Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

ISFMP Policy Board

May 3, 2023
10:15a.m. -12:15 p.m.
Hybrid Meeting

Draft Agenda

The times listed are approximate; the order in which these items will be taken is subject
to change; other items may be added as necessary.

1. Welcome/Call to Order (S. Woodward) 10:15 a.m.

2. Board Consent (S. Woodward) 10:15 a.m.
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from February 2023

3. Public Comment 10:20 a.m.
4. Executive Committee Report (S. Woodward) 10:30 a.m.
5. Discuss Possible Responses to Issues Identified in the Commissioner 10:40 a.m.

Survey (R. Beal)

6. Consider Options Paper for Atlantic Bonito and False Albacore 10:55 a.m.
Management (T. Kerns) Possible Action

7. Update on Follow-up Addendum for the Harvest Control Rule Action 11:10 a.m.
e Overview of Timeline

e Consider Approval of Plan Development Team Membership

8. Discuss Future of Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s Research 11:20 a.m.
Set-aside Program (R. Beal) Possible Action

9. Assessment Science Committee Report (K. Drew) Action 11:35 a.m.

10. Law Enforcement Committee Report (K. Blanchard) 11:45 a.m.

11. Update on East Coast Climate Change Scenario Planning Initiative (T. Kerns) 11:55a.m.

12. Review Noncompliance Findings, if necessary Action 12:05 p.m.
13. Other Business 12:10 p.m.
14. Adjourn 12:15 p.m.

The meeting will be held at The Westin Crystal City (1800 Richmond Highway, Arlington, VA; 703.486.1111)
and via webinar; click here for details
Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries


https://www.asmfc.org/home/2023-spring-meeting

MEETING OVERVIEW

ISFMP Policy Board
Wednesday May 3, 2023
10:15 a.m. —12:15 p.m.
Hybrid Meeting

Chair: Spud Woodward (GA)
Assumed Chairmanship: 10/21

Previous Board Meetings:

Vice Chair: Joe Cimino (NJ) February 2, 2023

Voting Members: ME, NH, MA, RI, CT, NY, NJ, PA, DE, MD, DC, PRFC, VA, NC, SC, GA, FL, NMFS,
USFWS (19 votes)

2. Board Consent
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from February 2, 2023

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. Executive Committee Report (10:30- 10:40 a.m.)
Background
e The Executive Committee will meet on May 2, 2023
Presentations
e S.Woodward will provide an update of the Executive Committee’s work
Board action for consideration at this meeting
® none

5. Discuss Possible Responses to Issues Identified in the 2022 Commissioner Survey (10:40-
10:55 a.m.)

Background
e Commissioners completed a survey of Commission performance in 2022, which

measures Commissioner’s opinions regarding the progress and actions of the
Commission in 2022.

e The Board discussed the results of the survey in February.
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e Working with leadership staff identified possible responses to some of the issues
identified in the survey (Briefing Materials).

Presentations
e R. Beal will review possible responses.

Board discussion for consideration at this meeting
e None

6. Consider Options Paper for Atlantic Bonito and False Albacore Management (10:55-
11:10 a.m.) Possible Action

Background

e In February, questions were raised regarding Atlantic bonito management or lack of
management. Some states are seeing robust recreational fisheries at certain times of
the year on young of year fish vs adult fish. During the discussion similar concerns
were raised regarding false albacore.

e The Board tasked staff with drafting an options paper for how to explore possible
management (Meeting Materials). Some states are considering regulations without a
Commission FMP, see memo from Massachusetts in meeting materials.

Presentations
e T.Kerns will present the options paper

Board action for consideration at this meeting
e Determine next step, if any, in exploring management for either or both species

7. Update on Follow- up Addendum for the Harvest Control Rule (11:10-10:20 a.m.) Action

Background

e InJune 2022, Policy Board and the MAFMC passed the following motion when taking
final action on the HCR framework/addenda: “Move to further develop Alt. B (Pct
Change Approach), Alt. D (Biological Reference Point Approach) and Alt. E (Biomass
Based Matrix Approach) for implementation no later than the beginning of the 2026
fishing year. Further development should consider, at minimum, F-based approaches
for Alt. B and development of measures using modeling or other approaches for Alts.
D and E. Further evaluate the issue of ‘borrowing’ as raised by the SSC for alt B, D, and
E.”

e Staff have developed a timeline to complete this addendum as well as the draft
Amendment which will address additional recreational management issues (Meeting
Materials).

e Staff requested nominations for a PDT/FMAT for the draft Addendum and received
the following nominations. Adam Nowalsky, Corrine Truesdale, Rachel Sysak, Mike
Celestino, and Sam Truesdall.

Presentations
e Staff will review the timelines for the draft Addendum and Amendment and present
the nominations for the draft Addendum PDT/FMAT

Board action for consideration at this meeting
e Consider approval Plan Development Team members
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8. Discuss Future of MAFMC Research Set-aside Program (11:20-11:35 a.m.) Possible
Action

Background

e In 2014 the MAFMC suspended the RSA program due to concerns associated with the
program that included administrative, enforcement and science issues.

e The Council is considering the potential redevelopment of the RSA program. From
July 2021 through February 2022, the Research Steering Committee (RSC) held a
series of four exploration workshops1 focusing on the key issues of RSA research,
funding mechanisms, and enforcement, monitoring, and administration. In addition,
the RSC reviewed the input from the workshops and develop a draft framework for a
potentially revised RSA program that would seek to address the issues of the original
RSA program.

e At their June meeting, the Council staff will provide the Council with a presentation on
a potential draft RSA framework, draft RSA program elements, and recommendations
developed by the RSC for Council consideration.

e Any potential management action considered by the Council through a management
document would need to be developed cooperatively with the Commission for jointly
managed species to ensure a consistent and compatible RSA program across FMPs

Presentations
e Staff will provide an overview of the original RSA program, highlighting the concerns
and shortcomings that resulted in the suspension of the program. Staff will also
present a summary of the recommendations from the Council’s RSC to improve the
RSA program.

Board action for consideration at this meeting
e Discuss possible recommendation to the MAFMC on the RSA Program

9. Assessment Science Committee Report (11:35-11:45 a.m.) Action

Background

e The Assessment Science Committee met on April 17th, 2023, to discuss and approve a
revised ASMFC Stock Assessment Schedule, in anticipation of overwhelming SAS
workloads from 2023-2025. The following species have recommended changes in the
schedule: Atlantic menhaden and sturgeon (Supplemental Materials)

e The Committee also discussed the MRIP query changes (i.e. no more wave data or
data with high PSEs) and how to handle those changes during an assessment, technical
solutions for data and code sharing during assessments, and an update on the Mock
DW training series.

Presentations
o Staff will provide an update on the Committee’s work.

Board action for consideration at this meeting
e Consider approval of the revised ASMFC stock assessment schedule

10. Law Enforcement Committee Report (11:45-11:55 a.m.)

Background
e The Law Enforcement Committee will meet on May 2, 2023

Presentations
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o K. Blanchard will provide a report on the Committee’s discussions

Board action for consideration at this meeting
e None

11. Update on East Coast Climate Change Scenario Planning Initiative (11:55 a.m.- 12:05
p.m.)

Background
e The Law Enforcement Committee will meet on May 2, 2023

Presentations
o T.Kerns will provide a report on the Initiative

Board action for consideration at this meeting
e None

12. Review Non-Compliance Findings, if Necessary Action
13. Other Business

14. Adjourn

Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries



Draft Proceedings of the ISFMP Policy Board Hybrid Meeting
February 2023

DRAFT PROCEEDINGS OF THE

ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION

ISFMP POLICY BOARD

The Westin Crystal City
Arlington, Virginia
Hybrid Meeting

February 2, 2023

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the ISFMP Policy Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting
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INDEX OF MOTIONS

Approval of agenda by Consent (Page 1).

Approval of Proceedings of November 10, 2022 Hybrid Meeting by Consent (Page 1).

Move to approve the Terms of Reference for the 2024 Red Drum Benchmark Stock Assessment as presented
today. (Page 16). Motion by Mel Bell; second by Pat Geer. Motion carried by unanimous consent (Page 16).

Move to approve the Terms of Reference for the 2024 Atlantic Croaker and Spot Benchmark Stock
Assessments as presented today (Page 16). Motion by Lynn Fegley; second by Mel Bell. Motion carried by
unanimous consent (Page 16).

Move to adjourn by Consent (Page 20).
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Chris Wright, NOAA
The Interstate Fisheries Management Program
Policy Board of the Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commission convened in the Jefferson
Ballroom of the Westin Crystal City Hotel,
Arlington, Virginia, via hybrid meeting, in-person
and webinar; Thursday, February 2, 2023, and
was called to order at 9:20 a.m. by Chair Spud
Woodward.

