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MOTIONS

1. Move that the Board accept the commercial component of the Massachusetts proposal to change
its management program.
Motion by Mr. Diodati, second by Mr. Carvalho; motion tabled.

2. Move to table the motion until the February Commission meeting.
Motion by Mr. Beckwith, second by Mr. Miller; motion passes (12 in favor, 4 opposed).

3. Move to grant North Carolina’s request to increase its harvest in the Albemarle Sound by
100,000 pounds.
Motion by Mr. Pate, second by Mr. Cole; motion passes (13 in favor, 1 opposed, 2 abstentions).

4. Motion to table until the February Meeting.
Motion by Mr. Adler, second by Mr. R. White; motion fails (6 in favor, 8 opposed, 1 abstention, 1 null).

5. Move that the Board approve Virginia’s request to increase the coastal commercial quota by
31,397 pounds, from 98,000 pounds (53% of the 1972-1979 historical landings) to 129,397 pounds
(70% of the 1972-1979 historical landings).

Motion by Mr. Travelstead, second by Mr. Diodati; motion passes (15 in favor, 1 null).

6. Move that the Board accept the Annual Compliance Report.
Motion by Mr. Pate, second by Carpenter; motion carries.

7. Move the acceptance of the two individuals (Mr. Pappalardo and Mr. Bergonzi) to the Advisory
Panel.
Motion by Mr. Adler, second by Mr. Augustine; motion carries.



ATLANTIC STATES
MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION

ATLANTIC STRIPED BASS
MANAGEMENT BOARD

Williamsburg Lodge
Williamsburg, Virginia
November 19, 2002

The meeting of the Atlantic Striped Bass Management
Board of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries
Commission convened in the Tidewater Room of the
Williamsburg Lodge, Williamsburg, Virginia, on
Tuesday, November 19, 2002, and was called to order
at 2:00 o'clock p.m. by Chairman Lewis Flagg.

WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS

CHAIRMAN LEWIS FLAGG: Would you
please take your seats, and we=Il begin the meeting of
the Striped Bass Management Board. Thank you all for
being here this afternoon. 1=m Lew Flagg from the
state of Maine and current chair of the Striped Bass
Management Board.

BOARD CONSENT

You have before you an agenda, which was mailed out
prior to the meeting, and | would like to suggest a
couple of revisions to the agenda.

Under the Advisory Panel Report, that will be given in
conjunction with Item 9, which is also an updated item.
It will be review/ approved proposed changes to
Massachusetts, North  Carolina and  Virginia
management programs.

As we discuss each of them, | will ask Bob Beal for the
Advisory Panel Report relative to those three requests.
Item Number 11, the Draft FMP Review, will be
deleted. There will be an updated review that will be
presented to the board at the next meeting.

Avre there other additions or deletions from the agenda?
Anybody have any additional items they=d like to add
or delete from the agenda? Seeing none, then we will
proceed with the revised agenda.

I would note for the record there is a quorum of

members of the board available to conduct this meeting,
and | would ask staff to circulate a sign-in register to
confirm the attendance at the board meeting.

You also received previously the minutes of the May
23, 2002, meeting held in Washington, D. C. Are there
any errors or omissions to the minutes? Are there any
objections to approval of the minutes as printed?
Seeing no objections, then we=Il declare the minutes
approved as printed.

PUBLIC COMMENT

At this time we will allow for public comment. Are
there any members of the audience that would like to
speak? Yes, Jim.

MR. JAMES E. PRICE: My name is Jim
Price, President of the Chesapeake Bay Ecological
Foundation. | wanted to make a short presentation to
the board, because | have a report that=s going to be
presented to Congress concerning the status of striped
bass health and management in the Chesapeake Bay
that=s going to first be presented to the Subcommittee
on Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife and Oceans, to
Chairman Gilchrest with whom I=ve already met with.

I=d like to read some of the remarks in this report,
because | think it=s very important for the board to hear
this before you address approving Amendment 6.

The Striped Bass Fishery in the Chesapeake Bay is
facing one of the most challenging ecological problems
ever presented to fishery managers and scientists. The
ASMFC has developed a Fishery Management Plan for
striped bass that doesn=t consider the forage demand of
older striped bass, age 3-plus, in the Chesapeake Bay.

