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Current ManagementCurrent ManagementCurrent Management Current Management 

Fi h M t Pl d t d• Fishery Management Plan adopted 
in 1999 

• Recreational Fisheries Management 
50 fi h d b li i– 50 fish per day bag limit

– 6 inch size limit



Current ManagementCurrent ManagementCurrent ManagementCurrent Management

• Commercial Fisheries Management• Commercial Fisheries Management
– State must maintain as conservative or more 

conservative measures 
– Current glass eel fisheries allowed in ME & SCg
– Significant Yellow Eel                                           

fisheries occur in NJ, DE,fisheries occur in NJ, DE,                                    
MD, PRFC, VA, and NC
All states except PA and DC– All states except PA and DC 



Stock AssessmentsStock AssessmentsStock AssessmentsStock Assessments

• 2012 Benchmark Stock Assessment2012 Benchmark Stock Assessment 
– Approved by peer review panel and accepted for 

management usemanagement use
– Data poor stock

No overfishing/overfished definition possible– No overfishing/overfished definition possible
– Stock Status = Depleted

• Habitat loss passage mortality disease• Habitat loss, passage mortality, disease, 
potentially shifting oceanographic conditions.



Draft Addendum IIIDraft Addendum IIIDraft Addendum IIIDraft Addendum III

• Initiated in response to the Stock Assessment• Initiated in response to the Stock Assessment
• Includes: 

1. Habitat Recommendations
2. Monitoring Requirements g q
3. Commercial Management Measures
4 Recreational Management Measures4. Recreational Management Measures 



Draft Addendum IIIDraft Addendum IIIDraft Addendum IIIDraft Addendum III

• Goal is to reduce mortality on ALL life• Goal is to reduce mortality on ALL life 
stages

• Coastwide Regulations 
• Options may be implemented in• Options may be implemented in 

combination 



Habitat RecommendationsHabitat RecommendationsHabitat RecommendationsHabitat Recommendations

• Focus efforts on increasing understanding of• Focus efforts on increasing understanding of 
habitat requirements
E h l l i• Engage the relevant regulatory agencies to 
increase or improve upstream /downstream 

leel passage
• Encouraging habitat                                 

restoration



Monitoring ProgramMonitoring ProgramMonitoring ProgramMonitoring Program

• Fisheries Independent Surveys• Fisheries Independent Surveys
– YOY, Yellow, and Silver Eels (Table 1)
– Multiple Life Stage Recommended

• Fisheries Dependent SurveysFisheries Dependent Surveys 
– Mandatory monthly reporting of catch/effort

d l h d f l– Increase data on eels harvested for personal use 
– Marine Agencies should work with Inland 

counterparts to standardize reporting



Draft Commercial Draft Commercial 
M O iM O iManagement OptionsManagement Options

Gl E l Fi h i• Glass Eel Fisheries
• Yellow Eel FisheriesYellow Eel Fisheries 
• Silver Eel Fisheries 



Draft Glass Eel CommercialDraft Glass Eel Commercial
M O iM O iManagement OptionsManagement Options

• Glass Eel Fisheries Measures• Glass Eel Fisheries Measures                 
(ME and SC only)
–Option 1: Status Quo
–Option 2: Closure–Option 2: Closure

• Immediate
• Delayed (5 years or other timeframe 

specified)



Draft Glass Eel CommercialDraft Glass Eel Commercial
M O iM O iManagement OptionsManagement Options

• Glass Eel Fisheries Measures• Glass Eel Fisheries Measures               
(ME and SC only)
–Option 3: Quota

• Historical Average (1998 – 2012)Historical Average (1998 2012)
• Harvest Reductions (25% and 50%)



Draft Glass Eel CommercialDraft Glass Eel Commercial
M O iM O iManagement OptionsManagement Options



Draft Glass Eel CommercialDraft Glass Eel Commercial
M O iM O iManagement OptionsManagement Options



Draft Glass Eel CommercialDraft Glass Eel Commercial
M O iM O iManagement OptionsManagement Options

• Glass Eel Fisheries Measures (ME and SC only)• Glass Eel Fisheries Measures (ME and SC only)
– Option 4: Dealer/Harvest Restrictions

• trip level ticket system for harvesters and dealers in order to• trip level ticket system for harvesters and dealers in order to 
ensure accurate reporting of glass eel harvest. 

