis.  I think we’re trying to put stuff in – 
again, I don’t want to paraphrase what Dennis said.  
He said it much more eloquently that I can.  I think 
we’re going down a bad trail here.  Although I 
respect what John is trying to do, I think it is good for 
conservation; but on the other hand if our folks can’t 
quantify the benefits, why are we doing this.  This is 
a public hearing document.  Let’s not lose sight of 
what the prime objective is of what we’re trying to 
do.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
 
MR. CLARK:  I would accept removing 
September to October, but that’s fine. 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Rob, as the seconder. 
 
MR. O’REILLY:  That is fine, and at a minimum – 
since we know how this started, at a minimum I 
would hope that there would be information for the 
public hearing document that could be responded to.  
I can’t jump on the quantitative – quantitatively, 
maybe it takes some information before we know as 
this happens, but I don’t think everything in the plan 
is going to be quantitative.  I think the public might 
like to see this idea. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Well, we have beat 
this idea to death and I’m not sensing a consensus, so 
I am going to ask you to caucus and we’re going to 
have a vote after I read it.  Move to amend Section 
4.1.2, commercial fishery management options, 
yellow eel fisheries, by adding an Option 6; a two-
week closure.  This option would require that each 
state close its yellow eel fishery for two 
consecutive weeks and the closure must occur 
after the estimated start and before the end of 
each state’s silver eel migration.  All gear 
targeting yellow eels must be removed from the 
water during this two-week closure.  Motion made 
by Mr. Clark and seconded by Mr. O’Reilly. 
 

(Whereupon, a caucus was held.) 
 

CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Have folks had a 
chance to caucus?  Those supporting the motion on 
the board, please indicate so; those opposed; any 
abstentions; any null votes.  The motion carries 11; 
5; 1.  All right, we’re making great progress.  A.C. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
move to amend Section 4.1.2, Option 3, to include 
a Suboption A for status quo; a Suboption B for a 
one-half inch by three-quarter inch four-by-four 
cull panel; and Suboption C would be the one-half 
by one inch cull panel; again the four-by-four inch 
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size.  If I get a second, I would like to speak to the 
motion. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Seconded by Louis.  
A.C., is this the motion reflected correctly? 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  Yes, I think this is the motion.  
My reason for this is that I think the difference 
between the half by half and the half by one that have 
been analyzed is too great.  We have a good market 
for what we call “trotline” bail that does prefer a little 
bit smaller eel.  I think that this interim number will 
possibly get us there.   
 
I realize that there is no wire that is made on a half by 
three-quarter, but that doesn’t preclude the idea of a 
plastic panel being manufactured that could be put in 
there.  As far as the discussions that we have had 
about the ability to evaluate this, we don’t have any 
experimental evidence to evaluate, but this is a case 
where common sense tells you that the savings will 
be greater than that with the half by half and less than 
that with the half by one.  That is my rationale and I 
think it moves us in the direction that we need to go.  
I would like to add it as a section for the public to 
comment about. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Having gone through the 
public process during the last addendum, I am in 
support of this motion.  I would just point out that 
basically every single individual in the fishing 
community feels that the only practical way to 
implement a size limit of any type is through this 
kind of approach where you make the gear do the 
work for you.  I believe that this approach will be 
widely supported by the public.  I would vote in favor 
of this motion. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Other comments to 
the motion on the board?  Doug. 
 
MR. GROUT:  Just so I’m clear on this, essentially 
what we’re doing here is adding a third option of a 
half by three-quarters because Option 3 was 
originally a one by one-half inch option.  We’re just 
having an option in between, a third option in 
between.  Okay. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Other board 
comments?  Any comments from the audience?  Is 
there any objection to the motion on the board?  
Seeing none; the motion carries.  Further 
amendments or edits?  Mitchell. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  I believe this one is also low-
hanging fruit.  In Section 4.1.3, there is an option that 
says – Kate, maybe you can help me – it is where you 

talk about the seasonal closure.  It is not a seasonal 
closure, but you’re saying that during the fall there 
should be no take of eel from fyke nets, pound nets 
and weirs.  In some conversation with Commissioner 
Keliher from Maine he indicated that some fishermen 
actually get around that kind of language by 
designing a net that doesn’t fall into those three 
categories but nonetheless targets a silver eel.   
 
I think the language should be just changed to any 
gear type other than a baited trap.  I believe it is your 
Option 3 – it is 4.1.3, Option 3.  It says, “During the 
out-migration period, there will be a prohibition on 
landing eels from the gears specified above.”  Under 
this option, states and jurisdiction would be required 
to implement no take of eels during the fall from the 
following gears, and then you list fyke nets, pound 
nets and weirs; so instead of that saying jurisdictions 
would be required to implement no take of eels 
during the fall from non-baited traps.  It is just a 
language change to capture the true intention of what 
you’re doing here.   
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  This measure was 
under the considered but rejected options. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  For the silver eels, the plan 
development team specifically specified these gear 
types.  There was potential they thought for other 
gears to be modified to do that, but this was the 
recommendation that they discussed. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Okay, then I would include 
that.  I don’t see from my document where the silver 
– I guess then I’m saying that option should be back 
in there with the wording as amended.  Right now 
where are the silver recommendations? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  The silver eel recommendations, as 
you pointed out, are in Section 4.1.3.  It is the gear 
restrictions for no take of eels during the fall from 
fyke nets, pound nets and weirs. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  It says the following 
options are not mutually exclusive and can be 
implemented in combination; Option 1, status quo; 
Option 3, gear restrictions.   
 
MS. TAYLOR:  That was a typo; it should read 
Option 1 and Option 2. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Is there a second to 
the motion?   
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Yes, so it is in there. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Seconded by John. 
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MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Yes, number 3 is supposed to 
be 2. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  I don’t disagree with this, but 
we have baited pots.  We don’t have baited traps so 
can that be pots/trap because there – yes, what is a 
net trap is what I’m getting at. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  I have no problem with that.  
I’m addressing a specific concern brought up by 
Commissioner Keliher that people are using some 
type of non – they’re trying to target silver eels that 
are migrating, which is the number one concern of 
our technical committee and I think most of the 
people in this room to protect silver eels.  If we are 
suggesting a ban on fyke nets and weirs, then we 
can’t have a mechanism in there that allows as 
fisherman to sneak around the system.  However the 
language has to be, I’m totally comfortable with it 
. 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  We have got a second 
by Mr. Clark.  Other comments to the motion on the 
board?  Seeing none; are there comments from the 
audience?  Doug. 
 
MR. GROUT:  Just again to clarify it; is this a 
motion to include a third option.  We have status quo 
and then there is an option for gear restrictions that 
specifically identify fyke nets, pound nets and vents, 
and this would be one that would be a third option 
that would be broader or is this motion to replace 
what is currently in Option 3 here?  Is this an 
additional option or is this replacing the existing 
Option 3? 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Yes, it is the latter.  Is just 
changing the language in the existing Option 3, 
which should be called Option 2. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Any other 
comments to the motion on the board?  Move to 
replace in 4.1.3 Option 2, amending the language 
to read “any gear type other than baited traps and 
pots as opposed to the original language included 
in the document.  Motion made by Mr. 
Feigenbaum and seconded by Mr. Clark.  Is there 
objection to the motion on the board?  Seeing 
none; the motion carries.  Louis. 
 
