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1. Welcome/Call to Order (T. O’Connell) 1:45 p.m.

2. Board Consent 1:45 p.m.
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from August 7, 2012

3. Public Comment 1:50 p.m.

4. Consider benchmark stock assessment Terms of Reference (A. Sharov) Action 2:00 p.m.

5. Rhode Island Addendum I11 Request (B. Ballou) Action 2:15 p.m.
6. Consider 2012 FMP Review (K. Taylor) Action 2:30 p.m.
7. Other Business/Adjourn 2:45 p.m.

The meeting will be held at the Radisson Plaza Warwick Hotel 220 South 17th Street, Philadelphia, PA (215) 735-6000

Healthy, self-sustaining populations for all Atlantic coast fish species or successful restoration well in progress by the year 2015



MEETING
OVERVIEW

Atlantic Striped Bass Management Board Meeting
October 23, 2012
1:45-2:45 p.m.
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Chair: Tom O’Connell (MD) | Technical Committee Chair: | Law Enforcement Committee

Assumed Chairmanship: 02/12 | Alexei Sharov (MD) Rep: Kurt Blanchard (RI)
Vice Chair: Advisory Panel Chair: Previous Board Meeting:
Dour Grout Kelly Place (VA) August 7, 2012

Voting Members:
ME, NH, MA, Rl, CT, NY, NJ, PA, DE, MD, DC, PRFC, VA, NC, NMFS, USFWS (16 votes)

2. Board Consent
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from August 7, 2012

3. Public Comment — At the beginning of the meeting, public comment will be taken on items not on
the agenda. Individuals that wish to speak at this time must sign-in at the beginning of the meeting. For
agenda items that have already gone out for public hearing and/or have had a public comment period that
has closed, the Board Chair may determine that additional public comment will not provide additional
information. In this circumstance, the Chair will not allow additional public comment on an issue. For
agenda items that the public has not had a chance to provide input, the Board Chair may allow limited
opportunity for comment. The Board Chair has the discretion to limit the number of speakers and/or the
length of each comment.

4. Consider benchmark stock assessment Terms of Reference (2:00 — 2:15 p.m.) Action

Background
e In August the Technical Committee, Tagging Subcommittee, and Stock Assessment
Subcommittee met to develop the Terms of Reference for the 2013 Benchmark Stock
Assessment.
e The stock assessment will beeper reviewed June 2013 at SAW 56. Following the
SAW/SARC process the Terms of Reference were submitted to the Northeast Regional
Coordinating Council for their review and approval in September (Briefing CD).

Presentations
e Overview of Terms of Reference by A. Sharov.

Board actions for consideration at this meeting
e Approval of Terms of Reference




5. Rhode Island Addendum 111 Request (2:15 — 2:30 p.m.) Action

Background
e Rhode Island has submitted a request to the Board that the date of submission for the
Striped Bass Commercial Tagging Report, as required under Addendum 111, be changed
from November 1* to January 1% (Briefing CD).

Presentations
e Review of Rhode Island Request by B. Ballou

Board Actions for Consideration
e Approval of Rhode Island request

6. 2012 FMP Review (2:00 — 2:15 p.m.) Action

Background
e State Compliance Reports are due on June 15, 2012 (Briefing CD).
e The Plan Review Team reviewed each state report and compiled the annual FMP Review

Presentations
e Overview of the FMP Review by K. Taylor

Board actions for consideration at this meeting
e Approve 2010 FMP Review and State Compliance Report.

6. Other Business/Adjourn
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INDEX OF MOTIONS

1. Approval of Agenda by consent (Page 1).
2. Approval of Proceedings of May 1, 2012 by consent (Page 1).
3. Move to approve Option 2 for Section 3.1, Commercial Tag and Program Implementation

(Page 4). Motion by Pat Augustine; second by Tom Fote. Motion carried (Page 5).

4. Move to approve Option 1 under Category A (Page 5). Motion by A.C. Carpenter; second by
Rick Bellavance. Motion carried (Page 9).

5. Move to approve Option 2, Suboption A for Category B (Page 10). Motion by Ritchie White;
second by Pat Augustine. Motion carried (Page 13).

6. Move to substitute to approve Option 1 for Category B (Page 12). Motion by Paul Diodati;
second by Rick Bellavance. Motion carried as the main motion (Page 13).

7. Move to approve Option 2 under Category C (Page 13). Motion by A.C.Carpenter; second by
Pat Augustine. Motion carried (Page 13).

8. Move to approve approve Option 2 under Category D (Page 13). Motion by Pat Augustine;
second by Roy Miller. Motion carried (Page 14).

9. Move to adopt Option 2 under Category E (Page 14). Motion by Pat Augustine; second by
Rob O’Reilly. Motion carried (Page 14).

10. Move to approve Option 2 under Category F (Page 14). Motion by Pat Augustine; second by
Russ Allen. Motion carried (Page 16).

11. Move to approve Option 2 under Category G (Page 16). Motion by Pat Augustine; second by
Russ Allen. Motion carried (Page 16).

12. Move to include Section 3.2, penalty recommendations to the states (Page 16). Motion by Pat
Augustine; second by Loren Lustig. Motion carried (Page 16).

13. Move to implement measures adopted in Addendum 111 by the opening of the commercial
fishing season in each state in 2013 with the exception that Massachusetts and North
Carolina must be implemented by January 1, 2014 (Page 17). Motion by Pat Augustine;
second by A.C. Carpenter. Motion carried (Page 17).

14. Move to accept Addendum 111 to the ISFMP for Striped Bass (Page 17). Motion by Pat
Augustine; second by Bill Adler. Motion carried (Page 19).

15. Motion to extend the beginning of the Virginia commercial striped bass season from
February 1% to January 16" (Page 20). Motion by James Gilmore; second by Bill Cole. Motion
carried (Page 20).

16. Move to nominate Mike Celestino to the Striped Bass Stock Assessment Subcommittee
(Page 20). Motion by Russ Allen; second by Pat Augustine. Motion carried (Page 20).

17. Motion to adjourn by consent (Page 20).
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The Atlantic Striped Bass Management Board of the
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
convened in the Presidential Ballroom of the Crowne
Plaza Hotel, Alexandria, Virginia, August 7, 2012,
and was called to order at 2:15 o’clock p.m. by
Chairman Tomas O’Connell.

CALL TO ORDER

CHAIRMAN THOMAS O’CONNELL: Good
afternoon, everyone. My name is Tom O’Connell
and | will be chairing the Striped Bass Management
Board Meeting today. | would like to call the
meeting to order and welcome everybody.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

CHAIRMAN THOMAS O’CONNELL: Everyone
should have a copy of the agenda, and the first order
of business is to approve the agenda.

There is one modification that we will add between
five and six. That will be to consider adding
membership to the stock assessment committee. Are
there any other modifications that the board would
like to consider at this time? Seeing none, the agenda
will stand approved as modified.

APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS

CHAIRMAN THOMAS O’CONNELL: The second
item on our agenda is approval of our proceedings
from May 1, 2012. Are there any modifications to be
requested from those proceedings? Seeing none,
those proceedings will stand approved.

Before we get into the public comment, just to kind
of provide a broad overview of our agenda today, it
focuses on Draft Addendum Ill, which the board
initiated in February of this year with the focus on
law enforcement following forward with the
recommendations from the Interstate Watershed Task
Force. Today’s agenda is focused on hearing what
the public had to say about that draft addendum and
taking final action.

We also have a request from Virginia for an
alternative management and an addition of a stock
assessment committee membership.

PUBLIC COMMENT

CHAIRMAN THOMAS O’CONNELL: At this point
in time is there anybody from the public that would
like to provide comment to the board on items that
are not on the agenda? Mr. Price, do you want to
come up to the microphone?
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MR. JAMES PRICE: My name is James Price, and |
am President of the Chesapeake Bay Ecological
Foundation. Thank for the opportunity to speak. |
felt obligated to inform the commission about an
important discovery concerning striped bass mortality
in the Maryland section of the Chesapeake Bay.

I was unable to distribute the final copies of my
summary and charts before the meeting. However,
you have been given some copies today. For years
no one has been able to explain with any certainty
why striped bass appear to be dying from increased
natural mortality in the Chesapeake Bay. Over the
past several weeks a number of events have taken
place that have helped answer the question. Copies
of the explanation, including charts, will be soon
available on the Chesapeake Bay Ecological
Foundation’s Website.

| presented this information to an ASMFC Striped
Bass Technical Committee Workshop last week in
Philadelphia. Ongoing research by the Chesapeake
Bay Ecological Foundation has determined that the
male-to-female sex ratio of striped bass in the 18 to
28-inch range has dramatically declined in the
Maryland section of the Chesapeake Bay since 2010,
indicating that male striped bass are experiencing a
much higher natural mortality rate than female
striped bass of similar age.

This disparity results from divergent ages at sexual
maturity. The males are about two to three and
females five to eight. Visceral fat in the abdominal
cavity accumulated by striped bass when feeding
primarily on fish, predominantly menhaden, during
late fall and winter is utilized for gonadal
development prior to spawning in the spring.

Therefore, in order to sustain normal physiological
functions, including growth, larger post-spawning
males over 18 inches must replenish their visceral fat
during late spring before summer temperatures limits
their success in capturing prey fish. During summer
prey fish consumption is minimal and bottom-
dwelling prey dominates their diet.

With current depletion of prey fish in the Upper Bay,
particularly sub-adult menhaden less than ten inches
and adult bay anchovy, post-spawning males cannot
adequately replenish their fat reserves and therefore
are vulnerable to malnutrition, disease and increased
mortality. Since immature female striped bass don’t
spawn, accumulated winter fat is not depleted.

Consequently, these fat reserves help sustain their
nutritional state until consumption of menhaden

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the Striped Bass Management Board. 1
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resumes in late fall. Maryland DNR tagging studies
also indicate adult male striped bass natural mortality
rates have risen. Dissection data collected from over
8,000 striped bass since 2006 indicates that
malnutrition and starvation in Upper Bay adult male
striped bass is a consequence of ecological depletion
of young menhaden less than ten inches, adult bay
anchovy, juvenile spot and croaker.

Year-round studies of Upper Bay resident striped
bass over 18 inches determined in most years since
2006 menhaden constituted over 75 percent of their
diet by weight. The Chesapeake Bay provides the
principal spawning and nursery areas for striped bass.
Historically the Upper Bay provided an ideal
ecosystem for reproduction, survival and growth for
high numbers of healthy striped bass.

This natural productivity has deteriorated due to
severe declines and fluctuations in populations of
forage fish, primarily Atlantic menhaden, bay
anchovy, river herring and spot. Upper Bay striped
bass exceeding 18 inches in length consume few prey
fish during summer months when water temperatures
exceed 70 degrees Fahrenheit and consequently
experience a significant loss of weight.

However, immature females don’t use accumulated
fall winter fat reserves for egg development or
undergo the stress of spawning. Therefore, these
young females experience less mortality from
malnutrition and disease than adult males of similar
age. During early summer of 2006 to 2009 the
average ratio of adult male to immature female
striped bass, 18 to 28 inches long, was approximately
17 to 1 in the Upper Bay. That is a little bit higher
roughly what the historical average is thought to be.

In the late spring of 2010 30 percent of the adult male
striped bass had no visceral fat, the highest
percentage during the study, which was followed in
the fall by the largest decline in sex ratios of adult
males to immature females. From late spring to early
summer of 2010 through 2012, the adult male to
immature female sex ratio average decreased to
approximately three to one, providing evidence that a
disproportionate number of adult male striped bass
are experiencing an increased rate of natural
mortality that threatens the striped bass fishery in the
Chesapeake Bay.

If you look on the back of the summary that | passed
out, you’ll see charts that | think are fairly
explanatory. The top chart shows you the decline in
the percentage of adult males in the Bay and the
ratios are also given in the square in the bar chart.
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Then at the bottom you can see the average
percentage of striped bass with no visceral fat; how
over the last three years those fish, the percentage has
gone up and the fish are showing the signs of
starvation. Then when you look at the other chart
you can see the ratio corresponds with this same
period where it has gone down to three to one. Any
questions? Thank you.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Thank you, Mr. Price.
The information was provided to the Striped Bass
Technical Committee at their meeting last week.
Any other members from the public? All right,
moving forward, Agenda Item 4 is Draft Addendum
I1l. Kate is going to provide us with a brief overview
and then a summary of public comments.

DRAFT ADDENDUM I11

REVIEW OF DRAFT ADDENDUM I11

MS. KATE TAYLOR: [I'll be providing a brief
overview of the addendum that was included with
your briefing material and then review the public
comment that was received. As you may recall
through the previous board briefings, the Interstate
Watershed Task Force investigation within the
Chesapeake Bay resulted in over $1.6 million levied
against 19 individuals and 3 corporations for than one
million pounds of illegally harvested striped bass
worth up to $7 million.

These investigations revealed that the control
measures in place for regulating harvest were
ineffective or inadequately designed to maximize
compliance. Additionally, greater accountability of
wholesalers would be difficult to achieve without
uniform tags and tagging requirements, valid year
and size limits inscribed on the tags, and increased
dealer compliance education.

In response, the board initiated Draft Addendum III
with the objective that illegal harvest of striped bass
has the potential to undermine the sustainability of
striped bass populations on the Atlantic Coast as well
as reduce the economic opportunities of commercial
fishermen who are legally participating in the fishery.

Pages 9 through 20 of the draft addendum contain
information on the states that currently have a
commercial striped bass fishery and information on
their program implementation.  Getting into the
management measures of the documents, the main
item for board consideration is the commercial
tagging program implementation.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the Striped Bass Management Board. 2
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Option 1 would be the status quo and Option 2 would
be a mandatory tagging program. Under this option,
states would be required to implement a tagging
program when striped bass are commercially
harvested within the state or jurisdictional waters.
This is the LEC recommendation. If the board goes
forward with Option 2, there are a number of other
categories that the board will have to address.

The first one is the tag information and type. Option
1 would be for a state program where states would be
required to submit annually to ASMFC commercial
tag color, style and inscriptions for all years. Option
2 would be for a uniform tagging program, and this is
the LEC recommendation with some modification.

That modification is that the LEC recognizes the
desirability of continuing to use more than one color
tag to identify fish caught in certain gears or areas.
Nonetheless, the LEC recommends a uniform tagging
program should be developed by the board which
incorporates the requirement spelled out in Option 1
while allowing some flexibility to states in their use
of more than one tag color per year.

The overall goal, however, should be to use a
standard color or colors each year among all of the
states. Category B deals with tag timing. The first
option is the no action alternative. The second option
is for a point of harvest tagging. This would refer to
either after removing the fish from the gear, prior to
attending another piece of gear, moving beyond a
specified distance from the gear or before removing
the fish from the boat.

The board can make the determination on how they
would like that specified, and exceptions are
permitted for safety concerns. Under this point of
harvest option, there is Suboption 1, which this
would be implemented coastwide for all states or
jurisdictions with a commercial fishery. Suboption 2
would be for any programs that are only initiated
after the approval of this addendum, and that’s the
LEC recommendation.

Option 3 is for point of sale tagging, otherwise
known as dealer tagging. Again, Suboption 1 would
be coastwide for states with a commercial fishery,
and Suboption 2 would be for any programs initiated
through this addendum. Category C deals with tag
allowance. Option 1 is the no action alternative.
Option 2 would be for a biological tag allowance, and
this is the LEC recommendation.

Category D deals with tag accounting. Option 1
again is the no action alternative. Option 2 is for tag
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accountability and this is the LEC recommendation.
This would require any commercial tagging program
must require permit holders issued tags to turn tags in
or provide an accounting report for any unused tags
prior to the start of the next fishing season.

Category E deals with tag reporting. Option 1 is the
no action alternative.  Option 2 would require
ACCSP standards, which would be a minimum of
monthly  reporting, and this is the LEC
recommendation. There is a table in this option
which highlights the current requirements that are
currently in place.

Category F deals with exportation. Option 1 is the no
action alternative. Option 2 is the LEC
recommendation, which would require that under a
mandatory commercial tagging program it would be
unlawful to purchase striped bass without a
commercial tag. This is to prevent the sale of striped
bass into a state or jurisdiction where there is
currently no commercial fishery.

Category G deals with processing. Option 1 is the no
action alternative. Option 21 is the LEC
recommendation where tags must remain affixed
until processed for consumption by the consumer.
There may be some issues that the board has to
consider when large striped bass are filleted into
multiple fillets and sent to different markets.

The draft addendum also contains some
recommended penalties. Mainly it is recommended
that states and jurisdictions strengthen their penalties
for striped bass violations so the penalties are
sufficient to deter illegal harvest of striped bass. The
implementation schedule will depend on the
measures that may be approved by the board and the
ability for states to respond. Many states already
have contracts in place for purchasing 2013
commercial tags. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Before we get to the
public comments, does the board have any questions?
Yes, Rob.

MR. ROB O’REILLY: Just a minor correction; on
Page 26 under C, tag allowance, Virginia is used as
an example, and it is not quite the way it is written
that the tags are based on the previous year’s average
catch. What it really is it’s an individual-based
weight quota, and so it is the average weight that
goes along with any particular fisherman’s catch
from the previous year. It is based on weight, which
conforms with the recommendation.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the Striped Bass Management Board. 3
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CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Thanks, Rob. Seeing
no other questions, Kate, can you provide the board a
summary of the public comment?

SUMMARY OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT
MS. TAYLOR: Every state with a commercial
fishery held a public hearing with the exception of
the Potomac River Fisheries Commission. In total,
44 people attended the seven public hearings. |
would just note that 26 of those 44 were in
attendance at the Maryland hearing. There was no
public attendance at three hearings. Those were in
Rhode Island, Delaware and North Carolina.

In regards to tagging program implementation, all
comments received at the public hearings were in
favor of a mandatory commercial tagging program.
Comments received varied on the different
categories. With regard to tag information, the
majority of the people at public hearing supported a
state program.

In regards to tag timing, the majority of the people at
public hearing supported point of harvest tagging.
There were many concerns that were expressed for
the safety of the fishermen. Under tag allowance, all
comments received on this issue were in favor of
Option 1, the no action alternative. Those were all
received at the Maryland public hearing.

Under the tag accounting, reporting, processing and
exportation categories, all comments received on
these issues were in favor of Option 2. Additional
comments that were received included fishermen
should be tagging the fish before they come off the
boat and immediately when removed due to safety
concerns.

Tagging requirements could depend on the type of
gear. If fishermen start paying for their tags, the
number of active fishermen could decline. There was
concern for fishermen not having access to tags when
they have fish. It was brought up there is reduced
discarding in ITQ fisheries and ASMFC needs to
adjust the discarding rate used in the quota allocation.

The public comment period did run from May 22" to
July 3. In total 24 individuals submitted comments.
Three organizations also submitted comments; the
New Jersey Coast Anglers Association, the Atlantic
Surf Casters Club, and the New York Coalition for
Recreational Fishing. There were two organizations
that had form letters coming into ASMFC. One was
from Stripers Forever and the other was an unknown
organization.
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All of the comments received were in favor of a
mandatory commercial tagging program. Under the
category of tag information, the majority of written
comments or e-mail comments received were in favor
of a uniform tagging program. Under tag timing, all
the comments received were in favor of point of
harvest tagging, and there was one comment in favor
of the coast-wide requirements.

All comments received either by e-mail or in mail
that addressed Category C through G were in favor of
Option 2, and there was support expressed for
increased penalties. Additional comments that were
received included legal practices and overharvest are
far more commonplace than we would like to believe
but are difficult to prove with limited resources; that
the actions or inactions taken by one state affects all
of the others; that even significantly larger fines too
often are regarded as only the cost of doing business
to some fishermen; the striped bass numbers in the
North Atlantic Coastline are declining drastically; to
stop all commercial fishing and also that the
recreational fishery needs to be addressed. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Thank you, Kate.
Before we get into the discussion, | failed to mention
that we are fortunate today to have Mr. Hittenbach,
Mr. Ingerson, Mr. Bailey and Mr. Endress, who have
put in a lot of time in regards to this law enforcement
issue and are to answer to any questions that you may
have that they would be more appropriate to respond
to. They are a resource here for you guys.

CONSIDERATION OF FINAL APPROVAL OF

ADDENDUM 111
CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: We’re going to move
into consideration of final approval of Addendum II1.
| think Kate provided a good overview of the items
that we need to discuss. We can have some general
discussion or kind of move into what | think the first
question that needs to be answered is 3.1, whether or
not the board wants to move forward with a
mandatory tagging program. If so, then there are six
other issues that the board needs to have some
discussion on and then lastly with the penalties. Mr.
Augustine.

MR. PATRICK AUGUSTINE: Mr. Chairman,
would you entertain a motion that the board
approves 3.1, Option 2?

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Yes, | would entertain
that motion at this time.
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MR. AUGUSTINE: | make that motion, Mr.
Chairman.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Tom Fote, is that a
second? All right, we have a motion move to
approve Option 2 for Section 3.1, Commercial Tag
and Program Implementation; made by Mr.
Augustine; seconded by Mr. Fote. Discussion on the
motion? Mr. Augustine.

MR. AUGUSTINE: To the point, Mr. Chairman, |
thank the Law Enforcement Committee. They did an
outstanding job in  presenting what their
recommendations were to capture the harvest and
sale of striped bass up and down the coast. Their
efforts have produced very admirable results in terms
of encapsulating a lot of this illegal activity that is
going on. There is still a lot of illegal activity going
on, and | think this will further reduce that. Once we
can accept this coastwide, we move forward with it
and | think we’ll all hit a homerun.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Thanks, Pat. Any
other comments? Seeing none, does the board need
to caucus on the motion? All right, we will call the
question. All those in favor please raise your right
hand. The motion carries unanimously. A.C., you
have a question?

MR. A.C. CARPENTER: Wohenever you’re ready
for a motion.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Go ahead, A.C.

MR. CARPENTER: A motion to approve Option 1
under Item A as written.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: We’ve got a motion to
approve Option 1 under Category A. Motion made
by Mr. Carpenter; second by Rick Bellavance. All
right, discussion on the motion. Under this option
states would still have the flexibility to use multi-
colored tags, which is an issue that has been brought
to the attention. | know in the discussion with law
enforcement, they do see the tradeoffs to having
standardized colored and multi-colored, but this
option would standardize some of the information
that would be on the tag. Mr. Clark.

MR. JOHN CLARK: Mr. Chairman, | was just
curious was the modified recommendation from the
Law Enforcement Committee be that there is uniform
colors based on the fishery so that each state would
have the same color tag depending on the fishery or
were they just for a uniform color for everything?
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CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Do one of you guys
want to respond to that? Kate has got it.

MS. TAYLOR: The LEC recommendation was for
modifications that would require the specification
that is under Option 1 that the tag must be tamper-
evident; the tags are required to be valid for only a
one-year season; tags are required to be inscribed
with year of issue, the state of issue and a unique
number; and then where possible tags should also be
inscribed with the size limit, the permit holder’s
identification number; but then also it would require
that the board develop the colors that would be used
in any given year, so there would be standardization
in the colors.

MR. CLARK: It could be more than one color?

MS. TAYLOR: There could be more than one color.
Yes, that is specified in the document and could be
however many colors the board chooses.

MR. WILLIAM A. ADLER: Point of order or
something; the motion that Pat Augustine made had a
discussion and then there was a move to call the
question. There was a vote. Was the vote to call the
question or move the actual —

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: My understanding the
vote was on the motion that was made by Mr.
Augustine. Was that not clear to anybody?

MR. ADLER: Well, it wasn’t clear to me because at
the last board meeting we had a vote every time
somebody called the question.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: I will try to clarify that
better in the future, Bill. Mr. Fote.

MR. FOTE: That is only if somebody requests a vote
on calling the question. You don’t have to do that if
nobody requests a vote.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: All right, any other
discussion on this motion? Mr. Geiger.

DR. JAIME GEIGER: Mr. Chairman, | guess |
would ask some clarification on what are some of the
constraints against Option 2, uniform tagging
program? Is it an issue of funding; is it an issue for —
I’m still unsure what is the resistance to Option 2 as
expressed by one or more of the folks around this
table.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Others may want to
chime but what | have heard leading up to this
meeting is while there are some benefits to a uniform
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color tag in interstate commerce, there are also some
benefits in-state for having multi-colored tags by gear
type or by seasons. Are there other board members
that want to also respond to Mr. Geiger? Mr.
Carpenter.

MR. CARPENTER: | made the motion because I
think we’ve got the longest standing tagging system
along the east coast. It’s well established and we
think we know what we’re doing pretty well. 1 think
the other concern with the uniform tag is you now
begin to consider a cost as well as do you have to buy
them through ASMFC or do we have a supplier?

If it ain’t broke, it doesn’t need fixing, and | don’t
think this needs to be — the basic tagging issue is they
all need to be tagged. As far as law enforcement
goes, if you have the minimum requirement
information on the tag, regardless of what color it is,
law enforcement can do their job.

DR. MICHELLE DUVAL: Mr. Chairman, my
understanding is that Option 1 doesn’t preclude the
board or states coming together to decide that
perhaps for the ocean fishery, which is a major
commercial fishery. | understand that both Maryland
and Virginia and PRFC use different colors for
different gear types.

This does not preclude the board from coming to
some agreement to say, well, we want to use a blue
tag for this upcoming year for most of the ocean-
related fisheries; does it? | would assume that we
would still have the option to do something like that
in the future. North Carolina is slightly different in
that we use — the three different colors of tags that we
use are representative of different areas.

We have one for the ocean fishery; one for our
Albemarle Sound fishery; and then one for our
central southern fishery, which is outside of ASMFC,
which is different than other states that are using
different tag colors. It still seems to me that if the
board chose to want to use one single tag color for
the majority of the ocean fisheries, this would not
prevent us from doing so down the road. That’s all I
wanted to clarify.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: All right, Kate is
saying that is possible. It is kind of up to the board to
decide. Roy.

MR. ROY MILLER: Mr. Chairman, | just wanted to
clarify to the LEC the difference between Option 1
and Option 2 in this Category A is just color, uniform
color. That’s the only difference. Otherwise, all the
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provisions that are listed under Option 1 would have
applied to Option 2 as well. It is just that the color
would be uniform. That is the only difference that
we’re talking about is color?

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: | think that is the
principal difference; and just to point out that Option
1, the size limit and the permit holder’s identification
is not a requirement, but it would be to add to the tag
if possible. Whether or not that would have been a
requirement with a uniform standard tagging program
for the coast under Option 2, | don’t know, but the
color is the principal difference, Roy. Tom.

MR. FOTE: 1 think if you just put a friendly
amendment in there saying that if states want to
regionalize; say like Massachusetts and Rhode Island
want to use the same color tag, they can do that. That
is always an option in the plan. | don’t see where we
have to make them come back to the board, so just as
a friendly amendment one of those options is if states
want to regionalize their color of tag in their certain
area for the year and implement that, that would be
up to them.

MR. CARPENTER: Tom, | don’t think you need
have a friendly amendment. 1 think if you read it,
each state has got to submit a plan. As long as the
board approves the three states using blue, it is a done
deal. 1don’t think that is necessary.

MR. FOTE: All | was trying to do is address
Michelle’s question and | thought that would be just
the easiest.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Mr. Chairman, another point.
Back to that point of Option A, so are we assuming
now that the states that are going to keep their same
tagging system will have the better part of the
information on their tags? In other words, what the
law enforcement people are looking for was
minimum size; state of issue, which they have now
which have the unique number linked back to the
permit holder and so on.