The Bay=s forage base has collapsed, but fishery
managers have made no attempt to adjust the harvest of
predators or reduce the harvest of Atlantic menhaden.

The Bay=s striped bass population, recently at record
high abundance, is suffering from poor nutrition and
disease. Natural mortality rates have increased in the
Bay and may be increasing along the coast, affecting
the larger migratory fish.

Over the past 20 years, fishery managers have increased
the Bay=s minimum size limit from 12 inches to 18
inches, age 2 to age 4 fish, dramatically increasing the



population of the Bay=s older age 3-plus fish, causing
increased prey consumption.

The Bay=s older age 3-plus striped bass are consuming
a greater amount of Bay anchovy and blue crab,
because their preferred diet of Atlantic menhaden has
declined to record low numbers.

A recent University of Maryland study of striped bass
in the Bay found that in 1959 striped bass, ages 3 to 6,
ate three times as much Atlantic menhaden as in 2001.

Also, in 1959 age 6 striped bass were 73 percent
heavier than in 2001. In a related study by the
University of Maryland Eastern Shore, Overton
suggests that environmental conditions, including water
temperature, prey size and prey availability failed to
adequately support production of age 3-plus striped
bass in the Bay.

The study found that age 3 striped bass consumed five
times the amount of Bay anchovies in 2001 as
compared to consumption in 1990 and in a 1992
bioenergetic study.

Since 1994, increased predation and recruitment failure
has reduced the Bay anchovy to the lowest level ever
recorded by the Maryland DNR. Bioenergetic studies
suggest that the Chesapeake Bay is better suited as a
nursery area for young piscivores than as a production
area for older fish.

The prey supply is inadequate to support the production
of older age 3-plus striped bass. Bioenergetic modeling
was used by Hartman and Brandt in =95 to evaluate
predatory demand and prey supply for striped bass in
the Chesapeake Bay.

Total prey demand by age 3 striped bass exceeded
supply by 80 percent, while demand by age 4 through 6
striped bass was 101 to 103 percent higher than supply.

In general, young predators came closer to balancing
prey supply and demand than older classes.
Management measures that permit increased
escapement and presumably increased migration of age
1 and older menhaden to the Bay will benefit the
production of striped bass."

The Maryland DNR Gillnet Survey Index for the
striped bass spawning stock has shown a declining
trend over the past five years since peaking in 1996.

The survey initiated in 1985 is a fishery-independent
index of male and female striped bass comprised of
mostly males, and indicates the relative abundance of
age 2 and older fish.

The 2000 and 2001 index values were about one-half
the series average. Recent tagging studies have
estimated low fishing mortality, so decreasing
abundance likely indicates higher natural mortality of
resident striped bass.

Most alarming is that the =96 year class -- that=s the
largest ever recorded in the Bay -- did not show up in
the Maryland Gillnet Survey in sufficient numbers to
alter the declining trend in the spawning stock index.

The Marine Recreational Fishery Statistics Survey,
conducted by the National Marine Fisheries Service,
indicated a 44 percent reduction in catch per trip in
private boats in Maryland=s inland tidal waters over the
past five years.

The two fishery-independent surveys indicate that the
Chesapeake stock may be declining and support the
findings of studies conducted by the University of
Maryland and the Virginia Institute of Marine Science.

Fishery scientists and pathologists from both
universities and Maryland DNR scientists have warned
fishery  managers that a  disease  called
AMycobacteriosis@ may cause an increased rate of
mortality in striped bass populations.

The university studies estimate that between 50 and 75
percent of the Bay=s striped bass population is infected
by Mycobacterium, which has been documented to
cause death in infected fish. The harvest of Atlantic
menhaden by the industrial fishery in the Chesapeake
Bay has averaged 300 million pounds per year since
1970, creating the largest commercial fishery on the
coast.

This massive removal of menhaden is equal to five
times the combined Maryland commercial seafood
harvest of shellfish and finfish. This intensive fishery
contributes to localized depletion of forage for the
migratory and older resident striped bass in the
Chesapeake Bay.

The ASMFC and the Chesapeake Bay Program need to
develop FMPs for forage fish that would result in the
restoration of the Bay=s foodweb.



The ASMFC has been successful in developing an
FMP for striped bass that has helped rebuild the
population; however, Amendment 6 doesn=t allow
management the flexibility to balance the Chesapeake
Bay striped bass population with its forage base.