DR. DANIEL:  I think I may have missed something 
or let something get by me.  In Section 4.1.1, I want 
to add an option to develop a glass eel fishery 
coastwide, if I can get a second. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  I’ll second that motion. 
 

CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Okay, a motion by Dr. 
Daniel to develop a glass eel fishery coastwide; 
seconded by Mr. Feigenbaum.  Discussion on the 
motion on the board.  Bob. 
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL:  I think we need 
to perfect that.  I don’t think the motion is to develop 
it.  I think it is to add an option to include the 
development of. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Are you good with 
that, Louis? 
 
DR. DANIEL:  Yes, I will just say the allowance 
instead of the development.  In 1999 there was a size 
limit implemented.  I don’t why or how that 
happened that basically eliminated a glass eel fishery 
for everybody but Maine and South Carolina, and I’m 
hearing a $40 million fishery.  I can catch eels.  I can 
catch glass eels so I want to have that same 
opportunity.  I think if we’re going to go out there, 
we might as well see how it plays.  If it doesn’t pass, 
that is fine, too; but I’m going to try. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Mitchell, are you 
good with the perfected language? 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Yes, in fact, I think the 
language could be perfected even further by saying 
move to add as an option to have the technical 
committee report on the consequences.  I’m okay 
with the amended language, but on the record I want 
it to be clear that I share our executive director’s 
observations that the language does need to be 
perfected. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  And that is going to 
be bucket load of work for the technical committee in 
the limited period of time they have between now and 
the spring. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Well, I would point out that I 
believe that Kate received a letter from  someone in 
the public urging that the glass eel fishery be 
expanded or closed.  We have heard from the Law 
Enforcement Committee that one of its biggest 
concerns is the fact that you have a fishery in some 
states but not the other is creating more opportunities 
for the illegal activities.  I want to be very clear on 
the record that I am not recommending that the glass 
eel fishery be expanded coastwide.  I’m supporting a 
motion that it be something that the public be 
permitted and invited to comment upon. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  You had mentioned a request for the 
technical committee to comment on this as well? 
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MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Consistent with the comments 
of other board members, I think that any option that 
goes to the public needs to be addressed by the 
technical committee as to what the consequences 
would be.  It’s Mr. Daniel’s motion; it is not my 
motion.  I’ll let him address the language that he 
would like to see in it. 
 
MR. ROY MILLER:  Mr. Chairman, if this motion 
goes through for a vote and is not withdrawn, I intend 
to vote against it.  I think if we drop back in time ten 
or fifteen years, there were arguments at the 
compelling arguments at the time for instituting 
minimum size limits of six inches in many states.  
Many states, including Delaware, chose to do so. 
 
A lot of it had to do with enforcement.  There were 
probably conservation benefits as well.  I think this is 
just a giant step backward that would require my state 
to go back to the general assembly and more or less 
tell them to forget about what we told you ten to 
fifteen years ago; we now retract that.  It is just a bad 
move all the way around.  Thank you. 
 
MR. O’REILLY:  I was going to comment on the 
technical committee analysis and where that would 
lead and the value of that doesn’t seem very certain 
to me right now.  I think a couple of meetings in a 
row I’ve asked about the glass eels in terms of the 
indices and where that ranks in the assessment.  I 
think each time I have been told it is getting closer, it 
is going to have utility for the future.  I am not sure 
why the technical committee would spend time trying 
to address impacts related to this motion if it passes. 
 
DR. DANIEL:  I am just not convinced that there 
would be a substantive impact.  Based on the natural 
mortality rates that we know occur in that life stage, I 
think it is something to be considered.  When we look 
at the value of a fishery, it is extraordinary.  I am not 
convinced and if somebody has convincing evidence 
that it would have a negative impact on the eels, then 
that is cool.  I have not seen any information to 
suggest that it is.   
 
We’re sitting there watching these things dry up in 
these fields when the flooded impoundments are 
drained and you could harvest them with a rake, and 
we’re talking huge amounts of money.  It is like 
catching larval fish.  The Ms are 0.9999.  Vote it up 
or down, but I felt absolutely compelled to bring it to 
the table. 
 
MR. FOTE:  I’m trying to remember whether it was 
the states that basically decided to put in the 
minimum six-inch size limits on their own and 
basically just said they didn’t want glass eel fisheries.  

I don’t even remember the commission outlawing the 
glass eel fishery at all.  I think it was the states.  
Massachusetts always had a six-inch size limit on 
theirs and they had it before the glass eel, and then 
New Jersey wound up going the same way because 
we couldn’t pass a regulation that would allow for the 
harvest of glass eels. 
I don’t think it was the commission ever told us we 
couldn’t harvest glass eels.  I think before we put that 
option in, just look at the document.  I don’t think 
there is a history where commission did that.  It was 
the states on their own basically doing it.  At this 
time I think any state that wanted a glass eel fishery 
could open it up anyway.  I think that is where it is; it 
is really the states’ decisions not to do that that put on 
by the state legislators or by Divisions of Fish and 
Wildlife.  I don’t think it was the commission that did 
it. 
 
MR. McELROY:  This is a difficult issue.  I know in 
my state there have been many people that have come 
to me and said how come some state has access to a 
lucrative fishery and most of the states don’t?  I don’t 
think that we need to try to say to Maine that they 
can’t do what they have been doing, but by the same 
token to say that the rest of us can’t – I know it 
creates an enforcement problem in Rhode Island.   
 
Because it is such a lucrative fishery, there have been 
documented cases of poaching in Rhode Island that 
ends up going into market.  It almost seems to me 
like it is a sense of fairness.  Unless there is some 
scientific evidence that says collecting glass eels in 
one area is harmless and it is harmful in another area, 
I have trouble with equality in trying to suggest that 
two states are allowed and thirteen states aren’t.  
Thank you. 
 
MR. WHITE:  Mr. Chair, I think we have kind of 
gotten off track as to the purpose of this document.  I 
thought this document is to address a depleted stock 
and expanding harvest clearly does not do that.  
There clearly is an issue with fairness with one state 
harvesting the majority of that size eels that is getting 
harvested, but there are options in this document that 
will severely limit that and change that.  I can’t 
support this and I think it clearly sends the wrong 
message to the public as to what direction we’re 
going. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Well, Ritchie. I think those 
are really good comments and it is a very fair point.  
As I said before, in seconding this motion my thought 
was that we need to talk about this.  Tom made some 
great observations a minute ago, and I saw Kate 
shaking her head one way and other people shaking 
their head another way. 
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There is something that is very unclear here and 
we’re certainly not doing our responsibility as a 
commission if we just leave it hanging out there.  It is 
quite possible – I don’t know what the language of 
Amendment 1 is.  I only know the history of this 
commission on the matter of eels since 2003, but 
perhaps we need a motion to say no state may have a 
glass eel fishery.   
 
If Tom’s comments are correct, what prevents North 
Carolina’s legislature from creating a glass eel 
fishery on its own next week if in fact our current 
management plan doesn’t prohibit it?  Like I said 
before, I seconded the motion because this is a matter 
that can’t just be swept under the rug.  Maybe today 
is not the time.   
 