So, what will your tags not have that law
enforcement is requiring? | know in New York
they’re just given a permit number and that is good
for a particular year. It doesn’t give the other
information that the law enforcement people were
looking for. I think they were looking for clarity so it
had the size limit, actual legal size limit for the
animal in that particular state. | think that is what
you were looking for; wasn’t it.
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| think if we can hear from the law enforcement
group, that might be a little helpful. Again, it may
not be possible to do that with the existing state’s tag
that you have; but if this is going to help them, I’'m
wondering if you can add that information to your
tags without a tremendous additional cost. It would
be helpful particularly for the interstate commerce
portion of that. If we hear from law enforcement, |
would appreciate it.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: And just before do,
just to make sure everyone is on the same page,
Option 1, information that would be required on the
tag would be the state of issue, a unique number that
could be linked to the permit holder and the year; and
where possible the size limit and the permit holder’s
identification number; and if law enforcement would
want to provide the board some feedback on those
that are discretionary. Wayne.

MR. WAYNE HITTENBACH: [I'll field that for
them for them. Otherwise, | would have Lloyd do it,
but Lloyd has go bronchitis and not able to speak so
much today. | know you all know him better than
you know me. The goal here with our
recommendation, just to keep in mind what we’re
trying to achieve, the idea of getting to as few colors
as possible up and down the coast is important for
accountability in the marketplace for once the fish
leave the boat and they’re traveling in interstate
commerce.

It is virtually impossible to hold wholesalers
accountable when there is a literal rainbow of colors
that show up in their cold storage or in their freezer in
the same year. If you can get that number of colors
down from all the states to say it is three colors this
year — it’s red, white and blue — and if you see a fish
that doesn’t have a red, white or blue tag, it is an
illegal fish this year.

Something with that kind of clarity of message makes
it easy to educate wholesalers. Again, | recognize
there is a tradeoff here between ease of enforceability
on the water versus ease increasing compliance; but |
think if you can — the recommendation was meant to
provide enough flexibility to allow by having a
mandatory color system, so at least it would be the
same colors in each state each year however the state
wants to use them.

If they want to do it for ocean versus inland, fine. If
they want to do it by different gear types for PRFC,
then they have to consolidate some to get down to
three or four colors — whatever that number is, that is
the purpose of the color. To address some of the
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concerns | heard, it wouldn’t be a matter of — | don’t
think any of the law enforcement recommended
proposals says that the board is going to decide where
every state has to buy their tags from. That is not
what it says.

It just says you have to do the color and you have to
have this information. There isn’t some sort of
top/down force going to require all of the states to
buy from the same person and do the same
purchasing. That is not what the proposals say. And
then as far as cost, we’ve done some research on cost.

For example, in the PRFC, according to their reports,
they issued something like 107,000 tags last year. |
personally spoke to two manufacturers in the last two
weeks and they said that at tag runs of more than a
couple thousand, the extra cost for printing up to two
lines of 14 characters per text, they don’t charge any
extra for that.

When you’re dealing with the volume of tags that are
being issued — and | have two companies that | talked
to and this is back of the envelope numbers, and the
prices were down to something like eighteen cents
per tag. In our discussions today, | know Lloyd, they
print various things on the tag and they’re at about
fourteen cents a tag in Maryland.

The notion that putting this information on is an
extreme cost; yes, there may be a slight cost, but it is
minimal. If you break that cost down, for example,
in the PRFC — well, the two distributors that | talked
to said no difference in cost at that volume of tag for
a — if you’re printing something like PRFC on or
Maryland, to then add other lines; no difference in
cost.

The key thing here is to try to get it down to as few
colors as possible, give the states as much flexibility
as they have, and then to — the size limitation is
important to let wholesalers — if you’re someone
buying this fish and it comes in with a tag that says
you’ve got a slot limit of 18 to 36 and it is a 54-inch
fish, there is at least fighting chance then that
wholesaler is going to say, whoa, I’m not taking this,
and so we get compliance in the marketplace even if
law enforcement isn’t there.

And if a wholesaler does take it, you have the ability
to say you’re holding a fish that has a tag on it that
says 18 to 36-inch maximum, and you’re sitting there
holding a 54-inch fish, that gives a chance at
enforcement. And this is not a hypothetical exercise.
In our investigation there were fish coming out of
Maryland but more particularly out of Virginia and
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the PRFC going to wholesalers where the fish were
50 and 60 inches in size at a time period when there
was a slot size of 18 to 36 inches at that particular
time.

The wholesaler’s defense was | can’t keep track of all
the different size limits from all the different states
and all the different times, and | can’t keep track of
these tags with so many colors. And there is
something to that; and so by going with the
recommendation that we’ve adopted, that is why we
did it. I don’t think the cost is there. Reducing the
number of colors to as few as possible is going to
help enforcement. We felt the proposal struck a
balance and that is why we went with that
recommended proposal.

MR. AUGUSTINE: | appreciate that explanation,
and that is why | was concerned that if states were
going to keep the same tags and same colors they
have, would it be possible for them to make sure that
they included that point, the minimum size or size
range of slots. Until we get to that point in time, we
minimize the total number of colors we have, that
may be the next step.

It seemed to me that current iteration calls for
including that range size, minimum, maximum, by
that state, and | think that would help the whole
system tremendously. | guess | would ask the
question of the board is it possible for you to talk to
your folks that make your tags to include that
information and are there states that would have a
problem doing that. Would it require you, Mr.
Chairman, to accept a motion that we require that as
part of Option 2, that we would expect states to
include on their tagging program. I’ll leave it up to
you, Mr. Chairman, which way you want to go.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Yes, | think Option 1
at this point in time, it’s an option for the state to
consider doing but not a requirement.  From
Maryland’s perspective, we’re interested in adding
the size limit given the recommendation from the
Law Enforcement Committee, but it would be
optional at this point in time the way the motion is
written. Tom.

MR. FOTE: The questions | want to ask; after
listening to law enforcement, | think we could have
three colors in a state, but all the states have the same
three colors. That would make it an easy way of
enforcement. | have done tags for a couple of my
fishing clubs, and we know cost comes in modifying
lines. When you’re doing that volume, it usually
doesn’t cost.
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That is what | wanted to make sure | asked A.C.
about. | think if we could add those two things,
require this information to be on a tag, it should be on
the tag. If it is coming from a state where it is part of
the slot limit at that time, at least it becomes
enforceable. Without that, it is not enforceable. The
three colors, as law enforcement just said, makes it
easy to interpret; and if he would accept that as a
friendly amendment, | could support that.

I’ve been vacillating here on whether | could support
this motion or not; but with those two
recommendations that we can have three colors — |
always like you decide what colors — I’ll give you an
example. | print newsletters; and we do a purple one
month, orange month, and we have them scheduled
on what we do. We could do that three years out
with tags. This year we’re going to have purple,
green and lavender or all the crazy colors.

Next year in 2015 we’ll have those three colors and
all the states will have those three colors for as many
fisheries they have. The other question I’ll ask A.C.
through the Chair is do you need more than three
tags; if we need more than three tags, then we make it
four colors, but do you give out more than three tags
right now or four tags?

MR. CARPENTER: We currently use four different
colors; red, white, blue and black. That’s the only
four colors we’re using. We change the year on the
label right now every year, and the manufacturer has
not charged to change that yearly date on it. Our
problem is that the manufacturer that we’re using —
and this is the tag that we use. It’s Tyden Brooks.

It is the best tag that we have found and for those
states that are using the little button tags, let me tell
you that we had a big discussion about that several
years ago, and a little piece of sandpaper makes that a
reusable tag very, very easily. These tags are not
reusable. They are restricted to three lines of text in
the manufacturing process right now.

I have been on the phone with them for the last two
days. | have four lines of text. If you want to add
season and size limit, it gives me four lines of text,
they cannot do it. We don’t have a problem with
adding it when and if we can get the technology that
will do it, but this company will not do it.

The reason that we have four lines of text is that we
close the season during the spawning months. To
give you an example, the pound net fishery, their
season opens February 15" and closed March 25"
with an 18-inch minimum size limit and a 36-inch
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maximum size limit. Their season reopens June 1%,
after the spawning season is over, until December
15" with an 18-inch minimum size limit.

If I add the PRFC or the state in the line with the gear
type or without the gear type, but if | add the PRFC
on it, that is the third line; and if |1 add a serial
number, that’s the fourth line. The manufacturer
can’t give me what | want. | don’t have a problem
with adding it, but | can give you season or | can give
you size limit on the third line, but | can’t give you
two split seasons with two different size limits on the
tag that we’re using that is tamper evident and is a
very good product.

We have tested virtually all of the tags that | see
being used; and for our money, this is the best
product there. If they’ve got a better product, if you
talked to another company that has a better product
that can provide four lines of text at the spacing that
you need to get the dates and the size limit
coordinated, please give it to me because we can’t
find anybody that can do it.

MR. O’REILLY: With Option 1 with the state
program, | think what is favorable about that is the
declaration to ASMFC in terms of the tag report. |
think that is very important. | would think that
Virginia does not have quite the complications that
the Potomac River Fisheries Commission has, but we
have employed two different colored tags; one for the
coastal area an one for the bay area since 2003.

Each tag has the year, the authority of the issuance
which is VMRC, the area of the fishery. It also has
the minimum size limit and all tags are sequentially
numbered for the harvesters that have part of the
limited entry individual weight quota. 1’m not sure
we could do something easily about a slot limit that is
very brief, lasts from March 26" through June 15",
which is also a time within the bay — that’s only
within Chesapeake Bay where the amount of harvest
is relatively small compared to other times of year,
like spring and fall.

I’m not sure having that 18 to 28-inch limit on a tag
would alleviate the situations about having a 54-inch
fish show up in a different marketplace as much as
ASMFC being able to disseminate all the information
for all the states, to all the law enforcement
authorities would. | underscore that this is a major
step to have that information centralized through
ASMFC. I’'m not sure you can solve all the all the
law enforcement problems just the tag itself.
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| do think the idea of having standardized bay and
coastal tags brings up problems within the
Chesapeake Bay, and Virginia does keep discrete
colors because of that reason because you do have
overlapping jurisdictions. | can appreciate the idea
that perhaps it would be good to be uniform in some
sense, but on the other sense with this declaration to
ASMFC and the law enforcement agencies knowing
about the tags, as they haven’t before, that has got to
be a big step forward.

One other thing, if I may. It is quite an effort to
distribute, collect, parcel out tags in a limited entry
program. Each year our agency spends | would say
two weeks minimum with probably ten staff people
collecting all the tags, parsing them out, sequential
numbers for all the harvesters, going to four different
sites, one including the agency where these tags are
distributed to fishermen where the previous year’s
tags are mandatory to be collected at that time or
there are no tags offered for that year; that’s a lot of
time and effort right there. That’s really the main
reason why | couldn’t see the idea of putting an 18 to
28 option for another round of doing all that for a
minimal amount of tags and a minimal amount of
harvest during that March 26" through June 15"
period. Itis a practicality aspect as well.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Thanks, Rob. That
was everybody on my list. | think we have had a
good discussion of this motion. | think the board has
heard the tradeoffs of standard colors or multi-colors.
We’ve heard the tradeoffs on size limits. Option 1
does provide the states the opportunity to either
individually or work collectively to reduce the
number of colors, to add size limits where
appropriate. | think we’re wrapping up this
discussion; so unless somebody has a burning
additional point to make, we will call the question.
Do you guys need a caucus?

(Whereupon, a caucus was held.)

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: All right, we’re going
to call the question. All those in favor please raise
your right hand. The motion passed unanimously.
Kate has reminded me that the board is going to have
to determine a date for which a report will be
submitted that describes a state’s tagging program. |
suggest we kind of do that at the end when we get to
the implementation schedules. Under B was tag
timing, and there are three options; the no action, the
point of harvest and the point of sale which is at the
dealer. Discussion on that item under the commercial
tagging program? Ritchie.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the Striped Bass Management Board. 9
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.



DRAFT

MR. G. RITCHIE WHITE: Motion to approve
Option 2.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: So this would be a
motion under Section B, Option 2. Ritchie, we need
clarification on it would be Suboption A or
Suboption B.  Suboption A is for approved
coastwide; Suboption B is to approve for new
commercial tagging programs. Okay, so it should be
Suboption A under Option 2. We have a motion to
approve Option 2, Suboption A for Category B
made by Mr. White; second by Pat Augustine.
Discussion on the motion? Paul.

MR. PAUL DIODATI: Yes, this particular option
would be very troubling for the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts. | think we’re the only state that
doesn’t conduct a tagging program today. Our
fishery is also an open fishery. It is not limited entry.
We have thousands of participants in our fishery.

This option goes above and beyond what is really
desired, and that is to improve enforcement. This
would actually forcibly change the way the
Commonwealth has to manage its fishery. It will
force us into a limited entry fishery. It will force us
into perhaps some type of individual quota to issue
the tags efficiently to its harvesters.

| appreciate that some states already do that and |
don’t suggest that they stop doing that. If they want
to continue to do that, they should, but | don’t think a
tagging program should go this far that it changes the
way a jurisdiction is currently managing its fishery
and the way it chooses to manage its fishery. As long
as we stay within our quota, | think that should be our
option to manage the fishery the way we see fit. |
can’t support this motion.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Thanks, Paul, and |
think this is something that the board needs to have
some discussion on. Michelle Duval.

DR. DUVAL: Mr. Chairman, I’'ll echo some of
Paul’s remarks and just note that Suboption B was
actually the LEC recommendation | believe under
this option. We don’t have a limited entry fishery. It
is something that our commission has considered,
and at this point they’re not willing to take any action
on that due to the inflexibility that is in the statute
right now that allows them to potentially pursue a
limited entry fishery.

We have something like 5,500 licensed fishermen.
Although anyone who participates in the fishery is
required to get a permit, anybody can get a permit.
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That permit is not restricted and so it is unpredictable
with regard to the total number of participants we’ll
have in our fishery each year. | recognize the
concerns that have been voiced with regard to the
potential for poaching activities at point of harvest
versus point of sale.

One thing that | would say is that enforcement of
tagging at point of harvest really isn’t any different
than enforcement of a trip limit. We have trip limits
for all of our fisheries. The Albemarle/Roanoke
fishery is actually a bycatch fishery. | think also the
concerns from our law enforcement staff are that this
is a system that our fishermen are not used to.

We have a dealer-based reporting system. The tags
are distributed to the dealers. The dealers are
required to report daily with regard to the number of
tags that they’ve used, the total number of pounds.
We’ve already discussed amongst staff requiring —
you know, we issue a humbered sequence of tags to
the different dealers and we will be asking them to
report on the sequence numbers of tags that they’re
going to be using.

The concern is that if we were to try to make a
wholesale move towards a completely different
system, that the fishermen are going to lose the tags,
and that creates actually more opportunities for
poaching that our law enforcement staff are very
concerned about. | with Mr. Diodati on this and I’'m
going to have to vote against this motion.

MR. ROBERT BALLOU: Mr. Chairman, Rhode
Island joins with North Carolina and Massachusetts
in opposing this motion for many of the same reasons
Dr. Duval just pointed out. We have a very strong
program right now, dealer based, and this would
cause us to have to go back and start from scratch
with a whole new program that we do not think
would work as effectively. We have a good rapport
with our dealers and very good reporting and
accountability right now, and we would hope the
board would see fit to honor the strong program that
we currently have rather than having us switch to
something new. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: I think one thing that
may be helpful for the board to look at is there are
several other elements of this addendum that may
reduce some of the risks with delaying the point of
tag into a dealer level. The board has already agreed
to implement a mandatory tagging program, so that
kind of removes the option for someone to harvest
the fish and work its way up to Massachusetts which
didn’t have a tagging program.
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That hopefully will be eliminated based upon the
actions we’ve already taken. Biological metrics,
which we haven’t discussed yet, if that was added to
the program, that is going to reduce the number of
tags that are available and the whole fleet reduce the
amount of overharvest potential. Some of these
aren’t just independent options. We need to look at
them collectively and try to figure out what makes
sense. Pat.

MR. AUGUSTINE: To the point that North
Carolina, Massachusetts and | believe Rhode Island
raised about the tagging programs; the question |
would have for the law enforcement folks, what kind
of reaction or difficulty are the law enforcement folks
having in each of those three states without trying to
point fingers at them for being bad guys for not
having a tagging program or having a program that is
not trackable?

I’m concerned that if we were to go forward and
allow a dispensation, if you will, for North Carolina
with their program, Massachusetts and otherwise for
their program; what kind of a negative impact would
it have on the LEC? I’m not sure you can address
each one individually or collectively.

From what you’ve stated in previous meetings, you
have indicated that we need to have commonality;
and that although if we implemented a tagging
program — and it may be difficult for some states —
my concern is how do we cut down on the illegality,
and is there a problem — and, Paul, I’m not picking on
your folks in Massachusetts because you have a
system that works for you. 1’m concerned that the
LEC sees it from their perspective and not allowing a
lot of legal but illegal fish on the market. So,
gentlemen, if you’d respond to that, I’d appreciate it.

MR. LLOYD INGERSON: I’ll give it my best shot.
| can’t speak for investigations in any of those states
specifically, but what | can tell you is the further a
fish travels without a tag in its mouth the more
potential for abuse there is. The more jurisdictions
we have that do not have commonality with time of
tagging the more opportunities or more holes in the
system there is to be exploited. For those states that
do not currently have the point of harvest systems, I
understand the issue with changing their fishery, but
when the investigation falls in your state you may
have a different point of view.

MR. O’REILLY: | just had a question for Paul. |
heard Michelle say that at the dealer level that they
have sequential tags; is that also the case for the
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Massachusetts dealers? In other words, is that way
that is done there?

MR. DIODATI: No, we’re the only state that does
not have — we do not have a mandatory tagging
program.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Mr. Bailey wanted to
provide a comment before we go to John.

MR. JACK BAILEY: Just one thing about the
tagging — and we have worked on this for quite a few
years — when we’re chasing a load of fish, if it
doesn’t have tags on it and let’s say it crosses into
your state in Massachusetts and then it turns around
and comes back to our state, which has happened,
there is no way that we have to enforce because they
don’t have tags. A lot of times they’re oversized fish
that leave. | know what you’re doing up there
doesn’t only affect you. It affects our fish, too, and
our big fish, the fish we’re tying to protect.

MR. CLARK: | just want to say in Delaware we’re a
small state with a small fishery, but we do enforce
tagging at the point of capture. The netters don’t like
it, but we speak from experience | does work. It
really has helped cut down on our illegal catch.
Thanks.

MR. DIODATI: | would like to make a motion to
substitute. 1 would like to substitute the current
motion with the approval of Option 3, point of sale,
dealer tagging with no suboption.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Kate is telling me that
you have to choose Suboption A, coastwide, or
Suboption B for new programs.

MR. DIODATI: | prefer not to because Suboption A
would force every state that has harvesters tagging
their fish to switch to their dealers tagging their fish;
would it not? | don’t support that. | think that if a
state is currently requiring its harvesters to tag fish
because they manage the program in such a way that
that is efficient; | support that.

Likewise, Suboption B would still require
Massachusetts, since it’s a new program coming on
line through this addendum, to do something that it
doesn’t want to. I’m not sure why we have to
approve one of the suboptions. By approving just the
Option 3, the state would have the option of either
point of sale or point of harvest as long as they’re
tagged in the state before it leaves the state or as soon
asitissold.
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CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Yes, | think Option 3
would require all states to do point of sale, so we’re
trying to clarify what jurisdiction does it apply to,
and it sound like —

MR. DIODATI: | don’t view it that way. | would
view it as if you required your harvester to tag, then
that would be more restrictive because the tags would
already be on the fish when they get to the dealer,
when they get to the point of sale, and so you’re
actually accomplishing it.

MS. TAYLOR: The way the document reads right
now Option 3 would require that tagging occurs by
the dealer at the time of first sale.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: So, Paul, I think you’re
trying to get like a combination of a few different
options and we’re just trying to spell it out a little
better than just referring to Option 3, which is very
specific to requiring the dealer. Bob.

ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ROBERT E.
BEAL: Paul, it looks like you’re actually talking
about Category B, Option 1, which is no action.
Under this option a state or jurisdiction may choose
to implement their commercial tagging program
either at the point of harvest or the point of sale.

MR. DIODATI: Too bad I didn’t see that sooner.
Could I modify my motion to substitute to Option
1, Part B.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Okay, we have move
to substitute to approve Option 1 for Category B.
Motion made by Paul Diodati; seconded by Rick
Bellavance. Discussion on the motion? Pat.

MR. AUGUSTINE: It is unusual that the board and
all the states are literally being asked to bend the
rules for one state, one of our sister states,
Massachusetts, when in fact we only have two other
states that use point of sale. All the rest of us are
using the tagging program that seems to be
effectively working.

In this particular case, | think it is somewhat unfair
that we should be looking at an option that not does
not fit the bulk of the states but actually changes the
direction we’re trying to go, and in my humble
opinion will allow continued sale of fish that fall
outside of a tagging program that heretofore in other
states is working.

I would either move to table this motion forever and
go back to the drawing board or ask the maker of the
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motion to consider maybe instead of implementing
this whole program with January 2013, or whatever
the date is, for the states that would have to require a
change, such as possibly North Carolina and/or
Rhode Island and/or Massachusetts, that maybe they
could have a little longer period of time to
implement, and maybe theirs would be a carryover to
2014.

But to abdicate the direction that we’re going and the
LEC is trying to help us go in terms of controlling
this illegal sale of striped bass, it just seems to be
we’re moving away from where we should be
heading as far as the commission is going. If we
want to capture this, similarly we’re going to have to
do it with blackfish sooner later. This may be the tip
of the iceberg.

To go away from the direction that we have been
heading and that generally all the states are
complying with a tagging program of some way, to
change the program for only one party who will have
some difficulty, no question about it, in selling the
program to their fishermen, I just think it is asking a
bit much of the board to go along with this motion. 1
don’t know how we could support it. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

MR. CARPENTER: | would like to speak in favor of
the substitute motion. | think that for the states that
do use a dealer-based tagging system, it has been
effective. | think when we get to Section G of this
document, it says that it shall be unlawful to sell or
purchase any striped bass without a commercial tag.
Whether it is tagged in the boat or it is tagged when it
arrives as the dock and gets counted then, it will be
tagged before it enters interstate commerce from any
one of the three states that need to. | speak in favor
of this motion.

MR. DAVID SIMPSON: 1 really just wanted to be
clear that | understood the change that has already
occurred. By adopting a tagging program, Option 2,
this does represent a change for Massachusetts and
other states where they will have to have at least at
the dealer a tagging program and states that want to
do the point of harvest continue to do that. This does
add to the sort of security of the law enforcement; is
that right?

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: That’s correct; a
tagging program would be required going forward. |
think all the states are hearing very loudly from the
law enforcement that you want to try to get the tag on
as quickly as possible, but the substitute motion
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would provide more discretion for the state going
forward. Michelle.

DR. DUVAL: | guess | haven’t heard any remarks
that the North Carolina system is not effective. I’ll
refer again to the remarks that were made earlier with
regard to enforcement. If you have a point of harvest
tagging system, that needs to be enforced. You need
to make sure that those fish have tags on them just
the way our enforcement officers have to ensure that
a harvester doesn’t have more than the total
allowable number of fish in their boat.

| don’t see what the difference is. This would require
significant and not readily available resources to
change what we’re doing now. We are the only state
that requires daily reporting of our dealers for all tags
and all fish that are sold. | don’t believe any of the
other states with tagging programs currently require
that level of reporting. We are compliant with
ACCSP standards with regard to the reporting that
we do require. | am going to vote in favor of the
substitute motion.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: I think it has been a
very good discussion on the issue. 1’ll give you guys
a few seconds to caucus on the substitute motion.
The motion is move to substitute to approve Option 1
for Category B. Motion made by Mr. Diodati;
seconded by Mr. Bellavance.

(Whereupon, a caucus was held.)

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: All right, all those in
favor please raise your right hand; all those opposed
please raise your right hand; null votes; any
abstentions. The motion passes 8, 7, 1 abstention.
That becomes our main motion. For the record, we
moved to approve Option 1 for Category B. All
those in favor please raise your right hand; all those
opposed please raise your right hand; any null votes;
any abstentions. We had 8, 6 to 1, so either way it
would have passed, so the motion carries. The
next item, Category C, is tag allowance. There are
two options. One is no action and Option 2 is to base
the tag allowance on some biological metrics. A.C.

MR. CARPENTER: | move to approve Option 2
under Category C.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Move to approve
Option 2 under Category C. Motion made by Mr.
Carpenter; seconded by Mr. Augustine. Discussion
on the motion? Seeing none, we’ll give you guys a
few seconds to caucus.
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(Whereupon, a caucus was held.)

MR. BALLOU: Mr. Chairman, before the vote, just
because I’'m struggling to make sure | understand
exactly how this would apply; could I ask the maker
of the motion to just amplify a bit on how this would
work and how states would implement this provision.

MR. CARPENTER: The way that we do it is we
look at the history of, for example, the gill net fishery
over the past three years, calculate an average size of
harvest during that period, and then we allocate the
number of tags for the following gill net season based
on what we expect the harvest would be and what our
allowable quota is.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Bab, I think you raised
a good point because Option B is very specific to
using biological metrics to distribute tags to the
permit holders, but some states have a state quota, |
think like yours, and under the Law Enforcement
Committee recommendation it was also saying you
could use biological metrics to develop the number of
tags to support your state quota. Kate is saying that
under Option 2 that flexibility would be there for the
states.

DR. DUVAL: And that is what North Carolina does.
We use the average weight of a legal-sized fish to
estimate the number of tags that we’re going to need
for each of our fisheries.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: All right, are you ready
to vote? All those in favor please raise your right
hand; all those opposed please raise your right hand;
any null votes; any abstentions, 1 abstention. The
motion carries. Okay, Category D is tag accounting.
There are two options. One is no action and the
second is implementing a tag accountability program.
Mr. Augustine.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Mr. Chairman, move that we
accept under D, tag accounting, Option 2, tag
accountability as described.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Move to approve
Option 2 under Category D. Motion made by Mr.
Augustine; second by Mr. Miller. Discussion on the
motion? Seeing none, we’ll give you guys a few
seconds.

(Whereupon, a caucus was held.)

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: All right, all those in
favor please raise our right hand; all those opposed
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please raise your right hand; any null votes;
abstentions. The motion carries.

MR. ADLER: Just a question on that; to other states
that have that, where they have to turn the tags in,
how does that work and does it work? | mean, you’re
expecting fishermen, if they don’t use the tag, to turn
it into the state; is that how that works? 1 don’t know
if that is a program they’ve got now, how does it
work?

MR. CARPENTER: Bill, our system, since we have
limited entry fisheries for the striped bass fisheries,
the tags are issued based on — how many tags they get
is based on the gear type and on the metrics of what
the average size is and what our quota is. They are
issued to them prior to the season. At the end of the
season — or during the season they have weekly
reporting that they must submit, and it shows how
many tags they used each week.

At the end of the season, they bring their old tags
back that have not been used. Let’s say that we had
issued them 500 tags and they bring back or they
report 450 fish, they owe us 50 tags. We have had
cases where they will — you give them 500 and they
end up catching 510 fish. In our case if the numbers
don’t match at the end of the season, there is a one-
for-one tag penalty imposed the following year.

If you were issued 500 tags, you used 450 and you
can’t return any tags to us, next year you’re going to
get 450 tags. If you sent in your reports that you used
510 tags and you don’t have any and you come back,
you’re going to get 490 next year because you
couldn’t have caught more fish than you accounted
for. That is how we track it.

MR. ADLER: Okay, do you have a closed system as
opposed to 4,000 licenses?