NOTE: Recording missing Call to Order. Starts
with discussion during Board Consent for
Approval of Agenda.

MR. PATRICK C. KELIHER: States from the
northeast have issues with flights due to storms
on occasion, and we’re all going home to 20 and
30 and 40 below temperatures. Also, on the
news this morning, | noticed that a rodent in
Pennsylvania has made a determination for six
more weeks of winter. Based on the forecast
and based on that recent news, | would like to
send a letter to the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, to see if we can eradicate said
rodent. I’'m not sure you need a motion on that.
It seems like there is consensus.

CHAIR SPUD WOODWARD: Yes, I'm not sure
what the poor folks at the weather channel will
do. You know they put on such a big to do. But
| think yes, those of you who are subject to old
man winter in a much more brutal fashion than
us down south. | can agree with your sentiment
there. We'll take that under advisement, Mr.
Keliher. Any other? Mike Ruccio.

MR. MIKE RUCCIO: Yes, | have an item for Other
Business at the end, if it please the Chair.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

CHAIR WOODWARD: All right, thank you. We
will add that to the agenda. Any other
recommended changes? Seeing none; any
opposition to the modified agenda? Sorry, any
objection to the modified agenda? Seeing none;
we have general consent on the agenda.

February 2023

Erik Zlokovitz, MD DNR

APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS

CHAIR WOODWARD: Also have the proceedings
from our November, 2022 meeting.

Any modifications, edits, corrections to the
proceedings of our November, 2022 meeting? |
don’t see any. Any objection to accepting those
proceedings as presented? Seeing none; we’ll
consider those accepted by general consent.

PUBLIC COMMENT

CHAIR WOODWARD: At this point we provide an
opportunity for Public Comment. Do we have
anybody present or online to provide public
comment? Anybody online? | don’t see anybody
present and no one on line, so we’ll move ahead.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE REPORT

CHAIR WOODWARD: | will give you a brief summary
of our Executive Committee meeting from yesterday,
which we held early in the morning after a very
liberal breakfast. After we approved our agenda and
proceedings from our previous meeting, we had an
update on the status of CARES Act funds by Bob Beal
and Laura Leach. There is approximately $50,000.00
remaining in CARES 1, but there is also
approximately $100,000.00 in uncashed checks. As
far as CARES 1 goes, there is still a small amount of
money there that will have to be reconciled. But the
more significant issue is CARES 2. We discussed a
couple of the scenarios for expenditure of the
estimated 8.6 million remaining in CARES 2 that are
projected to be unspent under the current spend
plans.

A couple of alternative expenditure plans were
offered by Ex Com members, with a plan ultimately
being approved by general consent that would best
balance the need with availability for the following
states, Massachusetts, Florida, New York, North
Carolina, Virginia, Rhode Island, New Hampshire,
and Connecticut.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the ISFMP Policy Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting
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WEe'll have this plan in place, there will probably
be some tweaking that will need to be done to
extend plans as that 8.6 million is just an
estimate. We might probably will have a little bit
more than that left, but | certainly want to give a
shout out to the staff of the Commission. This
has been above and beyond, doing something
like this.

| think | mentioned this before, that
unfortunately when you prove yourself a very
competent Certified Public Accounting Agency, it
makes everybody want to start using you for that
function. Ithink as an oversight body of our very
capable staff, we’ve got to back their play when
they are starting to say, thank you but no thank
you, and then there are times when it may be
appropriate for the Commission to take on that
role as a banker.

They’ve done an outstanding job. Those states
that are going to be receiving this additional
money have some obligations to meet, so we’ll
keep that moving forward. | believe we're
talking about a one-year extension, so we’ve got
some time. But anyway, it was an opportunity,
and the staff has done an outstanding job. | want
to make sure that they are recognized for that.

Our next issue was the subject of stipends for
Legislative and Governor Appointee
Commissioners. This has been brought up
before at a couple of meetings. Bob Beal
presented a couple of scenarios with some fiscal
impacts. The first was being compensation for
extraordinary meetings. Those would be the
kind of meetings like the Recreational Fishing
Summit, the Herring Board meetings, things like
that.

The second would be compensation for all
meetings outside of the quarterly Commission
meetings. Both of them have a price tag
associated with them. There was no consensus
reached on this issue, but the possibility of LGA
Commissioners deriving a tax benefit for their
voluntary service to the Commission was

February 2023

discussed, and it would be fully investigated by the
staff.

This issue will be discussed further at our next Ex
Com meeting, and hopefully we’ll reach a decision
point about that. Are there any questions about the
stipend issue? | know it was discussed at the LGA
Luncheon as well, so | think everybody is pretty much
up to speed on where we are with this. But my goal
is to reach a decision point, hopefully at our next
meeting, and decide what our path forward is going
to be.

Our next issue was Collection of Shark Species for
Education and Disciplinary Purposes in State Waters.
John Clark brought this to us. There is some concern
that a high demand for shark collections may be
contrary to conservation. Fortunately, Guy DuBeck
from NOAA Fisheries was online, and was able to
provide some clarifying comments about the federal
oversight of shark collections for education and
display purposes. But after our discussion, | think it’s
pretty clear that there is a need for some better
coordination between the state agencies and the
federal government on how many specimens of
certain species can be collected, based on area and
time.

That is something that | think there will be some
further discussions about. | know John and Guy are
going to have a conversation themselves. You know
if there is something that we need to do better as a
Commission, to help coordinate that. That should be
something that we may discuss in the future.

You will remember, we created the Coastal Sharks
Management Board to really facilitate better
coordination between the states and the federal
government. This may be one of those issues where
there is an opportunity to use our processes to help
that. Any questions on that? All right, seeing none.

Next, the Ex-Com discussed whether to provide a
comment letter to NOAA Fisheries, urging that funds
from the FY2023 Omnibus Spending Bill be made
available for approved and pending fisheries
disasters along the Atlantic Coast. We had a pretty

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the ISFMP Policy Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting
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good conversation about that. Mike Ruccio gave
us some clarifying comments.

In the end the Ex-Com agreed that a letter should
be sent that not only addresses the use of
existing funds for fisheries disasters along the
Atlantic Coast, but also reiterates the need for
improvements to be made in the process itself.
There are a lot of steps that have to be taken,
and oftentimes when it moves from one step to
the other things can kind of bog down.

I'll give you an example, that we had a 2018
shrimp fishery disaster in Georgia, and we still
haven’t funded the recipients of that disaster
yet. There is plenty of room for improvement,
and I think everybody wants to see that improve.
Unless there is some opposition from the Policy
Board, staff will draft up a letter and we’ll send it
around for folks to look at, and get that out to
NOAA Fisheries.

Next, Bob Beal discussed the shortfall of
biological sampling in the northeast region. Lots
of reasons for that, but in short, he asked that
the states determine whether or not their staffs
could supplement this existing sampling, to
reduce the shortfall, which right now is probably
looking at around the 60 percent from what it
has traditionally been.

What this shortfall means is a degradation of the
source data that we use for doing our business.
After a discussion, there were several of those
states that responded in the affirmative that
they would certainly be willing to muster their
resources to help supplement that. We probably
can’t completely close the gap, but we can
certainly reduce that gap down to something
less.

It’s something that really needs a long-term fix
that was discussed. But at least in the short term
we can mitigate some of the impacts of that by
combining our resources. Lastly, our reminder
date has come. There was a letter from the
Southeastern Massachusetts Pine Barrens
Alliance in our briefing materials, expressing
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concern about the Horseshoe Crab Board. There was
no real discussion about it, but just want to make
sure that everybody is aware of that letter. That is
my report on the Ex-Com-meeting, any questions?
All right, thank you very much.

REVIEW AND DISCUSS THE COMMISSIONER
SURVEY RESULTS

CHAIR WOODWARD: Next, | want to turn it over to
Toni, to Review and Discuss the Commissioner
Survey Results.

MS. TONI KERNS: In your supplemental materials
you had the results of the 2022 Commissioner
Survey. As a reminder, this survey is a part of the
Commission’s Action Plan, and Strategic Plan each
year to review progress from that year, and your
thoughts on how we’re doing. This year we had 29
respondents, which is about close to what we’ve had
in the past couple of years, maybe a little bit down.

We have been doing this survey since 2009, and just
as a reminder, a couple of the questions changed
over time. But we do our best to present all of the
historical information as well. We can see the
average scores across all of the questions over time,
and there is sort of an upward slope to indicate you
think we are progressing, and having positive
outcomes over time.

There is not a lot of variation within these scores, so
please keep that in mind as we review the
information. The scores really only range within one
point for most questions, 2022 is the second highest
since the survey began. Those questions really
experience very little change in scores over the past
three years. Where we’ve made some notable
progress over time.