Amendment 6 needs to be changed to raise the
estimated total fishing mortality rate because the plan
continues to underestimate the rate of natural mortality
for striped bass and could allow the stock to be
overfished.

The public has been told that the striped bass recovery
is an example of good fishery management; however,
the ASMFC doesn=t consider the ecological effect their
FMPs have on the striped bass in the Chesapeake Bay.

The results have been devastating to the ecosystem,
creating conditions that threaten the health and
restoration of the Chesapeake Bay. And under
recommendations:

The ASMFC needs to consider coordinated ecosystem-
based management. The Chesapeake Bay Fisheries
Ecosystem Plan is an example of the approach needed
to develop cooperative management that should include
the ASMFC, since they manage species that support
Chesapeake Bay fisheries.

The Striped Bass Technical Committee should examine
available information and studies concerning the status
of the striped bass population in the Chesapeake Bay.
The Technical Committee should reply to the Striped
Bass Management Board its findings concerning the
issues in this report on the status of striped bass health
and management in the Chesapeake Bay..

| respectively request that the board take this into
consideration, and I believe the state of Maryland may
have information that they=re going to provide to the
Technical Committee, but | rely on the committee
reviewing the information and making the right
decision.

I think we all have the same goal, which is to have a
healthy striped bass population. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN FLAGG: Thank you, Jim. Jim,
could you state your full name for the record, please.

MR. PRICE: James E. Price.

CHAIRMAN FLAGG: Thank you, Jim. Are
there other public comments at this time? 1 did receive
a letter this morning that was faxed, and 1=d like to just
-- these individuals were hoping to be here but weren=t
able to be here, and | was faxed the letter this morning.

I would like to just expound a little bit on it and give
you an overview of what the concerns are. That=s from
Ed Wollen and Jay Stearn from the state of
Massachusetts.

Their message is that they are working with the
Coalition of Associations and interested fishermen in
Southern Massachusetts. They=d like to endorse Option
2 of Section 4.9 of Amendment 6. This option allows
for harvest in the territorial sea.

They explain that the conditions off Massachusetts
create a situation where a lot of striped bass move off
into deeper water during the warm summer months, and
that access to these traditional fishing grounds, which
are further offshore than three miles, would be
advantageous to recreational fishermen.

The other issue is that they support having the state of
landing be -- the management measures controlling this
fishery would be wherever the fish are landed, and that
the fish landed from any part of the territorial sea would
be governed by the state, the regulations in the state of
landing. They feel that the option is a reasonable
compromise and should be endorsed. That was signed
by Ed Woolen and Jay Stearn.

Review of Public Comment on Draft Amendment
6

If there are no other public comments, we will continue
with the next agenda item. The next agenda item is the
review of public comment on Draft Amendment 6.
I=m going to ask Bob to just briefly review the public
comments from the public hearing process.

MR. ROBERT E. BEAL: Okay, thank you,
Mr. Chairman. | don=t think I=m going to go through
all the comments, since we don=t need to be here until
Friday. As you might imagine, on a striped bass
amendment, we got numerous comments through
public hearings and through mail and fax and e-mail
and every other possible avenue.

What I1=ve done -- and Megan has helped a whole lot



on this -- is put together a summary of what we
received as far as public comment. In the interest of
time at this meeting, 1I=m just going to kind of highlight
the documents that we=ve put together.

We=re not going to take any action on Amendment 6
today, or we don=t intend to. There is a meeting of this
board scheduled for December 19 up in Rhode Island,
so you have about a month or so to review the
documents that I=m just going to highlight today
instead of going through each one.

| haven=t put together a packet of every single letter
that we=ve received for the management board. This is
one of the packets.

This is doublesided, 500-and-some pages worth of
letters that we=ve received.

If any of the board members want those, obviously, we
can get those out to you, but we have summarized all
those through a couple documents that I1=Il go through
real quickly right now.

In the information that was on the CD-ROM directly
following the minutes from the May meeting, there was
a series of, | think, four tables that Megan put together,
which summarized the public comment that we
received via mail and e-mail.

It basically breaks down each of the comments into the
issues that are included in Amendment 6, and you can
see where they came from, what groups are involved,
what their comments were, how many comments we
received on each of the separate issues.

| think it=s a pretty concise way of summarizing the
500-and-some pages that we did receive, so that
definitely directs you to a quick summary of what we
received via mail.