MR. CARPENTER: Well, we’ve got 400 and a staff
of three, so it is all proportional. 1 will tell you from
personal experience when you open the bag up and
you take 10 or 20 or 30 tags out and throw it in the
trash; it gets their attention that they need to pay
attention to what they’re doing.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL.: Okay, we’re on
Category E, reporting. Pat.

MR. AUGUSTINE:
recommend Option 2.

On reporting, | would

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: We’ve got a motion for
Option 2 under Category E, reporting; so move to
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adopt Option 2 under Category E, reporting, made by
Mr. Augustine; second by Mr. O’Reilly. Discussion
on the motion? Rob.

MR. O’REILLY: | just wanted to add a little bit to
reporting in general. Since everyone is aware now
that the tags are year-specific, one of the reporting
elements is that if you get tags back, then you can
audit that fisherman’s harvest as well to make sure
that when he declared a certain amount of tags, that
you’re reconciling whatever he turns or she turns in.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Any other comments
or discussion on the motion? All right, all those in
favor please raise your right hand. The motion
carries unanimously. Our next category is Category
F, striped bass processing. We have a no action,
Option 1; and Option 2 is to require the tags to go
along with the fillets. Mr. Augustine.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Mr. Chairman, | would under
F, striped bass processing, we approve Option 2.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Okay, we have a
motion to move to approve Option 2 under Category
F by Mr. Augustine; seconded by Allen. Discussion
on the motion? Michelle.

DR. DUVAL: | guess I’ll just note some of the LEC
remarks in which considering when fillets are
removed from larger fish and don’t go to the same
market; our dealers are required to keep the tags with
the fish and retail or wholesale market — you know, |
don’t know if the restaurant owner purchases fillets at
a retail place for preparation and sale at the restaurant
and they’re not buying the whole fish, | have a little
bit of concern about that. | definitely support Option
2. I’m just a little bit concerned about that and would
just note that the LEC drew our attention to that as
well.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Anybody on the LEC
want to provide some comment to that?

MR. HITTENBACH: This is one we actually had a
fair amount of discussion with in light of the public
comment. The question being, okay, obviously, you
fillet a fish, you have two fillets, you’ve got one tag;
what do you do in that circumstance? We kicked
around several approaches on how you would handle
that and we didn’t come up with one that we think
would — the amount of work that would be required
to deal with that problem probably wasn’t justified by
what we view the problem to be.
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If a restaurant is buying fillets, they’re typically
buying boxes. Mostly we see it is sold in boxes by
the pound. It is a 20-pound box or a 30-pound box or
however it is sold. When you’re talking about the
volume of sale that is going to someplace like a
restaurant, if you’re selling a 20-pound box, at the
end of the day you’re may end up with one fillet short
or one fillet there or not. 1 would think you would be
able to balance that out and make it work.

On the occasions that you didn’t, it would be such a
small percentage of the fillets, it would be one fillet
per 30 pounds or 50 pounds or whatever you’re
buying the quantity in. If you’re buying in larger
quantity and it is boxed, you’re ultimately going to
end up with maybe one fillet there that is not going to
have that.

When that happens, it seems like that would be such
a de minimis amount that it would not be able to have
the tag with the fillet; and it would be so infrequent
that to try to right now look at that and remedy that
would seem to be not really worth the effort to do
that. We recognized it could happen.

There are some states that are requiring it | think
already; and this was an issue — we talked to them —
that they had confronted and they didn’t come up
with a good solution, and they’re still requiring the
tags to follow the fillets, and there has not been an
issue yet. While | think it is a theoretical problem,
when you think about it, I think it is unlikely to occur
very often; and if it does, in any great quantity. That
was really the best answer we could come up with for
that.

MR. CARPENTER: Has anybody checked with
health department regulations or health department
concerns about having the used tags accompanying
the shipment of a consumable product? Right now
we tag the whole fish; and then after it is processed,
that tag — | don’t know if many of you have seen one,
but it really is not all that pretty by the time that they
finish with it. Is there some kind of health
department concern before it gets to the restaurant
that needs to be addressed in this? 1I’m asking the
question; | don’t know.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: I'm not sure, A.C.
Several states are doing it already, including
Maryland, and we haven’t had any issues from
Maryland’s standpoint. | don’t know if any of the
other states can provide some response to A.C.
Dave.
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MR. SIMPSON: | guess I’m just wondering about
the practicality and the assumption that a whole fish
is going to end up with the consumer, especially
when you talk about some of the higher minimum
size states. Once it goes to the dealer, presumably
fish go to a fish processor. | mean, it can go to a
fillet house type of thing and the restaurant wants a
certain portion, and they probably want that done. |
know two weeks ago | had striped bass and it was in
the form of a sandwich and it was the tail of the fillet.
| picture that restaurant bought tails of fillets because
they don’t want a fillet that is two and a half inches
thick. They want a very thin fillet, so | don’t see how
any of this tagging is workable past the
dealer/processor. | don’t know how you can hold this
right down to me; you know, there has to be a tag
goes with that sandwich | had. It starts to get to
trying a little too hard here.

MR. KYLE SCHICK: As a restaurant owner and
also | do have a small quota of rockfish, the concept
really isn’t that you have a tag for each fillet. That is
a little — but the restaurants usually buy the whole
fish filleted or several fish. It is not like flounder that
comes in frozen in 20-pound boxes. Usually it
varies; and even if it doesn’t, what was talked about
before, the odd fillet isn’t really the issue.

You want to be able to go into a restaurant and see
that they have tags. Even if the restaurant fillets the
fish themselves, they take the tag off and they keep
the tag. There is no way to account a fresh pile of
fillets over here to associate with a bunch of tags that
are sitting with them. | think the concept really is
that you just have to have tags, and they have to be
able to relate to the fish that you have in general; at
least this year’s.

I’ve gone into places where it’s here are my tags, and
it’s like, well, those are last year’s tags, so this fish is
probably not very tasty. Also, if we’re starting to talk
about even having the tag numbers written down on
the ticket that you buy it; we’ve even had the federal
government come in and will look for my box tags
for my chicken. 1 didn’t even know that chicken had
tag numbers on the box. These types of things;
you’re not looking to do each tag for each fish as
much as you are just making sure that they good
enough tags for the amount of fish that they have in
their refrigerator in fillets.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Thanks, Kyle. Any
other comments on the motion? All right, I’ll give
you guys a few seconds to caucus.

(Whereupon, a caucus was held.)

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the Striped Bass Management Board. 15
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.



DRAFT

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: All right, are you ready
to vote? All those in favor please raise your right
hand; all those opposed please raise your right hand;
any null votes; any abstentions. The motion carries.
The last category under the tagging program is
Category G, striped bass exportation; two options.
Mr. Augustine.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Mr. Chairman, | move under
G, striped bass exportation, Option 2.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: I've got move to
accept Option 2 under Category G by Mr. Augusting;
second by Mr. Allen. Discussion on the motion?
Let’s go ahead and vote, then. All those in favor
please raise your right hand; all those opposed; any
null votes; abstentions. The motion carries
unanimously.

The last item in the addendum is Section 3.2,
penalties. In talking to Kate, penalties can’t be a
compliance requirement so this is more of a
recommendation to the states to consider increased
penalties, including revocation and suspensions. 1I’m
looking for board action to include this as a
recommendation to the states in the addendum.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Mr. Chairman, move to
include it.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Okay, I've got a
motion by Mr. Augustine to include Section 3.2,
penalty recommendations to the states; seconded
by Mr. Lustig. Discussion on the motion? All those
in favor please raise your right hand. The motion
carries unanimously. Now we are into Section 4,
which is compliance.

We need to insert dates for requiring the states to
submit their programs to implement Addendum III
and then an implementation date for Addendum IlII.
As Kate previously mentioned, and we need to hear
from the states, but | think some states already have
moved forward with ordering their tags for 2013 or
are going to be very shortly.

There may be some obstacles to do that in time for
January 2013, whether that is possible or not, or if we
have to look at doing a January 1, 2014
implementation date. Let’s begin there and then we
can backtrack to when states have to submit their
programs. Is January 1, 2013, an option or are we
looking at January 1, 2014? Mr. Augustine.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Mr. Chairman, | guess the
question would be to the individual states; do they
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feel that they have time to go through the ordering
process so we can move forward. If the majority of
the states can do so, | would suggest we go for an
implementation date of January 2013. Could we
have a show of hands, Mr. Chairman, to see if that
would help us make that decision? Otherwise, we’ll
go to 2014. 1 prefer 2013, but I think it is based on
the states and their ability to order tags.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: What states would
have difficulty in implementing the components of
Addendum 111 by January 1? Massachusetts, | would
assume. Michelle, do you have a comment?

DR. DUVAL: Just a comment; North Carolina’s
fishing year starts December 1* for our ocean striped
bass, so we’re placing orders like next week. | need
to know ASAP what is going to happen. It could be a
push; I have to go back and talk to staff and see if we
could get that order in time. Also for our ASMA
fishery, we have a spring season and a fall season.
The spring season officially starts January 1%,

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: And if we go with
January 1, 2013, states are going to have to put their
plans together pretty quickly to be reviewed in order
for the states to go forward.

MR. CARPENTER: 1 think the ASMFC has got to
approve the plans before we order the tags, which is
even earlier than — we have already ordered our tags
for 2013. We put the order in two weeks ago for our
gill net fishery, which starts in November. We’ve
already got that in the works, | think based on what
we have adopted here today, | think we’ve got all the
criteria that we need and | think we can all comply
with it pretty quickly except for the states that don’t
have it. | think we may have to extend states that
don’t currently have tagging programs an extra year
to get on board or something.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Kate is going clarify
the plan requirement.

MS. TAYLOR: Just for clarification, states would
have to submit a plan detailing their tagging program
for the upcoming fishing year, but there is no
requirement for review or approval by the board; just
to inform ASMFC of what their tag colors will be for
the coming year.

MR. DIODATI: It is not so much ordering and
acquiring tags. We’ll probably have to do a
regulatory promulgation in order to implement the
program. We don’t have those regulations and that’s
how | prefer to do it.
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CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: There could be some
flexibility built in for states that are implementing
new programs such as Massachusetts. Mr.
Augustine.

MR. AUGUSTINE: To that point, Mr. Chairman,
could we go ahead and approve the addendum with
the exception of allowing the states of North Carolina
and Massachusetts ample time to implement by
January of 2014. Before you would ask for a second,
the question would be is that going to create a
monster of a problem for the LEC or can they work
with us in that regard in that all the other states would
be implementing in January 2013?

MR. INGERSON: | believe that is something that
we could work with.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Mr. Chairman, when you’re
ready, then, after you have further discussion.

DR. DUVAL: In terms of putting together a plan
with regard to our implementation of a tagging
program, it is not so much that; it’s really just can we
get the tag order in time with the additional
information of the year and potentially the size limit
on the tags in order to do it; that’s all.

MR. AUGUSTINE: To that point, Mr. Chairman, |
was suggesting that North Carolina and in the case of
Massachusetts, they have unique circumstances that
you would be allowed to develop the plan and submit
it but not have to implement until January 2014.
Therefore, your existing plan would continue, |
would assume, and then you would have ample time
to make that transition. The LEC said they could
work with that, and | guess it is a question of whether
it would be amenable to you folks in the state to be
able to do it that way and give you 12 months to
actually develop it and put it in place and convince
your fishermen the value of it.

DR. DUVAL: And obviously that’s fine; I was just
trying to say that we’re certainly able I think in terms
of the tag accountability and the reporting and the
issuance of tags based on a biological metric, we’re
doing all these things. It’s really just about the
information that is on the tag and being able to place
that order as quickly as possible. If there was a
January 1, 2013, implementation date, we would
obviously strive for that but appreciate the board’s
latitude in trying to give us a little extra time.

MR. ADLER: | appreciate Pat’s thing and | think
that would be good. There is a good chance that
Massachusetts can get it in probably in 2013,
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probably in the summer because our seasons don’t
even open until the summer, anyway, so we might be
able to do that, but it is good to have that little leeway
because of regulatory issues.

MR. BALLOU: Mr. Chairman, we’re actually in the
same boat here in that we would have to make some
relatively minor modifications to our regulations. |
would prefer to see the language read
“implementation by the start of the commercial
fishing season in each state in 2013.” That would
work for us because of the way we pace our
regulatory programs; rather than January 1; the
opening of the commercial season in their respective
state. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: I think the staff is
trying to help us move forward. We don’t have a
motion yet. | think they tried to draft something.
Pat, you heard from Bob and whether or not you want
to make that modification, which staff seems to be
doing.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Mr. Chairman, | hope the staff
is able to include that and again make sure that we
cover the concerns of North Carolina.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Move to implement
measures adopted in Addendum Il by the
opening of the commercial fishing season in each
state in 2013 with the exception that
Massachusetts and North Carolina must be
implemented by January 1, 2014. Motion by Mr.
Augustine if you’re okay with that — you good,
Pat, with that?

MR. AUGUSTINE: Is that, North Carolina and
Massachusetts; does that language cover you okay?
Then that is the motion, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: All right, seconded by
Mr. Carpenter. Discussion on the motion? Seeing
none, let’s vote on it. All those in favor please raise
your right hand; all those opposed; null votes;
abstentions, 1. The motion carries. The last item is
a motion to approve Addendum I1l. Mr. Augustine.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Mr. Chairman, | move that
the board accept Addendum 111, the Striped Bass
Addendum.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: We’ve got a motion
move to accept Addendum Il to the ISFMP for
Striped Bass. Motion by Mr. Augustine; seconded by
Mr. Adler. Discussion on the motion?

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the Striped Bass Management Board. 17
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.



DRAFT

MR. CARPENTER: | thought the motion that we
just passed was for the implementation, which would
be before the commercial season started. Don’t we
also need a date at which we have to submit the
report prior to the season if | understood the way this
was written?

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Would the board be
okay if we hold off on this motion until we get the
date for the plans? As Kate said, we don’t need a
motion for that. We need a date for which the states
must submit their programs to implement Addendum
I11. Mr. Carpenter.

MR. CARPENTER: | have a suggestion that it
would be at least 60 days prior to the start of their
commercial season.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Any discussion on that
suggestion? I'll make it in the form of a motion if
necessary.

MS. TAYLOR: Just kind of processing that
suggestion; the intent of the tagging report that would
be submitted would be so that we could inform law
enforcement officials of all of the tagging colors that
would be available or they could come into contact
with in the following fishing year. If the requirement
is 60 days prior to the start of the fishing season, then
there could be instances where we’re not getting that
information until late in the year. That is just a
concern.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Kate, would you have
a suggestion?

MS. TAYLOR: Discussions have included either
January 1% or with the compliance reports or
somewhere in between there.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Previous discussion
amongst staff and the plan development team has
been either January 1% or with the compliance
reports. Mr. Augustine.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Mr. Chairman, could you add
that into that? | would make it a part of this motion.
Unless there is a change in the date, | would suggest
the date that the technical committee and staff talked
about, January 1, 2013; concurrent with this.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: | think that would be
appropriate. A.C.

MR. CARPENTER: If we don’t have to submit until
our annual report, two-thirds of our season is over. If
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law enforcement is going to need it, you’re going to
need it in January for us.

MS. TAYLOR: The compliance reports are due June
15" and so you would have to include the
information for the next fishing season with the
compliance reports. It’s not for the current fishing
season. That was originally suggested but
recognizing that most states probably don’t have their
contracts in place or might not know what colors
they’re going to do for the following season when
they submit their compliance reports.

MR. CARPENTER: | would suggest that we use
January 1% of each year to submit the current year’s
season — all right, make it December 31% for the
following year you have to submit it.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Anybody object to
using December 31°? Bob.

MR. BALLOU: Mr. Chairman, | think I’'m following
this correctly. The way our season works in Rhode
Island, we open in June and each year we go through
the process of setting the commercial specifications,
the regulatory program beginning in January and
culminating in March or April. I’m concerned that
we’re going to be out of sync here. We would prefer
to submit our report on what our program is upon
adoption, which would be probably in March/April
timeframe for 2013.

MR. CARPENTER: And that timeframe for us, our
season is essentially — the bulk of our season is over.
| don’t know when you want these. That is the
reason | had suggested 60 days before the season
starts because the North Carolina starts —

DR. DUVAL: December 1%

MR. CARPENTER: - the first of December.
Virginia has got a year-round season.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: It seems to be kind of
focusing now on 60 days before the commercial
season starts for each jurisdiction. I’m seeing a lot of
heads shaking. Any objection for requiring the state
plans to be submitted 60 days before the jurisdiction
start of the commercial season — the state’s first
commercial season for that fishing year. Everybody
good with going forward with that? All right, now
we will go back to the motion on the table; move to
accept Addendum Il to the ISFMP for Striped Bass.
Motion by Mr. Augustine and seconded by Mr.
Adler. Bob.
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MR. BALLOU: Mr. Chairman, just a point of
clarification; because the board voted to allow states
to choose between tagging programs at either the
point of harvest or point of sale, will the final
language in the addendum reflect that? Right now
there is a reference to permit holders. 1 think you
may have already had that sidebar with Kate, but I
just want to make sure that it doesn’t specify permit
holders, because that wouldn’t apply if you’re at the
dealer level.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Yes, we will make that
clarification. Good point, Bob, thanks. Any other
comments on the motion? All those in favor please
raise your right hand.  The motion carries
unanimously. We’ve got two other agenda items
that 1 don’t think will take as much time. Agenda
Iltem 5 s Virginia’s request for alternative
management. Okay, Kate, is going to provide an
overview and then we’re going to have a technical
report on it.

VIRGINIA’S REQUEST FOR
ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT

MS. TAYLOR: Virginia has requested two
modifications to their commercial fishing season.
The first is to open the Virginia commercial striped
bass fishery on January 16™. The current starting
date is February 1%. Virginia has stated that area
closure provisions of the Amended Large Whale
Take Reduction Plan and the Harbor Porpoise Take
Reduction Plan have greatly reduced the fishing time
and has created unsafe fishing conditions.

DR. ALEXEI SHAROV: The technical committee
reviewed Virginia’s request on this issue; and with
respect to this part, the technical committee noted
that the total catch is limited by the ITQ and thus
cannot exceed the established limits. The extension
of the fishing period is small and is likely to provide
opportunity for some harvest but will not result in
significant increase in fishing mortality. Therefore,
the technical committee recommended to approve
this request.

MS. TAYLOR: There was a second modification
Virginia requested, which was to allow pound nets in
the Chesapeake area from May 1% to June 15" to
harvest up to 50 striped over 28 inches.

DR. SHAROV: There was a more significant
discussion of that second part of the request. The
technical committee noted that this regulatory change
will create significant differences in conservation
policies between Chesapeake Bay jurisdictions. For

DRAFT DRAFT

example, striped bass harvest in pounds nets in
Maryland is allowed only beginning June 1% and all
fish larger than 36 inches must be released.

The technical committee expressed concern that
additional harvest of migrating striped bass can be
undesirable at this point considering that the
spawning stock biomass of the stock is declining is
based on the most recent stock assessment update and
the projections indicating that we could be at the
overfished status by 2017. The technical committee
recommends delaying the decision on the second
proposal until the benchmark assessment is
completed and the results become available so that
you could make a more informed decision based on
the updated status of the stock.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Thanks, Kate and
Alexei. We’ve got two requests; one that the
technical committee is supportive of and one that
we’re looking for more information. Go ahead.

MR. CLARK: 1 just had a few questions. Is that 50
striped bass over that whole season or 50 striped bass
per day?

DR. SHAROV: Per trip.

MR. CLARK: Per trip, okay, and would that count
against the quota?

DR. SHAROV: Yes.

MR. CLARK: Okay, it counts against the quota; and
what is the usual mortality rate of striped bass in the
pound net fishery by discard mortality?

DR. SHAROV: We’re currently using the 5 percent
mortality estimate, but it is certainly temperature
dependent, but that is an approximate estimate.

MR. CLARK: So as the temperature rises in that
period of time, they’d be more likely to be found
dead in the pound net?

DR. SHAROV: That is theoretically the case, but
there are no thorough studies that would actually
support this, so at the moment the estimate that we
have is essentially an expert estimate.

MR. O’REILLY: | would just add a little bit.
Concerning the first item and the request for a season
that starts on January 16" Kate outlined the
situations with the gill net fishery and the large mesh
closures that have occurred. Mainly since these
harvesters — there is about 31 in the coast and a
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number in the very lower part of the bay, the quota
underages over the last two years have been 22
percent for the coastal area and 10 percent for the bay
area and probably more this year, so it is a situation
of a very controlled quota system, ITQ on a weight
basis for each harvester, so that was the nature of the
request.

The second item, we certainly can see what the stock
assessment does, but just to give a better idea to
John’s question, all the fisheries in the bay in May
and June account for somewhere between 1.5 and 1.9
percent, depending on the last two years, of the total
harvest. | think earlier I mentioned that from March
26™ through June 15" is a lowest harvest time, and
certainly May and June are very low. What Virginia
will do will be to bring this up again.

We have looked at additional data that we can supply
the technical committee the next time not only for
pound nets — and there are about 11 that are involved
here, 11 pound nets — but also on their daily catch.
We will work towards that the next time. It is very
important to see what the next stock assessment
shows and to take a look at the spawning stock
overall, and we agree to the technical committee’s
findings on that.

MR. AUGUSTINE: Alexei, when you noted it
would have a direct impact on the spawning stock,
my concern was that there was a statement in here
that said that it would alleviate some of the safety
problems that these fishermen might encounter later
in the year. My concern is that these fish are pre-
spawned.

If you’re going to go back at 50 a day per person, |
think it’s minimum size over 28 inches, what kind of
impact would that have, that two-week period of time
from January 15" to the February date have on the
stock. Is that what you’re referring to having a
negative impact on the stock overall?

DR. SHAROV: I’m not sure if you’re not confusing
the first proposal with the second, but —

MR. AUGUSTINE: | may.

DR. SHAROV: Yes, all right, but with respect to the
first one, the technical committee felt that there is an
ITQ-based quota for each fisherman; and as long as
the quota is established appropriately, then therefore
they’re entitled to harvest their quota. We were
provided information that they were not able to do so
because of the conservation-related closures related
to other species. Therefore, the committee felt that

DRAFT DRAFT

the earlier start of the season by two weeks is
warranted.

MR. JAMES GILMORE: Would you like a motion,
Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Yes.

MR. GILMORE: Move to extend the beginning of
the Virginia commercial striped bass season from
February 1% to January 16".

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: We have a second by
North Carolina; Bill Cole. We’ve got move to extend
the beginning of the Virginia commercial striped bass
season from February 1% to January 16". Motion by
Mr. Gilmore; seconded by Bill Cole. Discussion on
the motion? Seeing none, all those in favor please
raise your right hand; all those opposed; any null
votes, 1 null vote; any abstentions. The motion
carries.

All right, it sounded like, unless the board wants to
take further action in regards to Virginia’s other
recommendation, some more information will be
brought forth for the technical committee. All right,
the last agenda item is a possible addition to our
stock assessment membership. Russ.

MR. RUSS ALLEN: Mr. Chairman, in response to
a request from the technical committee and the
stock assessment subcommittee, New Jersey would
like to nominate Mike Celestino to the Striped
Bass Stock Assessment Subcommittee.

CHAIRMAN O’CONNELL: Second by Mr.
Augustine. Any discussion on the motion? Any
objection for moving that forward? The motion
carries.

ADJOURNMENT

Any other business to come before the board?
Without any objection, meeting adjourned.

(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 4:15
o’clock p.m., August 7, 2012.)
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DRAFT Striped bass Stock Assessment Terms of Reference*

for SAW/SARC-57
(file vers.: 10/3/12)

B. Striped bass

1. Investigate all fisheries independent and dependent data sets, including indices of abundance and
tagging data. Discuss strengths and weaknesses of the data sources.

2. Estimate commercial and recreational landings and discards. Characterize the uncertainty in the data
and spatial distribution of the fisheries.

3. Use the statistical catch-at-age model to estimate annual fishing mortality, recruitment, total
abundance and stock biomass (total and spawning stock) for the time series and estimate their
uncertainty. Provide retrospective analysis of the model results and historical retrospective. Provide
estimates of exploitation by stock component, where possible, and for total stock complex.

4. Use the Instantaneous Rates Tag Return Model Incorporating Catch-Release Data (IRCR) and
associated model components applied to the Atlantic striped bass tagging data to estimate F and
abundance from coast wide and producer area tag programs along with the uncertainty of those
estimates. Provide suggestions for further development of this model.

5. Update or redefine biological reference points (BRPs; point estimates or proxies for Buysy, SSBusy,
Fumsy, MSY). Define stock status based on BRPs.

6. Provide annual projections of catch and biomass under alternative harvest scenarios. Projections
should estimate and report annual probabilities of exceeding threshold BRPs for F and probabilities of
falling below threshold BRPs for biomass. Use a sensitivity analysis approach covering a range of
assumptions about the most important sources of uncertainty.

7. Review and evaluate the status of the Technical Committee research recommendations listed in the
most recent SARC report. Indentify new research recommendations. Recommend timing and
frequency of future assessment updates and benchmark assessments.

*These TORs were developed by the ASMFC Striped Bass Stock Assessment Subcommittee and
Tagging Subcommittee, with approval from the Technical Committee



Rhode Island
Department of Environmental Management

DIVISION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE  eax o1 231025

3 Fort Wetherill Rd
Jamestown, Rl 02835

TO: Kate Taylor, Fishery Management Plan Coordinator, ASMFC
FROM: Nicole Travisono, Rl DEM, Striped Bass TC Member
DATE: September 27, 2012

SUBJECT:  Striped Bass Addendum I1l, Commercial Tagging Report

The State of Rhode Island is requesting from the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries
Commission that the date of submittal for our Striped Bass Commercial Tagging Report
be changed.

As outlined in Addendum 111 to Amendment 6 to the Atlantic Striped Bass Interstate
Fishery Management Plan, each state with a commercial striped bass fishery is required
to submit a Commercial Tagging Report to ASMFC no later than 60 days prior to the
start of the first commercial fishery in that state. A requirement of this report is to
include a picture and description of the striped bass tags to be issued. The first striped
bass commercial fishery in the state of Rhode Island begins January 1, 2013 for floating
fish traps. As a result of Addendum I11, Rl would have to have their 2013 commercial
striped bass tags in possession no later than November 1, 2012 in order to complete the
Commercial Tagging Report and be able to submit it 60 days prior to the start of the
January 1* opening date for the commercial floating fish trap fishery. Due to the
purchasing process in the state of RI as well as the 4-6 week manufacturing time, it will
not be possible for RI to have their tags by November 1, 2012 and be compliant with
Addendum I11. Historically, even though the fishery starts January 1, our floating fish
trap fishery does not land striped bass prior to March 1%. Therefore we are requesting
that we be allowed to submit our Commercial Tagging Report to ASMFC on January 1,
2013. This date will allow sufficient time for the Rl DEM to purchase striped bass tags
for the 2013 season and complete their Commercial Tagging Report. Additionally, by
submitting the report by January 1, 2013, RI will still be submitting their report 60 days
prior to the start of commercial fishing activity by the floating fish traps.
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I. Introduction

In accordance with Amendment #6 of the ASMFC Interstate Fisheries Management Plan
(ISFMP) for Striped Bass, the Maine Department of Marine Resources (MDMR) submits the
following report. The Striped Bass ISFMP requires each state to submit an annual report of its
striped bass fisheries to maintain ISFMP compliance. The management unit for striped bass
includes all coastal states from Maine through North Carolina, the Potomac River Fisheries
Commission, Pennsylvania, and the District of Columbia. The ISFMP allows for variability in
monitoring and data collection based on the significance of each jurisdiction's fishery and if the
state produces striped bass in its waters.