Maybe this is not the point in time where we need to 
have this conversation as a commission, but there 
might be a real serious idiosyncrasy in the rules here 
that we might have a glass eel fishery in New Jersey 
and North Carolina if those legislators deem it 
appropriate, and it might be that our existing 
document doesn’t prohibit it.  Now, maybe it does; 
and if that is the case, then I think this is something to 
be explored in the future. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  The original fishery management 
plan requires that all states and jurisdictions maintain 
existing or more conservative American eel 
commercial fisheries’ regulations, including gear 
specifications for all life stages; and states with 
minimum size limits shall retain those minimum size 
limits unless otherwise approved by the American 
Eel Management Board.  Tom was correct that there 
was never the requirement put in place for the 
minimum by the commission, but rather the states at 
the time of implementation of the FMP all had those 
minimums in place already with the exception of 
South Carolina and Maine. 
 
MR. CLARK:  I was just going to say this is kind of 
ironic because, of course, the instigation for the plan 
in the first place was the boom in the glass eel fishery 
in the mid-nineties.  My recollection is when the plan 
was passed, that Maine and a few of the other states 
made good cases that they would manage their glass 
eel fisheries well.  I think several states that did have 
glass eel fisheries when the plan was passed, like 
New Jersey and Connecticut, have eliminated those 
glass eel fisheries since then.  I know, New Jersey, 
didn’t you have problems with people shooting at 
each other, Russ. 
 
MR. AUGUSTINE:  I want to make it easy; I want to 
table this motion to the May meeting and remand it to 

the technical committee to present a white paper that 
would give us some direction as to which way to go.  
We’ve spent 20 minutes or 25 minutes on this issue 
and we have gotten nowhere.  We have got a 
document in front of us, as Mr. White had pointed 
out, that we’re heading in a direction of a clear-cut 
management plan that is going to reduce and give us 
better management tools.  Again, we’re off the main 
path; so either that or withdrawal of the motion, I’m 
not sure. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  If your intent is to 
postpone it until the May meeting, it wouldn’t be 
going out for public comment, which means it 
wouldn’t be part of this document.  We have had 
significant board discussion on it and I think we 
should vote it up or down.  Anyone from the 
audience wish to comment?  Back to the board for 
final comment; I know there is no consensus.  The 
motion is to add an option to allow a glass eel fishery 
coastwide.  Motion by Dr. Daniel and seconded by 
Mr. Feigenbaum. 
 
MR. GROUT:  Could I ask for a roll call vote, Mr. 
Chairman? 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  You surely can.   
 

(Whereupon, a caucus was held.) 
 

CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Is everybody ready?  
Go ahead, Kate. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Maine. 
 
MAINE:  Yes. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  New Hampshire. 
 
NEW HAMPSHIRE:  No. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Massachusetts. 
 
MASSACHUSETTS:  No. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Rhode Island. 
 
RHODE ISLAND:  Yes. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Connecticut. 
 
CONNECTICUT:  No. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  New York. 
 
NEW YORK:  No. 
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MS. TAYLOR:  New Jersey. 
 
NEW JERSEY:  No. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Pennsylvania. 
 
PENNSYLVANIA:  No. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Delaware. 
 
DELAWARE:  No. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Maryland. 
 
MARYLAND:  No. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  District of Columbia – (No 
Response)  Potomac River Fisheries Commission. 
 
POTOMAC RIVER FISHERIES COMMISSION:  
Abstain. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Virginia. 
 
VIRGINIA:  Yes. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  North Carolina. 
 
NORTH CAROLINA:  Yes. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  South Carolina. 
 
SOUTH CAROLINA:  Abstain. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Georgia. 
 
GEORGIA:  No. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Florida. 
 
FLORIDA:  Yes. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE:  No. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  National Marine Fisheries Service. 
 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE:  No. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  The motion fails five, 
eleven to two.  Jaime. 
 
DR. GEIGER:  Mr. Chairman, on Page 9 there is a 
statement that lays out from the plan development 
team a variety of recommendations to be completed.  
I believe this board and the commission initiated an 

MOU with the Great Lakes Fisheries Commission 
dealing with American Eel.   
 
This would be very beneficial to the Great Lakes 
Fisheries Commission who have the vested interest in 
conservation of American eel within those 
jurisdictions.  It also offers the opportunity to 
coordinate closely with our Canadian partners as 
well.  I would just add if the staff could prepare some 
language to basically allow us to complete that MOU 
between the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission and the Great Lakes Fisheries 
Commission.  Bob Beal, you may want to speak more 
on that. 
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL:  Actually, I had 
met with the executive director of the Great Lakes 
Fisheries Commission about a week and a half ago.  
We both agreed in principle that the document is 
essentially ready to go.  The key elements from their 
commission perspective as well as our commission 
perspective seem to be in the document, so I think we 
can just correspond again with the Great Lakes 
Fisheries Commission to make sure everything is 
complete and then I think we’re in the position to 
sign on to that document. 
 
DR. GEIGER:  Okay, and then, Mr. Chairman, if we 
could just add a sentence or two to those six  or seven 
recommendations on Page 9, I think that would be 
very beneficial.  Thank you. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Duly noted.  Rick. 
 
MR. BELLAVANCE:  Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to make a motion to add an Option 3 under 4.2, 
recreational fisheries.  I would like to make an 
Option 3 that basically states exactly what Option 
2 is with the addition of one sentence.  Right after 
the words “25 fish per angler day”, I would like to 
add “licensed party and charterboats would be 
limited to 25 fish per person multiplied by the 
number of passengers that vessel is authorized to 
carry for-hire.”  Right after the words “25 fish per 
day per angler creel”, I would like to add the 
sentence that says, “Licensed party and 
charterboats would be limited to 25 fish per 
person multiplied by the number of passengers 
that vessel is authorized to carry for-hire.”  I think 
right before “25 fish/angler creel”, you could put the 
sentence following, and then you add that “license 
party and charterboats would be limited to 25 fish” – 
yes, that’s right. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:   Are you seconding it, 
Pat? 
 



 

   21 
 

MR. AUGUSTINE:  Plus a comment to the motion. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Okay, a motion made 
by Mr. Bellavance; seconded by Mr. Augustine. 
 
MR. AUGUSTINE:  To the point, Mr. Chairman, it 
sounds right.  I have worked on a charterboat, but 
I’ve then I’ve worked on a partyboat.  Some 
partyboats are authorized to carry a hundred 
passengers.  If on a day they’re carrying 40 
passengers and the captain is authorized to carry the 
vessel’s capacity of passengers, he could multiply 25 
times 100 or 2,500 eels. 
 
With that clarification, I’m not sure how we could 
change the language other than suggesting the 
number would be based on the number of passengers 
on the vessel.  That would be more realistic.  When 
we run a six-pack, you will end up with 25 times six, 
that is what you’ve got.  This other way is just too 
large a number. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  So are you proposing 
a not to exceed amount? 
 
MR. AUGUSTINE:  Friendly amendment if Rick 
would want to entertain that. 
 
MR. BELLAVANCE:  I think adding that sentence 
or adding that part would actually make it redundant 
of Option 2.  Currently under Option 2 we would be 
allowed to have 25 eels per person for how many 
people are on the boat.   
 
What I’m trying to get at is the folks that steam from 
their port to another area to pick up clients, what are 
they going to do in that meantime when they would 
have six passengers on board or thirty passengers at 
some point during that trip but not necessarily when 
they leave the dock.  That is what I’m trying to get a 
solution to.  Option 2 would actually probably 
already do what you’re suggesting, Pat.  This is a 
way to address that problem when the passengers 
aren’t necessarily on the boat at the beginning of the 
trip but they are later on. 
 