– Option 5: Pigmented Eel Tolerance p g
• Increase in pigmented eel harvest represents development 

of a new fishery
• Only a small tolerance (max 25 pigmented eels per pound 

of glass eel catch) would be allowed. 
• States would have the option to propose restrictions (e g• States would have the option to propose restrictions (e.g. 

mesh size requirements) to meet this requirement



Draft Yellow Eel Commercial Draft Yellow Eel Commercial 
M O iM O iManagement OptionsManagement Options

• Yellow Eel Fisheries Measures• Yellow Eel Fisheries Measures 
– Option 1: Status Quo
– Option 2: Increase Minimum Size (8-12”)



Draft Yellow Eel Commercial Draft Yellow Eel Commercial 
M O iM O iManagement OptionsManagement Options

• Yellow Eel Fisheries Measures• Yellow Eel Fisheries Measures 
– Option 3: Gear Restrictions

• Status Quo
• ¾ by ½ inch minimum mesh size or escape panel 
• 1 by ½ inch minimum mesh size or escape panel



Draft Yellow Eel Commercial Draft Yellow Eel Commercial 
M O iM O iManagement OptionsManagement Options

• Yellow Eel Fisheries Measures• Yellow Eel Fisheries Measures 
– Option 4: Coastwide Quota 

• Historical Averages (a few options for base years) 
• Harvest Restrictions (20%, 30%, 40%, or 50%)



Base Years 1980Base Years 1980 -- 20112011Base Years 1980 Base Years 1980 20112011



Base Years 1990Base Years 1990 -- 20112011Base Years 1990 Base Years 1990 20112011



Base Years 2002Base Years 2002 -- 20112011Base Years 2002 Base Years 2002 20112011



Draft Yellow Eel Commercial Draft Yellow Eel Commercial 
M O iM O iManagement OptionsManagement Options

• Option 5: Reporting Requirements• Option 5: Reporting Requirements 
– trip level ticket system for dealer and harvester 

tireporting



Draft Yellow Eel Commercial Draft Yellow Eel Commercial 
M O iM O iManagement OptionsManagement Options

• Option 6: Two Week Fall Closure• Option 6: Two Week Fall Closure 
– required to close directed yellow eel pot/trap fishery 

f 2 ti k S t 1 t d O t 31stfor 2 consecutive weeks Sept 1st and Oct 31st

– State may specify when the closure occurs, must 
occur after est start of state’s silver eel migrationoccur after est. start of state s silver eel migration. 

– All eel pots/traps must be removed from the water 
A li it d f ll l ill lt i d ti i– A limited fall closure will result in a reduction in 
yellow eel landings as most American eels are landed 
in the fallin the fall



Table 11 page 25Table 11 page 25Table 11 page 25Table 11 page 25



Draft Commercial Draft Commercial 
M O iM O iManagement OptionsManagement Options

• Silver Eel Fisheries Measures• Silver Eel Fisheries Measures
– Option1: Status Quo
– Option 2: Gear Restrictions 

• No take of eels during the fall from any gear type 
other than baited traps/pots 

• Rec: Sept 1 – Dec 31



Table 12, page 26Table 12, page 26Table 12, page 26Table 12, page 26



Table 13 page 27Table 13 page 27Table 13 page 27Table 13 page 27



Draft Recreational Draft Recreational 
M O iM O iManagement OptionsManagement Options

• Option 1: Status Quo• Option 1: Status Quo
• Option 2: Reduce recreational bag limits

– 25 fish per day bay limit  
• Option 3: Party/Charter Boat Exemption

– If Option 2 is chosen, the Board may consider 
– Maintains current 50 fish/day limit y
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BackgroundBackgroundBackgroundBackground

• The American Eel SAS met multiple in June• The American Eel SAS met multiple in June 
and July to respond to requests from the 
Working GroupWorking Group. 