Current management regulations in Maine prohibit commercial fishing and sales of striped bass
caught in Maine waters. The possession limit of one fish restricts in-state sales of striped bass
legally harvested from another states' waters. No commercial fishery monitoring program was
required, or implemented in Maine, in 2011. There were no regulation changes governing the
recreational take of striped bass in 2011. Maine continued to supplement the MRFSS survey to
achieve recreational harvest estimates with a PSE (Proportional Standard Error) no greater than
20 percent. Maine has a small spawning population of striped bass in the Kennebec River
(including the tidal sections of the Androscoggin and Sheepscot rivers). Maine closes the
spawning area to fishing from December 1 through April 30. During May and June, fishing in
spawning areas is restricted to catch and release with single hooked atrtificial lures.

States that produce striped bass are required to conduct spawning stock assessments and/or
carry out surveys to establish annual juvenile abundance indices. In 1979, the Stock
Enhancement Division of the MDMR began conducting a beach seine survey for juvenile shad,
river herring, and striped bass in the Kennebec/Androscoggin estuary. The survey captures
small numbers of young-of-the-year striped bass annually since 1987.

Il. Request for de minimis, where applicable (NA)

lll. Previous Calendar Year's Fishery and Management Program

A. Fishery Dependent Monitoring Programs

i. Commercial Fishery

(1) Characterization of the commercial fishery

Current management regulations in Maine prohibit commercial fishing and sale of striped bass
caught in Maine waters. Changes to state law in 2011 now prohibit the sale of any recreationally
or commercially caught striped bass from waters outside the State of Maine. This change closes
a loophole that existed in state law for several years, though it is unclear how many individuals
sold striped bass caught recreationally caught in other states. No commercial fisheries

monitoring program was required in Maine during 2011.

(2) Characterization of directed commercial harvest (NA)



ii. Recreational Fishery
(1) Characterization of recreational fishery (seasons, cap, gears, regulations, etc.)

Size Limit: Slot length 20-26" and 40" or greater
Daily Creel Limit: One fish, either between 20-26" or 40" or greater

Possession Limit: One fish

Disposition of Catch: No sale of Maine-caught striped bass

Gear Restrictions: Hook and line only

Open Season: No closed season statewide

Closed Season: December 1 through April 30 in spawning areas; catch and release
fishing only in spawning areas May 1 through June 30.

Maine is near the northern end of the range of migratory striped bass. Because of its
geographical location and relatively small striped bass population, Maine is not a key state in
the recreational striped bass fishery. Striped bass fishing typically begins in late April and
extends through October. The method of harvest is restricted to hook and line only. Spawning
areas (Kennebec, Androscoggin, and Sheepscot Rivers) are closed from December 1 through
April 30. During May and June, fishing in spawning areas is restricted to catch and release with
single hooked artificial lures only.

(2) Characterization of directed harvest

Landings and method of estimation:

In accordance with provisions of the Striped Bass Plan, states not considered key in the
recreational fishery may use existing MRFSS recreational data as the estimate of recreational
landings. According to the 2011 MRFSS data for Maine, the striped bass recreational harvest
was 14,474 fish with a PSE of 31.2. The total weight harvested was 91,705 pounds with a PSE
of 26.6 and the total number of discards (numbers released alive) was 142,505 with a PSE of
30.4. Table 1 contains estimates from previous years.

Catch composition:

Staff scientists calculate the catch composition for the 2010 recreational striped bass fishery
using data collected from 66 volunteer angler logbook keepers fishing for striped bass in
southwestern Maine. Table 2 contains the length frequency distribution for 1,232 striped bass
caught and measured in 2011. Of the total catch, 61 fell into the 40"+ category, 58 of which
were released; 693 striped bass fell into the 20-26" slot, 183 of which were kept (Table 3).

(i) Age frequency
Maine uses the age-length key developed by Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries to
determine age.

(i) Length frequency (legal and sub-legal catch)
See Table 3

(i) Sex (if available)
Not available

(c) Estimation of effort (where available)



The 66 logbook keepers reported 1,105 fishing trips which, when multiplied by the number of
logbook keepers and their fishing companions, resulted in 1,974 individual angler-trips. The 66
logbook keepers reported that they and their fishing companions fished more than 6,500 angler-
hours over the course of the season. Anglers caught < 1.0 striped bass per angler-hour on
self/family/friends trips targeting striped bass as primary or secondary target (814 trips). Of the
1,105 reported fishing trips, 91 percent (1,001) targeted striped bass as primary or secondary
target.

iii. Other losses (poaching, hook & release mortality, by-catch, etc.)

Maine utilizes total catch and harvest estimates provided by the NMFS MRFSS survey. Maine
fisheries staff calculates the annual hook and release mortality of striped bass by multiplying the
number of released fish by the ASMFC hook and release mortality rate of 8.0%. The poaching
rate (1.3%), established by the Striped Bass Technical Committee, is implemented to estimate
poaching losses in the recreational fishery. Results are reported in Table 4.

iv. Total harvest & losses

Estimates of losses due to recreational harvest, hooking mortality, and poaching are located in
Table 4.

B. Fishery Independent Monitoring Programs
i. Results

In accordance with the Striped Bass Plan, fishery independent monitoring and tagging programs
are required to generate the information necessary for adaptive management. Maine is
responsible for determining an annual juvenile index for striped bass. Recruitment of striped
bass in the Kennebec River estuary continues to be minimal since first documented in 1987.

Description of work performed and results:

MDMR established a beach seine survey in the Kennebec and Androscoggin estuaries in 1979
to monitor the abundance of juvenile alosines at 14 permanent sampling sites located in tidal
freshwater. Four sites are on the Upper Kennebec River, three on the Androscoggin River, four
on Merrymeeting Bay, one on the Cathance River, one on the Abagadasset, and one on the
Eastern River. The mean tidal range at head-of-tide in Augusta is four feet; at head-of-tide in
Brunswick, six feet; and in Merrymeeting Bay, eight feet. Beginning in 1987, small numbers of
juvenile striped bass were captured during the survey. To better monitor the abundance of
striped bass, six additional experimental sites located in the lower, salinity-stratified part of the
estuary have been sampled since 1994 (Figure 1).

Each site is sampled once on a biweekly schedule from mid-July to early-October, and is
typically sampled six times during the season. All samples are taken with a beach seine within
three hours of low slack water. The seine is made of 3.17-mm mesh nylon, measures 20-m
long and 1.8-m deep, and has a 1.8-m by 1.8-m bag at its center. One end of the seine is held
stationary at the land/water interface and the other end is towed by boat perpendicular to shore;
after the net is fully extended, the waterside end is towed in an upriver arc and pulled ashore.
An area of approximately 300 m? is sampled. All alosines and striped bass are counted, and the
total lengths of a maximum of 50 of each species are recorded. The catch per unit effort



(CPUE) index is calculated by dividing the number of individuals caught in each river segment
(sites are combined) by the number of seine hauls made in each river segment.

During the 2011 field season, 20 juvenile striped bass were caught in 84 seine hauls at the 14
standard stations, resulting in a CPUE index of 0.24 fish/haul (Table 5) This was slightly below
the average CPUE value for the standard stations. An additional 33 seine hauls at the six
experimental stations in the lower Kennebec captured 28 juvenile striped bass for a CPUE index
of 0.85 fish/haul (Table 5) This was well below the average CPUE value for the survey, but was
the highest catch for the past five years at these stations. Based on DMR’s experience and
comments made by striped bass guides, adult striped bass were scarce again in the Kennebec
River during 2011.

IV. Planned Management Programs for the Current Calendar Year

A. Summarize regulations that will be in effect
The regulations for the current year remain the same as last year and are described in Section
1l

B. Summarize monitoring programs

Maine will continue to supplement the MRFSS survey to achieve recreational harvest estimates
with PSE (Proportional Standard Error) no greater than 20%. Maine will continue the beach
seine survey for juvenile striped bass in the Kennebec River.

C. Highlight any changes from the previous year
There are no plans for any changes from the previous year.



Table 1. Maine recreational striped bass landings from MRFSS Recreational Survey.

Number Weight

Harvested A+B1 (Ibs) Weight Discard
Year (A+B1) PSE Harvested PSE Discards PSE
1982 929 76.5 2,663 77.1 687 94.4
1983 7,212 44.9 13,031 46.4 0 0.0
1984 1,887 100.0
1985 11,862 51.8 140,951 63.0 81,153 42.4
1986 4,379 82.9
1987 18,106 48.7
1988 4,528 65.2
1989 738 96.0 15,221 93.6 16,028 49.6
1990 2,912 80.0 60,483 80.8 12,542 63.8
1991 3,265 76.6 58,177 95.3 67,490 41.9
1992 6,357 48.2 107,693 58.8 31,177 25.9
1993 612 100.0 11,953 100.0 373,064 35.0
1994 3,771 41.4 66,451 419 363,703 27.5
1995 2,189 41.6 45,933 42.7 505,758 22.3
1996 1,893 42.0 44,802 42.6 1,626,705 19.2
1997 35,259 21.9 185,178 24.3 1,417,976 194
1998 38,094 17.0 178,584 20.3 691,378 17.7
1999 21,102 20.1 98,623 19.9 649,816 20.1
2000 62,186 14.3 269,325 14.7 942,593 15.2
2001 59,947 12.2 290,233 12.3 870,522 12.6
2002 71,907 114 383,270 13.1 1,392,200 10.2
2003 57,765 16.2 253,910 16.6 846,708 15.0
2004 36,091 17.0 168,099 17.8 740,082 15.0
2005 65,205 16.0 301,334 17.1 2,870,208 15.8
2006 73,540 18.1 393,431 19.4 4,026,635 13.8
2007 72,827 18.0 316,331 18.7 1,105,347 18.7
2008 49,172 14.5 238,452 17.2 470,237 21.6
2009 52,997 154 288,741 15.6 247,157 15.1
2010 18,749 19.2 109.531 19.1 191,442 16.7
2011 18,105 26.7 91,705 26.6 142,505 30.4




Table 2. Length frequency distribution of measured striped bass reported by 66 Volunteer
Logbook Anglers for the 2011 Maine recreational striped bass fishery.

Length **

(inches) Number % of Total Cumulative Number Cumulative %
8 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
10 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
11 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
12 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
13 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
14 1 0.08% 1 0.08%
15 6 0.49% 7 0.57%
16 7 0.57% 14 1.14%
17 11 0.89% 25 2.03%
18 26 2.11% 51 4.14%
19 36 2.92% 87 7.06%
20 30 2.44% 117 9.50%
21 37 3.00% 154 12.50%
22 57 4.63% 211 17.13%
23 36 2.92% 247 20.05%
24 80 6.49% 327 26.54%
25 67 5.44% 394 31.98%
26 109 8.85% 503 40.83%
27 82 6.66% 585 47.48%
28 123 9.98% 708 57.47%
29 107 8.69% 815 66.15%
30 111 9.01% 926 75.16%
31 104 8.44% 1030 83.60%
32 44 3.57% 1074 87.18%
33 38 3.08% 1112 90.26%
34 23 1.87% 1135 92.13%
35 17 1.38% 1152 93.51%
36 17 1.38% 1169 94.89%
37 8 0.65% 1177 95.54%
38 14 1.14% 1191 96.67%
39 3 0.24% 1194 96.92%
40 8 0.65% 1202 97.56%
41 11 0.89% 1213 98.46%
42 8 0.65% 1221 99.11%
43 2 0.16% 1223 99.27%
44 2 0.16% 1225 99.43%
45 4 0.32% 1229 99.76%
46 1 0.08% 1230 99.84%
47 2 0.16% 1232 100.00%
48 0 0.00% 1232 100.00%
49 0 0.00% 1232 100.00%
50 0 0.00% 1232 100.00%

Totals: 1232 100.00% 1232 100.00%



Table 3. Number of striped bass released versus number retained based on striped bass total
lengths reported by 66 Volunteer Logbook Anglers during the 2011 Maine recreational striped
bass fishery.

Measured Lengths Only
2011 Volunteer Angler Survey Logbook Data*

Length (in.) No.Released % Released No.Kept % Kept No. Total

20 69 12.1% 0 0.0% 69
21 46 8.1% 10 5.4% 56
22 86 15.1% 13 7.0% 99
23 29 5.1% 16 8.6% 45
24 99 17.4% 37 19.9% 136
25 51 9.0% 50 26.9% 101
26 130 22.9% 57 30.6% 187
40 15 2.6% 2 1.1% 17
41 12 2.1% 0 0.0% 12
42 13 2.3% 0 0.0% 13
43 5 0.9% 0 0.0% 5
44 6 1.1% 0 0.0% 6
45 4 0.7% 1 0.5% 5
46 1 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1
47 2 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 2
48 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0
49 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0
50 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0
Totals: 568 100.00% 186 100.00% 754



Table 4. Maine Striped Bass Harvest and Losses, 2011

STRIPED BASS HARVEST AND LOSSES IN MAINE FOR 2011

COMMERCIAL DIRECTED NO COMMERCIAL FISHERY
FISHERY:
COMMERCIAL BYCATCH UNKNOWN BUT CONSIDERED INSIGNIFICANT
(GILL NETS):
Recreational: Number Pounds Mean weight/fish
Total Recreational 160,610
Catch
Total Recreational 18,105 91,705 5.1
Harvest
Catch and Release 11,233 56,899 5.1
Mortality(.08)
0.08

Poaching (.013) 2,088 10,576 5.1

0.013
Total Losses 31,426 159,180



Table 5. Striped bass young-of-year survey and CPUE index, Maine.

Experimental Stations

Standard Stations
Year Number of Hauls Total Catch
1987 74 26
1988 68 3
1989 68 1
1990 68 4
1991 63 16
1992 80 1
1993 71 1
1994 69 23
1995 83 2
1996 69 4
1997 80 9
1998 82 14
1999 80 13
2000 84 6
2001 96 17
2002 110 11
2003 84 20
2004 75 10
2005 82 66
2006 83 225
2007 84 3
2008 69 22
2009 81 10
2010 84 0
2011 84 20

CPUE Index
0.35
0.04
0.01
0.06
0.25
0.01
0.01
0.33
0.02
0.06
0.11
0.17
0.16
0.07
0.18
0.10
0.24
0.13
0.80
2.71
0.04
0.32
0.12
0.00
0.24

Overall

Number of Hauls Total Catch CPUE Index CPUE Index

36
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Figure 1. Juvenile alosine and striped bass survey sites in the Kennebec and Androscoggin
estuaries. Stations SB9 through SB14 are experimental stations; others are standard stations.
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Figure 2. Striped bass length frequency for Maine 2011, based on data from 66 Volunteer Log
Books.
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NEW HAMPSHIRE - 2011
ASMFC Annual State Report for the Striped Bass Fishery
I.  Introduction

During 2011, New Hampshire striped bass catch and harvest by recreational anglers
increased sharply from 2010. Effort (angler trips) increased slightly (MRFSS-17%, MRIP-22%)
between 2010 and 2011, but remains relatively low. The catch per trip for New Hampshire
anglers as measured by a state conducted volunteer angler survey was unchanged from 2009 and
remains at the lowest reported since 1994. There were no changes in management measures and
monitoring of striped bass in New Hampshire during 2011.

I1. Request for de minimis. N/A

I1l. Harvest and Losses for 2011

A. Commercial Fishery
1. Characterization of fishery
a) The taking of striped bass by netting of any form is prohibited.
b) The sale of striped bass is prohibited regardless of origin.

2. Characterization of directed harvest. N/A
3. Characterization of other losses. See Law Enforcement report.

B. Recreational Fishery

1. Characterization of fishery
a) No seasonal restrictions
b) Striped bass must be landed with head and tail intact 28 inch minimum

size limit

c) Two fish per day creel limit, only one fish may be greater than 40 inches
d) No gaffing of striped bass allowed
e) Culling of striped bass is prohibited

2. Characterization of directed harvest
a) Landings and methods of estimation - see Table 1

b) Catch composition —see Table 2 and Appendix A.
c) Estimation of effort — Table 3

3. Characterization of losses - see Tables 1-3.

C. Other losses - none
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IV. Required fishery-independent monitoring. - None required.

V. Planned management program for 2012.

There were no changes to New Hampshire’s striped bass management program in 2011 and
none currently proposed in 2012. Possession of a Recreational Saltwater Fishing License is
required for anglers to take, possess, or transport finfish from the coastal and estuarine waters of
New Hampshire.

Fis 603.08 Striped Bass.

(a) No person shall take, possess, or transport striped bass less than 28 inches in total length.
Striped bass shall have head and tail intact while on or leaving the waters or shores of the state.

(b) No person shall possess more than the daily creel limit of two fish, and only one fish may be
greater than 40 inches in total length.

(c) There shall be no closed season for the taking of striped bass.
(d) The sale of striped bass shall be prohibited regardless of origin.

(e) The taking of striped bass shall be prohibited by netting in any form except that striped bass
may be landed by the use of a hand held dip net.

(F) The taking of striped bass by gaffing shall be prohibited.

(9) Striped bass legally taken in Maine, which do not meet the New Hampshire size and creel
restrictions shall only be possessed on the waters of the Piscataqua and Salmon Falls rivers. All
striped bass landed in New Hampshire shall meet New Hampshire's size and creel restrictions.

(h) No person shall cull any striped bass taken from or while on the waters under the jurisdiction
of the state.
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Table 1. Estimate of striped bass catch, harvest, and release losses in New Hampshire’s recreational fishery, 2011.

NUMBER

POUNDS

MEAN WT(Ibs)/FISH

MRFSS | MRIP

MRFSS | MRIP

Total Catch:

105,776 | 131,397

Total Harvest:

23,976 | 32,704

269,921

370,798 11.26

Release Losses?

6,544 7,895

46,528 | 56,137

7.11

=

- Source: NMFS-MRFSS/MRIP
- Striped bass released*0.08

N

3 - Mean weight of recreationally caught, striped bass in New Hampshire derived by applying length/weight formula log10(pounds) =-
3.463+3.007*log10(TL inches), RMS=0.0027, (Massachusetts Striped Bass Fishery Monitoring Report - 2011) to length data from New
Hampshire Striped Bass VVolunteer Angler Survey.

Table 2. Catch at age estimates from New Hampshire’s recreational striped bass fishery, 2011.

Fishery: Total # | Total wt Catch at age
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 |11 | 12 | 13+

MRFSS Rec. Harvest 23,976 269,921 0 0| 765 2,050 6,992 5,482 4,596 1,026| 767| 374| 558| 1,366
MRFSS Rec. Discard Mortality 6,544 46,528 115 678[1,299| 1,521| 1,293 1,058 365 75 52| 27| 24 38
MRFSS TOTAL| 30,520 316,449| 115 6782,064| 3,571 8,285 6,540 4,961] 1,101] 819 401| 582 1,404
MRIP Rec. Harvest 32,704{ 370,798 0 01,043] 2,796| 9,538, 7,477| 6,269 1,400 1,047 510| 761 1,863
MRIP Rec. Discard Mortality 7,895 56,137| 139 817,577 1,835 1,560, 1,276 441 91 62 33 29 45
MRIP TOTAL| 40,599 426,935 139| 817]2,620 4,631/11,098 8,753| 6,710 1,491 1,109 543] 790| 1,908
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Table 3.

Estimates of catch, harvest, release losses, and effort in New Hampshire’s recreational fishery for striped bass, 1994-

2011.
Catch Harvest Release Losses Effort
Year # Ibs. Mean wt. Ibs. Mean (angler trips)
MRFSS | MRIP | MRFSS | MRIP | MRFSS | MRIP | MRFSS | MRIP | MRFSS | MRIP | MRFSS | MRIP weight | MRFSS | MRIP
2011 | 105,776 | 131,397 | 23,976 | 32,704 | 269,921 | 370,798 11.3 11.3 6,544 | 7,895 | 46,528 | 56,137 7.1 294,566 | 296,570
2010 | 49,513 | 57,781 5,089 | 5,948 | 53,963 | 67,409 10.6 11.3 3,654 | 4,147 | 23,664 | 27,617 6.7 251,969 | 243,075
2009 | 76,348 | 66,030 | 10,761 | 8,587 | 146,005 | 113,705 13.6 13.2 5247 | 4595 | 30,614 | 26,791 5.9 414,337 | 400,587
2008 | 90,175 | 82,545 6,642 | 5308 | 92,178 | 73,807 13.9 13.9 6,683 | 6,179 | 35351 | 32,687 5.3 348,590 | 332,539
2007 | 296,055 | 263,720 7,070 | 6,348 | 73,283 | 68,142 10.4 10.7 23,119 | 20,590 | 84,616 | 75,359 3.7 537,684 | 501,517
2006 | 582,640 | 474,136 | 14,748 | 13,521 | 212,012 | 179,181 14.4 13.3 45,431 | 36,849 | 127,214 | 103,178 2.8 546,952 | 501,320
2005 | 538,797 | 597,573 | 26,026 | 24,940 | 291,663 | 281,114 11.2 11.3 41,022 | 45,811 | 151,780 | 169,499 3.7 520,433 | 504,774
2004 | 207,165 | 234,163 | 10,359 | 8,386 | 121,565 | 98,995 11.7 12 15,744 | 18,062 | 70,850 | 81,280 4.5 360,359 | 343,160
2003 | 285,045 NA 24,878 NA 281,548 NA 11.3 NA 20,813 NA 82,005 NA 3.9 415,763 NA
2002 | 250,860 NA 12,857 NA 152,343 NA 11.8 NA 19,040 NA 90,250 NA 4.7 318,430 NA
2001 | 179,628 NA 15,291 NA 223,072 NA 14.6 NA 13,147 NA 91,898 NA 7 360,098 NA
2000 | 213,868 NA 4,262 NA 71,370 NA 16.7 NA 16,768 NA 91,386 NA 55 367,899 NA
1999 | 150,371 NA 4,641 NA 84,256 NA 18.2 NA 11,658 NA 69,948 NA 6 285,303 NA
1998 | 249,229 NA 5,929 NA 114,341 NA 19.3 NA 19,464 NA 97,320 NA 5 276,670 NA
1997 | 292,844 NA 13,546 NA 206,904 NA 15.3 NA 22,344 NA 114,142 NA 5.1 337,836 NA
1996 | 299,281 NA 6,461 NA 102,271 NA 15.8 NA 23,426 NA 87,476 NA 4.1 265,065 NA
1995 | 289,388 NA 3,902 NA 67,992 NA 17.4 NA 22,839 NA NA 299,763 NA
1994 | 46,524 NA 3,023 NA 66,017 NA 21.8 NA 3,480 NA NA 314,034 NA
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APPENDIX A. Progress report of New Hampshire’s Volunteer Angler Creel Survey
for striped bass anglers, 2011.

PROGRESS REPORT

State: New Hampshire Grant: F-61-R
Title: NEW HAMPSHIRE’S MARINE FISHERIES INVESTIGATIONS

Project 1I: ANADROMOUS FISH INVESTIGATIONS

Job 5: Volunteer Angler Creel Survey for Striped Bass Anglers
Objective: To annually monitor the recreational fishery for striped bass

in New Hampshire waters in order to identify trends and
evaluate the effect of management measures.

Period Covered: January 1, 2011 - December 31, 2011

Abstract:

Forty-one anglers participated in New Hampshire’s Volunteer Angler Creel
Survey for striped bass during 2011. The anglers reported on 638 fishing trips
(approximately 2,571 angler hours) directed at striped bass in New Hampshire
waters. Catch per unit effort indices from this survey remained low compared
to historical values in 2011.

The percentage of trips where flies were used as terminal tackle
continues to decline, lures also saw a slight decline in use in 2011. The use
of bait has remained the preferred method over the. The shifting terminal
tackle preferences of New Hampshire anglers may be a contributing factor to
the recent increase in the number of legal fish being caught by participants
due to a possible gear selectivity of bait toward larger fish.

A reported 1,314 striped bass were caught in 2011, and volunteers
provided length data on 1,231 (94%) of those fish. Lengths ranged from 14 to
44 inches, and 66% were from sub-legal size fish that would not have been
obtained by conventional shore-based creel surveys. The mean length of Ffish
caught increased 26.5 inches iIn 2011. A strong recruitment of the 2003 year
class may be represented by the dominance of certain size ranges of striped
bass between 2006 and 2011.
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Introduction:

Striped bass (Morone saxatilis) has traditionally been an important
component of the marine recreational fishery in New Hampshire. The increased
abundance of striped bass observed iIn the 1990s translated into increased
effort in the recreational fishery for this species in New Hampshire.

The Marine Recreational Survey (MRS), conducted by the New Hampshire
Fish and Game Department and the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric
Administration Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) in New Hampshire, is a
general purpose survey that provides basic catch and effort data about the
fishery. More specific information about the striped bass fishery, such as
the relative use of different terminal tackle types and size distribution of
sub-legal and legal fish that are released, would aid in the management of
this Fishery.

To gain additional information specific to this important recreational
fishery in New Hampshire, the New Hampshire Fish and Game
Department(Department) developed and implemented a Striped Bass Volunteer
Angler Survey Program (SBVAS) for striped bass in 1993. The program is used
to obtain information about the fishery that will assist managers in efforts
to effectively manage the striped bass resource along the New Hampshire and
other Atlantic states” coasts.

Procedures:

Volunteer angler logbooks were distributed to anglers who expressed a
willingness to participate in the program. Anglers were solicited at marinas,
public access sites, sportsman®s clubs, in publications released by the
Department, on recreational fishing websites, and at public informational
meetings concerning striped bass.

The 1local chapter of the Coastal Conservation Association (CCA-NH)
assisted by providing a membership list to the Department so survey Tforms
could be sent to all members. |In addition, they donated a signed and framed
striped bass print to the Department to be raffled to one survey participant.
In 2011, a second prize was added. Kittery Trading Post donated a rod and
reel to the Department to be raffled to one additional participant.

The survey logbooks provided space for collecting the following
information: angler’s name and address, trip date, number of hours fished,
number of anglers in party, number of fish caught and kept, number of Ffish
caught and released, number of legal size fish released, whether fishing
occurred from boat or shore, the terminal tackle used, and length measurements
(total length to the nearest inch) of any striped bass caught. Instructions
completing the logbooks were included on the form. Participants were also
given the opportunity to electronically submit Ilogbook information in a
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spreadsheet format through e-mail.

Letters were sent out at the end of the fishing season in November to
remind anglers to submit the logbooks. Those anglers that did supply a record
of their Fishing effort and catch were provided with a letter that summarized
their individual data, as well as, the combined data of all participants.

IT anglers reported measurements as ranges that were in increments
greater than four inches, they were omitted because such large increments can
include the entire size range of several different age groups. To utilize the
smaller range measurements (<4 inches), the lengths of the Tish reportedly
caught in a given size range were sequentially apportioned to lengths within
the range in one-inch increments with the central values having the greatest
probability of being used. For example, a report of four fish between 12 and
14 inches would be assigned length values as follows: 12, 13, 13, and 14
inches. This method seems appropriate for the small range increments at the
lower fish sizes because average annual growth of striped bass less than 25
inches is approximately 4 to 6 inches per year.

Summary statistics were calculated for all Ilogbook and length data
received. Comparisons of reported catch and harvest rates were made to MRS
and stock assessment data using standard correlations to produce Pearson’s
product moment correlation coefficients. Mean lengths of striped bass
harvested by three separate tackle types (bait, lure, fly) were analyzed using
a one-way ANOVA, and pair-wise combinations were made using Tukey’s (HSD)
Studentized Range test.

Results:

In 2011, forty-one anglers provided information on 638 trips, accounting
for 2,571 angler hours directed at striped bass via the Striped Bass Volunteer
Angler Survey Program (Table 5-1). Anglers reported catching a total of 1,314
striped bass this year, 472 (36%) of which were of legal size. Of all the
fish caught, approximately 12% were harvested, 67% of the legal size fish were
released alive, and 88% of the entire catch was released.