The other thing | want to highlight is a document, 20
pages or so, that was handed out at the beginning of this
meeting. On the first page there=s a list of the public
hearings that were held. There are about 20 of them. |
went to 13 or 14 of these and had a grand time doing it.
Each of these hearings is summarized.

The ones that | did not attend were summarized by the
state. Some of the states took the initiative to
summarize their hearings even if | was there, so | thank
them for that. So, instead of reading through what
happened at each of these hearings, | think it=s

probably best, in the interest of time, just to kind of
leave you with this document.

Between now and the meeting later in December, if you
can take the time to read through these, you can get a
flavor of what happened at each of the public hearings.
If we get to the December meeting and anyone has any
questions or would like further elaboration on any of
the hearings or on any of the written comments that
we=ve received, well, I=II gladly do that.

| think the summary documents that are put together
will probably be sufficient to handle most of it.

CHAIRMAN FLAGG: Are there any
questions of Bob from the board members for
clarification? Thank you, Bob.

STOCK ASSESSMENT UPDATE

The next item on the agenda is the report on stock
assessment update. Alexei, are you providing that? We
also have Stu Welsh and John Carmichael that will be
assisting. Thank you.

MR. ALEXEI SHAROV: Good afternoon,
ladies and gentlemen. The Stock Assessment
Subcommittee met this fall to conduct the annual
assessment of Atlantic Coast striped bass.
Traditionally, the assessment is based on two different
activities or two different groups of models, and one is
the age-based assessment that utilizes the age-structured
model of VPA or ADAPT.

I=Il present results on that analysis and then Stuart
Welsh will present independent estimates of fishing
mortality and trends based on the tag models.

The ADAPT part of the assessment that we will be
looking at, 1 will briefly go through the inputs and
describe the trends and the catch in different sectors of
the fishery, the fishing-dependent surveys trends, as
well, the most important issues of the age structure of
the population that the committee discussed and the
results of the VPA model.

I will begin with the recreational landings. As you
could see, the total for the 2001 was slightly above 2
million fish, and at your pleasure you can review the
contribution of every individual state in terms of the
number of fish harvested.



As you can see, it starts with New Hampshire and goes
up to almost 600,000 fish landed in New Jersey. That is
recreational harvest landings only in numbers.

This slide represents essentially the same information
but not in numbers, rather in weight. As you can see,
New Jersey remains the major contributor to the
recreational harvest, while Massachusetts follows it in
terms of the weight, and then you go down to New
York, Virginia, Maryland and so on.

This is the time series trend for recreational harvest so
that you could estimate as to where 2001 stands
compared to the past. As you can see, the general trend
for recreational harvest was to increase in time. Please
note that there is a trend when you compare the harvest
and discards.

Here the light blue line represents the dead discarded
fish, so that was calculated assuming 8 percent of
discard mortality. It shows the increase in proportion of
the fish that were landed and decrease in the proportion
of fish that were discarded.

In other words, if you=Il look at the gap between the
purple line and the light blue line, that gap gets bigger
and bigger which indicates that, in general, fewer and
fewer fish are being discarded. The interpretation is the
increase in the number of legal size fish in the
population that leads to smaller total numbers of
discards in general.

This is the age structure of the recreational harvest in
2001. For landings and discards, as we can see, ages 5
through 8 comprised most of the recreational harvest,
and discards were obviously primarily younger fish
with ages 3 through 6 or 7 being the greatest part of the
discarded fish.

The commercial fishery by state and numbers,
represented on this graph, shows you that essentially 80
percent of the commercial harvest comes from the
Chesapeake Bay Area and 20 percent from New York,
Massachusetts, Delaware, North Carolina and Rhode
Island.

Several other states do not have a commercial fishery in
their waters, as you all know. That=s the comparison
of the landings and discards. As you can see, as
opposed to the trend in the recreational fishery, discards
show some variation but in general there is no trend for
an increase or decrease in discards.

There are some fluctuations, but those might be the
result of high variability in the data that we=re using,
because the commercial discards are calculated using
the ratio of the tags that are being returned by
recreational and commercial fishermen.

That is a quite volatile variable, so those estimates can
be rather imprecise at this point. This is the age
structure of the commercial harvest. As most of the fish
landed commercially are from the Chesapeake Bay
Avrea; therefore, they=re substantially younger than the
bulk of the fish in recreational harvest.