BackgroundBackgroundBackgroundBackground

• The SAS continually re iterated the findings of• The SAS continually re-iterated the findings of 
the 2012 Benchmark Stock Assessment: 
Although fishery landings and effort in recent times 
have declined in most regions (with the possible 
exception of the glass eel fishery) current levels ofexception of the glass eel fishery), current levels of 
fishing effort may still be too high given the additional 
stressors affecting the stock such as habitat loss,stressors affecting the stock such as habitat loss, 
passage mortality, climate change, and disease. 
Management efforts to reduce mortality on American 
eels in the U.S. are warranted 



General RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral Recommendations

• The SAS makes the following general• The SAS makes the following general 
recommendations for the Board’s consideration 
in the discussion on DAIII:in the discussion on DAIII: 
1. The status quo is not recommended. 
2 Th bj ti f th dd d i t d2. The objective of the addendum is to reduce 

mortality at all life stages with the goal of allowing 
more silver eels to escape and spawn If mortalitymore silver eels to escape and spawn. If mortality 
is to be reduced, then fewer eels need to be 
harvested. All fisheries and regions should g
contribute to the reduction. 



General RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral Recommendations

3 Opening up new fisheries on any life stage3. Opening up new fisheries on any life stage 
would be inconsistent with the 
recommendations of the benchmark stockrecommendations of the benchmark stock 
assessment and peer review panel. 

4 St ti lti t ft l l fi h i4. Starting multi-stage surveys after a glass eel fishery is 
opened will not be adequate. To follow the 
precautionary approach a state s should have toprecautionary approach, a state s should have to 
implement multi-stage surveys monitoring programs 
at least 3 to 7 years before being allowed a glass eel y g g
fishery in order to verify that further harm to the 
stock will not occur. 



General RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral Recommendations

5 The only way to guarantee a reduction in5. The only way to guarantee a reduction in 
mortality is through the use of quotas, with 
specific allocations and payback provisionsspecific allocations and payback provisions. 
States should not be allowed to increase 
landings from current levelslandings from current levels.
– Both glass and yellow eel quotas should be based on 

landings data used for the benchmark stocklandings data used for the benchmark stock 
assessment ending in 2010. 



General RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral Recommendations

• For the yellow eel fishery a quota should not be• For the yellow eel fishery, a quota should not be 
based on landings from the 1980's as this 
represents a time of intense fishing pressure Arepresents a time of intense fishing pressure. A 
quota should also not be based on landings from 
years after 2010 which was the last yearyears after 2010 which was the last year 
included in the benchmark stock assessment 
when the recommendation was made by thewhen the recommendation was made by the 
SAS to reduce mortality. Landings have further 
increased since 2010increased since 2010.



General RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral Recommendations

• For the glass eel a quota based on landings• For the glass eel, a quota based on landings 
should not include harvest data from 2012 as 
market conditions changed the fisherymarket conditions changed the fishery 
dramatically with higher effort and landings, 
including poorly documented illegal harvestincluding poorly documented illegal harvest. 



General RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral Recommendations

• Setting catch limits based on recent average• Setting catch limits based on recent average 
catches leads to a high probability of 
overfishing and depleted populations especiallyoverfishing and depleted populations especially 
when populations are already at low levels 



General RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral Recommendations

6 Changes in mesh sizes and minimum sizes6. Changes in mesh sizes and minimum sizes 
alone may not achieve the reduction in 
mortality necessary to rebuild the stock as it ismortality necessary to rebuild the stock as it is 
uncertain how adult eel escapement will 
respond to this actionrespond to this action. 



General RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral RecommendationsGeneral Recommendations

7 Increasing survival of silver eels is crucial in7. Increasing survival of silver eels is crucial in 
ensuring the highest contribution to the 
spawning stockspawning stock. 

8. The SAS strongly supports the collection of 
ddi i l fi h i d d d i d dadditional fisheries dependent and independent 

data to aid in the development of management 
d f i f kprograms and for use in future stock 

assessments. 