The majority of the trips taken (75%) were from a boat, and bait was the
most commonly used terminal tackle (Table 5-1). The percentage of trips using
bait has made up the majority of trips since the inception of this survey;
however, in 2011 there was a large jump from the average of 60% to 73% this
past season. Trips using lures have remained relatively constant since 2003,
ranging from a low of 24% in 2004 to a high of 33% in 2005. The use of flies
as terminal tackle has steadily declined since the high of 41% of trips in
2000 to the second lowest percentage on record in 2011 where it fell to a mere
10% of all trips. A consistently reduced proportion of legal size fish caught
using lures and fly, in relation to bait is clearly exhibited in Figure 5-1.
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The catch per trip for survey participants remained steady for two years
at 2.1 striped bass per trip and has remained between 2.1 and 2.4 striped bass
per trip since 2008. The stabilization in this index of catch per unit effort
(CPUE) followed a 50% drop from 2007 to 2008 (Table 5-1). The 2011 catch
per trip value is at the second lowest level in the time series, only 1993
showed a lower value; whereas the catch per hour fished rate is the lowest on
record. Average catch per hour fished declined by 12% from 2010. In
contrast, the 2011 harvest of 0.06 striped bass per hour is higher than the
time series average as is the catch of legal size fish per hour. Comparisons
of catch rates from the MRS to this survey are shown in Figures 5-2 and 5-3,
indicating a strong significant correlation between the two iIndependent
surveys.

Length measurements were provided on 1,231 striped bass ranging from 14
to 44 inches total length (Table 5-2). Sixty-six percent of all reported
length measurements were of sub-legal size fish (< 28 inches), with the mean
length of Ffish measured being 26.5 inches. The influence of terminal tackle
on proportional encounters with legal size fish and the mean length of fish
caught are shown for each tackle type in Figures 5-4 and 5-5. The
distributions of all lengths in a sample year, as well as, the mean length of
fish reported among all anglers and tackle types are depicted in Figure 5-6.

Discussion:

Annual participation in the Department’s Striped Bass Volunteer Angler
Survey remained relatively constant over the past ten years with the exception
of 2010 (Table 5-1). This year’s participation by 41 volunteer anglers is
jJust above the average participation of 40 anglers per year since 1995. The
number of reporting anglers increased in 2000 most likely due to CCA-NH’s
assistance in providing access to their membership list for solicitation of
new participants, as well as, providing raffle opportunities of framed limited
edition prints as an incentive. Despite efforts, the voluntary design of the
SBVAS results in consistently low response rates each year, and retention of
participants for more than two years has been difficult. In 2011, 334
individuals comprised primarily of CCA-NH members and past survey participants
were directly contacted by the Department a 75% increase in solicitation over
2010 when 191 individuals were contacted. Forty-one anglers provided fishing
information in 2011, a 12% response rate. Seven of the anglers contacted
signed up to receive logbooks after reading of the program in the Department’s
fishing report, distributed by email. Five of these anglers sent their
logbooks in at the end of the season. A few individuals also read of the
program on the Department’s website and inquired by phone, only one quarter of
those anglers returned their logbooks. In addition, twenty-two charter boat
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captains were also solicited in 2011 with three of them agreeing to
participate at the beginning of the season; logbooks were not received from
any of these individuals.

In 2011, nine anglers submitted electronic spreadsheets through e-mail,
an increase from one angler the previous year. Considering that the majority
of new participants resulted from electronic communications and with the
increase in the preference for electronic reporting, the diversification into
other electronic options such as web-based submission of single trip
information may allow for increased data collection in coming years.

A second incentive was added in 2011. Kittery Trading Post donated a
rod and reel combo to be raffled off along with the print donated annually by
CCA-NH. There was an increase in participation over 2010, but the response
rate remained the same at 12%. With the level response rate it is likely the
increased solicitation and not the added incentive which caused an increase in
participation over 2010. Given that the response rate did not increase with
added incentive in 2011, a greater recruiting effort should be made in the
future, especially to the internet audience.

Catch and effort information collected through the SBVAS was used to
quantify CPUE, as both striped bass caught per angler trip and striped bass
caught per hour fished (Table 5-1). Both forms of catch rate remain very low
in comparison to historical values and the catch per hour fished value is the
lowest seen since the survey’s inception. When comparing SBVAS catch rates to
those generated by the MRS for striped bass directed trips in New Hampshire,
the MRS rates are consistently lower in magnitude (NOAA Fisheries: Office of
Science and Technology, 2011), but exhibit a nearly identical trend from year
to year (Figure 5-2). A correlation analysis of the SBVAS CPUE and the MRS
CPUE between 1993 and 2011 resulted in a correlation coefficient of r = 0.758,
indicating a correlation between the two was significant (P-value < 0.001).
The similarity of results between the two iIndependently conducted surveys
would suggest that the current angler sample size of the SBVAS is sufficient
for providing variation in catch rates from year to year.

Like catch data, harvest information was used to calculate harvest rates
in harvest per trip and harvest per hour fished (Table 5-1). Measures of
harvest rates had been trending steadily downward, dropping from 0.36 striped
bass per trip in 2001 to only 0.15 striped bass per trip in 2008, but during
the past three years this measure of harvest rate rebounded up to 0.32 in 2010
and remains above average for 2011 with a value of 0.25 striped bass harvested
per trip. Harvest per hour had decreased from 0.07 to 0.04 striped bass per
hour fished over the same period, but also increased to 0.09 in 2010 and
remains above average at 0.06 striped bass per angling hour in 2011.
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Participants in this survey provided length information on 1,231 striped
bass this year (Table 5-2). Length measurements provided by the SBVAS are
important to the coast-wide stock assessment for striped bass to characterize
the catch from recreational anglers in New Hampshire. The Department has
continued to promote the high importance of providing length measurements
through communications related to this survey program, and as a result, this
year anglers provided measurements of 94% of all fish encountered. Similarly,
the efforts to reduce the amount of lengths reported in ranges has also been
beneficial to the quality of Ilength information collected, with only two
participants’ length measurements having to be omitted this year from the
length-frequency analysis because the reported range was greater than four
inches. Thirty-two lengths were recorded in ranges of four inches or less, 3%
of those reported. Sixty-six percent of all reported measurements were sub-
legal fish that would not have been obtained by conventional creel surveys.
Interestingly, as the harvest rates have increased in the last few years the
mean length of those fish encountered have also increased, showing that as
anglers are catching fewer fish, those that they catch are more likely to be
legal size.

One possible explanation for greater encounters with legal size fish is
a change in terminal tackle preference by anglers in recent years. Figure 5-1
illustrates that since 1995, using bait consistently resulted in a higher
proportion of legal size fish caught than using either lures or flies. This
may indicate fishing with flies or lures may be selective towards smaller
Fish. Further evidence of bait predominately selecting for legal fish is
indicated in Figure 5-4 as angling trips utilizing lures has recently
decreased and bait utilization has increased. In addition, Figure 5-5 plots
the length frequency of Tfish caught on the three terminal tackle types
reported on in 2011, and indicates that the mean length of fish caught using
solely bait as terminal tackle will be significantly different than that of
fish caught using lure or fly (P < 0.01). The analysis of variance (ANOVA)
and post hoc analysis indicate that by using bait an angler is more likely to
catch a larger fish than an angler using either a lure or fly. In 2011, there
was no significant difference in the mean length of Ffish caught using a lure
versus a fly. Therefore, a increased tackle preference of lures or flies over
bait should result in a greater proportion of sub-legal fish caught,
potentially resulting in a lowered mean Ilength of fish caught annually.
Inversely, increased preference of bait should raise the mean length of
reported fish. Comparing Table 5-1 and Figure 5-6 strengthens this idea; due
to the fact that bait preference rose from 2007 to 2011 and a corresponding
rise in mean length of reported fish during those years.
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Another potential explanation of recent decline of sub-legal size fish
may be related to variations in success of certain cohorts of striped bass.
Annual SBVAS information, like the shifting distributions of reported lengths,
may help to provide insight iInto recruitment success into the recreational
fishery. The Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission’s (ASMFC) 46
Northeast Regional Stock Assessment Workshop indicated that the 2003 cohort
recruitment was the greatest (22.3 million fish at age 1 in 2004) followed
closely by the 1993 cohort (20.6 million fish at age 1 in 1994). Since
striped bass generally do not migrate before age 3 (Collette, Bruce B and
Klein-MacPhee, Grace. 2002), it would be expected that these large cohorts
would be available to New Hampshire anglers during 2006 and 1996,
respectively. These year classes do coincide with two of the highest
calculated CPUEs (catch/hr fished) over the history of the SBVAS (Table 5-1)
and analysis of the two indices, shown iIn Figure 5-3, indicated a strong
significant correlation (r = 0.71, P-value < 0.01). However, the stock
assessment estimated the lowest striped bass recruitment since 1993 occurred
from the 1999 and 2002 cohorts, which do not correspond with unusually low
SBVAS CPUEs in 2002 and 2005. As such, we may not draw conclusions about poor
recruitment from the survey; however the decrease in sub-legal size fish being
caught recently does raise some questions about recruitment success.

A age-length key produced by the Massachusetts Division of Marine
Fisheries in 2011, characterized most fish between approximately 13 and 17
inches as age 3, fish between 18 and 20 inches as ages 3 and 4, fish between
21 and 24 inches as ages 4 and 5, and fish between 25 and 27 as ages 5 and 6
(Nelson, G., Personal Communication). Using this age-length structure to
translate reported length data from the survey into likely corresponding ages,
also suggests that the 2003 cohort was exceptionally strong. Figure 5-6 shows
the mean length of reported fish between 2006 and 2010 has increased steadily
at a rate that nearly mirrors the predicted lengths of the 2003 cohort in each
of those years. However, without directly sampling the population of striped
bass in New Hampshire waters for age it is difficult to be assured the pulse
is in fact a result of the strong 2003 cohort.

While SBVAS data may indicate elevated catch vrates Tollow high
recruitment years, it does not show reduced catch rates from poor recruitment
years. This may support angler logbook information as useful to state-
specific analysis only. Using catch and harvest information from the SBVAS to
make inferences about the health or status of striped bass stocks coastwide
has proven difficult. Scatter plots of both SBVAS catch and harvest rates
against total stock estimates from the most recent striped bass stock
assessment show significant moderate correlations, with coefficients of
determination at 0.51 and 0.18 respectively (Figure 5-3). It is likely that
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annual catch and harvest rates determined from the SBVAS may only reflect the
availability of striped bass within New Hampshire waters on a given year.
Northward migrating striped bass populations may vary greatly from year to
year dependant upon factors such as weather, water temperatures, and abundance
of prey. Therefore, while the SBVAS is useful in demonstrating trends in
angler effort and success within state waters, it should be noted that the
fluctuations in striped bass abundance within the coastal waters of New
Hampshire should not be used alone in drawing conclusions about the coastwide
striped bass population size and structure.

In conclusion, survey participation has risen sharply since the
program’”s inception; this year’s participation of 41 anglers is just above the
average level since 1995. A concerted effort should be made to recruit more
anglers to the program. While the survey may benefit from an increase in
sample size, comparisons to the MRS show a strong significant correlation in
inter-annual trends. Catch rates over the last four years have been the
lowest values since 1994 and a substantial change since peak catch rates only
six years ago. Harvest rates, however, exhibited a rise to levels that near
the relative peaks measured by the survey program in 2001 when the 28 inch
minimum size limit went into effect. The reported length data indicated that
more than 66% of fish caught were of sub-legal size in 2011, primarily fish
between 24 and 27 inches, which produced a mean size of 26.5 inches for fish
caught this year. The consistently increased use of bait and decreased use of
flies iIn recent years by survey participants may be contributing to trips
where more legal size fish may be caught, as well as, an exceptionally strong
2003 cohort. Finally, an analysis between SBVAS data and stock assessment
data over the entire time series suggest that data, such as catch and harvest
rates, should not be solely used in making decisions on the status of striped
bass stocks coastwide, but rather the availability to New Hampshire.
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Table 5-1. Summary of data reported by participants in New Hampshire Fish and Game Department’s Striped Bass Volunteer Angler
Survey, 1993-2011.

1993 1994 1995* 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001" 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

r_'l_?eporting Anglers 9 13 26 33 32 29 25 46 43 58 50 46 44 45 45 49 47 24 41
# of Trips 333 403 922 1,402 1,104 1,492 1,184 1,504 1,442 1,738 990 1,219 984 1,045 1,027 856 689 489 638
Angler Hours 1042 1340 3,770 | 5,700 | 4,634 | 6,884 | 5,322 | 6,346 | 7,126 | 7,015 | 3,814 | 5,253 | 3,745 | 3,919 | 4,036 | 3,240 | 2,335 | 1,814 | 2,571
Total Stripers Caught 571 1040 4,108 | 7,744 | 6,341 | 8,673 | 5,469 | 6,377 | 5,450 | 7,603 | 4,093 | 4,174 | 4,406 | 6,118 | 4,265 | 1,834 | 1,667 | 1,050 | 1,314
Total Stripers Harvested 28 31 86 178 139 499 400 276 518 434 141 320 218 161 173 129 142 155 158
Total Legal Size Fish Released 45 118 177 427 458 628 519 243 837 798 561 248 214 194 68 114 140 154 314

Fishing Type (percent)

Boat 95% 7% 80% 70% 69% 85% 87% 82% 89% 72% 73% 75% 84% 81% 87% 82% 84% T7% 75%

Shore 5% 23% 20% 30% 31% 15% 13% 18% 11% 28% 27% 25% 16% 19% 13% 18% 16% 23% 25%

Tackle Type (percent)

Bait 89% 72% 61% 52% 65% 69% 66% 54% 61% 54% 53% 51% 52% 46% 51% 62% 63% 59% 73%

Lure 14% 21% 18% 15% 13% 17% 16% 19% 13% 14% 26% 24% 33% 31% 31% 32% 29% 31% 27%

Fly 3% 15% 35% 34% 39% 32% 29% 41% 39% 36% 32% 33% 28% 34% 27% 20% 19% 15% 10%

Catch/Trip 1.7 2.6 4.5 5.5 5.7 5.8 4.6 4.2 3.8 4.4 4.1 3.4 4.5 5.9 4.2 2.1 2.4 2.1 2.1
Harvest/Trip 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.33 0.34 0.18 0.36 0.25 0.14 0.26 0.22 0.15 0.17 0.15 0.21 0.32 0.25
Catch/Hr. Fished 0.55 0.78 1.09 1.36 1.37 1.26 1.03 1.00 0.76 1.08 1.07 0.80 1.18 1.56 1.06 0.57 0.71 0.58 0.51
Legal Catch/Hr. Fished 0.07 0.11 0.07 0.11 0.13 0.16 0.17 0.08 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.11 0.12 0.09 0.06 0.08 0.12 0.17 0.18
Harvest/Hr. Fished 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.08 0.04 0.07 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.06
% Caught & Released 95% 97% 98% 98% 98% 94% 93% 96% 91% 94% 97% 92% 95% 97% 96% 93% 92% 85% 88%
% Legal Size Released 63% 79% 67% 71% 7% 56% 56% 47% 62% 65% 80% 43% 50% 55% 28% 47% 50% 50% 67%

*1995 - Size limit changed from 36 to 32 inches.
+2001 - Size limit changed from 32 to 28 inches.
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Table 5-2. Length frequency data for striped bass measured by anglers participating in New
Hampshire's Striped Bass Volunteer Angler Survey, 2011.

Cength | Number of | Percent ||
(inches)| Occurrences @)
14 2 0.16%
15 2 0.16%
16 3 0.24%
17 3 0.24%
18 37 3.01%
19 17 1.38%
20 49 3.98%
21 29 2.36%
22 59 4.79%
23 46 3.74%
24 104 8.45%
25 89 7.23%
26 206 16.73%
27 167 13.57%
28 106 8.61%
29 96 7.80%
30 66 5.36%
31 33 2.68%
32 28 2.27%
33 21 1.71%
34 13 1.06%
35 9 0.73%
36 10 0.81%
37 5 0.41%
38 9 0.73%
39 3 0.24%
40 8 0.65%
41 3 0.24%
42 3 0.24%
43 0 0.00%
44 5 0.41%
N 1,231
Mean
Length 26.5

1 Legal Size Fish
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Figure 5-1. Legal size fish encountered as a percentage of total fish reported for each terminal tackle type
from the Striped Bass Volunteer Angler Survey, 1993-2011.
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Figure 5-2. Comparison of catch rates generated by the Striped Bass Volunteer Angler Survey and

+ Directed trips

Marine Recreational Survey of directed striped bass trips” in New Hampshire waters, 1993-
2011*,

are defined as those where an angler indicated striped bass as one of the two primary species sought, or where striped bass were

caught during a trip.
* 2011 MRS final estimates were not released at the time of this report.
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Linear Regressions of catch rates from the Striped Bass Volunteer Angler Survey, Marine Recreational Survey of directed
striped bass trips®, and the ASMFC 46" Stock Assessment Workshop estimates of population abundance estimates in

New Hampshire waters, 1993-2011*.

+ Directed trips are defined as those where an angler indicated striped bass as one of the two primary species sought, or where striped bass were caught during a trip.
* 2011 MRS estimates were preliminary at the time of this report.
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Figure 5-4. Comparison between terminal tackle selection and proportion of reported
sub-legal size fish from the Striped Bass Volunteer Angler Survey, 2001-2011.
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Figure 5-5. Length frequencies, mean lengths, and between-group comparisons* of

striped bass caught using bait, lure, and fly from the Striped Bass Volunteer
Angler Survey, 2011.

* Between-group comparisons were done using a One-Way ANOVA and Tukey’'s (HSD) Studentized Range post hoc tests.
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Summary: During 2011, the Massachusetts commercial fishery for striped bass sold about 59,792 fish weighing
1,163,865 pounds and kept approximately 4,662 fish for personal consumption. Total losses due to commercial
harvesting (including release mortality) were 70,223 fish weighing 1,290,455 pounds. The recreational fishery
harvested about 255,507 striped bass weighing over 3.5 million pounds. Total losses due to recreational fishing
(including release mortality) were 333,362 fish weighing over 4 million pounds. Combined losses (including
scientific losses) were 403,585 fish weighing over 5.3 million pounds, which reflects a 26% decrease in numbers
lost and a 17% decrease in weight lost compared to 2010 (548,664 fish; 6.3 million pounds). The majority of
losses, 83% by number and 76% by weight, was attributed to the recreational fishery.

Introduction

This report summarizes the commercial and
recreational striped bass fisheries conducted in
Massachusetts during 2011. Data sources used to
characterize the state fisheries come from
monitoring programs of the Massachusetts Division
of Marine Fisheries (DMF) and National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS), which are considered to
be essential elements of the long-term management
approach described in Section 3 of the Atlantic
States Marine Fisheries Commission's (ASMFC)
Fisheries Management Report No. 41 (Amendment
#6 to the Interstate Fishery management Plan for
Atlantic Striped Bass (IFMP)).

Commercial Fishery in 2011

Season: July 12-August 10. No landings were
permitted on Monday, Friday, or Saturday.

Sold: 1,163,865 pounds (against a harvest quota of
1,061,898 pounds).

Allowable Gear Type: Hook and line.

Minimum Size: 34 inches total length.

Trip Limit: 5 fish per day on Sunday and 30 fish per
day on Tuesday-Thursday.

Licensing, Reporting, and Estimation of
Landings. To purchase striped bass directly from

fishermen, fish dealers are required to obtain special
authorization from the DMF in addition to standard
seafood dealer permits. Dealer reporting
requirement included weekly reporting to the DMF
or SAFIS system of all striped bass purchases. If
sent to DMF, all landings information is entered
into SAFIS by DMF personnel. Following the close
of the season, dealers are also required to provide a
written transcript consisting of purchase dates,
number of fish, pounds of fish, and names and
permit numbers of fishermen from whom they
purchased. DMF personnel review dealer
transactions and correct entries before calculating
total landings.

Fishermen must have a DMF commercial fishing
permit (of any type) and a special striped bass
fishing endorsement to sell their catch. They are
required to file monthly trip level reports which

Table 1. Attributes of the Massachusetts striped bass commercial fishery, 1990-2011.

Purchased
Season Pounds Number | Dealer Fishing
Year |[(Fishing Days)] 000s 000s Permits  Permits
1990 93 160.6 6.3 95 1,498
1991 59 234.8 10.4 92 1,739
1992 39 239.2 11.3 135 1,861
1993 35 262.6 13.0 152 2,056
1994 24 199.6 10.4 150 2,367
1995 57 782.0 41.2 161 3,353
1996 42 696.8 38.3 179 3,801
1997 42 785.9 44.8 173 5,500
1998 28 822.0 453 180 5,540
1999 40 788.2 40.8 167 3,578
2000 36 779.7 40.2 137 3,283
2001 29 815.0 40.2 164 4,219
2002 21 924.9 44.9 132 4,598
2003 21 1055.4 55.7 151 4,867
2004 19 1206.3 60.6 130 4,376
2005 22 1104.7 59.5 162 4,159
2006 26 1312.1 69.9 136 3,980

Purchased

Season Pounds Number | Dealer Fishing
Year |[(Fishing Days)] 000s 000s Permits Permits
2007 22 1040.3 54.3 160 3,906
2008 34 1160.1 61.1 167 3,821
2009 27 1138.3 59.3 178 4,020
2010 24 1224.4 63.0 178 3,951
2011 18 1163.8 59.8 189 3,965




Figure 1. Percentage of total pounds of striped bass sold by commercial fishermen in Massachusetts counties in 2011.
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include the name of the dealer(s) that they sell to
and information describing their catch composition
and catch rates

Landings. The landings used here come from
the SAFIS system. Commercial anglers sold
1,163,865 pounds (59,792 fish) of striped bass in
2011 (Table 1). Most striped bass were sold in
Barnstable, Bristol and Essex counties of
Massachusetts (Figure 1). Commercial fishers kept
an additional 4,662 fish weighing approximately
71,766 pounds for personal consumption.

Size Composition. Information from biological
sampling, catch reports and voluntary logs is used
to characterize disposition of the catch, catch
weight, and size composition by catch category.
Data from 2,848 fish sampled from the 2011
commercial harvest and 2000 DMF diet study were
used to construct a length-weight equation to

log 1o (W) = —3.463 + 3.007 *log 1, (L),
RMS = 0.0027

estimate weight-at-size for individual bass. The
following geometric regression was derived:

W = 10 (3463 +3.007 *log 1 (L) + RMS /2)
where W equals weight in pounds, L equals total
length in inches, and RMS is the residual mean
square error. This equation was used to estimate
the arithmetic average weight for given lengths by
back-transforming the geometric weight as follows:

Size composition of the commercial catch by

category of disposition is presented in Appendix
Tables 1A (numbers of fish) and 1B (pounds of
fish). About 43% of all fish caught had lengths >34
inches.

Age and Sex Composition.. Four hundred and
fourteen striped bass sampled from the 2011
commercial harvest were used to sex and age the
harvested fish. The proportion that each age
comprised the total samples was estimated from a
sub-sample of 358 fish which guaranteed a
precision of +10% at o= 0.05. Weighted propor-
tions-at-age were generated by weighting the age
proportions sampled in each county by county
landings. Age was determined from scales and sex
was determined by visual inspection of gonadal
tissue (Sykes Method). Age ranged from 7 to 16+
years, and 99.7% were females. About 80% of the
sub-sample consisted of individuals from the 1999-
2003 year classes (ages 8-12) (Table 2). Peak
numbers-at-age of the total catches (harvest plus

Table 2. Age composition of the 2011 commercial
(purchased by dealers) landings.
Weighted
Year Mean Mean
Age Class Number % Length (in.) Weight (Ibs)
2005 - - - -
2004 10 7.6 33.6 13.3
2003 | 51 18.9 34.6 14.9
9 2002 | 56 21.0 35.9 16.6
10 | 2001 | 64 18.1 37.8 19.0
11 | 2000 | 34 7.7 38.4 21.4
12 | 1999 | 44 7.1 39.5 22.4
13 | 1998 | 41 6.0 42.0 27.3
14 | 1997 | 38 7.8 43.0 28.9
15 | 199 15 46 43.6 32.2
16+ | >1995 5 1.3 42.0 23.9




Figure 2. Age composition (proportion) of total catches from the Massachusetts commercial fishery.
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releases plus consumed) were from the 2003 year-
class (Figure 2).

Estimates of Total Catch and Harvest Rates.
Estimates of harvest rates (pounds of fish harvested
per hour) for the commercial fishery were
developed in order to provide an index that may be
indicative of fishing success. In 2011, DMF
switched to trip-level reporting. Significant
information has been lost due to the generalization
of the report to cover all fisheries in Massachusetts.
The only information now available is daily total
hours fished, pounds of fish sold and consumed,
and area fished. This information was used under a
generalized linear model (GLM) framework to
generate standardized indices (Hilborn and Walter,
1992). Each record represented the summarization
of a permit’s pounds harvested and hours fished by
year, month, and area fished reduced to 4 regions
(Cape Cod Canal, Southern MA, Cape Cod Bay,
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North MA). Only data from July-August were used
to constraint analyses to the most recent duration of
the fishing season. The harvest rates for each
record was calculated by dividing the total pounds
caught by the total number of hours fished. The
harvest rate was standardized using the GLM model

In(y)=a+ébixi +e

where vy is the observed total catch or harvest rate, a
is the intercept, b; is the slope coefficient of the ith
factor, X; is the ith categorical variable, and e is the
error term. Any variable not significant at o = 0.05
with type-Il (partial) sum of squares was dropped
from the initial GLM model and the analysis was
repeated. First-order interactions were not
considered in the analyses. The back-transformed
geometric mean for each year was estimated by



9 — exp (LSM )
where LSM is the least-squares natural log mean of
each year.

Results of the GLM analyses of harvest rates are
shown in Appendix Tables 2. Although factors were
significant, the variables accounted for only about
9% of the total variation in harvest rates.

Harvest rates steadily increased after 1999,
peaked in 2004, dropped through 2008, increased
slightly through 2010 and then dramatically
increased in 2011 (Figure 3A). The dramatic
increase in harvest rates for 2011 is attributed to
large increases in harvest rates by fishers in Cape
Cod Bay and Southern Massachusetts (Figure 3B).
The reason for the increase was due to atypical,
large concentrations of striped bass off Cape Cod,
particularly Chatham, in 2011 for unknown reasons
which likely increased the vulnerability of striped
bass to capture. In addition, the large 2003 year-
class became nearly fully-recruited to the
Massachusetts fishery (Figure 2) .

Characterization of Other Losses. Release
mortality was estimated by using a hook-release
mortality rate of 8% applied against the released
fish in Appendix Tables 1A and 1B. Total losses
due to release mortality were 5,769 fish weighing
approximately 54,824 pounds.

Recreational Fishery in 2011

Season: None

Daily Bag Limit: Two fish per person
Allowable Gear Type: Hook and Line
Minimum Size: 28 inches total length
Licensing and Reporting Requirements: None

Harvest levels: Harvest (A+B1l) and total catch
(A+B1+B2) estimates (Table 3) were provided by
the NMFS MRIP. In 2011, new estimation methods
were applied to data collected since 2003, but only
small changes (range: -9.1 to 10.1%)  were
observed for Massachusetts data.

The MRIP estimates of total catch (including
fish released alive) in 2011 was 1,228,699 striped
bass, which is a 38% decline compared to the 2010
estimate (Table 3). The estimate of total harvest in
2011 was 255,507 fish, which is a decrease in
harvest of 25% compared to 2010. Total pounds
harvested was over 3.5 million in 2011 (Table 3).