As you can see, ages 4 through 6 comprise most of the
commercial harvest. That=s the break in numbers of
fish landed or harvested by different components of the
fishery. As you can see, recreational harvest and
discards comprise 71 percent of the total, and the
commercial is 29, where 7 percent of that harvest is
commercial discards.

So, this graph shows you a comparison of the total
removals in 2001 and 2000. As you can see, there was
a significant change. In 2001 few fish of younger ages
were landed, and at the same time there was a
significant increase in the harvest of the older fish
compared to the year 2000.

A few examples for you on certain age classes -- the
major decline occurred in the age 4 and age 5. As you
can see, that happened primarily in the Chesapeake Bay
Avrea, as well as in Massachusetts. Well, actually, age 4
shows that decline in practically all the states as
opposed to the next one, the age 5, which shows a
significant decline in harvest in the Chesapeake Bay
Area.

That is why the totals for the age 5 are so much lower.
So those fish left the Bay and are highly likely not
available to the recreational and commercial fishery on
the coast yet.

As opposed to the younger fish, we look at the older
fish.

There was a significant increase in harvest of the age 8,
which is the famous 1993 year class period, very strong
year class, which continues to show a strong presence
in the population.

There was a significant, almost 100 percent increase in
harvest of the age 8 in Massachusetts, and essentially all



the states probably not had that high a level as in
Massachusetts. But, apparently, this year class is going
to show itself in the next several years as well.

Well, the next step, once we have the total catch at age
matrix, we are generally almost ready to run the VPA
model and estimate population size and the fishing
mortality.

During several years the Technical Committee
members discussed the issue that we all are using scales
to age striped bass, and it has been shown there were
several publications peer reviewed in the gray literature
that indicated that stripers, as well as hundreds of other
species, their scales are not as accurate in aging those
fish as otoliths are.

So, that issue has been discussed on and off for several
years, and at this time we decided it=s time to look at
what the effects would be and what that uncertainty
with the age structure, what kind of effect it would have
on the population, size estimates and fishing mortality
rates.

It is generally known, and there are several studies that
show that scales tend to under age older fish, and that
underaging results in biased estimates of fishing
mortality and abundance.

Of course, it increases uncertainty in our estimates of
abundance and fishing mortality. As we have found,
the model itself is quite sensitive to the solutions that
are usually applied in such situations.

This is just an example, a sample of the study which
shows the distribution of age readings from about 1,000
fish where they were aged using both scales and
otoliths.

When they are young, the age estimates based on scales
and otoliths are pretty equivalent; but as fish get older,
most of the numbers tend to be below this dividing line,
which indicates that if you use scales, they would give
you, in general, smaller or lower estimates of the age of
the fish as opposed to otoliths.

This is the same graph that shows you the deviation
from the one-to-one line which indicates a potential
bias. Both graphs are provided by Steven Bobko from
the Old Dominion University.

So, what does that do to our estimates of the population

size and fishing mortality? If the catch that we know is
fixed, and we=re using the catch equation, then if we
underage, what happens, then, our estimates of
abundance become underestimated, so our estimates are
too low, and the fishing mortality estimates are too
high, and a bias does occur.

To solve this problem, what usually has been done in
the assessment, when the age is a problem for the older
fish, then those fish are being compressed into just one
group, which is usually called the Aplus@ group.

In the past we used 15 age groups, that the last one, the
15 actually included fish that were age 15 and older so
it was a 15-plus group. This time we looked at a
number of plus groups based on the fact that several
studies showed that the divergency in the age readings
start to show up quite significantly at age 12.

So, we looked at the variety of options, looking at the
plus grouping from 12 through 15. As you can see, the
results are quite sensitive. So, after an intensive
discussion, the committee agreed, for this assessment,
that it will be based on the 12 age groups because the
estimation of year ages will reduce the uncertainty
associated with aging error.

The estimates of the fishing mortality-based model
agreed best of all with the fishing mortality estimates
that come from the tag model, and that the change
resulted in the staple exploitation pattern or the partial
recruitment vector that comes out of this model.

So, the rest of the results will primarily concentrate on
the output where the 12 age groups were used in the
analysis. The other updates fore the inputs, we updated
weight at age for the 1997-2001 period, which would
affect the spawning stock biomass estimate.