Quota ManagementQuota ManagementQuota Management Quota Management 

• Specific to quota management the WG• Specific to quota management, the WG 
requested input from the SAS on harvest levels 
and their associated stock effectsand their associated stock effects. 

• The SAS used the DBSRA model to examine 
h ff f diff l l fthe effects of different quota levels on future 

stock biomass. 



Quota ManagementQuota ManagementQuota ManagementQuota Management

• It should be stressed that the peer review did not• It should be stressed that the peer review did not 
approve the DBSRA model for management; 
therefore these projections are for visualizationtherefore, these projections are for visualization 
purposes only, and some results may not 
represent credible estimates of biomass overrepresent credible estimates of biomass over 
time. 





Quota = 942,409Quota = 942,409Quota  942,409Quota  942,409



Quota = 896,531Quota = 896,531Quota  896,531Quota  896,531



Quota = 796,419Quota = 796,419Quota  796,419Quota  796,419



Quota = 716,788Quota = 716,788Quota  716,788Quota  716,788



Quota = 597,320Quota = 597,320Quota  597,320Quota  597,320



Quota = 398,221Quota = 398,221Quota  398,221Quota  398,221



Median QuotasMedian QuotasMedian QuotasMedian Quotas



Median QuotasMedian QuotasMedian QuotasMedian Quotas



Life Stage Quota TransfersLife Stage Quota TransfersLife Stage Quota TransfersLife Stage Quota Transfers

• The Working Group requested the SAS analyze• The Working Group requested the SAS analyze 
the ability to transfer yellow eel quota to glass 
eel quota Given this task the SAS makes theeel quota. Given this task, the SAS makes the 
following recommendations: 
1 Whil it b ibl t d t ti1. While it may be possible to conduct conservation 

equivalency analysis on the life stages of 
American eel this analysis would be based on aAmerican eel, this analysis would be based on a 
multitude of assumptions and have a high degree 
of uncertainty. y



Life Stage Quota TransfersLife Stage Quota TransfersLife Stage Quota TransfersLife Stage Quota Transfers

2 States and jurisdictions do not currently collect2. States and jurisdictions do not currently collect 
adequate data to support this type of 
management program Given the spatialmanagement program. Given the spatial 
heterogeneity in eel life history, the SAS could 
only produce estimates for geographic subonly produce estimates for geographic sub-
regions where there are data to support the 
analysis Furthermore this type of analysisanalysis. Furthermore, this type of analysis 
could result in different management methods 
applied along the coastapplied along the coast. 



Life Stage Quota TransfersLife Stage Quota TransfersLife Stage Quota TransfersLife Stage Quota Transfers

3 The SAS unanimously and firmly does not3. The SAS unanimously and firmly does not 
support a 1:1 transfer (in pounds) of current 
yellow eel harvest to potential glass eelyellow eel harvest to potential glass eel 
harvest. 



Life Stage Quota TransfersLife Stage Quota TransfersLife Stage Quota TransfersLife Stage Quota Transfers

4 If a conservational equivalency program were4. If a conservational equivalency program were 
to be developed, the SAS recommends the use 
of conservative transfer rate until there isof conservative transfer rate until there is 
sufficient data to consider expansion, with 
harvest capped at a certain amountharvest capped at a certain amount. 



Life Stage Quota TransferLife Stage Quota TransferLife Stage Quota TransferLife Stage Quota Transfer

• One possible approach could be to evaluate the• One possible approach could be to evaluate the 
complete transfer of yellow eel quota to a glass 
eel fishery after three years of the developmenteel fishery after three years of the development 
of a new glass eel fishery, provided the required 
monitoring continues and the fisheries on allmonitoring continues and the fisheries on all 
other life stages are prohibited within the 
jurisdictions watersjurisdictions waters.
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BackgroundBackgroundBackgroundBackground

• Draft Addendum III was initiated in August• Draft Addendum III was initiated in August 
2012 in response to the findings of the 2012 
American Eel Benchmark Stock AssessmentAmerican Eel Benchmark Stock Assessment 
which found the status of the coastwide stock to 
be depletedbe depleted. 