The MRIP estimates were post-stratified by
county to determine where harvested bass were
being landed by recreational anglers. Most landings
(XX%) occurred in Barnstable, Plymouth, Essex,
and Bristol counties (Figure 4). Only X% of
landings occurred in Dukes, Nantucket, Suffolk and
Norfolk counties (Figure 4).

Figure 3. A) Harvest index (standardized pounds/hour) and B) average harvest rates by area for the Massachusetts

commercial striped bass fishery, 1990-2011.
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Table 3. MRFSS estimates of striped bass harvest, releases, and total catch in Massachusetts.

Harvest (A+B1) Released (B2) Total (A+B1+B2)
Year Numbers  Weight (Ibs) Numbers Numbers
1986 29,434 298,816 442,298 471,732
1987 10,807 269,459 93,660 104,467
1988 21,050 421,317 209,632 230,682
1989 13,044 295,227 193,067 206,111
1990 20,515 319,092 339,511 360,026
1991 20,799 440,605 448,735 469,534
1992 57,084 972,116 779,814 836,898
1993 58,511 1,113,446 833,566 892,077
1994 74,538 1,686,049 2,102,514 2,177,052
1995 73,806 1,504,390 3,280,882 3,354,688
1996 68,300 1,291,706 3,269,746 3,338,046
1997 199,373 2,891,970 5,417,751 5,617,124
1998 207,952 2,973,456 7,184,358 7,392,310
1999 126,755 1,822,818 4,576,208 4,702,963
2000 181,295 2,618,216 7,382,031 7,563,326
2001 288,032 3,644,561 5,410,899 5,698,930
2002 308,749 4,304,883 5,718,984 6,027,733
2003 407,100 4,889,035 4,361,710 4,768,810
2004 445,745 6,112,746 4,979,075 5,424,820
2005 340,742 5,097,821 3,988,679 4,329,421
2006 314,988 4,832,355 7,809,777 8,124,765
2007 315,409 5,136,580 5,331,470 5,646,879
2008 377,959 5,763,763 3,649,415 4,027,374
2009 344,401 4,786,895 2,282,601 2,627,002
2010 341,046 4,270,401 1,671,437 2,012,483
2011 255,507 3,504,522 973,192 1,228,699

Figure 4. Percentage of total numbers of striped bass harvested by recreational anglers in each county of
Massachusetts during 2011.
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Figure 5. Sizes of striped bass caught by volunteer recreational anglers in 2011 by disposition and fishing mode.
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Size Composition. The length distributions of
harvested and released fish were estimated from
biological sampling conducted by the MRIP
program in Massachusetts and from a volunteer
angler program conducted by the Massachusetts
Division of Marine Fisheries. Volunteer recreational
anglers were solicited to collect length and scale
samples from striped bass that they captured each
month (May-October). Each person was asked to
collect a minimum of 5 scales from at least 10 fish
per month and record the disposition of each fish
(released or harvested) and fishing mode. Over
2,160 samples were received from 35 anglers. The
size frequencies of measured fish are shown in
Figure 5 by disposition and mode. The size
frequency of released fishes was used to allocate
MRIP release numbers by mode among size classes.
Numbers-at-length and weight-at-length data by
disposition are summarized in Appendix Tables 3A
and 3B.

Age Composition. A sub-sample of 567 fish
from the volunteer angler survey was aged and
combined with commercial and tagging samples to
produce an age-length key used to convert the MRIP
and MA volunteer angler size distributions into age

classes. Recreational samples were selected using a
weighted random design based on the total number
of striped bass caught in each wave and mode
stratum (as determined by MRIP). Recreational
catches of striped bass were comprised mostly of the
2003 and 2004 year-classes. (Figure 6).

Trends in Catch Rates. To examine trends in
recreational angler catches, standardized catch rates
(total number of fish per trip) for striped bass were
calculated for all fish caught using a delta-Gamma
model (Lo et al., 1992; Stefansson, 1996) which
adjusts trip catches for the effects of year, wave,
county, area fished, mode fished, and time spent
fishing. A delta-Gamma model was selected as the
best approach to estimate year effects after
examination of model dispersion (Terceiro, 2003)
and standardized residual deviance plots (McCullagh
and Nelder, 1989). In the delta-Gamma model,
catch data is decomposed into catch success/failure
and positive catch components. Each component is
analyzed separately using appropriate statistical
techniques and then the statistical models are
recombined to obtain year estimates. The catch
success/failure was modeled as a binary response to
the categorical variables using multiple logistic




Figure 6. Age composition (proportion) of total catches from the Massachusetts recreational fishery.
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regression:

logit(p) =log(p/1- p) = aJribiXi +e
i=1

where p is the probability of catching a fish, a is the
intercept, b; is the slope coefficient of the ith factor,
X; is the ith categorical variable, and e is the error
term. The function glm in R was used to estimate
parameters, and goodness-of-fit was assessed using
partial and empirical probability plots.

Positive catches were modeled assuming a
Gamma error distribution with a log link using
function gimin R

(@+30 X))

y=exp =+ +e

where y is the observed positive catch, b; ,and X; are
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the same symbols as defined earlier, and e is the
Gamma error term. Any variable not significant at
0=0.05 dropped from the initial GLM model and
the analysis was repeated. First-order interactions
were considered in the initial analyses but it was not
always possible to generate annual means by the
least-square methods with some interactions
included (see Searle et al., 1980); therefore, only
main effects were considered.

The annual index of striped bass total catch per
trip was estimated by combining the two component
models. The estimate in year i from the models is
given by

~

Ii = ﬁi*yi

where p; and y; are the predicted annual responses



Table 4. Estimates of striped bass losses occurring in Massachusetts waters during 2011.

FISHERY NUMBER POUNDS MEAN WT.

Commercial

Hanest* 64,454 1,235,631 19.2

Release Mortality 5,769 54,824 9.5
Recreational

Hanest 255,507 3,504,522 13.7

Release Mortality 77,855 511,875 6.6
Total 403,585 5,306,852

* includes fish taken for personal consumption

from the least-squares mean estimates from the
logistic and GLM models. Only data for those
anglers who said they targeted striped bass were
used in the analyses.

Results of the delta-Gamma model analyses are
given in Appendix Tables 4A and 4B. Standardized
catch rates for striped bass in Massachusetts waters
increased from 1993 to 1998, declined through
2003, but increased in 2004 and 2005 (Fig. 7). In
2006, catch rates jumped dramatically as the large
2003 year-class became vulnerable to the fishery.
Since 20086, catch rates have declined (Fig. 7).

Characterization of Losses

The same methods and rates previously

described in the commercial fishery section were
used to estimate recreational losses. Losses due to
hook-and-release were 77,855 fish (511,875
pounds) (Table 4).

Bycatch in Other Fisheries

During 1994, DMF sea-sampling efforts
identified striped bass as by-catch in a Nantucket
Sound springtime trawl fishery directed at long-
finned squid (Loligo pealei). The bycatch estimate
was about 3,100 fish (17,600 pounds). Anecdotal
information was also reported which suggested that
a single tow could land up to 19,000 pounds. DMF
personnel sampled this fishery at sea during 1995-
2000 and observed only incidental catches of

Figure 7. Index of total catch rates (total number of fish caught per trip) of the recreational fishery for striped bass in

Massachusetts waters, 1987-2011.
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Table 5. Massachusetts Striped Bass Removals-At-Age Matrix of 2011 By Source.

Recreational Commercial

Age Release Mortality Harvest Release Mortality Harvest* Total
2 12,723 0 71 0 12,794
3 15,657 0 176 0 15,832
4 12,508 2,561 393 35 15,497
5 6,547 14,523 652 132 21,854
6 8,590 44,610 1,398 562 55,160
7 8,481 53,023 1,712 5,440 68,656
8 5,978 52,623 1,104 12,472 72,177
9 2,395 29,985 193 13,241 45,813
10 1,721 24,297 47 11,295 37,360
11 931 11,667 18 4,782 17,397
12 872 8,779 2 4,393 14,047
13 761 7,336 1 3,730 11,828
14 526 4,153 0 4,785 9,463
15 104 1,450 0 2,775 4,330

16+ 63 500 0 813 1,376

* includes fish taken for personal consumption

striped bass. Limited sampling and low catch
rates make it unreasonable to extrapolate sample
information. DMF will continue to monitor
potential sources of striped bass by-catch during
2011.

Estimated Total Losses in 2011

Total estimated loss of striped bass during
2011 was 403,585 fish weighing 5,306,852
pounds (Table 4), which is a 26% decrease in
numbers lost and a 17% decrease in weight
compared to 2010 (548,664 fish; 6,377,464

pounds). The majority of losses, 83% by number
and 76% by weight, was attributed to combined
losses in the recreational fishery.

Removals-At-Age Matrix in 2011

The removals (numbers) due to release
mortality and harvest by the recreational and
commercial fisheries are apportioned by age and
mortality source in Table 5. The 2003 (age 8),
2004 (age 7) and 2005 (age 6) year-classes
incurred the highest losses in 2011 (Figure 8).

Figure 8. Total number of striped bass removals in 2011 by age. The 2003 and 2001 year-classes are indicated.
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Figure 9. Mean length-age relationship (solid line) for striped bass captured in Massachusetts. Dotted lines repre-
sent the minimum and maximum ages found at a given length.
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A von Bertalanffy growth model was fitted to
age (years) and total length (inches) data from
samples collected in the tagging study, the
recreational fishery, and commercial fishery from
2004-2011. The resulting equation and predicted
relationship are shown in Figure 9.
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Massachusetts Tagging Study

The Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries
(DMF) joined the Striped Bass Cooperative State-
Federal Coast-wide Tagging Study in 1991. The
study's primary objective has been to develop an
integrated database of tag releases and recoveries
that will provide current information related to
striped bass mortality and migration rates. The
Massachusetts tagging effort has focused on the tag
and release of large fish that reach coast-wide legal

Table 6. Massachusetts tag summary statistics. SD = standard deviation.

Number Awe. Awe. SD SD Length Range
Year Trips Boats Tagged Length (mm) Length (in) (mm) (in) Min (mm) Min (in) Max (mm) Max (in)
1991 17 4 388 817 32.2 106.4 4.2 534 21.0 1300 51.2
1992 29 3 899 798 31.4 1259 5.0 524 20.6 1267 49.9
1993 15 2 678 784 30.9 125.0 4.9 515 20.3 1210 47.6
1994 13 2 377 735 28.9 93.2 3.7 548 21.6 1028 40.5
1995 11 2 449 767 30.2 110.2 4.3 470 18.5 1178 46.4
1996 8 2 203 748 29.4 64.1 2.5 541 21.3 1077 42.4
1997 10 2 321 773 30.4 114.7 4.5 485 19.1 1090 42.9
1998 12 2 382 797 31.4 93.8 3.7 597 23.5 1055 41.5
1999 16 2 471 777 30.6 95.5 3.8 594 23.4 1108 43.6
2000 25 4 1095 752 29.6 102.6 4.0 510 20.1 1204 47.4
2001 14 3 456 786 30.9 102.5 4.0 503 19.8 1110 43.7
2002 12 3 239 764 30.1 103.6 4.1 487 19.2 1060 41.7
2003 15 3 655 825 32.5 92.1 3.6 602 23.7 1204 47.4
2004 25 7 784 707 27.8 193.1 7.6 316 12.4 1164 45.8
2005 19 4 752 726 28.6 2105 8.3 299 11.8 1114 43.9
2006 11 4 390 813 32.0 94.2 3.7 565 22.2 1114 43.9
2007 16 3 530 848 33.4 105.2 4.1 600 23.6 1225 48.2
2008 13 2 456 821 32.3 104.6 4.1 530 20.9 1202 47.3
2009 15 3 501 840 33.1 101.8 4.0 572 22.5 1146 45.1
2010 13 3 329 825 32.5 84.0 3.3 668 26.3 1095 43.1
2011 15 3 504 831 32.7 91.9 3.6 580 22.8 1174 46.2

10



Figure 10. Map of DMF fall tagging locations during 2005-2011.
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sizes. To accomplish this job, the DMF contracts Regulations

several select charter boat captains to take DMF
personnel on board to tag and release their catch
during regularly scheduled fishing trips. Fish are
caught in fall by trolling artificial baits in shoal
areas around Nantucket Island (Figure 10). Floy
internal anchor tags provided by the USFWS are
used. Total length of each fish is recorded. Scales
are removed from each fish for aging. The release
data are made available to the Annapolis, Maryland
office of the USFWS, which coordinates regional
tagging programs of state-federal participants.

Summary statistics compiled since the start of
this study are shown in Table 6. Striped bass
released in 2005-2010 were recaptured from mainly
coastal waters in North Carolina through New
Hampshire (Figure 11).

Planned Management Programs in 2011

11

Massachusetts’ recreational bag and minimum
size limits will remain at 2 fish per day and 28-
inches total length, respectively. For the
commercial fishery, minimum size limit will remain
at 34-inches and the quota will be reduced from
1,159,750 pounds to 1,057,783 pounds due to
overharvest in 2011. The commercial fishery quota
will be monitored using the SAFIS system. The
commercial season will not open until July 12 and
harvesting will be allowed only on Sunday with a
daily bag limit of 5 fish, and Tuesday-Thursday
with a daily bag limit of 30 fish.

Monitoring Programs

All monitoring programs will continue in 2011.
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Figure 11. Map of recovery locations of DMF tagged striped bass by release year, 2005-2010.
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Appendix Table 1A. Estimated size distribution of the Massachusetts commercial striped bass catch (numbers
of fish) in 2011.

Cumulative
TL (in.) Harvested* Released  Total Percent  Percent
11 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
12 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
13 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
14 0 157 157 0.11 0.11
15 0 52 52 0.04 0.15
16 0 418 418 0.31 0.46
17 0 627 627 0.46 0.92
18 0 313 313 0.23 1.15
19 0 522 522 0.38 1.53
20 0 888 888 0.65 2.18
21 0 313 313 0.23 2.41
22 0 835 835 0.61 3.02
23 0 418 418 0.31 3.33
24 0 3,185 3,185 2.33 5.66
25 0 1,671 1,671 1.22 6.88
26 0 2,820 2,820 2.06 8.95
27 0 4,125 4,125 3.02 11.97
28 162 7,467 7,629 5.59 17.55
29 296 5,274 5,570 4.08 21.63
30 350 9,451 9,801 7.18 28.81
31 323 8,981 9,305 6.81 35.62
32 2,743 14,464 17,207 12.60 48.22
33 4,552 7,728 12,280 8.99 57.22
34 10,996 1,462 12,458 9.12 66.34
35 5,506 52 5,559 4.07 70.41
36 4,478 835 5,314 3.89 74.30
37 6,650 0 6,650 4.87 79.17
38 5,406 52 5,458 4.00 83.16
39 5,774 0 5,774 4.23 87.39
40 4,012 0 4,012 2.94 90.33
41 2,742 0 2,742 2.01 92.34
42 3,680 0 3,680 2.69 95.03
43 2,727 0 2,727 2.00 97.03
44 1,878 0 1,878 1.38 98.40
45 1,708 0 1,708 1.25 99.66
46 171 0 171 0.13 99.78
47 68 0 68 0.05 99.83
48 164 0 164 0.12 99.95
49 34 0 34 0.02 99.98
50 34 0 34 0.02 100.00
51 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
52 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
Total 64,454 72,110 136,564
Awg. Size 37.3 29.4 33.1

* includes fish taken for personal consumption
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Appendix Table 1B. Estimated weight distribution by size of the Massachusetts commercial striped bass
catch (pounds) in 2011.

Cumulative

TL (in.) Harvested* Released Total Percent  Percent
11 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
12 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
13 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
14 0 153 153 0.01 0.01
15 0 63 63 0.00 0.01
16 0 611 611 0.03 0.04
17 0 1,100 1100 0.06 0.10
18 0 653 653 0.03 0.13
19 0 1,281 1281 0.07 0.20
20 0 2,541 2541 0.13 0.33
21 0 1,039 1039 0.05 0.39
22 0 3,186 3186 0.17 0.55
23 0 1,821 1821 0.09 0.65
24 0 15,777 15777 0.82 1.47
25 0 9,357 9357 0.49 1.96
26 0 17,767 17767 0.93 2.88
27 0 29,116 29116 1.52 4.40
28 1,273 58,794 60067 3.13 7.53
29 2,594 46,147 48741 2.54 10.07
30 3,394 91,575 94970 4.95 15.02
31 3,458 96,039 99497 5.18 20.21
32 32,271 170,161 202432 10.55 30.75
33 58,748 99,731 158478 8.26 39.01
34 155,239 20,640 175879 9.17 48.18
35 84,814 804 85619 4.46 52.64
36 75,074 14,006 89080 4.64 57.28
37 121,052 0 121052 6.31 63.59
38 106,621 1,030 107651 5.61 69.20
39 123,132 0 123132 6.42 75.61
40 92,327 0 92327 4.81 80.43
41 67,963 0 67963 3.54 83.97
42 98,069 0 98069 5.11 89.08
43 77,998 0 77998 4.06 93.14
44 57,559 0 57559 3.00 96.14
45 56,010 0 56010 2.92 99.06
46 5,991 0 5991 0.31 99.37
47 2,542 0 2542 0.13 99.50
48 6,530 0 6530 0.34 99.85
49 1,440 0 1440 0.08 99.92
50 1,531 0 1531 0.08 100.00
51 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
52 0 0 0 0.00 100.00

Total 1,235,631 683,394 1,919,025
Awg. Weight 19.2 9.5 14.1

* includes fish taken for personal consumption
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Appendix Table 2. Results of the GLM analyses of total catch rates (pounds/hour) for the commercial
striped bass fishery., 1991-2011

ANOVA Table (TYPE Iil)

Response: log(pounds/hour)
SS Df F Pr(>F)

YEAR 647.7 20 33.827 2.20E-16

AREA 928.7 2 485.019 2.20E-16
Residuals 27494 28717
Coefficients:

Estimate SE t Pr(>|t])

(Intercept) 1.974655 0.033 60.51 2.00E-16 ***
YEAR1992 0.045426 0.043 1.048 0.294615
YEAR1993 0.165957 0.043 3.861 0.000113 ***
YEAR1994 0.090327 0.042 2.165 0.030367 *
YEAR1995 0.186387 0.039 4.837 1.32E-06 ***
YEAR1996 0.219782 0.063 3.482 0.000498 ***
YEAR1997 0.183253 0.038 4.885 1.04E-06 ***
YEAR1998 0.191997 0.038 5.073 3.94E-07 ***
YEAR1999 0.15233 0.039 3.92 8.87E-05 ***
YEAR2000 0.266107 0.04 6.687 2.31E-11 ***
YEAR2001 0.439221 0.04 10.96 2.00E-16 ***
YEAR2002 0.463536 0.039 11.77 2.00E-16 ***
YEAR2003 0.465613 0.038 12.19 2.00E-16 ***
YEAR2004 0.583514 0.043 13.44 2.00E-16 ***
YEAR2005 0.358591 0.039 9.166 2.00E-16 ***
YEAR2006 0.353737 0.039 9.089 2.00E-16 ***
YEAR2007 0.324272 0.04 8.151 3.76E-16 ***
YEAR2008 0.255636 0.04 6.469 9.99E-11 ***
YEAR2009 0.314688 0.039 8.022 1.08E-15 ***
YEAR2010 0.381443 0.041 9.403 2.00E-16 ***
YEAR2011 0.621957 0.044 14  2.00E-16 ***
AREACCB 0.005527 0.017 0.332 0.739847
AREASMA 0.364511 0.015 24.36 2.00E-16 ***

Year Ismeans
1991 8.14986
1992 8.528618
1993  9.621089
1994  8.920285
1995 9.819674
1996 10.15314
1997 9.788942
1998  9.874915
1999  9.490875
2000 10.63455
2001 12.64449
2002 12.95572
2003 12.98264
2004 14.60721
2005 11.66499
2006 11.6085
2007 11.27145
2008 10.52377
2009 11.16394
2010 11.93462
2011 15.17968
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Appendix Table 3A. Estimated size distribution of the Massachusetts recreational striped bass catch (numbers
of fish) in 2011.

Cumulative

TL (in.) Harnested Released Total Percent  Percent
9 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
10 0 3,199 3,199 0.26 0.26
11 0 1,479 1,479 0.12 0.38
12 0 11,165 11,165 0.91 1.29
13 0 15,729 15,729 1.28 2.57
14 0 34,740 34,740 2.83 5.40
15 0 33,480 33,480 2.72 8.12
16 0 24,546 24,546 2.00 10.12
17 0 64,770 64,770 5.27 15.39
18 0 53,861 53,861 4.38 19.77
19 0 55,091 55,091 4.48 24.26
20 0 42,241 42,241 3.44 27.70
21 0 53,008 53,008 4.31 32.01
22 0 48,338 48,338 3.93 35.94
23 0 46,833 46,833 3.81 39.76
24 0 34,029 34,029 2.77 42.53
25 0 23,963 23,963 1.95 44.48
26 0 38,680 38,680 3.15 47.62
27 7,682 41,384 49,066 3.99 51.62
28 5,781 47,422 53,204 4.33 55.95
29 30,081 37,730 67,811 5.52 61.47
30 23,756 41,307 65,064 5.30 66.76
31 35,531 38,714 74,245 6.04 72.80
32 24,470 38,059 62,529 5.09 77.89
33 19,098 27,614 46,712 3.80 81.69
34 11,169 18,697 29,866 2.43 84.13
35 12,768 18,169 30,937 2.52 86.64
36 23,206 16,846 40,052 3.26 89.90
37 11,733 8,914 20,647 1.68 91.58
38 18,361 11,407 29,769 2.42 94.01
39 10,009 9,664 19,673 1.60 95.61
40 8,030 9,918 17,948 1.46 97.07
41 4,452 3,728 8,180 0.67 97.73
42 3,457 10,557 14,014 1.14 98.87
43 1,055 3,320 4,375 0.36 99.23
44 2,462 1,280 3,742 0.30 99.54
45 704 1,821 2,524 0.21 99.74
46 291 750 1,041 0.08 99.83
47 0 740 740 0.06 99.89
48 1,055 0 1,055 0.09 99.97
49 352 0 352 0.03 100.00
50 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
51 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
52 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
53 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
54 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
55 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
56 0 0 0 0.00 100.00

Total 255,507 973,192 1,228,699
Aw. Size 33.5 245 26.4

17



Appendix Table 3B. Estimated size distribution of the Massachusetts recreational striped bass catch (pounds)
in 2011.

Cumulative

TL (in.) Harnested Released Total Percent Percent
9 0 0 0
10 0 1,103 1,103 0.01 0.01
11 0 679 679 0.01 0.02
12 0 6,662 6,662 0.07 0.09
13 0 11,939 11,939 0.12 0.21
14 0 32,950 32,950 0.33 0.54
15 0 39,076 39,076 0.39 0.93
16 0 34,786 34,786 0.35 1.28
17 0 110,143 110,143 111 2.40
18 0 108,768 108,768 1.10 3.49
19 0 130,893 130,893 1.32 4.82
20 0 117,100 117,100 1.18 6.00
21 0 170,169 170,169 1.72 7.72
22 0 178,476 178,476 1.80 9.52
23 0 197,648 197,648 2.00 11.52
24 0 163,220 163,220 1.65 13.16
25 0 129,948 129,948 1.31 14.48
26 0 236,014 236,014 2.38 16.86
27 52,445 282,860 335,305 3.39 20.25
28 44,031 361,587 405,618 4.10 24.34
29 254,595 319,703 574,298 5.80 30.14
30 222,644 387,575 610,219 6.16 36.30
31 367,497 400,885 768,382 7.76 44.06
32 278,452 433,575 712,027 7.19 51.25
33 238,393 345,084 583,477 5.89 57.14
34 152,516 255,590 408,106 4.12 61.26
35 190,224 271,001 461,225 4.66 65.92
36 376,296 273,478 649,775 6.56 72.48
37 206,592 157,145 363,737 3.67 76.16
38 350,300 217,883 568,183 5.74 81.89
39 206,473 199,579 406,052 4.10 85.99
40 178,749 221,031 399,781 4.04 90.03
41 106,746 89,486 196,231 1.98 92.01
42 89,120 272,437 361,557 3.65 95.66
43 29,197 91,954 121,151 1.22 96.89
44 73,001 37,994 110,996 1.12 98.01
45 22,316 57,813 80,129 0.81 98.82
46 9,877 25,432 35,309 0.36 99.17
47 0 26,769 26,769 0.27 99.44
48 40,643 0 40,643 0.41 99.85
49 14,414 0 14,414 0.15 100.00
50 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
51 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
52 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
53 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
54 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
55 0 0 0 0.00 100.00
56 0 0 0 0.00 100.00

Total 3,504,522 6,398,434 9,902,956
Awg. Weight 13.7 6.6 8.1
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Appendix 4A. Results of the Gamma regression analysis of MRFSS striped bass catch positive catches.

Anova Table (Type III)

Response: TOT_FISH

Chisq Df Pr(>Chisq)
YEAR 396.9 24 2.20E-16 ***
AREA_X 38.87 2 3.62E-09 ***
MODE_FX 438.68 2 2.20E-16 ***
WAVE 285.46 2 2.20E-16 ***
CNTY 122.21 7 2.20E-16 ***
FFDAYS12C 583.96 12 2.20E-16 ***
HOURS 996.11 11 2.20E-16 ***
Coefficients:

Estimate SE t Pr(>|t])
(Intercept) 0.310836 0.23 1.346 0.1784
YEAR1988 -0.18701 0.26 -0.733  0.4635
YEAR1989 -0.25296 0.25 -1.017  0.3091
YEAR1990 -0.24759 0.24 -1.033  0.3016
YEAR1991 -0.10989 0.24 -0.459  0.6459
YEAR1992 0.099214 0.23 0.427  0.6695
YEAR1993 -0.05934 0.23 -0.256  0.7977
YEAR1994 0.011011 0.23 0.048  0.9617
YEAR1995 0.234839 0.23 1.029  0.3037

YEAR1996 0.248867 0.23 1.089 0.2763
YEAR1997 0.308673 0.23 1.353 0.1760

YEAR1998 0.396061 0.23 1.74 0.0819 .
YEAR1999 0.341672 0.23 1.499 0.1339
YEARZ2000 0.38405 0.23 1.682 0.0926 .

YEAR2001 0.144812 0.23 0.635  0.5256
YEAR2002 0.121912 0.23 0.533  0.5939
YEARZ2003 0.188598 0.23 0.825  0.4094
YEAR2004 0.235133 0.23 1.026  0.3050
YEAR2005 0.249698 0.23 1.088 0.2765
YEAR2006 0.47737 0.23 2.088  0.0368 *
YEAR2007 0.212656 0.23 0.928 0.3534
YEAR2008 0.119693 0.23 0.519  0.6035
YEAR2009 0.076974 0.23 0.335  0.7379
YEAR2010 0.014504 0.23 0.063  0.9500

YEAR2011 -0.14819 0.23 -0.638  0.5233
AREA_X2 -0.04989 0.03 -1.918  0.0552 .
AREA_X5 0.088647 0.02 4.76 1.95E-06 ***

MODE_FX6 0.356715 0.04 10.174 2.00E-16 ***
MODE_FX7 0.504551 0.02 21.833 2.00E-16 ***

WAVE4 -0.30408 0.02 -16.868 2.00E-16 ***
WAVES -0.1809 0.02 -8.085 6.55E-16 ***
CNTY5 -0.14173 0.04 -3.625 0.00029 ***
CNTY7 -0.2966 0.05 -6.045 1.52E-09 ***
CNTY9 0.100331 0.02 4.842 1.30E-06 ***
CNTY19 -0.10528 0.07 -1.478 0.13935
CNTY21 -0.00019 0.04 -0.004 0.99644
CNTY23 -0.02383 0.03 -0.885 0.37604
CNTY25 -0.33941 0.06 -5.382 7.46E-08 ***
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Appendix 4A cont’d.