You can see on the board that Questions 8, 7, and 10
were the ones where we’ve seen the most positive
change compared to last year, somewhere between
a half a point and higher. We had other scores that
slightly increased, except for Question 12, which is,
how comfortable are you with the Commission’s
performance in reacting to new information, and

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the ISFMP Policy Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting



Draft Proceedings of the ISFMP Policy Board Hybrid Meeting

adapting  accordingly to achieve the
Commission’s goals. That response stayed
exactly the same.

Where vyou think we can make some
improvements are on Question 4 and 1, and
those are how satisfied that we are working with
our federal partners, and how comfortable are
you that we can actually reach our vision. We
can see that those changes are quite small. Then
for Obstacles to rebuilding our stocks that the
Commission manages.

We have concerns about climate change, and
really our lack of adaptability when responding
to climate change conditions and regulations.
Having too much of a cumbersome management
response to make those changes, and our
inability to have frequent stock assessments to
sort of monitor how much change is occurring
within the species.

Managing competing interest is also an obstacle.
Crafting equitable sacrifice in management
decisions across states and regions, and building
buy-in for really hard management decisions. In
terms of what are our most useful products. Up
on the board, these were the ones that we saw.
Of these, staff knowledge and the ISFMP came
out as the top products that prove most useful
for our commissioners.

Some comments noted the need for
improvement regarding timeliness, clarity and
straightforwardness of the communication of
these issues. In terms of request for additional
products, most responses could not think of
additional products to provide, so a lot of those
responses were blank. But of these ones that are
listed up here on the board, early access to
meeting materials and summaries of lengthy
documents were requested multiple times.
Some of these others were just one off from
folks. Then issues that need more attention,
many of the comments addressed big-picture
issues like climate change, ecosystem-based
management and shifting stocks, and those are
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things we have been hearing over the past couple of
years.

We thought that one comment summed up the
general attitude of the comments pretty well, and
that person said that they believe the Commission is
currently focusing on the priority issues. However,
the growing number of issues that can’t be affected
by the Commission’s authority but have a
tremendous impact on our ability to successfully
prevent overfishing, rebuilding stocks and have
viable fisheries.

These included protected species interactions with
existing fisheries, and competing uses of estuarine
and ocean environment. The Commission should
engage in these and other issues, when there is an
opportunity to affect the outcomes that contribute
to successful interstate management.

One of our comments suggested looking into virtual
meetings to better use Commission resources, and
another suggested that the relations that we have
with our federal partners is a two-way street,
especially with jointly managed species. For
additional comments, there was praise for the work
of the Commission as a whole, and for ACCSP,
especially in navigating challenging topics, and the
ability to weather the pandemic.

We really appreciate those comments from you all.
Some comments reiterated the challenges that we
need to address, and again those are structural
issues in our relationships with our Councils and
federal partners, the limited participation in the
Commission itself, and sluggish management in
dynamic environment. That is all | have to report,
Mr. Chair, are there any questions?

CHAIR WOODWARD: Thanks, Toni, any questions,
comments? John Clark.

MR. JOHN CLARK: Toni, | see it says that 29
Commissioners completed the survey this year. How
does that compare to previous years?

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the ISFMP Policy Board.
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MS. KERNS: It’s lower than some years. Last year
was 28, the year before 32, 31, 31, 34, 26, 37.
The highest we’ve ever had been 39, the lowest
was 21.

MR. CLARK: I'm just curious. | take the survey
every year, and | don’t know if my results would
be the same year to year. It's the same
questions, right? I’'m just curious if the results
kind of depend on whatever the issue of the
moment happens to be, if people are affected by
that.

MS. KERNS: | would put that question back to
you, John, since you’re filling it out, not me. But
| would assume yes, but.

MR. CLARK: | can’t remember two weeks ago; |
certainly don’t remember what | answered the
previous year.

MS. KERNS: I'll say in terms of the respondents,
and you know we do this survey in January or
December timeframe, and sometimes that is
when some new Commissioners are coming on,
especially if there has been a change in
legislatures and governors, etcetera. If it's a
brand-new person we do not ask them to fill.

It goes out to them, but we understand why they
do not fill out the survey, because they were not
there the previous year. We ask that between
the Commissioner and the proxy, if that
Commissioner has a proxy that only one of them
fill out the survey, to try to keep it to the 45
Commissioners.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Any other questions or
comments? Bill.

MR. WILLIAN HYATT: [I'll just add to that
discussion that | never see the first notice that
comes out about the survey, it's always the
reminder that | respond to. | assume | get the
first notices, but | think that plays into the
timeframe thing you were getting at, Toni. | just
wonder if maybe a third notice might be helpful.
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You’re probably going to tell me, Bill, it’s the third
notice you’re actually seeing.

MS. KERNS: Who knows? | think it depends on how
many people we’ve had fill out to how many notices
| end up sending. But | send the e-mail to the same
list every time, so I’'m pretty sure you’re getting a first
notice.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Yes, | know sometimes it’s easy
to overlook that, but | think it’s a useful introspective
tool for us, you know especially since we’ve been
doing it the same way for so long. | know any of us
have had an experience with what we call focus
groups. It's pretty interesting to see how things
change over time in response to some of the same
questions. | think you are right, John.

| think some of our responses probably depends on
what our most recent experience was in this process.
That can be good, bad or mediocre. | think that does
probably affect us a lot. But then that is important
to know that too. You know if we have some chronic
areas of dissatisfaction, then those are things that
we really need to focus on how do we make
improvements, or can we make improvements. |
know we’ve always been frustrated in our
environment that there are a lot of things that affect
fisheries that we don’t have any control over.

That is a hard thing to accept sometimes. But those
are the limits of our power. | would certainly
encourage all of us when the next opportunity arises,
to please avail yourself of it, because it is a useful,
introspective tool.  Any further questions or
comments? By the way, those that didn’t respond,
your travel reimbursement will be very slow, just so
you know. No, we don’t do that. We treat
everybody the same. Roy.

MR. ROY W. MILLER: | just wanted to comment that
I’'ve noticed in looking through your summary of the
individual comments, Toni. Getting the meeting
materials out as soon as possible seems to be a
repetitive theme, and | would like to reiterate. That
is really helpful if we’re not loaded up two or three
days before the meeting starts, the weekend before
the meeting. The sooner we can get those materials,
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the easier we can get through them, and would
it help eliminate the crush on the weekend
before the meeting starts. Thank you.

MS. KERNS: We take that to heart in both ISFMP
and the Science department. We will continue
to try to improve that. Sometimes some of these
reports are out of our team’s control, and we’re
relying on information coming in, sometimes
from the states, sometimes from other places. If
we can’t get it from those individuals, we have to
wait until the second round of materials. But we
take it to heart.

DISCUSS ATLANTIC BONITO MANAGEMENT

CHAIR WOODWARD: Okay, our next agenda
item, | want to call on Dan McKiernan to talk
about Atlantic Bonito.

MR. DANIEL McKIERNAN: We have gotten
numerous requests from some anglers in
Massachusetts, asking us to address the
relatively new phenomenon over the last five or
so years, and that is an abundance of young of
the year Atlantic Bonito. We've always had an
adult fishery during our late summer and fall
months, especially on the south side, the
warmer side of Massachusetts.

But in the past few years we’re seeing young of
the year fish, even into the Gulf of Maine waters,
such as Cape Cod Bay and Mass Bay. Some of the
anglers are treating them like mackerel, like they
are taking buckets of these fish. It has kind of
outraged some of the anglers, you know
demanding that the government take some
action for conservation.

We’'ve communicated to NOAA Fisheries about
the potential for federal action, but of course it’s
an HMS species, and | understand the South
Atlantic Council was looking into analogous
management of false albacore. | just want to
bring it to the attention, especially of my
northeast neighbors, because | think if this
continues, it might be something that we might
want to address on the state level.
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You know Atlantic Bonito is not a game fish, per say,
but it is predominantly caught by the recreational
community, and | think the recreational community
would like to see us institute some kind of
conservation. One of the ideas that | came up with,
you know talking to one of the constituents was a
simple minimum size to prevent these fish being
treated as forage, because they are kind of a
predator and a predator species, and one that is
important to the recreational community.

| don’t think any of us would be comfortable, in fact
it’s illegal, to use say juvenile striped bass as bait to
catch tuna. | mean there are certain values that we
place on various species. To the recreational
community, | think we’re hearing that they would
like us to treat this fish with a fair amount of respect
and some minimal conservation.

| intend to continue the conversation with my New
England neighbors about the chances of just taking
action at the state level, to institute a minimum size,
something in the realm of, I don’t know like a 12-inch
minimum size or so, which would simply take those
young of the year fish, you know out of reach of
harvest. | don’t know if any of the other northeast
states are seeing something similar, but it’s been a
real interesting phenomenon that is probably related
to ocean warming. This is just these challenges that
come up as the ocean warms that people need to be
nimble on. | do understand that there is a process
for any species to be taken on, in terms of federal
management. | concede that there is no stock
assessment. | concede that there is very little
information on size at maturity. But | think
something like what I'm proposing and what the
anglers are looking for would be a pretty light lift,
and | think would resonate pretty well with that
community.