• The Board reviewed a draft of the addendum 
d i O b 2012 id d ddi i ldocument in October 2012, provided additional 
guidance to the PRT, and then approved the 

bli t d t i F b 2013public comment document in February 2013. 



BackgroundBackgroundBackgroundBackground

• The Draft Addendum was out for public• The Draft Addendum was out for public 
comment in April and May 2013. 
Th B d i d h bli h• The Board reviewed the public comment at the 
May meeting, at which time the Board 

i d ki f C i iappointed a working group of Commissioners, 
AP members and TC members to develop 

i l d i i f dpotential recommendations on moving forward 
with the finalization of Addendum III.



BackgroundBackgroundBackgroundBackground

• The working group met multiple times in June• The working group met multiple times in June 
and July to review Draft Addendum III and 
provides the following recommendations to theprovides the following recommendations to the 
Board.



Monitoring and HabitatMonitoring and HabitatMonitoring and HabitatMonitoring and Habitat

• The WG supports the monitoring• The WG supports the monitoring 
requirements and habitat recommendations 
contained in Draft Addendum IIIcontained in Draft Addendum III. 



Commercial &RecreationalCommercial &RecreationalCommercial &RecreationalCommercial &Recreational

• The WG unanimously does not support• The WG unanimously does not support 
Option1 (Status Quo) for both Sections 4.1 
(Commercial Fishery Management Options)(Commercial Fishery Management Options) 
and 4.2 (Recreational Fishery Management 
Options)Options). 



Comm. Glass Eel MeasuresComm. Glass Eel MeasuresComm. Glass Eel MeasuresComm. Glass Eel Measures

• Closure (Option 2)• Closure (Option 2)  
– The WG does not support this option as the 

k f d k istock assessment found no stock recruitment 
relationship and recognizes the economic 
i f h fi h i h himportance of the fishery in those states that 
currently allow harvest. 



Comm. Glass Eel MeasuresComm. Glass Eel MeasuresComm. Glass Eel MeasuresComm. Glass Eel Measures

• Quota (Option 3)• Quota (Option 3) 
– The WG does not support any of the quota options 

that were included in the draft Addendumthat were included in the draft Addendum. 
– The WG discussed the option of a quota based on 

more recent landings as well as the transfer ofmore recent landings as well as the transfer of 
quota from the yellow eel fishery to the glass eel 
fishery. y

– The WG was interested in some modifications to 
the options originally contained in the Public 
Comment document. 



Comm. Glass Eel MeasuresComm. Glass Eel MeasuresComm. Glass Eel MeasuresComm. Glass Eel Measures

I d R ti (O ti 4)• Increased Reporting (Option 4) 
– The WG supports increased commercial 

fishery monitoring if a quota based 
management program was implemented. 

– The WG supports monthly reporting 
following ACCSP standards.g



Comm. Glass Eel MeasuresComm. Glass Eel MeasuresComm. Glass Eel MeasuresComm. Glass Eel Measures

• Pigmented Eel Tolerance (Option 5)• Pigmented Eel Tolerance (Option 5) 
– The WG supports the pigmented eel tolerance and 

any restrictions on harvest on this life stageany restrictions on harvest on this life stage. 
– This would be applied to any state that has a glass 

eel fishery current or futureeel fishery, current or future. 
– This could be accomplished through the use of a 

1/8 inch non-stretchable mesh1/8 inch non stretchable mesh. 
– The AP would also recommend a 1% tolerance by 

count to this requirementcount to this requirement 



Comm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel Measures

• Increase Minimum Size (Option 2)• Increase Minimum Size (Option 2) 
– The WG supports a min size limit of 9 inches. 

Th WG h d i f h LEC– The WG supports the recommendation of the LEC 
that it would be difficult to enforce min size 
regulations w/o the use of complementary gearregulations w/o the use of complementary gear 
restrictions. 