MR. AUGUSTINE:  Clarification, Mr. Chairman, 
before you get started.  How would enforcement deal 
with that if they were to intercept the vessel going 
from one port to another to pick up passengers?  
When you say, well, you’ve got 2,500 eels on board 
and you only have your captain and two mates, how 
would you interpret that?  He is in possession of the 
eels; would he be illegal and would he be ticketed?  
That is my concern. 
 

COLONEL JOSEPH FESSENDEN:  It is going to 
depend on, Pat, how the regulation is written.  I think 
Option 2 deals with the issue, so I don’t see any 
reason to change it; but Mr. Bellavance’s issue is real 
that he has got, so he wants an exception for that and 
it is reasonable to having this exception made for 
charter and partyboats. 
 
MR. WHITE:  Mr. Chairman, I could support this if 
you added some kind of language that the vessel 
would be in an active charter that day.  In other 
words, a captain and a mate decided they’re going to 
go out fishing on their own for the  day could take 
way more eels than if six passengers were going to be 
on board, and this would allow that – so some kind of 
wording such that that boat has to be engaged in an 
active charter with a certain amount of people that 
day. 
 
MR. BELLAVANCE:  I’m not opposed to that.  I 
don’t think that scenario would really present itself 
because at 25 eels per person, if I was going out with 
my mate to fish recreationally, that is plenty, so I 
don’t think there would be scenario where I would 
want to carry 200 eels with me with just my mate.  
To avoid any complications, I would be certainly 
willing to suggest that we could do something where 
we know we’re on a charter, we’re going to a specific 
destination and we can make that clear to 
enforcement. 
 
MR. FOTE:  We went through this a long time ago 
when we set a possession limit.  I will give you an 
example.  Surf fishermen do it a little differently than 
party and charterboats.  Basically they will run to a 
tackle store and buy their eels.  With gas prices 
nowadays going close to five dollars a gallon in some 
areas, what one guy does is he goes out and picks up 
200 eels and he buys 200 eels.  He is not harvesting 
those eels.   
 
He is buying those 200 eels and he has a receipt for 
those 200 eels he purchased.  That is one of the ways 
we talked about it years ago.  If you purchased the 
eels and you’re carrying for three or four people, then 
you’re fine.  The same way with the party and 
charterboat, if you’re purchasing the eels for their 
customers and they had a receipt, because I imagine 
there is no party or charterboat that is actually potting 
the 400 eels or the 500 eels for themselves.  They’re 
out buying it.   
 
If they have a receipt for the eels they purchased, 
then law enforcement will look at that receipt and see 
where the date was time-stamped.  Now, if it was 
purchased three months ago and they’ve got the same 
receipt; that could a problem.  But if it is a receipt 
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within the last couple of days – because we went 
around and around on this when we first started 
proposing those bag limits and people kind of forget.   
 
And that is one of the ways we looked at it; if you 
had a receipt and you had purchased the eels, then it 
wasn’t required because it is talking about harvesting.  
It is the same when you looked at the gear restrictions 
and you said nets only, I made sure it was only for 
the commercial side and not the recreational side 
because somebody might want to hook and line an 
eel for their personal consumption in those closed 
areas during the closed months.  That is the way I 
think we deal with it now. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  It is beginning to sound to me 
like you actually need not an addition to 4.2.  You 
need a 4.3 to deal with commercial charterboat 
operations and rules that will apply to them or surf 
fishermen that have purchased a number of eels.  I’m 
beginning to believe that is the way around this is to 
have a whole new Section 4.3 dealing with 
charterboats that specifies how they have to operate, 
to include their customers. 
 
MR. O’REILLY:  I’m along those lines.  It sounds 
more like a boat limit that needs to be there for the 
customer, some type of possession limit for the 
vessel.  Of course, it is not always going to be 
commercial.  In some states that is still a recreational 
enterprise.  The second thing I wanted to just kind of 
throw out there is the harvest from the recreational 
fishery is believed to be low.   
 
What I don’t know specifically is how this type of 
practice, either the motion on the board or what is in 
the document, would achieve some type of reduction 
for a depleted stock.  Even though overfishing hasn’t 
been specified, that is the indication.  I really don’t 
know how this practice might vary from what is 
going on right now.  Back to the boat or the vessel, it 
seems clear there has to be something allotted for that 
industry. 
 
DR. DANIEL:  My comments were in line with 
Tom’s.  I just bring up the point that in North 
Carolina I don’t know of anybody that harvests more 
than an eel or two, and it would be by hook and line.  
The recreational fishermen don’t pot – not very many 
pot eels.  In North Carolina there really wouldn’t be a 
limit.   
 
You could carry as many eels as you wanted to go 
fishing as long as you had a receipt for those eels.  I 
don’t know how that situation is up where you are, 
Rick; but I would think that if you’re buying those 
eels and you have a receipt, this doesn’t even pertain.  

If I’m wrong there, let me know because that is the 
way we have always handled it in North Carolina. 
 
MR. GROUT:  The way I see this little conundrum is 
under Option 2 it looked like we were talking about a 
harvest limit, but I think the reason we put such a 
high limit in was because people might possess those 
eels while they’re recreationally fishing for other 
fishermen.  Really, isn’t what we’re looking here is 
for some kind of possession limit for either 
recreational fishermen to have 25 in their possession.  
If they have harvested it, that is fine; but they may 
have bought have it as a possession; and then have 
some kind of possession limit for party/charters in a 
separate section, as A.C. suggested here.  As I said, I 
don’t think there are many people that harvest more 
than 25 or 50 per day. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  It was the intention of the plan 
development team that this option was only applying 
to recreational harvest and not possession that was 
otherwise legally bought and there were records for.  
It was just for the specific harvest for recreational. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Additional 
comments?  Any comments from the audience?  
Back to the board – Adam. 
 
MR. ADAM NOWALSKY:  Mr. Chairman, I want to 
echo the sentiments here that what we’re really 
talking about is a section that specifically defines X 
number of fish per angler creel where creel is that 
harvest of, which is very different from the 
possession.  The possession doesn’t just limit in the 
case of charter and headboats to just when they’re 
transiting the fishing grounds.  They likely have a 
pretty good pile of bait back at the dock as well.   
 
With regards to the issue that Tom alluded to, yes, 
you’ve got anglers that go to the store, stop at the 
bait-and-tackle store in the morning and pick up bait 
for the number of people on the boat, so there is 
really a recreational possession limit that the 
individual states deal with.  This document, as I read 
it, talks specifically about X number of eels as a 
creel, which is harvest, which isn’t possession, and 
quite frankly at this point I don’t really see the 
relevance of this at the point.   
 
I understand the concern that the term of X number 
of fish per creel is going to turn into possession limits 
in the individual states.  I think the states are going to 
have to come up with some way to do it or we’re 
going to have to offer some guidance to them, but I 
just don’t see the merits in changing this section as it 
is currently written. 
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CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Closing thoughts from 
the board?  Okay, I’ll read the motion:  Move to add 
Option 3 under Section 4.2, recreational fisheries, 
same language as Option 2 with the addition of one 
sentence following “25 fish/angler creel”; add 
“licensed party and charterboats would be limited to 
25 fish per person multiplied by the number of 
passengers the vessel is authorized to carry.”  Motion 
made by Mr. Bellavance; seconded by Mr. 
Augustine.  Let’s take a minute to caucus and move 
the question. 
 

(Whereupon, a caucus was held.) 
 

CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Okay, to the motion 
on the board, those who support it, please indicate so; 
those who are opposed; any abstentions.  The motion 
fails one to seventeen.  A.C. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
offer a motion to add a Section 4.3 to the document 
that would clarify possession of eels would require a 
receipt of purchase for any recreational fishing 
activity that is possessing eels.  What I’m getting at 
here is I think that what we have there in Option 2 
clearly handles the situation of somebody fishing, 
how many can you have if you’re catching eels. 
 
I don’t know anybody that is going to catch more 
than one or two eels, but I think we do need a section 
– and I don’t have the language specifically in this 
motion yet – that clarifies the party/charter 
recreational fishery where you have evidence to 
prove that you purchased the eels would be exempt 
from the limits imposed under Section 4.2. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Okay, A.C., would 
you be agreeable to delete the first that would clarify 
possession of eels?  It is almost – 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  Yes, let me try again.  Add a 
Section 4.3 that would exempt the creel limits of 
Section 4.2 for any person in possession of eels that 
can produce a receipt of purchase.   
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Does that capture 
what you want? 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  I think that is getting as close as 
I can do it at this late in the afternoon. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Point well made.  
Motion made by Mr. Carpenter; seconded by Mr. 
Bellavance.  Tom. 
 
MR. FOTE:  Again, problematic.  One guy goes and 
picks up eels for five people.  He has one receipt.  He 

now walks down and he gives out the eels to the guys 
who are on the beach who are in their campers for a 
week and somebody is going to check.  I think we 
need to leave this up to the law enforcement in that 
state as to how they basically enforce the possession 
limits and how they enforce creel limits.  I think law 
enforcement is smart enough – I know Rob Winkle 
and now the new one will be able to come up with 
out in New Jersey how we handle this.  We shouldn’t 
be micromanaging law enforcement through a 
method like this.  It is different in every state and 
there are different fisheries how they promulgate.   
 
Again, this is a creel limit so the only thing that is 
going to be effective, if you are taking a party boat 
and you’re out there fishing strictly for eels, then you 
can no longer possess more than whatever the bag 
limit of eels, but otherwise we should not – you 
know, because they’ve got to purchase them 
somewhere so somebody is buying them.   
 
If you want to restrict at the point of purchase that 
you can’t sell more than 25, that is a whole different 
ballgame.  But what you’re doing here is helping to 
penalize a fisherman that is trying to save gas money 
and actually pick up more eels from either a party 
boat, charterboat or a beach fisherman doing it by 
pulling together. 
 
MR. DAVID SIMPSON:  I think what we’re 
discussion here is the difference between possession 
and take and how we word regulations.  I think it 
would be great to have something in the document to 
get comment on how we should deal with that.  If we 
take it at that level; I think we would do well and 
we’ll come back and decide how we want to handle 
this.  Ultimately it does require a lot of law 
enforcement latitude.  That is gist of it; take versus 
possession. 
 
REPRESENTATIVE KUMIEGA:  More or less what 
they said; this is a state law enforcement issue and we 
should leave it out of the document. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  My sense is we could 
really address the issue you’re trying to resolve, Rick, 
by putting a qualifier in there that we’re talking about 
the difference between a creel limit and a possession 
limit, and that can be embodied into that section.  
Adam. 
 
MR. NOWALSKY:  Mr. Chairman, that was the 
point exactly that rather than specifically providing a 
directive right now with regards to producing a 
receipt, I think the important part right now is 
providing information in this document to the public 
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that differentiates between the possession and the 
harvest thereof.    
 
Whether it has to be as another section or just a 
paragraph of explaining text, I fully support putting 
that in there at this point.  I wouldn’t support going 
so far as to the detail that we have in this motion. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Okay, my suggestion 
to the board is that we withdraw this motion and trust 
Kate to embody the appropriate language into this 
section for public comment.  Is that agreeable to the 
board? 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  Agreeable by the maker. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  And is it agreeable to 
the seconder, Rick?  Rick, are you agreeable to 
withdrawal of this motion and trust Kate to put the 
appropriate language into the public document? 
 
MR. BELLAVANCE:  Yes, that’s fine, I appreciate 
all the help. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Okay, who else wants 
to add what?  Mitchell. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Okay, with regard to Section 
4.1.1 – and before making a motion, I would like to 
just address the question to Kate.  Kate, in your 
comments leading into the recommendations for the 
glass eel fishery, it says it is recommended that all 
catch be graded on the boat or streamside and that 
any bycatch is returned to the waters where fish were 
harvested. 
 
Under the glass eel harvest options, a small tolerance 
of harvest of pigmented eels should be considered 
along with a maximum size.  I know that there was a 
lot of discussion at the plan development team about 
this issue.  This is actually a fairly significant issue 
from a conservation standpoint.   
 
What we have seen – and this was acknowledged by 
all the plan development team members – that what 
would have traditionally been glass eel fisheries have 
in recent years morphed into glass eel fisheries that 
also include the take of year one pigmented eels.  I 
know that this language was the plan development 
team’s way of saying that they would like to put a 
stop to that and yet it is not presented as an option.  I 
am wondering how is the public going to comment 
on this proposal if it is not stated as an option. 
 
Therefore, I would like to make – unless you have a 
different suggestion, I would like to make the 
following motion; develop Option 7, I think it 

would be – I have lost track of the numbers – 
develop a maximum size limit for glass eels that 
will; a, allow no more than 5 percent of pigmented 
eels; or, b, create a minimum size for pigmented 
eels that will allow no more than 5 percent of glass 
eels. 
 
The reason I put it in the suggestion for B is because 
South Carolina – we have talked a lot today about 
South Carolina’s glass eel fishery.  But for 
everybody’s information, the fact is that South 
Carolina does not really have very much of a glass 
eel fishery.  South Carolina has a pigmented eel 
fishery.  We ought to get the facts on the table so that 
when we go out to the public, the public can be 
properly informed as to what is going on.   
 
If you go back into the history of how these fisheries 
were justified, we all know that the natural mortality 
of a glass eel is 99.999, as I think Louis suggested 
earlier, but that is not necessarily the case with a 
pigmented eel.  I think that it would do us all a really 
great service to let the public know that we’re not 
allowing the glass eel fishery to become a pigmented 
eel fishery.   
 
If a state like South Carolina wants to allow 
pigmented eels to be taken, then they should not have 
a glass eel fishery; because really you’re now mixing 
life stages of the life cycle to the potential detriment 
of the resource.  So Option 7, a maximum size limit 
for glass eels that will, a, allow no more than 5 
percent; or, b, create – yes, that is properly written.  
Thank you. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Before I ask for a 
second, it is my understanding that the technical 
committee doesn’t have a definition of a pigmented 
eel and what would the maximum size limit be for 
glass eels? 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Well, this is a question that 
the plan development team talked about.  The plan 
development team was confident that this could be 
implemented, and the proof is the following.  First 20 
years Maine had a glass eel fishery.  No dealer, no 
consumer in the world was interested in a pigmented 
eel.  During that time through very simple screening 
methods, fishermen as well as dealers ensured that 
only glass eels were traded, and there might have 
been a very small tolerance or a small amount of 
pigmented eels that were sufficiently small that they 
went through the mesh just like the glass eel. 
It is only in the last two years that we have had a 
pigmented eel.  I kind of feel like the plan 
development team has told this group it would like to 
do this.  It put it in the document, and then it just 
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didn’t do that final step of the analysis of saying how 
to define when in fact it can be done.  There are 
certain mesh sizes that correspond with what has 
traditionally been harvested as a glass eel.  For us to 
leave this out of the document I think would be a 
great disservice. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  You are correct; the plan 
development team is very concerned about the 
development of a pigmented eel fishery.  In talking 
with the states and law enforcement, in the glass eel 
catch there is going to be some amount of pigmented 
eels that were occurring.  The plan development team 
discussed what limit should be – you know, or even 
including this language in the document, it went in 
and then out and then back in again.   
 
