Assessment of Maryland Rivers for Inclusion in the American shad Indicator
MDNR Participants:

Karen Capossela

Nancy Butowski

Jim Thompson

Action Item:

Develop a prioritized list of additional rivers and/or metrics (as well as potential new metrics for current rivers) to include in the new indicator.

Overall Recommendation:

Maryland participants reviewed the data available in each Maryland tributary (with the exception of the Potomac River).  The consensus was that we do not have enough reliable/appropriate data available by system to recommend the inclusion of additional rivers or metrics in the American shad indicator.  The data we have should be used to inform the public of monitoring efforts and general trends in abundance.

Further Information (by system):

Juvenile data for all rivers:  These data should not be used to set an indicator because no relationship has been established between juvenile and adult indices of abundance. American shad do not return to rivers for several years (hence, other factors influence adult abundance aside from juvenile abundance).  These data can be used to show monitoring efforts and trends in juvenile abundance to the public.

Patuxent River:  Use of these data to set an indicator is not recommended due to the relatively short time series and standardization issues.

Upper Bay:  We only have data for a juvenile survey here (see notes above concerning juvenile data).

Susquehanna River:  No adjustment to the goal of 2 million fish can be made for the entire Susquehanna River.  We are not comfortable applying lower Susquehanna River data to the Upper Bay region.  Data can be used to show monitoring efforts and trends in abundance to the public.

North East River:  We are developing a river herring survey in this river and do not expect to encounter many American shad (due to mesh size).

Chester River: We only have a juvenile survey here; the time series is relatively short and this survey may not be continued (see notes above concerning juvenile data).
Choptank River:  Use of these data to set an indicator is not recommended due to the relatively short time series and standardization issues.

Nanticoke River:  We have a CPUE time series for American shad that goes back to 1988, but we do not have the appropriate data to develop a new indicator or monitor achievement toward a restoration goal:

· We cannot use historical values of CPUE from this survey to develop a restoration target because we started this pound net survey well after the American shad population crashed and after the Maryland fishery was closed.
· We cannot use a fishery dependent CPUE from this river to develop a restoration target.  Unlike the Potomac and York rivers (which use 1950s commercial CPUE to compare with current CPUE), our historical landings do not include effort data.
· We cannot directly estimate current population abundance of American shad in the Nanticoke River for comparison with any possible estimates of historical population abundance based on historical landings data.

· We researched a previous attempt at setting a restoration target in the Upper Bay/Susquehanna River that used commercial landings to develop historical population abundance (Chesapeake Bay Program 1995).

· To determine achievement of the set target, a current estimate of population abundance is required. 

· Pound net surveys can be used to calculate a CPUE but cannot be used to directly estimate population abundance, unless a costly tag-recapture study is also employed (Chesapeake Bay Program 1995). 

· We do not have a tag-recapture study in the Nanticoke River and cannot directly estimate population abundance.
· In previous work in the Upper Bay/Susquehanna River, no relationship was observed between pound net CPUE and a direct population estimate (Markham and Weinrich 1994).
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