Also, we updated and calculated commercial discards
for the period 1998 through 2000, using methods that
are trying to account for spatial or aerial differences, at
least Chesapeake Bay versus coast, in terms of the rates
of discards.

Of course, the important input into the model is the
fishing-independent and sometimes fishery-dependent
indices of abundance, which are being presented here as
collapsed, that combine all the age groups for every
survey; although in the analysis, because it is an age-
based model, we use an individual index for every age
group for every survey, and we have 87 of those.



But, we quickly will scroll through these just to show
you the trends for the population. Of course, these
surveys, all of them are local.

All of them represent essentially the trends in
abundance in a certain area, which may be or may not
be representative of what happens to the total coastal
complex; and that is part of the problem of utilizing this
model, but that is the only solution, the only available
information to us at this point.

But, in general, they tend to show similar trends for
most of the age groups that we=re looking at. Although
some show large variations, others seem to be more
stable, but they were all used in this particular
assessment.

Now we go into results, because that=s the most
important part of the analysis, obviously. We=ll
discuss fishing mortality estimates, population size,
spawning stock and the recruitment.

This light blue line represents the estimate of the fishing
mortality, which is an average for ages four through ten.
On every graph I will follow this one.

You will have, also, a line with the pink line, which
would show sort of the alternative, the 13-plus grouping
result, which was chosen to show you a potential
variation in the estimates; that is, the upper possible
value for either fishing mortality or the population size
estimate to sort of illustrate the level of uncertainty that
is there in the assessment due to the aging problem of
striped bass.

Yet, at this moment it was the consensus of the
Technical Committee that the 12-plus estimate is the
preferred option that is most likely, in the opinion of the
committee members, representing the status of the
stock.

So, the average for ages 4 through 10 in the 12-plus run
is 0.29, which is below the target level of Amendment 5
and certainly below the overfishing definition. We=ve
looked, also, at the average fishing mortality for the
older ages.

The fully recruited ages of striped bass are 7 through 10
in this particular assessment. They would be a
representation of the so-called Afull F@ that is supposed
to be compared with the threshold F and the target F
and the overfishing F for Amendment 6, where this

fishing mortality for a fully recruited fish has to be
compared with the one that comes out of the
assessment.

So, the 7 through 10 for the 12-plus run is 0.29. |
apologize, | said it was 0.29 for ages 4 through 10.
Ages 4 through 10, it=s 0.23, as far as | recall.

So, this full F actually is below the current overfishing
definition and slightly below the target, as well.
Traditionally, we=re looking at the fishing mortality for
ages 3 through 8 because this fishing mortality for these
represents the F on the ages that are being primarily
harvested in the estuaries like Chesapeake Bay or
Delaware Bay and Long Island Sound.

So, the average fishing mortality on those ages is below
0.2. The population size for the total complex for ages
1 and older is being estimated as an average at 59.6
million fish, and you see the general trend is increasing
with some dip down in 2000. Yet, it=s the highest
estimate of the population size in the time series
available.

The female spawning biomass essentially repeats the
same trend and is above the 26,000 metric tons. The
model estimates recruitment based on the correlation
between the index of the young-of-the-year and the
estimate of the population size in the past.

The principal nursery areas, in the Chesapeake Bay, the
index for 2001 was very high, comparable to 1993 and
1996, indicating another very strong year class. So, the
model output shows the age 1 estimate even higher than
the =93 or =96 year class, but it, for sure, will be
corrected.

At this point, it=s just the output of the regression that is
being used in the model. Finally, the now standard type
of presentation of the uncertainty and the estimate of
fishing mortality, that is the estimate of the fishing
mortality, the bootstrap estimate, for the fully recruited
ages, 7 through 10.

As | said, the average is 0.29 and the 80 percent
confidence bounds are in the range of 0.26 to 0.32. The
corresponding distribution of the population size
estimates are between 55 and 70 million fish with the
mean of 59 million fish.

So, these are the principal results of current assessment.
The population size overall goes up. The SSB goes up.



Recruitment is very strong to age one. The fishing
mortality is slightly below the target for the full
recruited ages, and it=s well below the target for the
younger ages.

That=s the major message. The only thing that the
Technical Committee members wanted to say is that
they would like to view this as an interim assessment,
because they understand the extreme importance of the
age determination issues.