CHAIR WOODWARD: All right, thanks, Dan. Any
guestions for Dan or comments? Mel.

MR. MEL BELL: It is an HMS managed, regulated
species?
MR. McKIERNAN: I'm going to turn it to Mike Ruccio.
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MR. MIKE RUCCIO: Thank you, Mr. Chair, if it’s
okay I'll wade in. | appreciated Dan kind of
bringing this to us before the meeting, so we had
a chance to kind of do our homework. It’s
complicated. It’s not as straightforward as
people would probably like. It technically is not
currently under HMS authority.

ICCAT does have authority to manage tuna-like
species, and has talked for a number of years
about additional management measures that
might bring in species like Bonito, but that has
not happened at the ICCAT level, and as a result,
it has not happened at the domestic level
through our HMS group.

This was a pretty prevalent thread of
conversation when the Mid-Atlantic council was
developing their forage fish amendment. There
were several species that were kind of the next
tier of consideration, and it's something that
they have talked about getting back into and a
subsequent action.

Ultimately, Bonito and a couple others, little
tunny and others were not put forth in that
forage fish amendment. The too long digit read
on this is we would fully support the states doing
something. That is probably the cleanest and
shortest distance between two points. If thereis
a federal nexus, we’re happy to enjoin in that
and talk about how we could best align, and
whether there is need to spin up something.

But at the end of the day, if the states saw fit to
do something to kind of constrain harvest, or set
some management measures, that is probably
the quickest and cleanest for all parties, and we
can worry about federal nexus and ICCAT, if and
when it comes down the pike through a Council
and/or through ICCAT. Thanks.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Thanks, Mike. Then we
have Chris Batsavage online. | think he wants to
comment, then I'll go to you, Steve.

MR. CHRIS BATSAVAGE: Yes, a question for Dan,
and maybe others. Are we seeing an increase in
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recreational catch estimates for Atlantic Bonito up in
New England or anywhere else along the coast?

MR. McKIERNAN: | don’t know, but | know we’re
seeing an increase in the catch of that size class. But
that size class never appeared before in our MRIP
data, and suddenly there is a big bump in that Age 0
size composition. But | would have to get back to you
on the overall trends.

CHAIR WOODWARD: All right, Steve and then we’ve
got David Borden online.

MR. STEPHEN TRAIN: | don’t know if this is a
question for Dan or for Mike, or what. But if this is
not a regulated species, it'’s not something that is
under our jurisdiction, it’s in a gray zone with the
Feds and we don’t have scientific studies from the
states. How do we set limits? I'm not against it, |
understand the precaution. But how do we justify
any limits we set on something like that, or the states
do?

CHAIR WOODWARD: Yes, | think that’s always one
of the conundrums we face, you know with
precautionary management. You know when you
don’t have sound science about stock status, or
sometimes even the biology of the species, you can
find yourself challenged to make a good decision.

| know that there are times when at the state level,
it's in my home state, we’'ve implemented
precautionary management. But at least we had
something like 3 percent maturity at size or age,
things like that that you could fall back on and say,
well with a precautionary approach you can at least
do this, and you know you’re affording some
protection.

| don’t know what the scope of biological
information on Atlantic Bonito is, if there is even
enough to know where those points are, to
accomplish some conservation. But that’s sort of a
fundamental question, you know when you get into
this. All right, | want to call on David Borden online.
Go ahead, David.
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MR. DAVID V. BORDEN: | completely support
what Dan is proposing, but would suggest a
slightly different avenue. | would remind
everyone that about six years ago we had a
similar situation, or maybe eight years ago we
had a similar situation when Jonah crab came up.
We didn’t have an interstate plan, and we didn’t
have a federal plan.

A workgroup got together and just started to
tease out some of the issues, and identify what
information was available, and what the
regulatory constraints were. That whole process
ended up with the Commission adopting a plan,
and | think Toni can correct me if I'm wrong. |
think we adopted a plan in a record period of
time.

We may want to think in a slightly broader
manner, and talk about doing the same type of
thing. Have a group of volunteers basically try to
put together what information is available, and
then put this back on an agenda. | think we
would get a better result out of it than just
having the states try to do this unilaterally.

The reason | say that is, in the case of Rhode
Island, they have a commercial fishery on this
species, so you are going to immediately run into
that issue. This is one of the premiere what |
would characterize as sport fish in New England.
People take whole vacations around when the
false albacore arrive, because they are so great
to catch on a flyrod. | would suggest that to Dan,
that avenue, and | would be happy to volunteer
for the Committee, if he’s looking for a
volunteer. Thank you.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Thank you, David. Yes, |
think one thing | want to make sure. We're
talking about Atlantic Bonito, which is a species
separate from false albacore and little tunny.
But obviously they are sort of in this, what |
would call under-loved tunas’ category right
now. We probably need to; you know if we’re
going to move forward with something.
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We need to really look at both of them, because the
South Atlantic Council was approached by the
American Saltwater Guide’s Association about
potentially bringing them under Magnuson-Stevens
Act management, and staff produced a white paper.
There really wasn’t any appetite, because most of
the fishery is occurring in state waters anyway. We'll
have some more conversation about this, but we
probably need to consider both of those species, if
we’re going to move forward with this. I've got Mel
and Roy and then Bill Hyatt.

MR. MEL BELL: | think there is, my understanding
from things that we’ve experienced looking at
Florida. There is a legal mechanism if Massachusetts
felt that it wanted to manage a species that is not
regulated federally, and some of the fisheries in their
waters and federal waters, but they can sort of
extend influence out into federal waters under a
current mechanism.

If it's not federally managed or regulated, and the
state wishes to manage it, and they want to manage
it in their waters, and extend that into the federal
waters with NOAAs concurrence. | think they can do
that. That is just from an individual state or
Commonwealth perspective.

CHAIR WOODWARD: All right, Roy, and then I'll go
to Bill Hyatt.

MR. MILLER: | was just going to make the point that
you made, Mr. Chairman, concerning the false
albacore or little tunny a related species. As long as
we’re considering Atlantic Bonito, it would be good
to have a look at both species. The false albacore, as
most of us know, is not a commercial species, per
say. But there were always rumors that commercial
fisheries could start for false albacore. But | don’t
believe they have thus far, so it is a premiere sport
fish.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Bill Hyatt.

MR. WILLIAM HYATT: | would agree with what David
Borden said and what Roy just said, about both false
albacore and Bonito being a highly sought-after fish
that attracts a huge amount of attention that is on
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the uprise, in the southern New England area in
particular. The fishery is focused entirely on
adult fish.

This is the first I've heard of any type of
occurrence, and any type of focus and interest
on juvenile fish being in the area and being
fished. But I'm also sensing around the group
some reluctance or hesitancy for states to take
precautionary unilateral action with establishing
a relatively conservative minimum size limit.

Again, as a precautionary approach, as you
described, Mr. Chair. I'm just wondering if I'm
correct in sensing that reluctance, and the need
to do something more complicated, and
wondering why, if anybody has any insight that
they might be able to share with me, and why
there is such a reluctance to do such.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Toni has got some
comments in response to that.

MS. KERNS: Bill, | don’t know why there is a
reluctance. That would be a discussion around
the table for you all. But | think that there are
two paths that you can take as an approach for
how you move forward. If it is your desire for
staff to put together a white paper on either
Atlantic Bonito or false albacore, | do not have
clarity on what the Board is wanting, so that
would be one that would be great to have.

We can put together a white paper. We would
probably like a little bit of help, since there is not
a lot of information out there, and particularly at
least, the only thing that | had looked up
previously was Atlantic Bonito. | did not get into
false albacore, and my initial look-see was very
little information.

Then we can present that to the Policy Board at
a future meeting, and then we’ve gone two
paths. David is correct. This is how we started
management for Jonah crab, and it ended up
becoming an FMP. The second path is that the
states can get together and decide to put in a set
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of regulations on their own, and that is similar to
what we have done with welk.

If you all recall, we had a white paper on welk. We
decided that the migratory habits of welk was not
significant enough to deem an FMP for that species,
and so we just went ahead and did state regulations
there. Those are two possible paths, if that is
something that you desire. | guess there is a third,
which Dan just says everybody puts in a minimum
size and we do not come back to the Policy Board on
this. | will leave it to the discussion on the hesitancy.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Thanks, Toni, I’'m going to Dan
and then Pat Keliher, and then to Lynn.