They discussed anywhere from a 1 to 5 percent 
tolerance.  Ultimately it was the plan development 
team’s consensus that they are very supportive to not 
encourage the development of a pigmented eel 
fishery, but they do recognize that there is going to be 
some pigmented eels in the catch with the way the 
fishery is prosecuted.  That is why that 
recommendation was considered in there.  You are 
correct that the pigmented eels – the glass eels are 
what are the highest value; but as the price increases, 
the pigmented eels could be targeted more. 
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL:  I think before 
this discussion goes much further, you probably 
should try to see if there is a second to the motion. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Is there a second to 
the motion on the board?  Seconded by Bill McElroy.  
Discussion on the motion on the board?  Mitchell. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  I’m just going to go back to 
one point.  This suggestion is in the document.  It is 
just not identified as an option.  Putting aside for the 
moment my Part B; my Part A is already in the 
document as a plan development recommendation.  
The question is where does that recommendation fall 
in terms of the options.   
 
MR. CLARK:  Just for clarification, Mitch, most of 
these pigmented eels, are they young of the year that 
have just fully pigmented or are you talking about 
year-old eels? 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Year-old eels. 
 
COLONEL FESSENDEN:  By definition in Maine, 
an elver is less than six inches and that is why we see 
some of the pigmented eels being harvested because 
of the definition.  If we had a four inch or a smaller 
eel size, then you probably would see less of them.  

That is how we do it, and that is why you see them.  
We actually have people that harvest them and try to 
purge the feed out of the eel.  They put them in five-
gallon buckets and put them in coolers.  I am not sure 
how effective it is, but they go to that extreme. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Other comments from 
the board?  Walter. 
 
REPRESENTATIVE KUMIEGA:  I think this 
probably makes sense.  If we don’t put this out as an 
option, this is something that probably has to be 
adopted by the states that do allow elver fishing.  
Assuming they are allowed to continue, it would be a 
conservation measure, I think. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Other board 
comments?  Anybody from the audience wish to 
comment?  Back to the board, the motion is in 
Section 4.1.1 develop Option 7 a maximum size limit 
for glass eels that will; a, allow no more than 5 
percent of pigmented eels; or, b, create a minimum 
size for pigmented eels that will allow no more than 5 
percent of glass eels.  Motion by Mr. Feigenbaum; 
seconded by Mr. McElroy.  Take just a minute to 
caucus. 
 

(Whereupon, a caucus was held.) 
 

CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Okay, to the motion 
on the board, those in support please indicate so; 
those opposed; any abstentions.  The motion carries 
fifteen, zero, three.  Anything else to be added to 
this?  Mitchell. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Option 5 under 4.1.1, again 
this is the glass eel section.  It says require a trip-
level hail system for dealers, and I would like to 
propose a motion that Option 5 add – Option 4, 
thank you – that it says a trip-level hail system for 
dealers and fishers that will include reporting all 
sales or movement of eels. 
 
My comment to that is that this is the way glass eels 
– this is a key component of how glass eel fisheries is 
managed and enforced in Canada.  All fishermen 
must make a daily hail of their catch.  All dealers 
must make a daily report of their purchases.  Both the 
fishermen and the dealers must make a daily report of 
the movement of all eels. 
 
If we want to take seriously all of the concerns about 
law enforcement and about poaching and about how 
we’re going to control this fishery, I am not 
suggesting that this motion would solve the 
problems, but it is an appropriate first step.  We need 
to demonstrate to the public that we take seriously the 
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concerns about illegal activities.  To allow a $40 
million fishery to take place when we hear that there 
is so much illegal activity supposedly taking place, it 
seems almost negligent not to require daily reporting 
by both fishermen and dealers. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Before I ask for a 
second, I am going to ask you to make sure this is 
your intent if you read the motion on the board, 
please. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Yes, that reflects my intent of 
how this motion should read.  I think this is 
something that should be discussed by the public. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Okay, is there a 
second to the motion on the board?  Seconded by 
Walter.  A.C. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  Would that more properly be a 
Suboption 4A for the dealer and a Suboption 4B for 
the fisher? 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  I would not oppose it being 
drafted that way.  I would be agreeable to presenting 
it to the public as an A and a B and let the public 
comment on both options. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  An A or a B or a 
combination of A and B? 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  I think it should be presented 
as A and B. 
 
MR. GROUT:  Mr. Chairman, just so I’m clear, this 
is under Section 4.1.2? 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Yes. 
 
MR. GROUT:  There already is an Option – the 
Option 4 is the dealer reporting requirement.  Also in 
the particular option, it suggests that there already is 
fishery trip-level reporting, because after it says 
under this option states and jurisdictions with a 
commercial yellow eel fishery will require to 
implement dealer reporting requirements.   
 
It says cross-referencing between dealer and fishery 
trip-level reporting should be conducted to ensure 
accuracy.  I am assuming that the plan development 
team has some knowledge, since you put that in here, 
that there is already occurring trip-level reporting I 
know of fisheries harvesters.  I know there is in our 
state, so is that the case in all states? 
 

CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Doug, I believe 
Mitchell’s motion was specific to Option 4 of the 
glass eel only. 
 
MR. GROUT:  Oh, only of the glass eel so this is a 
different section we’re talking about? 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Correct; this is 
Section 4.1.1, Option 4.  It would be adding fishers to 
the dealers. 
 
MR. GROUT:  Okay, thank you for that clarification. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Comments from the 
board?  Comments from the audience?  The motion is 
move to add to Option 4 in Section 4.1.1 that would 
require a trip-level hail system for fishers that will 
include reporting all sales or movement of eels.  
Motion by Mr. Feigenbaum; seconded by 
Representative Kumiega.   Is there any objection to 
the motion on the board?  Seeing none; the motion 
carries.  How many more do you have? 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  I move to reinsert in Section 
4.1.1 Suboption 3C and Suboption 3D.  I don’t 
have to do the language because the language is in 
here on Page 36.  These were options that were 
considered by the plan development team but 
rejected.   
 
As I have been reminded about 200 times this week, 
the purpose of this plan document is not to establish 
the final rules for this fishery, but it is to send out to 
the public for their comment so that this board can 
consider those comments in the future.  We’re going 
to be going to the state of Maine and conducting 
public meetings and needless to say there is going to 
hundreds and hundreds of people showing up at those 
meetings. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Is there a second to 
the motion before we go into the rationale? 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  It should say Suboption 3C 
and Suboption 3D. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  And if we get a 
second to your motion here, I am going to ask you at 
this point in the afternoon to explain to the board 
what these subsections are.  Is there a second?  
Seconded by A.C.  Go ahead, Mitchell. 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Okay, the plan development 
team is suggesting a glass eel quota.  We’re going to 
be going to the state of Maine and suggesting a glass 
eel quota.  That quota will be based, according to the 
plan development team, on some historical average 
or based on current landings.   
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The plan development team had suggested that we 
calculate the average landings in the past but exclude 
the 2012 harvest year because it was a banner year.  
The analogy is that when I look at the stock 
assessment, I could tell everyone in this room that but 
for the 30 high years of catches that took place in the 
seventies and eighties, our catches and our stock 
biomass today is at the historical average. 
 