– Therefore the WG recommends the use of aTherefore the WG recommends the use of a 
minimum size restriction in conjunction with gear 
restrictions 



Comm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel Measures

• Gear Restrictions (Option 3)• Gear Restrictions (Option 3) 
– The WG discussed the proposed gear restrictions, 

including an option for ½ by ½ inch meshincluding an option for ½ by ½ inch mesh 
requirements or escape panel. 

– Currently several states have at least ½ by ½ inch– Currently several states have at least ½ by ½ inch 
mesh requirements in place, with the exception of 
NH, MA, RI, CT, DE, and NJ. , , , , ,

– A ½ by ½ inch mesh requirement would cull eels 
less than 8.75 inches 



Comm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel Measures

• The WG recommends a ½ by ½ mesh requirement through• The WG recommends a ½ by ½ mesh requirement through 
the use of an escape panel for a specified time frame (e.g. 3 
years), after which the gear must be phased out.

• States or jurisdictions that are more conservative are 
recommended to maintain their gear mesh restrictions. 

• This option was also supported by the AP.
• If a ½ by ½ mesh restriction is implemented with a 9 inch 

i i li it th B d h t id t lmin size limit the Board may have to consider a tolerance 
for undersized eels. 

• The Board should also consider point of enforcement (e gThe Board should also consider point of enforcement (e.g. 
at harvest or through the dealer). 



Comm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel Measures

• Coastwide Quota (Option 4)• Coastwide Quota (Option 4) 
– The WG was supportive of quota management for the 

fishery based on recent landings.fishery based on recent landings. 
– This aligns with the recs of the SAS as it was considered 

the most effective way to ensure a reduction in mortality. 
– The WG was not supportive of the base years presented 

in the Public Comment document or the method for 
ll ti t t th t t d i t t d iallocating quota to the states and was interested in some 

modifications to the options originally contained in the 
Public Comment document.Public Comment document. 



Comm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel Measures

• Increased Reporting (Option 5)• Increased Reporting (Option 5) 
– Consistent with the WG recommendations for the 

glass eel fishery the WG supports increasedglass eel fishery, the WG supports increased 
commercial fishery monitoring if a quota based 
management program was implemented.management program was implemented. 

– The WG supported monthly reporting following 
ACCSP standards. 



Comm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel MeasuresComm. Yellow Eel Measures

• Two Week Fall Closure (Option 6)• Two Week Fall Closure (Option 6) 
– The WG does not support this option. 



Comm. Silver Eel MeasuresComm. Silver Eel MeasuresComm. Silver Eel MeasuresComm. Silver Eel Measures

• The WG unanimously supported Option 2 with• The WG unanimously supported Option 2 with 
some modification. 
Th WG d h l l l d• The WG noted the cultural value and 
economic support to the community provided 
b h il l fi h l h D l Rby the silver eel fishery along the Delaware R.

• However, the goal of the addendum is to 
reduce mortality on all life stages and 
increasing survival of silver eels provides the 
greatest chance for increasing spawning 
success. 



Comm. Silver Eel MeasuresComm. Silver Eel MeasuresComm. Silver Eel MeasuresComm. Silver Eel Measures

• The WG recommends prohibiting the harvest• The WG recommends prohibiting the harvest 
of American eels from gears other than pots, 
traps and spears from September 1 totraps, and spears from September 1 to 
December 31, with the exception of New York 
commercially licensed weir fishermen in thecommercially licensed weir fishermen in the 
Delaware River and tributaries from Sept 1 –
Dec 31Dec 31. 



Comm. Silver Eel MeasuresComm. Silver Eel MeasuresComm. Silver Eel Measures Comm. Silver Eel Measures 

• NY must reduce active effort (i e not including latent• NY must reduce active effort (i.e. not including latent 
effort removal) by an amount specified by the Board. 
An effort reduction plan must be submitted to TC for p
review and approved by the Board no later than a date 
specified by the Board. 

• The goal would be to have the fishery phased out w/in 
10 years or some time frame specified by the Board. 