MR. McKIERNAN: Bill, my response would be, | don’t
think Massachusetts is hesitant about taking this
conservation standard. I’'m just bringing it up today.
| think I’'m accomplishing my goals, which is to just
start this conversation, to bring it out in the open. If
| had a crystal ball, | would say that at least 10 years
from now we’ll probably have an interstate or a
federal plan for Bonito. But in the interim, we could
probably use that minimum size.

| will probably be reaching out to the northern New
England states and those to the south, and just say
hey, we’re going to do this if you want to join us,
because we have a large area of state waters, which
is the Cape Cod Bay, Mass Bay. We could actually
probably affect a lot of fishing behaviors, and so it
would be great if the other states wanted to join us,
because | think there will be a ground swell among
the angling community for this.

CHAIR WOODWARD: All right, Pat Keliher.

MR. KELIHER: | think Dan is spot on bringing this up.
I don’t have reluctancy for the states getting engaged
in this. My reluctancy really is around the
Commission process. | still have the effect of
formally wearing the Chairman had and worrying
about staffing of these issues. It seems to me that
before we start worrying about white papers from a
Commission standpoint, that the states need to go
back, do a little homework, see what the problem is
and then come back. If we do a Commission action,
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I'll be requesting de minimis status, so just put
that on record now.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Lynn, and then we’ll go to
Chris Batsavage.

MS. LYNN FEGLEY: | just want to, just speaking
of hesitancy, you know in Maryland we do draw
our authority to manage from fishery
management plans. We cannot just regulate on
a species that doesn’t have an FMP, and we don’t
have an FMP for this critter in Maryland. That is
part of it. You know we’re not real free to move,
until there is some sort of management plan in
place, which we could do on a state-specific
level, but that’s a little harder.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Chris Batsavage, and then
I’'m going to go to the public microphone.

MR. BATSAVAGE: Yes, similar to Lynn in
Maryland. In North Carolina we don’t have
rulemaking authority for Atlantic Bonito or false
albacore, and we received a similar request from
our Marine Fisheries Commission for a white
paper on potential management of false
albacore.

But | think the idea of the states getting together
and looking at the available information. They
want to work kind of collectively or individually
to put in some precautionary measures is a good
idea. |think just so the Board is aware that some
states have administrative barriers that others
don’t have. It comes down to the state level, as
far as putting in management measures.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Thanks, Chris, and then on
the public microphone, if you would just identify
yourself.

MR. WILL POSTON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman,
Will Poston with the American Saltwater Guides
Association. | just wanted to offer some words
of encouragement for this conversation. The
light tackle and fly community was incredibly
energized this past fall when we opened up our
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Albie Tagging Project, which we did in Vineyard
Sound and Nantucket Sound.

Then accompanying that we did a genetic study with
Cornell geneticists, and that took place in Vineyard
Sound, Montauk area, North Carolina. They were
able to find out that looking at those three locations,
it looks like one genetic stock of false albacore. You
know again, we would be super supportive of any
precautionary measures for this species that is
tremendously important for our communities, and
I’'m happy to share any of these findings, you know
today, in the future, what have you. Thank you.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Thank you, Will. Somewhere a
path forward goes. The South Atlantic Council has
already done a little bit of work on false albacore, so
they are available, | think it can be pulled into this
discussion. | think there is enough interest here to
move forward with something. What I’ll do, | think,
is ask staff, maybe before our next meeting just sort
of map out this path forward options thing a little
more, and then in the meantime the states that have
the interest in this as a precautionary measure, be
thinking about what you would need to do. We can
capture all that perhaps in a source document that
will help us have a more informed decision about the
pros and cons of letting each state deal with this
individually, versus the need to have some sort of
coordinated management, as possibly a necessary
preface to a state doing it.

| think that’s what’s up there we can do, and it
wouldn’t be too onerous on staff. But we’ll, just for
clarification’s sake this will be Atlantic Bonito and
false albacore, the two species together. s
everybody comfortable with that approach? All
right, very good, thank you all. Are you doing
ongoing stock assessments?

MS. KERNS: If we could go back to David Borden, he
had his hand raised.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Sorry, David, | missed you
earlier. | think right after the discussion on the
Commissioners survey. You had a comment, so |
apologize for that. But go ahead.
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MR. BORDEN: I'm easy to miss, I'm a long way
away. | just wanted to add the comment that |
think, two comments. One is that on the positive
side, | think that the Commission and their
partners do a really good job of managing
species, and generally select strategies that are
science based. | think that has helped us greatly
in the process.

It’s a little bit distressing to see the decline in
some of these stocks that we have managed
conservatively. | think that what I’'m a little bit
concerned about is how we use the comment at
the end. | think there were a lot of really good
comments. A question, Mr. Chairman, if | might,
and then maybe a further comment. How do we
prioritize those now?

CHAIR WOODWARD: That's a good question.
Toni, I'll let you respond to that, maybe Bob too.

MS. KERNS: David, we don’t have any sort of
priority order in how vyou distribute the
comments, as in like one comment is more
important than another. We do categorize them
to try to be more efficient for you all, so we keep
all the organizational comments in one bin,
individual comments in another bin. We do the,
what I'll call a form letter in another bin, and
then we put the hearings separate. | think those
are all the bins that we do. But every comment
as we count them, all hold the same level of
importance in the mindset of the coordinators.

MR. BORDEN: Thank you very much. Mr.
Chairman, | might make a comment if that’s all
right.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Yes, go ahead, David.

MR. BORDEN: Okay, so the comment, and I'll try
to make this fast. | think one of the weaknesses
or one of the negatives that we’re all trying to
deal with, and I’'m guilty of it myself, is that we're
not terribly effective at dealing with issues, what
| would characterizes as broadscale, crosscutting
issues in advance. I'll give you a positive example
instead of a negative example. When | first got
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involved in the Commission, there was endless
discussion about the need to improve the data
collection system. Over the decades, literally, the
Commission constantly went back to that issue, and
now we’re on the cusp of implementing all sorts of
wonderful improvements to the data collection
system. But that took time and a lot of work,
because there was a lot of uncertainty in it. | think
that when we get to this issue of review of what
Commission members feel, | think to some extent we
should try to prioritize the major concerns and then
figure out a process to resolve those.

I'll give you one recreational example and one
commercial example. Recreational example is
release-mortality. Somehow the Commission has to
figure out how to do that, and put together a plan to
deal with that. If you look at striped bass, one of the
major sources of mortality in the stock is due to
release mortality.

We can liberalize the recreational regulations, if we
figure out how to reduce that. Somehow there has
got to be a way to put together a plan to deal with
that. The first step may be, we need more science
on it. But at least we could figure out what types of
studies and prioritize those studies.

Then on the commercial side of it, | think one of the
issues we’re going to have to confront going forward
is this issue of fixed gear and vertical lines. We're not
going to escape it, as | said the other day, and we’re
going to have to figure out strategies that reduce the
risk to a whole host of protected species.

The long and short of it is, | think what | would ask is
like the Executive Committee to talk about a way of
doing that, and prioritizing these things, and then
bringing the results back to the Commission, so that
we could figure out how to work on those. It may
take a decade to resolve some of those things. But
at least we would have a strategy and an approach
to really deal with the major issues. Thank you very
much, I’'m sorry to take so long.

CHAIR WOODWARD: No that’s quite all right, David,
| appreciate it. Yes, | think that at the minimum, we
can take the comments from the Commissioner
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surveys and bundle them by similarity, and the
things that are most frequently occurring in
those comments, certainly | think would be a
good indicator of what’s most important and of
greatest concern to the Commissioners.

We'll certainly look at doing that and discuss it.
What can we produce as actionable plans, as a
result of the survey? | think that would be a
better use of the survey results if we possibly
can. | appreciate the comments. Thank you,
David.

UPDATE ON ONGOING STOCK ASSESSMENTS

CHAIR WOODWARD: I'm going to call on Jeff
Kipp to give us an update on Ongoing Stock
Assessments.

MR. JEFF J. KIPP: Good morning, everyone. I'm
Jeff Kipp, the Commission’s Science Staff, and I'm
working on spot and red drum. That’s what I'm
here to give an update on in this agenda item. I'll
be presenting the terms of reference and the
timelines for the 2024 benchmark assessments
of Atlantic croaker, spot and red drum, on behalf
of the Atlantic Croaker, Spot and Red Drum
Technical Committees.