Coefficients:

FFDAYS12C10
FFDAYS12C20
FFDAYS12C30
FFDAYS12C40
FFDAYS12C50
FFDAYS12C60
FFDAYS12C70
FFDAYS12C80
FFDAYS12C90
FFDAYS12C10I
FFDAYS12C15!
FFDAYS12C201
HOURS2
HOURS3
HOURS4
HOURS5
HOURS6
HOURS?7
HOURSS8
HOURS9
HOURS10
HOURS11
HOURS12

Year
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011

Estimate
0.057562
0.178966
0.178405
0.325176
0.368813
0.416569
0.43873
0.479514
0.537219
0.557673
0.61556
0.716863
0.10434
0.332073
0.471311
0.627422
0.684968
0.898316
0.899721
0.921528
1.064556
1.274576
1.047941

Ismeans
4.124
3.421
3.203
3.220
3.695
4,555
3.887
4.170
5.216
5.290
5.616
6.129
5.804
6.056
4.767
4.659
4,981
5.218
5.294
6.648
5.102
4.649
4.454
4.185
3.556

SE
0.03
0.03
0.03
0.04
0.03
0.04
0.05
0.08
0.09
0.03
0.06
0.07
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.07
0.08
0.17
0.1

t
2.249
6.913
5.951
8.88
11.523
9.502
8.058
6.356
6.183
16.269
10.398
10.326
2.13
7.163
10.321
13.455
14.535
17.456
16.566
12.514
12.695
7.359
10.381

Pr(>[t])
0.02449 *
4.86E-12 ***
2.71E-09 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
8.17E-16 ***
2.11E-10 ***
6.39E-10 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
0.03315 *
8.12E-13 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
1.92E-13 ***
2.00E-16 ***
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Appendix Table 4B. Results of the logistic regression analysis of MRFSS striped bass success/failure.

Anova Table (Type III)
Response: 0/1

Chisq Df Pr(>Chisq)

YEAR 1796.4 24 2.20E-16 ***
AREA_X 208.5 2 2.20E-16 ***
MODE_FX 4153.8 2 2.20E-16 ***
WAVE 403.5 2 2.20E-16 ***

CNTY 420.3 7 2.20E-16 ***

FFDAYS12C  976.8 12 2.20E-16 ***

HOURS 2859.1 11 2.20E-16 ***

Coefficients:

Estimate SE Z Pr(>|z|)
(Intercept) -3.72 0.25092  -14.825 2.00E-16 ***
YEAR1988 -0.1504 0.27318 -0.55 0.582016

YEAR1989 -0.1071 0.27014 -0.397 0.691688
YEAR1990 -0.2173 0.25912 -0.838 0.401761
YEAR1991 -0.3219 0.25787 -1.248 0.211875
YEAR1992 -0.1517 0.25216 -0.601 0.547567
YEAR1993 0.16743 0.25135 0.666 0.505343
YEAR1994 0.65303 0.24943 2.618 0.008842 **
YEAR1995 0.94284 0.24873 3.791 0.00015 ***
YEAR1996 0.98525 0.24916 3.954 7.68E-05 ***
YEAR1997 0.96559 0.24844 3.887 0.000102 ***
YEAR1998 1.4528 0.24839 5.849 4.95E-09 ***

YEAR1999 1.20279 0.24849 4.84 1.30E-06 ***
YEAR2000 1.12264 0.249 4.509 6.53E-06 ***
YEAR2001 0.9222 0.24848 3.711 0.000206 ***
YEAR2002 0.9674 0.24936 3.88 0.000105 ***

YEAR2003 0.85708 0.24905 3.441 0.000579 ***
YEAR2004 0.93116 0.25048 3.718 0.000201 ***

YEAR2005 1.04382 0.25092 4.16 3.18E-05 ***
YEAR2006 1.29284 0.24986 5.174 2.29E-07 ***
YEAR2007 0.96888 0.2507 3.865 0.000111 ***

YEAR2008 0.80319 0.25187 3.189 0.001428 **
YEAR2009 0.75875 0.25093 3.024 0.002497 **
YEAR2010 0.51804 0.25246 2.052 0.040174 *
YEAR2011 0.38934 0.253 1.539 0.123827
AREA_X2 -0.0365 0.03364 -1.084 0.278272
AREA_X5 0.30139 0.02302 13.091 2.00E-16 ***
MODE_FX6 2.65579 0.04775 55.622 2.00E-16 ***
MODE_FX7 1.16216 0.02556 45.471 2.00E-16 ***

WAVE4 -0.3661 0.02349  -15.584 2.00E-16 ***
WAVES5 -0.5179 0.02763  -18.747 2.00E-16 ***
CNTY5 -0.2585 0.04765 -5.425 5.80E-08 ***
CNTY7 -0.1553 0.05911 -2.627 0.008618 **
CNTY9 0.37036 0.0254 14.583 2.00E-16 ***
CNTY19 -0.3947 0.08288 -4.762 1.92E-06 ***
CNTY21 0.12258 0.05331 2.299 0.021484 *
CNTY23 -0.1161 0.0323 -3.595 0.000325 ***
CNTY25 0.11317 0.07681 1.473 0.140651
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Appendix Table 4B cont’d.

Coefficients:

FFDAYS12C1l
FFDAYS12C2
FFDAYS12C3
FFDAYS12C4
FFDAYS12C5
FFDAYS12C6
FFDAYS12C7
FFDAYS12C8
FFDAYS12C9
FFDAYS12C1
FFDAYS12C1
FFDAYS12C2
HOURS2
HOURS3
HOURS4
HOURSS
HOURSG6
HOURS7
HOURSS8
HOURS9
HOURS10
HOURS11
HOURS12

Year
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011

Estimate SE

0.13735
0.40299
0.49168
0.58443
0.73676

0.6883
0.82814
0.86549
0.66128
0.91623
0.95088
0.90118
0.66125
1.05954
1.37227
1.53838
1.79159
1.99568
1.91584
2.22326
2.27352
1.67471

2.3006

Ismeans
0.37795
0.3433
0.35312
0.32838
0.30573
0.34301
0.41804
0.53862
0.60935
0.6194
0.61476
0.72203
0.66919
0.65122
0.60443
0.61518
0.58876
0.60657
0.63311
0.68882
0.61553
0.57565
0.56476
0.50495
0.4728

0.03075
0.03193
0.03747
0.04696
0.04154
0.05654
0.07247
0.10254
0.11061
0.04538
0.07778
0.08963
0.04905
0.04699
0.04672
0.04872
0.05059
0.06068
0.06418
0.10135
0.11669

0.2263
0.13918

4.467
12.622
13.12
12.444
17.736
12.175
11.428
8.44
5.978
20.19
12.225
10.054
13.48
22.55
290.374
31.576
35.414
32.889
29.853
21.937
19.484
7.4
16.53

Pr(>|zl)

7.93E-06 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.25E-09 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
2.00E-16 ***
1.36E-13 ***
2.00E-16 ***
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
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Fort Wetherill Marine Laboratory
3 Fort Wetherill Road PH: 401.423.1920
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TO: Kate Taylor, FMP Coordinator
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
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SUBJECT: Rhode Island Annual Compliance Report for Atlantic Striped Bass

Please find Rhode Island’s annual compliance report for striped bass attached to this memo.
If you have any questions, you may contact me directly at 401.423.1940.
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ATLANTIC STRIPED BASS

Introduction

The striped bass has historically been one of the most important recreational and
commercial fishery species in Rhode Island. The commercial fishery for striped bass is
allocated an annual quota, which is divided between the rod and reel and floating fish trap
gears. In 2011, the commercial rod and reel or General Category fishery landed 134,299
Ib of striped bass, while commercial floating fish traps landings totaled 93,864 Ib. The
Rhode Island total catch by recreational anglers was 1,257,302 Ib (MRIP) of striped bass
in 2011 more than five times the weight of total landings for the commercial fishery.
Recreational harvest of striped bass in Rhode Island increased from 70,108 (MRIP) fish
in 2010 to 88,635 (MRIP) fish in 2011. As of 2011, all RI-licensed seafood dealers and
commercial harvesters are required to report trip-level data. See below for a comparison
of MRFSS vs. MRIP numbers for recreational catch and effort data.

Source Harvest Numbers Harvest Weight (Ibs)  Released Numbers
MRFSS 100,994 1,106,597 198,815
MRIP 88,635 1,257,302 214,302

. Request for de minimis, where applicable

The state of Rhode Island does not wish to apply for de minimis status.

I11.Previous calendar year’s fishery and management program

A. Harvest and losses (refer to Table 9 in Amendment 6 to the Atlantic Striped Bass
FMP)

1. Commercial fishery

a. Characterization of fishery (seasons, cap, gears, regulations)

Annual commercial landings of striped bass are dictated by an annual quota
allocation. In Rhode Island, the quota is divided between a general category
(61%) and the floating fish traps (39%). Within each gear type, a percentage
of the quota is allotted to separate sub-periods in the calendar year (see section
I11.C.1 for details). Trends in the seasonality of landings in the general
category are strongly tied to the quota availability. The majority of striped
bass landed during the first sub-period for the general category are typically
caught within a month and a half of the opening day for each sub-period. The
floating fish trap fishery is open year round, though trap fisherman typically
set their traps in May and fish through mid- to late October. 100% of the fish
trap’s quota allocation was taken in 2011.

The start date of the first sub-period for the general category was June 6
with a minimum size of 34”. The start of the second sub-period was



September 4™ with a minimum size of 34” (RIMF Reg. Part 12.3). The
possession limit during both sub-periods for the general category was five fish
per vessel per calendar day. Allocation of the general category quota between
the sub-periods remained the same (75/25). During both sub-periods, the
fishery was closed each calendar week from 12:00 AM Friday until 11:59 PM
Saturday and commercial possession and sale of striped bass on these days
was prohibited.

. Characterization of directed harvest

Landings and method of estimation

Rhode Island commercial landings of striped bass were available from
Rhode Island’s SAFIS database (see section 1l11.C.1; N. Travisono,
RIDFW Marine Fisheries Section, pers. comm.). In 2011, a total of
228,163 Ibs of striped bass were landed in Rhode Island by commercial
fisheries. Of this total, the commercial floating fish trap fishery catch was
93,864 Ibs and 134,299 Ibs were taken by the general category, which is
primarily rod and reel.

. Catch composition

(1) Length frequency

The RIDFW samples striped bass caught by commercial floating fish
traps and rod and reel fisheries. Every individual striped bass observed
is measured for fork length (inches) and weighed (pounds). The fork
length measurements were converted to total lengths using:

TL =0.03 + 1.07 FL 1)

The proportion of striped bass at length caught in the commercial
fisheries was assumed equal to the proportion of striped bass at length
sampled from the commercial landings by gear type. The total number
of striped bass commercial landings was estimated for each fishery by
using the sample numbers and weights to extrapolate to the total
weight landed. The length frequency for each gear was expanded to
the estimated number of striped bass caught for the respective gear,
providing estimates of the length distribution of commercial striped
bass landings for both the rod and reel and floating fish trap fisheries.
In 2011, the RIDFW collected 265 striped bass lengths from the
commercial fish traps and 360 from the rod and reel fishery (N.
Travisono, RIDFW Marine Fisheries Section, pers. comm.).

(2) Age frequency

Scales are removed from each striped bass that is weighed and
measured in the RIDFW’s commercial fisheries sampling program.
Ageing of the scale samples collected in 2011 is still in progress. An
age-length key was obtained from NYS DEC (C. Hoffman, NYS DEC
Diadromous Fish Unit, pers. comm.). The keys were applied to the



commercial length frequencies to estimate the commercial fishery
catch-at-age for each gear. Once all the scales are aged, the
commercial catch-at-age data will be updated with RI age-length keys
for each gear type.

(3) Sex
Rhode Island’s commercial fishery sampling program does not record
the sex of striped bass sampled.

c. Characterization of other losses (poaching, bycatch, etc.)

Information on other striped bass losses in Rhode Island’s commercial
fisheries is not available or unknown.

2. Recreational fishery

a. Characterization of fishery (seasons, cap, gears, regulations)

In 2011 the recreational fishery for striped bass in Rhode Island was subject to
a 28 in. minimum size limit and a possession limit of 2 fish per person per
day. The recreational fishery for striped bass is open year-round, though it is
most active during waves 3 through 5 (NMFS, Fisheries Statistics and
Economics Division, Silver Spring, MD, pers. comm.). The majority of the
harvest (Type A + B1) in numbers is taken by the private/rental boat mode.
The estimated number of striped bass released alive (Type B2) by recreational
anglers usually exceeds the number harvested in a given year. Over the last
year, the number of live releases has been, on average, 2.5 times larger than
the recreational harvest.

b. Characterization of directed harvest

i. Landings and method of estimation

Data characterizing striped bass caught by recreational anglers in Rhode
Island were obtained from MRIP (NMFS, pers. comm.). Rhode Island’s
recreational fishery for striped bass harvested (Type A + B1l) 88,635
striped bass in 2011. The weight of the 2011 recreational harvest was
estimated to equal 1,257,302 Ib (see table above for MRFSS estimates for
2011).

ii. Catch composition

(1) Length frequency (legal and sub-legal catch)

Currently, the only source of fishery-dependent sampling of striped
bass caught in Rhode Island recreational fisheries is MRIP. Typically
the length distribution of Rhode Island’s recreational harvest (Type A
+ B1) of striped bass is based on the MRFSS?MRIP sample length
measurements. Due to only five length bins being sampled in 2011 in
MRIP, sample length measurements for RI’s recreational fishery were
based on the American Littoral Society’s (ALS) release data for Rhode



Island (ALS data provided by G. Shepherd, NMFS). The sample
numbers at length were expanded to the estimate of recreational
harvest to provide the length frequency distribution of recreationally
harvested striped bass for 2011.

(2) Age frequency
The age composition of Rhode Island’s recreational harvest was based
on age sample data provided by the New York DEC. The age-length
key from this source was applied to the recreational harvest expanded
numbers at length to estimate the recreational harvest catch-at-age for
striped bass. (See Compliance Worksheet)

c. Characterization of other losses (poaching, hook and release mortality, etc.)

i. Estimate and method of estimation

MRFSS/MRIP provides estimates of the number of striped bass released
alive (Type B2) by recreational anglers (NMFS, pers. comm.). In 2011,
the number of striped bass released alive in Rhode Island recreational
fisheries was an estimated 214,302 fish. A discard mortality rate of 8%
was applied to the number of live releases to estimate the number of dead
discards. The estimated number of dead discards in Rhode Island during
the 2011 recreational fishery was 17,144 fish.

ii. Estimate of catch composition

The size structure of striped bass released from Rhode Island’s
recreational fishery was based on the American Littoral Society’s (ALS)
release data for Rhode Island (ALS data provided by G. Shepherd,
NMFS). The proportion of recreational releases at length was assumed
equal to the proportion at length of striped bass sampled in the 2011 ALS
tagging program. In 2011, length data were available from 671 striped
bass released in Rhode Island waters. The proportion at length, based on
the ALS samples, was expanded to the estimated number of dead discards
to represent the length frequency of striped bass released from the
recreational fishery that do not survive.

The NY age-length key that was used to estimate the age of Rhode
Island’s recreational harvest was also applied to the length frequencies of
the striped bass dead discards to estimate recreational catch-at-age of dead
discards from the recreational fishery. (See Compliance Worksheet)

3. Other losses

The RIDFW is not aware of any striped bass losses other than those discussed
above.



4. Harvest and losses - including all above estimates in numbers and weight
(pounds) of fish, and mean weight per fish for each gear type.

The estimated numbers, weights (pounds), and mean individual weights (pounds)
of striped bass caught in Rhode Island waters in 2011 are summarized in the
following table:

Total Individual
Fishery Gear/Type Number Weight (Ib) Average Weight (Ib)
Commercial Rod & Reel 4985 134,299 23
Floating Fish Traps 7711 93,864 11
Recreational  Harvest 88,635 1,257,302 14.2
Dead Releases 17,144 N/A N/A

B. Required fishery-independent monitoring programs (refer to Table 7 and 8 in
Amendment 6 to the Atlantic Striped Bass FMP)

1. Description of requirement as outlined in Atlantic Striped Bass Amendment 6

According to section 3.1.2 of Amendment 6 to the Interstate Fishery Management
Plan for Atlantic Striped Bass, hereafter referred to as “Amendment 6”, the state
of Rhode Island is not required to conduct an annual juvenile abundance index
survey (ASMFC 2003). Rhode Island is also not required to perform a spawning
stock assessment survey, as stipulated in section 3.2 of Amendment 6. Rhode
Island does not currently have a tagging program for striped bass.

C. Copy of regulations that were in effect, including a reference to the specific
compliance criteria as mandated in the FMP

1. Commercial

A commercial fishing license is required to take striped bass for commercial
purposes from Rhode Island waters. Gillnetting for striped bass is not permitted in
Rhode Island waters (RIMF Reg. Part 12.6 2006b). Rhode Island regulations
stipulate that striped bass must be identified with a special commercial tag before
being sold (RIMF Reg. Part 12.4 2006b). These tags are provided by the RIDFW.

Striped bass commercial fisheries in Rhode Island are managed by gear
category—a general category, which is primarily rod and reel, and the floating
fish traps. In accordance with section 4.3.1 of Amendment 6 (ASMFC 2003),
Rhode Island has established a minimum size limit of 26 in. for striped bass
caught by commercial floating fish traps (RIMF Reg. Part 7.5 2006a; RIMF
Reg. Part 12.1, 12.5 2006b). The minimum size limit for the general category
is 34 in. (RIMF Reg. Part 12.3 2006b). Rhode Island is allocated an annual
quota for the commercial landings of striped bass, as discussed in section
4.3.2 of Amendment 6 (ASMFC 2003). Rhode Island divides the commercial
quota between the general category (61%) and the floating fish traps (39%)
(RIMF Reg. Part 12.5 2006b). Following ASMFC Striped Bass Board



approval in August 2007 the commercial floating fish trap minimum size
changed from 28” to 26”.

The commercial quota for the general category is available during two sub-
periods within the year (RIMF Reg. Part 12.3 2006b). Commercial fishing for
striped bass is closed to the %eneral category from January 1st to June 5. The
first sub-period begins June 6™ and ends August 31%; during this sub-period, 75%
of the general category quota is available. The possession limit is five fish per
calendar day in this sub-period. The remaining 25% of the quota is available in
the second sub-period, from September 4™ through December 31%. Each license
holder is permitted five fish per calendar day during the second sub-period.
Projections are used to determine when the quota will be harvested, which
triggers the close of the fishery.

The entire (100%) floating fish trap quota is available January 1% through
December 31", (RIMF Reg. Part 12.5 2006b). There are no possession limits
during this time and the fishery closes once the quota has been reached. If on
November 1%, any of the floating fish trap quota remains, that poundage will be
committed to a general category available to the entire commercial fishery.

As of March 2006, all RI-licensed seafood dealers are required to submit
electronic reports to the Standard Atlantic Fisheries Information System, or
SAFIS (RIMF Reg. Part 19.14 2006c). SAFIS requires seafood dealers to collect
trip level information on commercial catches landed and purchased in Rhode
Island. In addition to SAFIS, all commercial harvesters are required to record trip
level catch and effort in harvester logbooks. Both SAFIS and the RI harvester
logbook follow the data standards developed by the Atlantic Coastal Cooperative
Statistics Survey Program (ACCSP).

2. Recreational

Rhode Island does require a license for recreational fishing in marine waters.
Recreational fishing for striped bass is permitted throughout the year. In
accordance with section 4.2.1 of Amendment 6 (ASMFC 2003), Rhode Island has
instituted a minimum size limit of 28 inches (RIMF Reg. Part 7.5 2006a; RIMF
Reg. Part 12.1 2006b) and a possession limit of 2 fish per person per day (RIMF
Reg. Part 12.1 2006b) for striped bass caught in the recreational fishery.

D. Harvest broken down by commercial (by gear type where applicable) and
recreational, and non-harvest losses (when available)

Harvest of striped bass in Rhode Island waters in 2011 by fishery in gear is
summarized in the following table:



Fishery Gear/Type Number Weight (Ib)
Commercial Rod & Reel | 4985 134,299
Floating Fish Traps 7711 93,864
Recreational  Harvest 88,635 1,257,302
Dead Releases 17,144 N/A

E. Review of progress in implementing habitat recommendations
Unknown.

IV.Planned management programs for the current calendar year

A. Summarize regulations that will be in effect (copy of current regulations if different
from 111 C)

1. Commercial

Rl-licensed seafood dealers are required to report data on commercial catches
landed and purchased in Rhode Island. Commercial harvesters are required to
record catch and effort data in harvester logbooks.

Gen Category:

There will be little change to the management of the general category within the
striped bass commercial fisheries in 2012. The start date of the first sub-period for
this category will be June 6™ (RIMF Reg. Part 12.3). The possession limit during
both sub-periods for the general category will be five fish per vessel per calendar
day. Allocation of the general category quota between the sub-periods will be
75/25. During both sub-periods, the fishery will be closed each calendar week
from 12:00 AM Friday until 11:59 PM Saturday and commercial possession and
sale of striped bass on these days will be prohibited.

Fish Trap

Rhode Island submitted a proposal in 2007 for lowering the current minimum size
limit in the commercial floating fish traps fishery to 26” while reducing the fish
trap quota to 93,586 Ib. The request was approved the ASMFC Striped Bass
Management Board.

2012 Striped Bass Gen Cat

Period Peﬁ')ggﬁgge Period Allocation Total Landings
June 6 - Aug 31 75% 117,102 0
Sept 11 - Dec31 25% 29,275 0
2012 Total 100% 146,377




2012 Striped Bass Fish Trap

Period Period Period 2011 Quota Allocation
Percentage | Allocation Overage

Jan 1 -Dec 31,
2012 100% 93,586 320 93,266

2012 Total 93,266

2. Recreational

There are no changes planned regarding the regulation of recreational fishing for
striped bass in Rhode Island during 2012. The minimum size limit of 28 in and
possession limit of 2 striped bass per person per day will remain in effect.

B. Summarize monitoring programs that will be performed

In 2012, SAFIS reporting requirements will remain in effect for all RI-licensed
seafood dealers. This includes trip-level reporting of catches landed and purchased in
Rhode Island. Commercial harvesters will keep logbooks for recording trip-level
catch and effort directed in commercial fisheries.

The RIDFW commercial dockside sampling program will continue to collect striped
bass samples from the commercial floating fish traps and rod and reel fisheries.

C. Highlight any changes from the previous year

Rhode Island’s management of the commercial general (rod and reel) fishery for
striped bass was not modified in 2012.

A proposal to change the minimum size limit for Rhode Island’s floating fish trap
fishery for striped bass was approved by the ASMFC Striped Bass Management
Board and was in effect in 2007. See report Conservation Equivalency of Alternative
Minimum Size Limits in Rhode Island’s Commercial Trap Net Fishery for Striped Bass.
Report to the Rhode Island Striped Bass Advisory Panel.

L.Lee ASMFC Stock Assessment Biologist January 2007

D. Errors in previous years compliance reports

In completing the 2011 annual report workbook, it was noticed that an error was
made in the 2009 and 2010 annual workbooks. When copying and pasting the age-
length key into the recreational worksheet (Rec tab), the key was accidentally shifted
over by one year. These workbooks have been corrected and have been submitted
with this compliance report.
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Connecticut Commercial
Striped Bass Quota Utilization Plan

Initial Year Report (2011)

Commercial striped bass quota was used for the first time in Connecticut during 2011.
Under Amendment 6 of the Striped Bass Fishery Management Plan Connecticut’s
commercial striped bass quota is 23,750 pounds. Beginning in spring 2011, Connecticut
utilized this quota through a “bonus” recreational fishing program on the Connecticut
River under an open slot limit from 22 to 27.9 inches total length. The conservation
equivalency calculation of pounds to numbers of fish is very conservatively estimated to
be 4,025 fish in this slot.

Recap of the Program

This small quota was utilized to permit recreational harvest of striped bass that are not
accessible under the current 28 inch / 2 fish coastal recreational management limits. This
new fishery was crafted to provide the dual benefits of a unique angling opportunity,
particularly around the cities of Hartford and Middletown, and a means of practicing a
limited form of “ecosystem management” by targeting striped bass where they prey on
vulnerable populations of river herring, during their spring spawning migration up-river.

Monitoring Results

Harvest

Compliance with the harvest limit was achieved through a “tag” system whereby 4,025
(the quota in numbers of fish) post cards (see Appendix 1.) were made available to the
public predominantly from agency offices. Per instructions, anglers filled in the tag
(Appendix 1) immediately upon harvesting a bass, marking the month, day and length of
the fish. The anglers kept the tag with the fish until returning home as authorization to
possess the otherwise undersize fish for law enforcement purposes. Successful anglers
were then required to mail the postage paid card back to Marine Fisheries.

A total of 80 tags were returned containing information from harvested fish. Four other
tags were returned unused. Another 34 “protest” tags were returned, all from one
individual with messages indicating his opposition to the program. Since only 2 tags were
offered to an individual per day, this gentleman apparently visited agency offices at least
17 times in order to take tags out of the system for public use.

The low harvest rate is primarily attributed to high river flows associated with the wettest
year in Connecticut history. A pattern of inverse catch rates to river flow is apparent in
the figures below (Appendix 2) depicting daily catch rates and river flow data provided
by USGS.
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Biological Sampling
Fish harvested spanned the 22 to <28 inch size range allowed under the program with a
general increasing trend with size (Figure 1, Table 1.).

Table 1. Length frequency of striped bass harvested under the bonus fishery program in
2011.

TL (cm) Freq
22 9
23 6
24 13
25 10
26 16
27 26

80 = total number of measured striped bass

Figure 1. Length frequency of striped bass harvested under the bonus fishery program in
2011.

Striped Bass Length Frequency

w
o

M Frequency

0 I . . . I . I . I . E
22 23 24 25 26 27

Length (cm)

N
(6]

N
o

Frequency
(=Y
(0]

[EnN
o

w1

Assessment of Program

The bonus program was well received by the public, including the membership of our
recreational fishery Marine Advisory Group and Fisheries Advisory Council. Media
coverage was positive and the program served a very important outreach function as a
tangible demonstration of agency efforts to provide recreational fishing opportunity to
urban communities as well as the general public. The program provided an opportunity to
work directly with “Riverfront Recapture” in the Hartford area, a group actively involved
in efforts to improve the waterfront and attract urban populations to the river to enjoy and
appreciate its beauty. Direct distribution of many vouchers through Law Enforcement
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staff provided important positive interactions for officers with the public while also
enabling the program to reach out to anglers who are not internet connected or otherwise
likely to be aware of and participate in the program.

Actual harvest was well less than expected due largely to poor river conditions (high
flows, turbidity, flooding). The card return system provided an efficient means of
monitoring the size composition of the harvest and in providing a minimum estimate of
the number of fish harvested.

Program modifications will be considered for 2012 including expansion of the program
outside the Connecticut River basin in order “hedge our bets” on local fishing conditions
as well as to respond to public calls for similar opportunities in other parts of the state.
Such expansion will be considered in the context of balancing the dual purposes of this
program: mitigating predation pressure on river herring populations and providing public
fishing opportunity, particularly in urban areas.
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Appendix 1.