• Additionally, the Board may want to consider silver eel 
monitoring requirements, similar to the requirements 
f th t ti l ll f l l fi h ifor the potential allowance of glass eel fisheries 



Rec Eel MeasuresRec Eel MeasuresRec Eel MeasuresRec Eel Measures

• The WG unanimously supported Option 2 (25• The WG unanimously supported Option 2 (25 
fish per day bag limit) and Option 3 
(party/charter boat exemption)(party/charter boat exemption). 

• The WG was supportive of having the same 
i i i f b h i l dminimum size for both commercial and 

recreational fisheries.



Management Management 
R d iR d iRecommendationsRecommendations

• The WG recommends finalization of AddIII as• The WG recommends finalization of AddIII as 
recommended to allow for the potential 
implementation of management measures priorimplementation of management measures prior 
to the start of the 2014 fishing season. 
Th WG d h i di i i i• The WG recommends the immediate imitation 
of Draft Addendum IV which would include 

f DAIII h h b f hmeasures from DAIII that have been further 
refined based on public and Board input as 

ll d l d b th WGwell as new measures developed by the WG 
and SAS. 



Proposed Draft Add IVProposed Draft Add IVProposed Draft Add IVProposed Draft Add IV

• The goal of Draft Addendum IV would be to• The goal of Draft Addendum IV would be to 
reduce overall mortality on American eels. 
Thi d ld b d il bl f h• This document could be made available for the 
Board’s review in October with final approval 

h F b 2014 iat the February 2014 meeting. 
• Draft Addendum IV may include, but may not 

be limited to, the following measures:



Proposed DAIV Comm. Glass Proposed DAIV Comm. Glass 
E l ME l MEel Measures Eel Measures 

• The WG discussed the possibility of allowing• The WG discussed the possibility of allowing 
the development of glass eel fisheries in states 
where harvest is currently prohibitedwhere harvest is currently prohibited. 

• The WG recognizes that the SAS emphatically 
d h d l f ddi i ldoes not support the development of additional 
glass eel fisheries due to uncertainty in the 

k i l i hi d lstock recruitment relationship and natural 
mortality estimates, as well as the concern that 

hi ld h th h lth f th t kpoaching could have on the health of the stock. 



Proposed DAIV Comm. Glass Proposed DAIV Comm. Glass 
E l ME l MEel Measures Eel Measures 

• However the WG discussed that if two states are• However, the WG discussed that, if two states are 
allowed to continue to operate a glass eel fishery, the 
remainder of states/jurisdictions should be given the j g
opportunity for a glass eel fishery, provided certain 
restrictions and requirements are met. 

• Inherent in this is that there will be a reduction in 
overall mortality on eels even if there is an increase in 
h b f i i i i h fi hthe number of states participating in the  fishery. 

• Additionally, the associated survey requirements may 
id h d d d t th t k f iprovide much needed data on the stock for use in 

future assessment s. 



Glass Eel Fishery Glass Eel Fishery 
R iR iRequirementsRequirements

• Reduction in mortality in yellow eel fishery, through transfer yellow 
eel landings into a glass eel quota
– Limited glass eel fishery w/landings not to exceed a specified 

amount for states with no landings (with a requirement toamount for states with no landings (with a requirement to 
reduce mortality /increase survival on other life stages. 

• Completion of full life cycle survey in 1 watershed for  > 3 years, 
i l d i /d i h f fi fi hiimplemented prior to/during the start of first open fishing season,

• Allocation could be re-visited in 3 years, or at another time frame  
• Adequate penalties to discourage poaching adequate enforcementAdequate penalties to discourage poaching, adequate enforcement 

to monitor poaching, timely commercial so quota is not exceeded, 
ability to close the fishery when landings reach a specified 
threshold and pigmented eel restrictionsthreshold, and pigmented eel restrictions. 

• Implementation program is subject to TC, LEC, and/or AP review.