We're presenting these to the Policy Board,
because the Sciaenids Board did not meet during
this meeting week, and these assessments will
be well underway by the next time the Board
meets. Two memos for this agenda item were
included with meeting materials, one for the
spot and croaker assessment and one for the red
drum assessment. As has been done in the past,
spot and croaker will be assessed in a joint
assessment process, given similarities in
datasets and personnel working on these
species.

Red drum will be assessed in its own assessment
process, but on a similar timeline as the spot and
croaker assessments. I'll start out covering
terms of reference in the timeline for the croaker
and spot assessments, and then finish with the
TORs and timeline for the red drum assessment.

February 2023

Included in those memos in meeting materials, they
had three components each.

The first component in each is the terms of reference
for the assessment. These are the terms of reference
to be addressed by the Technical Committee and
Stock Assessment Subcommittee during the stock
assessment, and I'll be presenting those here in my
following slides. The second component of each
memo are the terms of reference for the Peer
Review, and these are the TORs to be addressed by
the Peer Review Panel that reviews the stock
assessments upon completion by the TC and SAS.

These are essentially the same as the stock
assessment TORs for directing the review panel to
evaluate the TC and SASs fulfillment of the stock
assessment TORs, so | won’t cover these in the
presentation. Then the final component in each
memo is the timeline of the assessment, and I'll
present these with select milestones following the
assessment TORs.

The objective of this agenda item is to consider the
terms of reference and timelines for approval, so the
Committees can begin work on the TORs. Jumping
right into the assessment TORs for Atlantic croaker
and spot. The first term of reference is to define
population structure based on available data, if
alternative population structures are used in the
models justify use of each population structure,
explore possible impacts of environmental change
on range shift.

TOR 2 is to evaluate new information on life history,
such as growth rates, size at maturation, natural
mortality rates and migrations, and review potential
impacts of environmental change on these
characteristics. Explore possible impacts of
environmental change on life history characteristics.

TOR 3 is to characterizes precision and accuracy of
fishery dependent and fishery independent data
used in the assessment. TOR 4 is to develop models
used to estimate population parameters, and
biological reference points, and analyze model
performance. TOR 5 is to state assumptions made
for all models, and explain the likely effects of
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assumption violations on synthesis of input data
and model outputs. TOR 6 is to characterize
uncertainty of model estimates and biological or
empirical reference points.

TOR 7 is to perform retrospective analyses,
assess magnitude and direction of retrospective
patterns detected, and discuss model
consistency due to implications of any observed
retrospective pattern for uncertainty in
population parameters, reference points, and/or
management measures. TOR 8 is to recommend
stock status as related to reference points. TOR
9 is to compare stock status and management
advice from the assessment with the results of
the traffic light analysis currently used for
management. If outcomes differ, discuss
potential causes of observed discrepancies and
preferred method. TOR 10 is if a minority report
has been filed, explain majority reason against
adopting approach suggested in that report. The
minority report should explain reasoning against
adopting approach suggested by the majority.
TOR 11 is to develop detailed short- and long-
term prioritized lists of recommendations for
future research, data collection, and assessment
methodology.

Highlight improvements that would be beneficial
to the next benchmark. The last TOR, TOR 12 is
to recommend timing of next benchmark
assessment, and intermediate updates if
necessary relative to biology and current
management of the species. Those are the TORs
for the assessment, and this is the proposed
timeline for the assessment.

We have already initiated a request for data to
support the assessments of spot and croaker,
and some other key milestones are, we’ll have
our first workshop, the data workshop in May.
Then we have tentatively two assessment
workshops scheduled, one in September of this
year, and then one in February of next year.

We anticipate a peer review in the summer of
2024, and then presenting the stock assessment
and Peer Review Reports to the Sciaenids
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Management Board at the 2024 annual meeting.
That covers it for spot and croaker, and | can stop
there or just carry on into red drum and hold off until
the end.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Let’s go ahead and take any
questions about the spot and croaker TORs and
timeline. Jay.

DR. JASON McNAMEE: Thanks, Jeff. The only
guestion | have is, so you’'ve got the Term of
Reference 2, which has kind of like the life history
stuffinit. 1 guess | was wondering, | don’t see at least
explicitly in here like ecosystem roles, so thinking
about like predator/prey type stuff. I’'m perfectly
fine to hear that is not important for these species. |
know spot at least is a prey item for a lot of
predators. | just wanted to flag that, or maybe you
think it is captured in there already. That's my
question.

MR. KIPP: Yes, thanks for your question, Jay. | think
we would probably kind of capture that under
natural mortality and the impacts there. Thanks for
bringing that to attention, and we’ll definitely dig
into any information we have on predation for these
species.

CHAIR WOODWARD: All right, we've got Chris
Batsavage online, go ahead, Chris.

MR. BATSAVAGE: Thank you, Jeff. Yes, my question
is actually almost the same as Jay’s, maybe just
slightly rephrased. Yes, also on natural mortality,
along those lines, Jeff, will the SAS look at the
potential for changes in natural mortality rates over
the time series, similar to what was looked at for
weakfish?

MR. KIPP: Yes, | think we’ll take the data that we get.
We will be making our standard data request to the
public through the Commission, through a press
release, and hopeful that we will get some additional
information here that may not have been available
during the last assessment. But certainly, we’ll look
at the datasets that we have available, and whether
there is any indication and changing natural
mortality at the time for these species.
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CHAIR WOODWARD: Any other questions for
Jeff on the spot and croaker? All right, don’t see
any. Proceed with red drum.

MR. KIPP: All right, so jumping into the terms of
reference for the red drum assessment, so again
this will be done separately, but is being covered
here along with spot and croaker. This first TOR
is unique to the two-part assessment process
that we’re conducting for red drum. The first
part was a simulation-based assessment,
evaluating performance of several different
modeling approaches for estimating known
population  parameters from  simulated
populations.

The second part of this process will be a
traditional benchmark stock assessment with
those models that we recommended out of that
first part fit to the observed data for red drum.
That is what will be covered in these TORs
coming up is that second part, the traditional
benchmark assessment. The first TOR is to
evaluate simulation assessment Peer Review
Panel recommendations for the simulation-
based analyses used to guide assessment
approaches in this benchmark assessment.

This will be sort of connecting the dots between
that simulation assessment that was done
previously, and then this traditional benchmark
assessment, which we’ll be presenting as sort of
a complete package to the Sciaenids Board. TOR
2 is to provide descriptions of each fishery
dependent and fishery independent data source.

A lot of these you will see are somewhat
redundant with what we saw for spot and
croaker, but there are some differences in
language, depending on the Technical
Committee’s take on the TORs. TOR 3 is to
develop models used to estimate population
parameters and reference points, and analyze
model performance.

TOR 4 is to discuss the effects of data strengths
and weaknesses on model inputs and outputs.
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TOR 5 is to state assumptions made for all models,
and explain the likely effects of assumption
violations on synthesis of input data and model
outputs. TOR 6 is to characterize uncertainty of
model estimates and reference points.

TOR 7 is to perform retrospective analyses, assess
magnitude and direction of retrospective patterns
detected, and discuss implications of any observed
retrospective pattern for uncertainty in population
parameters, reference points and or management
measures. TOR 8 is to recommend stock status as
related to reference points. TOR 9 is a sort of catch-
all for any other potential scientific issues facing the
red drum stocks.

The first sub-bullet here says compare trends in
population parameters and reference points, with
current and proposed modeling approaches. If
outcomes differ, discuss potential causes of
observed discrepancies and the second part here is
to compare reference points derived in this
assessment with what is known about the general
life history of the exploited stocks, explain any
inconsistencies. TOR 10, if a minority report has
been filed, explain majority reasoning against
adopting approach suggested in that report, the
minority report should explain reasoning against
adopting approach, suggested by the majority. TOR
11 is to develop detailed short- and long-term
prioritized lists of recommendations for future
research, data collection and assessment
methodology, and the final TOR, TOR 12 is to
recommend timing of the next benchmark
assessment and intermediate updates, if necessary,
relative to the biology and current management of
red drum.

That covers the TORs for red drum, and this is the
proposed timeline for the stock assessment. As with
spot and croaker, we have initiated the data request
here just a couple days ago to the Technical
Committee, and we’ll also be making a call to the
general public for any datasets out there that could
help inform the assessment.

We do have a data workshop scheduled tentatively
for June of this year. Then also anticipate two
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assessment workshops, one in March of 2024,
I’'m sorry, one in October of this year and then
the second in March of 2024. This will be a
SEDAR Peer Review, and we anticipate that
Review Workshop occurring in August of 2024.

Then plan on presenting the assessment and
peer review at the same time as the spot and
croaker assessments to the Sciaenids Board at
the Commission’s 2024 annual meeting. That is
what | had for the red drum assessment. | can
stop there and see if there are any questions.

CHAIR WOODWARD: All right, any questions for
Jeff on the red drum TORs? Jay.