I’m saying just take out those 20 years of super-high 
catches and then there is no problem.  There is no 
problem in the eel fishery based on where we are 
now.  The problem was in the seventies and eighties, 
but those were statistical aberrations.  2012 was a 
high year, but it wasn’t a statistical aberration.  In 
1998 we say glass eel catches of a very similar level. 
 
I know as Mr. Sheldon has assured me 1996 also had 
catches of that average.  The 2012 catches 
corresponded with the highest glass eel recruitment 
that our young-of-the-year surveys have picked up 
since the young-of-the-year surveys have been in 
place.  All that this motion is saying is that if we’re 
going to consider quotas based on traditional harvest 
or past harvests or averages of things that took place 
in the past, let’s be statistically honest and include the 
high years. 
 
We didn’t pull out the two lowest years; why pull out 
the two highest years?  Again, I’m not asking anyone 
to vote to allow a particular quota or a particular 
harvest level, but let’s be honest to the public and 
acknowledge that 2012 was a high year, but we also 
had the high recruitment, and let the public weigh in.  
Let’s not cherry-pick the statistics in order to – let’s 
not cherry-pick the statistics.  I’m not doing that 
when I discuss the stock assessments.  I would 
appreciate if this commission would not allow the 
plan development team to do that in making 
proposals. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Kate, could you 
provide the rationale for why 2012 was not included? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  At the time the addendum was being 
developed, after the initiation by the board last 
August, the 2012 numbers were not available.  As we 
went forward with the development of the addendum, 
that information was still being cross-checked and 
only preliminary data was available.  That data is still 
considered preliminary.   
 
The state of Maine is still waiting for some dealer 
reporting.  The South Carolina landings are 
confidential.  The plan development team did not 
think it was appropriate to use this time series 

without the accurate data and also that 2012 was not 
representative of what the normal fishing history had 
been.   
 
It had originally thought that Option 3D, which was 
using the current landings as the basis for the glass 
eel quota, which would set that quota at a little over 
20,000 pounds for Maine and about 1,500 pounds for 
South Carolina, was far exceeding what the historical 
quota had been or what the historical landings had 
been and was not in line with the goals of the 
addendum.  The use of the historical average from 
1998 to 2012; again the plan development team just 
didn’t think it was appropriate to use the 2012 data in 
the allocation. 
 
MR. O’REILLY:  I had a similar question about the 
data and its availability, and it wouldn’t seem that the 
yellow eel data is going to be fully available by a 
certain point; I don’t know.  I know it usually runs 
late on the commercial data.  However, if it can be 
available, it should be used.  I’m also going to ask on 
3C the plan development team has 1998 to 2012.  If 
you come down a couple of lines, it says 1996 to 
2012; probably just a typo, maybe?  
 
But, on the whole premise that you’re going to use 
fourteen years, then the fifteenth year should be 
there.  I realize there is no effort data to sort of 
ground this time series or to truncate it into a trend.  
And short of that, I think I would probably hear from 
someone that 2012 is not out of bounds if you look 
far back enough into the production here.  Again, if 
the data are available, I think this option should go 
forward. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  I am going to speak in favor of 
the motion.  If it does pass, I would say that Table 2 
should reflect back to 1998 as well. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  The plan development team was also 
trying to narrow the scope of the management 
options.  We reviewed the public comment that was 
received during the development of Draft Addendum 
II and there were a number of management options 
there.  The public comment that was received 
specified that the management options – there were 
almost too many management options that were 
contained or the management options were confusing 
and it was hard to differentiate between one option or 
the other.  That is why the plan development team 
was trying to narrow its focus and present the options 
that would be clear to the public. 
 
REPRESENTATIVE KUMIEGA:  I think the 
biggest reason to include this would be to balance out 
some of the years where the price for elvers was 
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abysmal.  I don’t even know how low the numbers 
were, but most of the low years that are included in 
this average are because the effort was not there.   
 
There were times when it just really wasn’t worth 
harvesting elvers.  It wasn’t worth the work so people 
didn’t fish the average.  Yes, I guess last year was a 
banner year, but it was partially because of effort and 
partially because of the run, but it does balance out 
poor years because of the lack of effort. 
 
MR. GROUT:  Mr. Chairman, I certainly have a lot 
of concerns about Option 3D, which uses just one 
year to base our quota on.  Personally I’m going to 
oppose this motion. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Are there other board 
members that wish to comment?  Mark. 
 
MR. MARK GIBSON:  I certainly would support the 
3C option.  Just eyeballing the time series, the bar 
graph in Figure 2, I guess it is, the 2012 high but it is 
not outrageously high compared  to the variability in 
the rest of the values.  I think I would agree with 
Doug that 3D shouldn’t be in there, a single value, 
which it does happen to be the highest of the time 
series is probably not the way to go.  I think this 
motion could be improved by eliminating the 3D 
option. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  I respectfully disagree with 
the last two comments because Option 1 is status 
quo.  Status quo involves no cap.  3D is inherently 
more conservation minded than Option 1, so 3D is 
still setting up a situation where Maine can 
accomplish something – you know, this commission 
can accomplish something to promote eel 
conservation, so I would urge those last two 
comments to just please reconsider and realize that 
3D actually represents a cap.   
 
In that regard, it becomes a greater conservation 
measure than we have in place and it is a greater 
conservation than one of the options that is already 
on the table.  I’m only asking that we put it out to the 
public to comment.  Of course, there will be a lot of 
discussion in May about what we actually vote on.  
All we’re asking now is for this to be considered for 
public comment. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  I suspect there will be 
a lot of comment.  Anyone in the audience wish to 
comment?  Back to the board; Rob. 
 
MR. O’REILLY:  I probably should have specified 
suboption.  I share the sentiments of those who think 
3D – despite the fact that the public can look at 

anything, I think probably it would be better just to 
send out 3C.  That is what my comments were 
concerning, and that is the one I supported.  I would 
agree it would be a better motion with just 3C. 
 
REPRESENTATIVE KUMIEGA:  Mr. Chair, I 
would agree with that.  In order to save the motion, I 
would suggest that the mover withdraw or modify it 
to pull 3D and pass 3C, which I think is a good 
option.  3C is better than nothing. 
 
MR. ABBOTT:  Yes, I agree with the representative 
next to me.  I think that what we probably should do 
is make a motion to amend by deleting 3D. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  I will follow the guidance of 
my fellow commissioners and suggest to amending 
the motion to only recommend the reinsertion of 
Option 3C and deleting 3D off the table. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Because we have had 
extensive debate, Dennis, are you willing to make the 
motion to delete 3D? 
 
MR. ABBOTT:  I make a motion that we delete 3D 
from the main motion. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  A motion made by 
Mr. Abbott; seconded by Walter.  Kate. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  Just for clarification, the board 
would like to see Suboption 3A, which is the 
historical average from 1998 to 2011 – 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Twelve. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  The 1998 to 2011 is currently in the 
document; would you like to see in place of that the 
2012 numbers or in addition to that?  Would you also 
like to see the harvest reductions proposed, which is 
25 and 50 percent, on that second baseline allocation 
years in addition to the first ones proposed? 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  I’m seeing a lot of 
nodding heads.  On the motion to amend, is there any 
opposition to the motion to amend.  The motion is 
move to amend to delete 3D from the main motion.  
Motion by Mr. Abbott; seconded by Representative 
Kumiega.  Is there any opposition to the motion to 
amend?  The motion carries without any 
opposition.   
 