Glass Eel Fishery Glass Eel Fishery 
R iR iRequirementsRequirements

• Quota allocation could be based on the average landings from theQuota allocation could be based on the average landings from the 
following periods: 
– 1998 to 2012 , 1998 to 2010 , 2010 to 2012,  or 2007 to 2012

A t d ti f f th b t th t– A percent reduction from one of the above amounts  or another amount 

specified by the Board. 
• Completion of full life cycle survey in 1 watershed for  > 3 years, p y y y ,

implemented prior to/during the start of first open fishing season,
• Allocation could be re-visited in 3 years, or at another time frame  

Ad l i di hi d• Adequate penalties to discourage poaching, adequate 
enforcement to monitor poaching, timely commercial so quota is 
not exceeded, ability to close the fishery when landings reach a 
specified threshold, and pigmented eel restrictions 

• Implementation program subject to TC, LEC, and/or AP review. 



Proposed DAIV Comm. Yellow Proposed DAIV Comm. Yellow 
E l ME l MEel Measures Eel Measures 

• The WG was supportive of quota management but• The WG was supportive of quota management, but 
recommended the use of a new approach in determining 
allocation and in setting the total quota. 

• Specifically, the WG recommends that allocation be 
based on the average of the three highest landing values 
f 2002 2012 d th t th t t l t id t ldfrom 2002-2012 and that the total coastwide quota would 
be based on:
– Average landings from the following periods: 1998 to– Average landings from the following periods: 1998 to 

2012 , 1998 to 2010 , 2010 to 2012,  or 2007 to 2012
– A percent reduction from one of the above amounts  or p

another amount specified by the Board. 



Proposed Quota AllocationProposed Quota AllocationProposed Quota AllocationProposed Quota Allocation



Proposed Yellow Eel QuotaProposed Yellow Eel QuotaProposed Yellow Eel QuotaProposed Yellow Eel Quota

• Quota allocation could be re-visited after 3 years or anotherQuota allocation could be re-visited after 3 years or another 
time. 

• The WG recommends a minimum of 2,000 pounds. This quota 
allocation cannot be used for glass eel conversion. 

• If a state exceeded its allocation, and the total coastwide quota 
was also exceeded the state could be required to implementwas also exceeded, the state could be required to implement 
management changes in the following year to reduce harvest



Proposed Yellow Eel QuotaProposed Yellow Eel QuotaProposed Yellow Eel QuotaProposed Yellow Eel Quota

• If the total coastwide quota was exceeded then those states orIf the total coastwide quota was exceeded then those states or 
jurisdictions that exceeded their allocation would be required 
to pay back quota the following year in one of the following 
ways: 
– A state/jurisdictions quota would be deducted equal to the 

amount of the overage that occurred in the state oramount of the overage that occurred in the state or 
jurisdiction the following year 

– Those states/jurisdictions that exceeded the quota would 
h h i d d d i h f ll i ihave their quota deducted in the following year in 
proportion to the quota overage (i.e. similar to black sea 
bass). )

– Another method as specified by the Board. 





Proposed Yellow Eel QuotaProposed Yellow Eel QuotaProposed Yellow Eel Quota Proposed Yellow Eel Quota 

• If during the fishing year a state/ jurisdiction exceeded its• If during the fishing year a state/ jurisdiction exceeded its 
allocation, that state would be required to implement 
measures to close its yellow eel fishery for the remainder y y
of the year when landings reach a specified threshold. 

• If a state chooses to allow glass eel harvest, the state g ,
would have its yellow eel quota reduced by the required 
amount

• Implementation of the quota system within a state waters 
would be determined by the state. 

• Quota allocation could be revisited after a time specified 
by the Board. 



Limited EntryLimited EntryLimited EntryLimited Entry

• The WG discussed the implementation of• The WG discussed the implementation of 
limited entry in the yellow eel fishery but 
thought it would not be necessary if quotathought it would not be necessary if quota 
management was implemented. However, it 
could be an option for the public and Board tocould be an option for the public and Board to 
consider if a new public comment document 
was released Under this option states wouldwas released. Under this option states would 
be required to reduce latency and limit entry 
into the fisheryinto the fishery. 
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