DR. McNAMEE: leff, | was having the same sort
of thought as | had for spot and croaker, but I'll
kind of change it up. What | got to wondering
was, do you guys have any connection with the
folks in the EDAB Branch of NOAA? The reason |
ask that is, | think they’'ve been working really
hard to create these, they are awesome reports.

They are kind of like bio history reports. They
probably have all kinds of other information as
well. But | wondered if you guys were already
sort of dialed in, maybe you have somebody on
the Working Group from the EDAB folks. I'm
thinking NOAA might not be super involved with
these. But even if they’re not, it still may be
worth connecting with them, because | think a
lot of these things, they are sort of quantitated.

| think they can generate information. | could be
totally wrong about that, but it's worth
connecting with them to find out if there is any
you know products that they have available,
where you could plug in a different species and
generate some information from the datasets
that they are already working with. Hopefully
that made sense.

MR. KIPP: Yes, thanks. Most of the rounds of
these assessments there has not been a heavy
federal presence in those assessments. It was
more historically when they had a bigger part in
the management of red drum. | think it’s EDAB,
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I’'m not familiar with the acronym, Ecosystem Branch
there.

DR. McNAMEE: | think that is like Scott Larges crew,
it is the Ecosystem Dynamics and Assessment
Branch. [ think that’s what it stands for. Again, I'm
not trying to obligate their resources. | don’t have
that authority. It just popped into my head they may
be happy to talk to you about it, and they might have
something that is easy for them to produce.

MR. KIPP: Yes, thanks for bringing that up. That has
certainly been, | think a bigger consideration recently
for spot and croaker. It seems like there is a
significant environmental effect on those species.
But certainly, a good thing, and | think we will reach
out. We've had them in the past assessments.
Anyone representative from that branch who will
reach out and try to make a connection to those folks
for these assessments.

DR. McNAMEE: Just one last quick thing. Just how
I’'m kind of processing this. We have a gentleman on
the Black Sea Bass Working Group, Ricky Canberra, |
think his name is. Just to offer, he’s not involved
obviously with this at all, he’s on the black sea bass
one. But I'm hoping that gives you enough
information so people know what the heck Jay was
talking about at the Commission meeting. Thanks,
Jeff.

CHAIR  WOODWARD:
questions for Jeff? Erika.

Thanks, Jay, any other

MS. ERIKA BURGESS: Jeff, can you remind me what
the stock boundary that was used in the previous
assessment, and will that boundary be explored in
this assessment?

MR. KIPP: Yes, the stock boundary that was used in
the past assessment, there was a northern stock
and a southern stock, and the split between those
stocks is treated as the North Carolina/South
Carolina border. Certainly, stock boundary and stock
structure information will be reviewed as this had
been a benchmark stock assessment. We didn’t
explicitly identify that as a TOR, but it will be certainly
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a consideration by the TC and SAS during this
assessment.

MS. BURGESS: Thank you, and what is the
terminal year of data that you anticipate using?

MR. KIPP: It will be 2022.

MS. BURGESS: Okay. Florida recently changed
the regulations for red fish, but those took effect
mid-year in 2022. I’'m not sure how that is going
to complicate the assessment.

CHAIR WOODWARD: All right, any other
questions for Jeff? Seeing none; we will need
Policy Board approval of these TORs and
timelines, so we’ve got some motions prepared.
We’re going to have separate motions for spot
and croaker and for red drum. Let’s get that up.
| will entertain a motion from the Policy Board.
Mel.

MR. BELL: Yes, Mr. Chair, | move to approve the
Terms of Reference for the 2024 Red Drum
Benchmark Stock Assessment as presented
today.

CHAIR WOODWARD: | assume that’s a second
from Pat Geer. It is moved and seconded to
approve the Terms of Reference for the 2024
Red Drum Benchmark Stock Assessment as
presented today. Any discussion?  Any
objection to the motion? Seeing none; the
motion carries by unanimous consent. Thank
you. All right, and we’ve got a follow-up motion,
| think on spot and croaker. All right, so similar
situation. We need Policy Board approval here.
I'll entertain a motion to approve the Spot and
Croaker TORs. Lynn, are you willing to make that
motion?

MS. LYNN FEGLEY: | move to approve the Terms
of Reference for the 2024 Atlantic Croaker and
Spot Benchmark Stock Assessment as
presented today.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Second. (Mel Bell) It’s
move to approve the Terms of Reference for the
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2024 Atlantic Croaker and Spot Benchmark Stock
Assessment as presented today. It's supposed to be
debate; I'm struggling to use the word debate versus
discussion. Debate sounds so confrontational versus
discussion sounds so much more collegial.

Is there any debate on this motion? Anybody
online? All right, is there any objection to the
motion? Seeing none; the motion is approved by
unanimous consent. Thank you very much, and
thank you, Jeff. Carolyn Belcher, from Georgia. |
think she’s online. Do you have a question, Carolyn?

MS. CAROLYN BELCHER: Yes, can you all hear me,
okay?

CHAIR WOODWARD: Yes, got you.

MS. BELCHER: | just wanted to get on the record.
Doug and | had been discussing this a little while ago,
as Georgia was looking in to changing its regulations.
We had some requests from constituents about
looking at red drum. One of the things that came up
was a request to look at size limit changes. The only
information we had was the bag and size analysis
from 2002.

What we would like to, at least put on the record as
a request for after the assessment, that they redo
the bag and size analysis, regardless of the status
outcome. | know we didn’t do it on the last
assessment, because we did not have an overfishing
status. But again, for us to be able to maintain the
compliancy with the SPRs we kind of need to see
what they are. If we have some more interest from
our constituents to change the size, we would at
least like to be able to look at that in the context
moving forward.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Jeff, do you want to respond to
that?

MR. KIPP: Yes, thanks and that has been brought to
our attention this request, so yes, we will definitely
keep this on the radar as we move into that red drum
assessment.
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OTHER BUSINESS

MONKFISH SURVEY

CHAIR WOODWARD: All right, thank you, Jeff.
Thank you, Board. We have no noncompliance
findings, thankfully, so I'll move into Other
Business. First, | want to call on Emerson
Hasbrouck, to talk a little bit about a monkfish
survey.

MR. EMERSON C. HASBROUCK: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. The Cornell Marine Program, their
work, has just recently received funding through
the SK Program, to try to increase domestic local
demand for monkfish through product
development and audience expansion. | know
the Commission; | know that here at the
Commission we don’t do anything with
monkfish. But | would like some help with
something. We’re going to be working with
commercial fishermen and dealers and
processors, to develop an effective means of
promoting and marketing monkfish. We also
want to engage the public and consumers, to
encourage people to become familiar with
eating monkfish. Your input is valuable to our
project. We want to know who is interacting
with monkfish and how they are doing so, to help
us build our outreach program.

We also want input from people who are
unfamiliar with consuming monkfish. | would
ask that you take a few minutes when you have
a chance to fill out an online survey. Toni has the
link there, but well maybe you can see it if you're
looking on your laptop.

If you could log on sometime and take a survey,
or you can just Google the Cornell Marine
Program, and then when you get there just
search for monkfish. We have a couple of
different surveys, one is for consumers, one is for
fishermen, another for dealer/processors,
another for retailers, and another for restaurant.

Whatever category or multiple categories that
you think you fit into, please help us develop this
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marketing program, and fill out a survey. Again, even
if you’ve never eaten monkfish, even if you’ve never
thought about eating monkfish, that would also be
helpful to guide us in developing this program.
Thank you for your time.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Thank you, Emerson, any
questions for Emerson? All right, seeing none. If I've
eaten monkfish it was disguised as something else.
I'll certainly take the survey as an uninformed party,
so that will help you all out.

MR. HASBROUCK: That’s great, thank you. Monkfish
is actually very good, so if anybody ever has a chance
to try monkfish, | suggest that you try it. You’ll be up
for a pleasant surprise.

CHAIR WOODWARD: We have another item of Other
Business, want to call on Mike Ruccio.

FEDERAL ALLOCATION OF MENHADEN

MR. RUCCIO: | am pleased to see this on monkfish,
but I'm also personally disappointed if the price goes
through the roof. | get it on Fridays from my fish
monger, and it is delicious. Don’t sleep on monkfish,
it's great. At the risk of peeking at a bit of a scab
here. | wanted to revisit the issue of the Federal
Services voting on allocation matters before the
Commission.

As you know, we voted on Atlantic menhaden, and |
think that raised some eyebrows for some folks. We
had good conversation; | think following that vote. |
appreciate that as we’ve been here this week, we’ve
had the opportunity to speak with a number of
people one-on-one. | just wanted to kind of set some
context, set the record straight, and to some degree
put the Commission on notice. We are an equal
partner in this process. While we have not voted
historically on allocation issues, you know we do
vote on a number of matters.