The Technical Committee agreed, with the help of the
ASMFC, to hold the aging workshop sometime early in
2003, the results of which would be used to reassess the
population once the aging issues are cleared. That
would conclude my part of the assessment.

CHAIRMAN FLAGG: Thank you, Alexei.
Avre there questions of the board for Alexei at this time?
Paul Diodati.

MR. PAUL DIODATI:  Alexei, did |
understand you correctly that the 2001 recruitment is at
the highest on record?

MR. SHAROV: Highest on record based on
the VPA output, but we realize that it will almost
definitely be marked down to some level, how far we
don=t know because it is based -- this estimate is still
based on primarily on the index, the young-of-the-year
index, and those are quite variable, as you know.

But it=s definitely going to be a strong year class, for
sure. We just cannot tell whether it will be stronger
than the =93 year class or not.

MR. DIODATI:; Okay, and the F equals 0.29
on 7 to 10 year olds, was that using the 12-plus group?

MR. SHAROQV: Yes, correct.

MR. DIODATI: Okay, what was it if you
used the 15-plus group? That was the group that was
historically used.

MR. SHAROV: For ages 7 through 10?

MR. DIODATI: If that=s the age group
that=s consistent with full recruitment.

MR. SHAROV: | don=t have that because
after the discussion, we agreed not to present this. | did

not include that table. It would be slightly over 0.4, |
believe.

MR. DIODATI: Lastly, | don=t imagine the
target F of 0.31, that doesn=t change because of the
aging issue, does it?

MR. SHAROV: No, it doesn=t, but in
principal, the reference points could be adjusted or
reviewed if the age distribution of striped bass would --
and our understanding of mortality, primarily natural
mortality would change as the result of the improved
understanding of the catch-at-age and age distribution
of the older fish. But, | don=t think that it will change
significantly, so reference points should stay the same, |
believe.

CHAIRMAN FLAGG: Dave Borden.

MR. DAVID V.D. BORDEN: Thank you,
Mr. Chairman. Alexei, a quick question. At one point
you put up a chart or a graph on commercial and
recreational landings with the age distribution and the
catch in each one of the ages. Which of the fisheries
that are landing the age ones in two fisheries, where are
those being landed or discarded?

MR. SHAROV: Just a second, we will try to
get the graph on the screen. There is very, very little
harvest of age 1. It has to be Table 7 in the document
that you have, D-7.

MR. BORDEN: Yes, you actually just had
the one up that | was referring to, the one that was -- the
recreational harvest, because | can make the same point.

MR. SHAROV: Yes.

MR. BORDEN: | mean, at the current
minimum size, | know there=s a range of sizes
associated with age, but what is that range?

MR. SHAROV: What is the range of the
minimum sizes?

MR. BORDEN: Yes, the minimum size at
age, for an age three fish what is the range of sizes that
are associated with that fish?

MR. SHAROV: Oh, are you asking for just
Age lor--



MR. BORDEN: No, you actually can do age-
1, age-2 or age-3.

MR. SHAROV: All right.

MR. BORDEN: Or you can do all three.
I=ve got two questions here that I=m toying with.

MR. SHARQV: Okay. Well, the age one has
to be really low. But if you will allow me to use
centimeters, | would say 10 to 15 centimeters.

Age 2 is probably 20-25; Age-3 is -- the average is
about 40-45 for age 3 centimeters. That=s what it is.
But, the way these number ones, the age 1 fish shows
up is primarily the logbooks of the recreational
fishermen volunteers so then when they catch them they
measure them.

They release them, well, obviously, and those real small
fish, like age 1, usually come from that source, and they
rarely are present in the MRFSS data.

MR. BORDEN: Okay, and just a quick
followup. The age 3 fish. for instance, looking at the
graph up there, are those all pretty much below the
minimum size still?

MR. SHAROV: No, for age 3 it=s probably -
- it really depends also on the area. For the Chesapeake
Bay area, about 50 percent of the fish reach minimum
size, 18 inches or 45 centimeters at age 3. It, obviously,
varies on what time of the year it is.

MR. BORDEN: Okay, thank you, and the last
question is the issue of the discards of twos and age
threes, in particular, which are fairly substantial, can
you tell us what fisheries those are occurring in? |
mean, this is obviously the recreational fishery, but is it
coastwide or it just down in the Chesapeake Bay?