Back to the main motion; the main motion is a 
motion to as amended to reinsert into Section 4.1.1., 
Subsection 3C.  Motion by Mr. Feigenbaum; 
seconded by Mr. Carpenter.  Is everybody clear on 
the motion?  Is there any opposition to the motion on 
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the board?  Seeing none; the motion carries.  
Anything else to add, amend or tinker with?  Okay, 
Bill. 
 
MR. WILLIAM A. ADLER:  Do you need a motion 
to move this to public hearing or do you need a 
motion to make the changes and bring it back? 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  We have a postponed 
motion and we need to bring that back on then move 
it forward as amended. 
 
MR. ADLER:   All right, I will make that motion to 
move it off the table and bring it back.  Is that what 
you want? 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  It is right up on the 
board now.  Is there any objection to the motion on 
the board?  Okay, I have been retrained here.  Is there 
any objection to taking the tabled motion off the 
table?  Okay, seeing none, move to approve Draft 
Addendum III for public  comment as amended.  
Motion by Mr. Augustine; seconded by Mr. Adler.  
I am going to ask you all to caucus and have a vote 
because of the nature of this motion. 
 

(Whereupon, a caucus was held.) 
 

MR. GEIGER:  Mr. Chairman, when does staff think 
the amended motion would be completed or 
finalized? 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  The requests are mostly adding 
analysis that has already been conducted and just 
adding further years, so it should not take too long 
and just to clarify some of the language.  I would 
expect the draft to be ready within two weeks. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Okay, to those who 
support the motion on the board, please indicate so; 
any opposed or abstain.  It was unanimous; the 
motion carried 17, zero, zero.  We have got three 
more items of business.  One is to review and 
populate the advisory panel membership.  Kate. 

POPULATE ADVISORY PANEL 
MEMBERSHIP 

 
MS. TAYLOR:  Mr. Chairman, there have 
recommendations for the advisory panel, and that is 
for Sam Veach, a commercial fisherman from New 
Jersey, and Sam Livingston, a commercial fisherman 
from South Carolina.   
 
MR. AUGUSTINE:  Mr. Chairman, I move that the 
board approve to add to the advisory panel Mr. 
Sam Veach, New Jersey commercial fisherman, 

and Mr. Sam Livingston from South Carolina, 
commercial fisherman, to the American Eel 
Advisory Panel. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Motion made by Mr. 
Augustine and seconded by Mr. Adler.  
  
MR. SELF:  Mr. Chairman, I think the nominee from 
South Carolina is Jimmy Livingston and not Sam 
Livingston. 
 
MS. TAYLOR:  You are correct. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Are there any 
comments to the motion on the board.  Okay, the 
motion is to move the board approve nominations for 
Sam Veach and Jimmy Livingston to the American 
Eel Advisory Panel.  Motion by Mr. Augustine and 
seconded by Mr. Adler as corrected.  Are there any 
objections to the motion on the board?  Seeing none; 
the motion carries. 
 
MR. FEIGENBAUM:  Mr. Chairman, I will just 
quickly point out that this commission has for at least 
four or five and really more years than that been 
talking about coordination efforts in eel management 
with our Canadian counterparts.  I was happy to hear 
earlier that we would be moving forward on the 
memorandum of understanding with the Great Lakes 
Commission. 
 
However, I would point out further that the Great 
Lakes Commission really only represents a part of 
Canada, a certain region.  I can share with my fellow 
commissioners that from the Canadian perspective in 
the U.S. you would have ASMFC and the Great 
Lakes Commission working together in conjunction 
with the Canadians and therefore really pretty much 
all of the areas where our species ranges would be 
represented. 
 
But in Canada, as I think everyone who is familiar 
with the eel file knows, there is a rather significant 
split of opinion and interests between the folks in the 
Great Lakes and the folks in the Maritime Region.  
Without trying to upset any apple carts, I just would 
like this group to consider the fact that our efforts to 
increase coordination and cooperation with Canada 
should in fact be expanded and go further than just 
the memorandum of understanding. 
 
In that regard, I’m happy to report that on June 11th, 
June 12th and June 13th of this year pretty much the 
entire Canadian Eel Community will be represented 
at a meeting in I believe it will be Ottawa.  What is 
going to take place is that the Department of 
Fisheries and Oceans is going to be reviewing the 
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COSEWIC Report that some of you may know was 
issued within the past six months. 
 
Geralt Shih Poo will be running that meeting.  Geralt, 
for those of you who may have forgotten, was a peer 
reviewer of the American Eel Stock Assessment of 
this body, both this current stock assessment as well 
as the previous one.  This is going to be an absolutely 
high-level, blue-ribbon panel of just the absolute top 
scientists in Canada.   
 
Dr. Castleman will be there, Dr. Cairns will be there.  
As many of you know, these are the two gentlemen 
who authored the book. “Eels on the Edge” that got 
so much of the conversation going that brings us to 
the point where we’re so sensitive to eel 
management.  I am personally very confident that 
group will be extending an invitation to ASMFC for 
some of our scientists to attend.   
 
I know that Laura Lee has worked with our Canadian 
counterparts many times.  I sure hope that if in fact 
that invitation is forthcoming, that the commission 
will find in its limited budget the limited means 
necessary to send one of our representatives to that 
meeting so they can both offer information that stems 
from our efforts and also to receive information from 
that meeting that they can bring back to this 
commission. 
 
MR. CARPENTER:  I had noticed another 
application that had been filed, but I also noticed an 
irregularity with it, so I assume that is why we didn’t 
take it up.  Thank you. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  We have one last 
piece of unfinished business concerning Pat Keliher’s 
request.  Ritchie.   

OTHER BUSINESS 
MR. WHITE:  Mr. Chair, I would like to make a 
motion for Commissioner Keliher.  Move that the 
Eel Board send a request to the Policy Board 
directing the Executive Director to send a letter to 
the Chairs of the Maine Legislature’s Joint 
Standing Committee on Marine Resources.  The 
letter shall describe Atlantic States Marine 
Fisheries Commission’s compliance criteria and 
clearly lay out what level of increased effort 
within the glass eel fishery, licenses or gear, would 
put Maine out of compliance for the 2013 season.  
The letter should also state what the impact is to a 
state being found out of compliance. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Motion made by Mr. 
White; seconded by Mr. McElroy.   
 

MR. WHITE:  Just to talk to the motion, earlier in the 
day I expressed concern about interfering in a state’s 
affairs, but I think this clearly is different and we’re 
not recommending anything.  All we’re doing is 
providing information and clarification, so I think 
there is a big difference. 
 
REPRESENTATIVE KUMIEGA:  I would just like 
to say as one of the Chairs of that committee, I would 
really appreciate this.  We have a number of 
freshmen legislatures who aren’t familiar with the 
Atlantic States process or don’t have the history to 
make informed decisions on this.  Having a letter 
from the Executive Director will be very helpful. 
 
CHAIRMAN STOCKWELL:  Are there other 
comments from the board?  Okay, is there any 
objection to the motion?  Seeing none; the motion 
carries.  

ADJOURNMENT 
I hope there is no other business to come before the 
Eel Board; because if so, it is too late.  This meeting 
is adjourned. 
 

(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 4:20 
o’clock p.m., February 20, 2013.) 
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