Sample Voucher.
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Appendix 2.
Striped bass daily catch frequency in the bonus fishery.

Frequency of Striped Bass caught by Date

o —&— Frequency By...
L
% 8
>
©
i
S
(]
=
5 4
2 2 2
0 _—
- - - - — - - - - - - - - - - - — — - - - - - - - - -
=i i - - - - - i - - - - - - - - - - - - i - - - - - L |
O 'O OF OFIC dO=LOl IO O @ O O O r@#CIT D #0100 O\ I § Q=081 0" R0 O
o o o o oN o o o o o o o N o o o o N oN o o o o o oN oN o
>y S~ = = S~ e S S~ S~ S~ S~ S~ S S~ S~ b, S~ S~ S~ e S~ ~ =~ S~ S~ S~ S~
o o0 o o <t %) o0 o o~ < (o} o0 o — m n ~ (22} — (22) wn ~ (o)} e (22) n ~
~N S - — — — — N o o (&4 o~ RIS NS 5SSy et — — — ~— o o o o
wmn [Tp) ~ ~ ~ -y ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ((e) ((s) [(s) (Vo) (Vo) ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ g
wn wn n n n wn n wn wn n n o o o o (o} (o} (o} o o
Date

USGS daily gage height for the Connecticut River.

USGS 01190070 CONNECTICUT RIVER AT HARTFORD, CT.

18

16 th

14

12

18

DATLY Gage height, feet

Hay 87 Hay 14 Hay 21 Hay 28 Jun B84 Jun 11 Jun 18 Jun 25 Jul 8%
2811 2011 2011 2011 2811 2011 2011 2811 2011

==== Proyizional Data 5Subject to Revision ==—=

— Hedian daily statistic {3 years) Daily nean gage height
— Daily maxinum page height — HM5 Flood 5tage
— Daily nininun gage height

Page 5 of 5



New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

Division of Fish, Wildlife & Marine Resources

Bureau of Marine Resources — Finfish and Crustaceans Section
205 North Belle Mead Road, Suite 1, East Setauket, New York 11733
Phone: (631) 444-0435 « FAX: (631) 444-0449

Website: www.dec.ny.qov

2011 New York State
Compliance Report to the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

on the Harvest, By-Catch, and Fishery Independent Surveysfor Atlantic Striped

Bass
Prepared by:

The Diadromous Fisheries I nvestigation and Management Unit, and
The Hudson River Fisheries Unit

Harvest and L osses:

A. Commercial Fishery:

a. Coastal Regulations:

1. Characterization of Fishery (Season, Cap, Gears, and
Regulations):

Permit: Required.
Size Limit: 24 inches to 36 inches total length.
Harvest Cap: 828,293 pounds.

Gear Restrictions: Gears alowed include gill nets (6 to 8 inch
stretched mesh), pound nets, and Hook and Line. Gillnets with

Joe Martens
Commissionaer

mesh <6 or >8 inches stretched mesh, are allowed a 7 fish by-catch

trip limit per vessel; trawl vessels are allowed a 21 fish trip limit

per vessel. No gill nets are allowed Great South Bay, South Oyster

Bay, or Hempstead Bay.

Open Season: July 1 to December 15.
Season will close if projected harvest cap is exceeded.

b. Hudson River Regulations:

Commercial sale of striped bass has been banned in the Hudson River
since 1976 due to PCB contamination.


http://www.dec.ny.gov/

2. Characterization of Directed Harvest:
a. Landings and Method of Estimation:
1. Method of Estimation:

Fishermen are required by regulation to tag each striped bass harvested, and to file
weekly reports of tag use. Landings data are obtained directly from the weekly reports
(Tables1and 2). A commercial fishery monitoring program was conducted in 2011
during which 535 striped bass were sampled at packing houses, wholesale and retail
markets, and in the field.

Based on the weekly report data, New Y ork’ s harvest was 854,731 pounds, which
was 26, 438 pounds more than the allowable quota for 2011.

b. Catch Composition:

The size and age distribution of the 2011 commercial harvest was determined
through the commercia monitoring program. Scales were collected for age
determination. The age and size frequencies are reported in Tables 3 and 5.

|. Age Frequency:

Table 3 provides the age frequency of the commercial harvest estimated from the
commercial monitoring samples. Agesranged from 4 to 13 years. The mgority of the
harvest (77%) was among fish ages 6 through 8, comprising the 2003, 2004, and 2005
year classes.

Weight at age for the commercial harvest was developed from the 2011
commercial monitoring data. The number of fish by age in the harvest (Table 3) were
multiplied by the average weight at age, to estimate the weight of the 2011 commercial
harvest (Table 4). Any differencesin the total harvest weight as estimated using these
methods versus the reported harvest weight are probably due to slight variations due to
method, sampling error, and rounding.

ii. Length Frequency:

Striped bass sampled from the 2011 commercial harvest ranged from 24 to 37
inchestotal length (TL) (Table 5). The most prevalent among the samples were fish in the
29 to 32 inch range which accounted for 53% of the harvest. For comparison to the
commercia harvest length frequency, Table 6 provides length frequency information
from the N.Y. Ocean Trawl Survey, the commercia monitoring samples and samples
collected from the American Littoral Society’s Tagging Program. The Ocean Trawl data
was collected in aportion of the open commercia geographic area during October
through December, independent of the commercia fishery. The ALS samples are from
New Y ork’s marine waters collected from recreationa anglers.
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iii. Weight at Length, and Weight at Age:

Weight, length, and age information by year is needed to develop catch at age
matrices of striped bass mortalities for the models. Weight at length, and weight at age
equations from 1987 to 2006 from the N.Y. Ocean Haul Seine (OHS) Survey, and from
the 2007 — 2011 Ocean Trawl surveys, are presented in Tables 7 (7a) and 8 (8a). (NY did
alimited Ocean Trawl Survey in 2008, and was unable to obtain striped bass weight
data).

iv. Sex Composition

No sex composition information is available.

c. Estimation of Effort:

Participation in New Y ork's commercial striped bass fishery for 2011 was limited
to fishers who held striped bass permitsin any year between 1984 through 1995. In

2011, 469 fishermen participated in the striped bass commercial fishery. Table 9
provides a summary of their catch per unit of effort, by participant, by trip, by gear.

3. Characterization of Losses (Poaching, Bycatch, etc.):
a. Open Season Bycatch Mortality Estimates and Method of Estimation:
|. Marine District Gill Net Fishery:
1. Open Season Bycatch Mortality Estimates:

Based upon the weekly reports from the striped bass commercial gill net fishers, a
direct estimate of bycatch losses was made. The reported bycatch of striped bass was 600
fish. Using the bycatch mortality figure reported by Seagraves and Miller (1989) of 0.47,
the estimate of bycatch loss during the open season is 282 striped bass. The estimated
weight lost is derived by using a mean weight of 3.2 pounds/fish (Y oung, 1990). The
estimated weight of the bycatch lossis 902 pounds.

ii. Hudson River Bycatch in Shad and Bait Gill Nets:

In the past, the commercial gill net fishery in The Hudson River estuary occurred
in the spring and exploited spawning stocks of American Shad. Striped bass were taken
as abycatch in this fishery, but could not be sold, due to PCB contamination. Fish were
caught by drifted and fixed gears. Asof 2010, both commercial and recreational shad
fishing is no longer permitted, either in Hudson River or in Marine Waters.
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In order to continue to monitor striped bass bycatch in the Hudson River, we will
now be compiling information on the reported number of striped bass taken in the bait
(primarily river herring) gill net fishery (Table 10).

iii. Marine District Pound Net Fishery:

1. Open Season Bycatch Mortality Estimates:

Based upon the weekly reports from the pound nets a direct estimate of bycatch
was made. The reported by-catch was 57 striped bass. There are no reliable estimates of
bycatch mortality from pound nets, although it is assumed to be low. In past annual
reportsto ASMFC a 5% bycatch mortality rate was used (Y oung,1990). Therefore, for
consistency, the 5% bycatch mortality for pound nets will be used again. The estimated
bycatch loss from pound netsis 3 fish. The mean weight of these fish is estimated at 2.0
pounds (Y oung, 1990). The estimated weight of bycatch loss in pound netsis 6 pounds.

iv. Hook and Line Fishery (Coasta);
1. Open Season Bycatch Mortality Estimates:

A direct estimate of the commercial hook and line bycatch is taken from the
weekly reports filed during the open season. Commercia hook and line striped bass
fishermen reported a by-catch of 2,938 striped bass. In past reports we have used an 8%
hook and release mortality rate for the commercial hook and line fishery. We believe that
8% istoo low due to changes in the nature of the commercia hook and line fishery for
striped bass. Anecdotal reports suggest that many of the commercial hook and line
fishers are fishing with bait. Diodati (1991) estimated a 13% hook and rel ease mortality
rate due to single hooks (range from 9.6 to 29.4 % depending on hooking site) as
compared to 2.8% for treble hooks (the weighted average was 7.9%). Therefore, a
mortality rate of 13% will be applied to discards from the commercial hook and line
fishery. The estimated |loss of striped bass from the hook and line commercial fishery
during the open season is 382 fish, which convertsto 1,910 |bs using an average weight
of 5.0 Ibs/fish (Y oung, 1990).

v. Hook and Line Bycatch Losses (Hudson River):

No commercial season. All estimates of bycatch are attributed to the recreational
fishery.



vi. Marine District Trawl Fishery:

1. Open Season Bycatch Mortality:

Based upon the weekly reports from trawl gear a direct estimate of bycatch
mortality was made. The reported bycatch was 325 striped bass. Using an estimated
bycatch mortality of 0.35 (Crecco, 1990) the estimated by-catch mortality is 114 striped
bass. Using an average weight of 3.2 pounds/fish (Y oung, 1990), the bycatch mortality
in weight was 365 pounds.

b. Closed Season Bycatch Mortality Estimates:

No information was collected which could be used to reliably estimate the discard
losses during the closed season for striped bass. In past reports, a variety of methods
were employed to estimate these losses. Since the nature of the fishery for striped bass
has changed over time, it is thought that these methods are no longer valid for estimating
discard lossesin any of New Y ork’s commercial fisheries. Other information,
unavailable at this time, including direct measurements obtained from observer data
collected over broad geographic and temporal scales, will be necessary to produce
reliable estimates of discard losses in these fisheries. Collection of these datawill require
significant funding from Federal and State agencies, as well as cooperation from the
regulated industries.

c. Estimated Catch Composition (length/age) of by-catch:

Table 6 presents OHS (Ocean Trawl for 2011) and ALS datawhich were
collected during the open commercial season in the open area (the OHS/Ocean Trawl
datais from October through December only). These data display the length distribution
of the total catch, including fish outside the commercia slot limit, which would be
subject to discard mortality.



B. Recreational Fishery:

1. Characterization of the Fishery (seasons, cap, gears, regulations).
a. Marine District Regulations:
|. Licensed Party/Charter Boat anglers:
Minimum Length 28 *, possession limit 2 fish.
[1. All other Anglers:
Minimum Length 28" - 40", possession limit 1 fish,

and
>40" - possession limit: 1 fish.

Open Season: April 15 to December 15.

Fish may be taken by angling or spearing only.

b. Hudson River Regulations:
Minimum Length: 18" total length.
Possession Limit: 1 fish.
Open Season: March 16 to November 30.
c. Delaware River Regulations:
Minimum Length: 28" total length.
Possession Limit: 2 fish.

Open Season: al year.



2. Characterization of Directed Harvest:

Marine District:

a. Landings and Method of Estimation:
NOAA provides estimates of striped bass recreational harvest in New Y ork's coastal
waters. MRIP estimates for 2011 indicate that 674,844 striped bass were harvested in
New York during 2011 (vs. 622,025 MRFSS estimate) with a MRIP proportional
standard error (PSE) of 9.8 (MRFSS website). The MRIP estimated total weight of the
2011 harvest was 8,969,762 pounds (PSE = 10); vs. 7,849,403 Ibs by MRFSS estimate,
resulting in an average weight per harvested fish of 13. 3 (MRIP,) or 12.6 (MRFSS),
pounds.

b. Catch Composition:
ii. Length Frequency

Length data provided by New Y ork recreational anglers was available from the
American Littoral Society (ALS) tag releases for 2011. Table 11A presents the length
frequency by wave from ALS tag releasesin New York for 2011. Length measurements
were converted from fork length (FL) to total length (TL) using the equation TL(inches)
= (FL(inches)* 1.07)+ 0.03)(Western Long Island striped bass data). Dueto the
conversion and use of inch increments, two increments (“bins”) were empty (22" and
38"). The missing bins were estimated by averaging the values in bins before and after
missing values. The percentages were then rescaled back to 100% (Table 11B). Table 12
provides the adjusted length frequency.

An estimate of the 2011 recreationa harvest by length is presented in Tables 13
(MRFSS) and 13A (MRIP). Harvest numbers were multiplied by the rel ative frequency of
fish (derived from total length conversion of MRIP fork length data) to estimate the
number of fish harvested by length.



|. Age Frequency:

New Y ork conducts a Cooperative Anglers program which collects scale samples
from recreational anglers. Cooperative Anglers program samples, accompanied by age
samples collected from the Western Long Island and Ocean Traw! surveys were used to
develop age-length keys for 2011 (Tables 14A and 14B). The age/length keys were used
to estimate recreational harvest by age, as presented in Table 15 (MRFSS data) and Table
15A (MRIP data) To determine harvested weight at age, average weight at age was
fitted with the Ln-transformed regression equation using data from the 2011 Ocean Trawl
survey, then scaled to the MRFSS or MRIP harvest estimates. Weight estimates by age
are presented in Tables 15B (MRFSS) and 15C (MRIP).

c. Estimation of Effort:

The MRIP effort time series indicates that there were atotal of 4,168,045 angler
trips conducted in 2011 (4,266,598 MRFSS estimate). This represents a4.7% (MRIP) or
4.5 % (MRFSS) decrease than the number of trips taken in 2010.

3. Characterization of Losses (Poaching, Hook and Release, etc.)

a.  Estimate and Method of Calculation:

The MRFSS and MRIP provide the estimates of striped bass catch (A+B1+B2);
harvest (A+B1); and releases (B2's) for New Y ork waters. Poaching and bycatch
mortalities were estimated as described in Shepherd (1992).

In the past, NY poaching mortality had been estimated as 1.3% of the released
fish (Shepherd, 1992). Using this method, in 2011, the number of released fish from
MRIP/MRFSS, the B2's, (1,506,080 MRIP; 1,539,702 MRFSS) would be multiplied by
the poaching rate (1.3%) to give an estimated 19,579 (MRIP) or 20,016 (MRFSS)
poaching mortality of fish. An average of 5 pounds per fish would be used to estimate
the total weight of striped bass which were subject to poaching, yielding an estimate of
97,895 (MRIP) or 100,080 (MRFSS) pounds. However, this number represents “honest
poaching”, i.e., short fish that may have been taken inadvertently, and not fish that were
deliberately illegally harvested. At the present time, we have no good estimates for illegal
poaching rates or its associated mortality.



Bycatch mortality was estimated as 8% of the released fish. This produces a by-catch
mortality of 120,486 (MRIP) or 123,176 (MRFSS) fish for 2011 (Tables 16A and 16).

The length distribution of the by-catch mortalities was estimated using adjusted
ALS datafor all fish caught (Tables 16 and 16A for MRFSS and MRIP data). Length
frequency was converted to age using age-length keys from Tables 14A and 14B. Mean
weight by age was estimated using the Ln-transformed regression equation from the 2011
Ocean Trawl survey data. An estimate of the total weight of the bycatch mortality losses
was calculated as 476,302 (MRIP) or 486,936 (MRFSS) pounds (Tables 17C and 17B).

4. Party/Charter Trip Reports:

Regulations governing fares on specially permitted party and charter boats allow
two fish greater than twenty-eight inches in possession. Party/charter boat captains who
obtained this specia permit were required to send in reports for each trip where they
catch a striped bass.

a. Landings and Method of Estimation:

Seven thousand three hundred thirty three (7,633) trip reports were received and
used to estimate party/charter boat landings for April 15 - December 15, 2011. A tota of
87,137 striped bass were reported caught. The reported harvest for 2011 was 55,587 fish
which were estimated to weigh 832,137 pounds. Weight was reported for approximately
22 % of the number of fish harvested, and was used to estimate the total poundage
caught. Mean weight of harvested fish was 14.97 pounds (Stern, personal
communication). In contrast, the MRIP estimate for the party and charter harvest (A+B1)
was 389,438 fish at 5,157,178 pounds, for a mean weight of 13.2 pounds per fishin 2011.
Table 18 and Figure 4 provide both data sets for comparison.

b. Catch Composition:
Biological information was collected on the party/charter boat harvest, and has

been collected through voluntary log books in the marine district that can be subset for
fishers who fished by boat.



c. Estimation of Effort:
Thetrip reportsindicated that 72,585 angler trips took place during the 2011 party/charter
season. Areafished was examined, and the majority of the trips were taken on the
eastern end of Long Island (76%), which was divided between those trips taken on the
North Fork near Orient Point (36%) and the South Fork near Montauk (40%).
Hudson River Estuary:
a. Estimate and Method of Calculation:
A creel survey was conducted for the entire Hudson River during the Spring of

2005 (March 16 through June 17). Data from this survey have been released in a
comprehensive report (Normandeau, 2007). No creel survey was conducted in 2011.

b. Catch Composition:
Length and age information were collected during the Hudson River recreational

creel survey. Dataon harvest have been released in a comprehensive report
(Normandeau, 2007). No credl survey was conducted in 2011.

Delaware River Estuary:
a. Estimate and Method of Calculation:

There is no estimate of harvest of striped bass from the Delaware River at the
present time.

C. Tableof Harvest and Losses:

See Table 19.
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. Required Fishery Independent Monitoring Programs:

A. New Y ork conducts one juvenile abundance survey; a sub-adult survey; a
spawning stock survey; an adult coastal stock survey; and participates in the coastal
tagging program as outlined in the striped bass fisheries management plan (FMP).

B. New York has undertaken two juvenile surveysin the past; one using a 200
foot beach seine, and another using a 26 foot head rope Carolinawing trawl in the
Hudson River estuary. A sub-adult survey in Western Long Island is conducted from
May through October using a 200 foot beach seine.

A spawning stock survey is conducted each spring on the Hudson River spawning
grounds using either a 500 foot, or a 1,000 foot haul seine. All striped bass greater than
457 mm (18 inches TL) collected during the spawning stock survey are tagged.
Supplemental collections of striped bass for tagging are made annually by electro-fishing.
However, electro-fishing gear appearsto be less efficient in collecting larger individuals
and thus does not provide an unbiased size or sex composition of the spawning stock. No
collections by e ectro-fishing were made in 2011.

A coastal adult stock assessment is conducted each fall off eastern Long Island using a
1,800 foot ocean haul seine. Trawl surveys were conducted in 2007 through 2011 instead
of an ocean haul seine. The trawls were conducted aboard an 80-foot research vessel. The
trawl gear used a 25 m head rope, 30.5 m foot rope, and 12 cm stretch mesh in the wings
tapering to 8 cm mesh in the rear and 3 cm stretch mesh in the cod end. Trawls were
towed at an average depth of 37 feet, for an average duration of 16 minutes. More
detailed descriptions of these programs are found in progress and completion reports
submitted to the funding agencies, which are available upon request.

C. Reallts:
1. Juvenile Indices:

Table 20 and Figure 5 provide a summary of the Hudson River juvenile indices
collected by beach seine. The 2011 Hudson River geometric mean beach seine index of
striped bass abundance was7.30, which was below the long term (1979-2011) average of
13.72, and also below the 25™ percentile value of 8.60 for the 1979 - 2009 time series, as
per Addendum Il to Amendment 6 of the Atlantic Striped Bass Interstate Fishery
Management Plan (8.48 for the 1979-2011 time series). This value may be low due to
Hurricane Irene and Tropical Storm Lee. The sampling crew could not go out until one
week later than scheduled, because of debris and flooding in the Hudson River. Table 21
presents the yearling abundance indices from the Western Long Island beach seine
survey. The 2011 yearling index was 2.00, which was above the time series average
(1.26). Table 22 presents three time series of YOY indices for WLI, based on different
subsets of the data. Catch of YOY striped bass in bays adjacent to Long Island Sound
suggest an expansion of the nursery area out of the Hudson River.

11



2. Spawning Stock Assessment:

Spawning stock assessment survey results for length frequency, by sex, arein
Table 23. No data was collected during 2002 due to staffing shortages. Spawning stock
age structure for male and female fish is presented in Table 24.

3. Adult Coastal Stock Characterization:

Adult coastal stock characterization survey results are presented in Tables 6, 25,
and 26. Table 26 presents geometric mean abundance indices by age from the Ocean
Haul Seine survey, and the 2007 — 2011 Trawl surveys.

4. Tagging:

New York Stateis an active participant in the USFWS striped bass coastal
tagging program. The following lists the number of striped bass tagged by program for
2011.

Hudson River Spawning Stock Survey - 337
Western Long Island Y earling Survey- 770
Hudson River Juvenile Survey- 0
Ocean Haul Seine Survey, Adult Coastal Stock 120

(Ocean Trawl Survey Conducted in 2011)-

1. Fishery Dependent Monitoring Programs:

In the past, New Y ork conducted a sea sampling program on the Hudson River
American Shad gill net fishery in the spring. Reporting of the Hudson shad fishery
bycatch data was discontinued in 2010. Also in 2010, the NY SDEC closed the
commercia gill net fishery in the river due to the poor condition of the Hudson American
Shad stock.

Some bycatch occurs for smaller fish in the small mesh gill net fishery for river
herring. Data from this time series will continue to be reported.

IV.  Plansfor 2012 Fisheries:

A. Commercia Fishery:

The 2012 striped bass commercial quota was reduced to 801,855 pounds,
due to the 26,438 pound overage of fish caught in 2011.
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B. Recreationa Fishery:
a. Coastal Regulations:

At thistime, no regulatory changes are planned for 2012. A New Y ork State salt
water recreational fishing license system was implemented in October 2009. It has
recently been suspended for two years, and is being replaced by a no-fee registry.

b. Hudson River Regulations:
Minimum Length: 18" total length
Possession Limit:  onefish
Open Season: March 15 to November 30

ASMFC adoption of Amendment VI to the fisheries management plan made
several changes to the management of Atlantic striped bass. First, Amendment VI
eliminated references to producer areas and the minimum sizes allowed therein, with
exceptions allowed for the Chesapeake Bay and the Albermarle Sound/Roanoke River.
Second, the Amendment requires all States/Jurisdictions to implement management
measures for the recreational fishery that restricts individuals to a 2-fish creel limit and a
28-inch minimum size limit. In December 2003, the ASMFC Management Board
approved a proposal from NY showing that 1 fish of 18 inch minimum total length isthe
conservation equivalent of 2 fish at 28 inch minimum length.

New York is contemplating a proposal to either increase the minimum total length
limit to twenty-eight inches, or to have slot limit size options, and to keep the credl limits
at onefish.

No changes to the season length are contemplated. However, New Y ork will
includein its proposa arequirement for use of circle hooksin bait fisheries, a prohibition
on the use of treble hooks, and will propose afee permit in for-hire fishing businesses
with a mandatory requirement of those businesses to participate with the ACCSP for-hire
survey. It is uncertain when regulation changes will be promulgated.

c. Delaware River Regulations
No changes are planned for 2012.
V. Changes for 2012 Monitoring:
No changes are planned for this time. The Western Long Island sub-adult survey
is now be funded under the Dingell-Johnson Sportfish Restoration Act (Wallop-

Breauix), and there are still some NOAA-NMFS funds available to conduct the
coastal ocean trawl survey.
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Table 1. Summary of Striped Bass Commercial Harvest from 1990 through 2011
for all Gears Combined.

Slot Harvest Harvest  By-Catch Average Weight
Year Size Limit (Inches) Slot Quota (pounds) (Pounds) (Number)  (Number) per Fish (Pounds)
1990 24 - 28 128,287 81,870 11,785 6.95
1991 24 - 29 128,287 105,163 15,064 6.98
1992* 24 -39 189,639 226,611 20,353 57,089 11.13
1993 24 - 36 134,684 109,362 11,185 37,376 9.78
1994* 24 - 36 171,656 171,279 15,357 69,990 11.15
1995* 24 - 36 681,745 500,784 43,705 48,244 11.46
1996* 24 - 36 590,155 504,350 40,523 107,366 12.45
1997* 24 - 36 590,155 460,762 37,594 53,170 12.26
1998* 24 - 36 590,155 484,900 45,149 45,657 10.74
1999 24 - 36 590,155 491,790 49,914 65,407 9.85
2000 24 - 36 590,155 542,659 54,895 53,433 9.89
2001* 24 - 36 590,155 633,095 58,296 39,108 10.86
2002* 24 - 36 547,215 518,573 47,143 27,458 11.00
2003* 24 - 36 828,293 753,261 68,354 31,532 11.02
2004* 24 - 36 828,293 741,668 70,367 52,664 10.54
2005 24 - 36 828,293 689,821 70,560 22,156 9.78
2006 24 - 36 828,293 688,446 73,528 130,854 9.36
2007 24 - 36 828,293 729,743 78,287 21,683 9.32
2008 24 - 36 828,293 653,100 73,263 5,419 8.91
2009* 24 - 36 828,293 789,891 82,574 5,190 9.57
2010* 24 - 36 828,293 782,402 81,896 3,018 9.55
2011 24 - 36 828,293 854,731 87,349 3,920 9.79

* - adjusted harvest weight

Table 2. 2011 Striped Bass Commercial Fisheries Landings and Discards by Gear
Data Results From Trip Report Database

Gear Harvest (Lbs) Harvest (#) Bycatch (#)
GILL NET 404,638 41,078 600
HOOK AND LINE 379,950 39,019 2,938
OTTER TRAWL 51,898 5,027 325
TRAP OR POUND NET 18,245 2,225 57
Total 854,731 87,349 3,920



Table 3. Estimated Age Frequency of Striped Bass
Harvested By New York Commercial Fishery 2011. 2011 Commercial Fishery
Age YearClass Frequency %Frequency Estlmated Age Frequency
3 2008 0 0.00 30,000
4 2007 5254 6.01 25,000
5 2006 3,280 3.76
6 2005 17,193 19.68 g 20000
7 2004 22,244 25.47 $ 15,000
8 2003 27,449 31.42 § 10,000
9 2002 5,398 6.18 ’
10 2001 3,918 4.49 5,000
11 2000 1,306 1.50 0 -
12 1929 380 112 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998
13 1998 327 0.37
Total 87,349 100.00 Year Class

Figure 1. 2011 NY Commercial Striped Bass fishery estimated age frequency, by year class.

Table 4. 2011 New York Commercial Striped Bass Harvest (Lbs) by Age. . .
2011 NY Commercial Fishery
Age YearClass Harvest # Avg Wt (Lbs Harvest (Ibs
g g Wt (Lbs) (bs) Harvest (Ibs) by Year Class
3 2008 0 0.00 0
4 2007 5254 5.96 31,309 350,000
5 2006 3,280 6.50 21,334 — 300,000
6 2005 17,193 8.37 143,840 T‘—:, 250,000
7 2004 22,244 9.58 213,186 ® 200,000
8 2003 27,449 10.80 296,500 2
2 150,000
9 2002 5,398 11.78 63,580 I
2 100,000
10 2001 3,918 13.21 51,756 £ ’
11 2000 1,306 11.86 15,484 T 50,000
12 1999 980 13.24 12,979 0 -
13 1998 327 14.57 4,763 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998
Total 87,349 854,731
Year Class

Figure 2. 2011 NY Commercial Striped Bass fisher