MR. SHAROV: Well, it occurs coastwide,
but in Chesapeake Bay primarily ages two and three are
discarded. The older fish are primarily discarded on the
coast, and then they are not discarded in the
Chesapeake Bay because they are primarily legal.

CHAIRMAN FLAGG: Gordon Colvin.

MR. GORDON C. COLVIN: Thank you,
Alexei, that was an excellent report, and | appreciated

the  conclusion of the Stock  Assessment
Subcommittee=s finding that this ought to be regarded
as preliminary information pending further work on
resolving the aging issues and the workshop that is
scheduled for this winter.

| think Paul Diodati=s questions certainly underscored,
to me, the importance of trying to bring further light on
the aging issues and to reduce perhaps what might be at
least in some of our minds -- certainly in mine -- some
uncertainty about how we ought to be looking at the
plus groups.

My question is not necessarily to the Technical
Committee but maybe to the staff. | believe that the
aging workshop is quite important, and is there
anything that the board needs to do or its members need
to do to help assure the success of that workshop?

CHAIRMAN FLAGG: Bob, would you like
to respond?

MR. BEAL: Sure, thank you, Mr. Chairman.
No, actually, everything is in the action plan for next
year to hold that workshop. | think we=re going to do
two species next yea; striped bass and one that | can=t
remember right now. | think maybe eel -- no, | don=t
know.

But striped bass is one of them. It=s in the action plan,
and the money is set aside for next year so | think
we=re all set, assuming the action plan is approved on
Thursday.

CHAIRMAN FLAGG: Eric Schwaab.

MR. ERIC SCHWAAB: Thank you. Alexei,
just a quick question, back to that recruitment figure,
the 2000 numbers are also unusually high. Would we
expect that they would also be adjusted downward in
the future?

MR. SHAROV: We might be talking about,
actually, the same year class. It=s the 2000 year class,
but in the assessment, when it shows as age 1, it=s the
age 1in 2001.

It=s probably the same one we=re -- no, you=re right.
Yes, you=re right. As you can see, yes, it definitely
would be corrected, for sure.  As every year class,
when it starts to show up in the fishery, and the catch is
the principal information in the model, that makes the



correction as to what the year class strength is.
CHAIRMAN FLAGG: Yes, Emie.

MR. ERNEST E. BECKWITH, JR.: Thank
you, Lew. Alexei, did you calculate F just for the coast,
the coastal fishery?

MR. SHAROV: No, we cannot do this in that
model that we=re using. We cannot separate fishing
mortality for the coast or the Chesapeake Bay.

MR. BECKWITH: But the Chesapeake Bay
estimates their F by a tagging --

MR. SHAROV: Yes, correct. Yes, the

Chesapeake Bay, there are tag-based estimates available
for the Chesapeake Bay for the coast.
Those will be presented to you in a few minutes by
Stuart Welsh, and he=Il talk about all those estimates.
But, the VPA-based estimate is for the coastal complex
that is from Maine down to North Carolina.

MR. BECKWITH: Alexei, if I can just follow
up, each time we take a look at the F rate in the striped
bass population, we look at it in terms of where we are
with the target.

So, for the coastal states, what F would we utilize to
compare it to the target? It would be an F that includes
all the fish, even the ones that are in the Chesapeake
Bay?

MR. SHAROV: Well, as | said, we cannot
definitely separate the overall F that comes from this
model into the Chesapeake Bay component or any other
estuary component and a coastal component, but with
some reservations, | should say that definitely if you
look at the ages seven and older or eight and older, you
essentially are talking about the fish that are primarily in
the coastal area and are exploited by coastal fishery.

So, F on ages seven through ten, in this particular
assessment, is essentially a representation of more or
less what is the fishing mortality on the coast. That=s
my opinion, not the Technical Committee. But | hope
that they will agree.

MR. PRESTON PATE, JR.: Lew.

CHAIRMAN FLAGG: Yes, Pres Pate.
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MR. PATE: If you will look at Table D-3 in
your report, you will see that Virginia=s commercial
fishery has taken on a level of purity that none of us
realized existed. It=s subtle, but it will catch up with
you in a minute.

CHAIRMAN FLAGG: Are there other
questions of Alexei from board members? Seeing
none, | believe our next presentation will be by Stu
Welsh, who will give us a report on the tag-based
studies.

MR. STUART WELS