We tend to as an Agency vote with prevailing
science, when it aligns with the overarching statutes,
our internal guidance, policies and practices. There
are a number of reasons that we may vote. We try
to be very clear and transparent about when and
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where we do exercise that right, particularly if
it’s not something that we’ve done in the past.
You know for an example, we might vote to bring
something to the floor for further discussion,
even if it's not something that we ultimately may
fully want to have go through, but we think that
development is necessary. That’s just one
example, you know, of how a partner in this
process may exercise that right. When it comes
to issues of allocation, | think something that you
probably heard quite a bit about and will
continue to hear a lot about from the Service, are
climate-ready fisheries. We have spent an awful
lot of time internally, thinking about how
oceanographic climate change is affecting fish
stocks.

| think for a number of the species that are
Commission managed, you can see the writing
on the wall. There is redistribution happening.
The productivity is changing. With those things
we have built very stovepipe systems, including
in some cases our allocations that are based
solely on historic use of the resource.

Our point is not to vote in an effort to create
different winners and losers in the allocation
scheme, because allocation is one of the hardest
things that | think we as fishery managers ever
have to enter into and deal with, because it does,
it creates winners and losers. But our desire is to
see more dynamic allocation systems, things
that are adaptive, and consider ow these
changes will play out, and get us into phases
where we can respond in turn.

You know | commend; the Commission has been
very active in the ongoing Scenario Planning
effort. We think things like this that kind of is
forward looking, and trying to envision what
fisheries may look like, and then develop
adaptive tools around those, rather than kind of
static allocations, are one way to go forward with
climate-ready fisheries. Really value that effort
and that conversation. It’s not to say that it has
to be all or nothing, right?
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There is room and a place for consideration of
historic use in allocation. It doesn’t have to be just
that though. There can be different allocation
schemes that have both that as part of the
foundation, as well as things that look for a dynamic
or adaptable changes over time. You know we have
as always, | think, tried to be good partners in the
process. We're happy to talk with folks away from
the table. We're happy to try to provide our
justifications at the table.

You know we like to operate on a no-surprise
principal. | think you know in this specific instance
we’re talking about with menhaden, we went to
some great lengths to try to establish our rationale.
But it was new, and that was the first time, so | think
people may not have appreciated where we're
going, in terms of that vote at the time being.

I'm happy to answer additional questions, but just
wanted to try to clear the air and get some additional
context on that. It’s not to say that anytime the word
allocation is involved that means that we’re going to
have a vote or we’re going to have a say. Each of
these things, as you all know, is kind of addressed on
the individual merits and the circumstances that
arise. I'll leave it at that, and happy to answer any
qguestions or respond to any clarifying comments.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Thank you very much, Mike,
for that. | appreciate it. | think any time there is a
perceived or real departure from historical activities
that our first instinct is to think that something is
bad. Well, that may not always be the case. |
appreciate your thoughtfulness in coming before us
and presenting that background and context for us.
John Clark.

MR. JOHN CLARK: Thank you, Mike. | did ask the
question at the Menhaden Board, and | certainly
understand the reasons and as you say, you're a full
partner, the Services are. | just caution that when it
comes to some of these fraught allocation issues, |
don’t know that it really does the Services much
good to be seen as putting their finger on the scale
one way or the other. | mean a lot of these species,
yes, they are responding to climate change.
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But there is also obviously in the states where
they were historically, in certain cases they are
still there in large numbers too. It's a very
difficult situation, but I’'m just saying, | think the
Services need to be careful, because you do work
with all the states, and it can be seen as bias on
the part of the Services in certain cases. But |
appreciate the reasoning you gave and all that. |
was just curious at that time, because it seemed
a bit out of character for the Services to be voting
on that. Thanks.

CHAIR WOODWARD: All right, Pat Keliher, and
then I'll go to you, Eric.

MR. KELLIHER: Mike, thanks for those
comments. In the face of climate change and
shifting stocks, | think it is becoming much more
appropriate, actually for the Service to weigh in
on those particular issues. | think as it pertains
to just historic allocations, without those
overlays of environmental influences, it's maybe
not pertinent to weigh in.

But | think certainly with shifting stocks and what
we’re dealing with, having an equal partner but
maybe an unbiased partner. You know the
allocation conversations around this table are
the hardest ones we have. Allocation begins
with, | won’t say begins with, but it has four
letters. | think it's appropriate. | for one
appreciate it. Thank you.

CHAIR WOODWARD: All right, Eric.

MR. ERIC REID: Thank you, Mr. Ruccio. Those
are great comments. | guess my comment goes
to not necessarily ASMFC as a solo act. When we
meet jointly with the Mid-Atlantic to discuss
allocation, and not necessarily, | mean allocation
between one sector and another. It would be
really helpful to me, to have a better idea what
the Services interpretation of the National
Standards are right up front.

| mean my interpretation of the National
Standards may not be, as always, what my equal
partner at the end of the table, because at the
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end of the day they make the final decision, and that
interpretation is not necessarily equal. But just to
get some clarification on those particular items.

Earlier in the process would be really helpful to me.
| do appreciate Mr. Ruccio’s comments, and for me
personally he’s a great partner, and the rest of the
Service is a great partner as well. It's not a
disparaging comment, it’s just come for some clarity
a little earlier in the process.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Anyone else? Yes, as has been
said, allocation is probably the most difficult piece of
gristle that we have to chew on. Sometimes we
don’t know whether to swallow it or spit it out, but
we still have it. Fair and equitable is like art, it’s
oftentimes in the eye of the beholder, and it just
probably will continue to be one of the most vexing
issues.

It's vexing when things are stable, it becomes
increasingly so when our futures are changing in
ways that none of us could have ever predicted or
contemplated.  Again, Mike, thank you. We
appreciate the partnership and appreciate your
candor about that. | think the main thing is to keep
those lines of communication open. Most
misunderstandings come when people don’t have a
full appreciation for the other one’s point of view. |
think the more we can keep those lines of
communication open, the better off we’ll all be. Bill
Hyatt.

MR. HYATT: Yes, Rick Jacobson of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service asked me to bring up a question for
him. He had to leave quickly to go grab a flight. I'm
looking at his question. | suspect this is something
that might not be able to be answered on the spot,
but somebody might need to be able to get back to
Rick on it. Rick wanted to know, could the
Commission provide an update on progress on
developing alternatives for public engagement to
reassess risk tolerance parameters incorporated in
the horseshoe crab/red knot model.

MS. KERNS: | can answer that question, as a matter
of fact, Bill. We promised at the May meeting of the
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Horseshoe Crab Board, and we still will be
bringing that at the May meeting.

ADJOURNMENT

CHAIR WOODWARD: Okay, any other business,
closing comments? If not, I'll entertain a motion
from the Policy Board to adjourn. Mike.

MR. RUCCIO: Seeing we have this federal
partnership, I'll make such a motion, Mr. Chair.
Motion to adjourn.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Well, it's always
appreciated. Is there a second? All right, a
second. | assume there is no objection to
adjournment.  Seeing none; we will stand
adjourned. Thank you everybody.

(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 10:30
a.m. on Thursday, February 2, 2023)
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Commissioner Survey Results Summary

March 24, 2023

The following is a summary of the information gathered through the Commissioner survey. The
responses are divided into short-term issues, long-term issues and drivers of change. Short-term issues
are ones we can likely act upon in the coming months with some guidance from the Policy Board on
achievable targets for the upcoming quarterly meetings. Long-term issues will take more deliberation.
We'll need to choose what to prioritize, how we should address each of these issues and create action
plans from there. Drivers of change are issues that are likely beyond the control of the Commission.
There are grey areas between each of these categories. Some issues may need to be shifted between
categories.

As noted at the Policy Board Meeting, 29 commissioners responded to the survey. Scores largely didn’t
change from year to year. Commissioner open-ended responses to Questions 17-20 (Q17: What is the
single biggest obstacle to the Commission's success in rebuilding stocks, Q18: What are the most useful
products the Commission produces for you, Q19: What additional products could the Commission create
to make your job easier, Q20: What issue(s) should the Commission focus more attention/time on) were
compiled and summarized.

Short-Term Issues:

e Releasing meeting materials earlier, with a larger focus on brevity and clarity
e Improving the efficiency of meetings
e Summaries of lengthy documents, easier access to graphs and tables

Long-Term Issues:

e Bureaucracy and Federal Partnership

e Following science and not political pressures

e Methods to shift stock allocations

e Greater incorporation of ecological considerations in decision making
e Legislative changes

e  Conflicts with offshore wind

e Implementation of risk and uncertainty policy

Drivers of change:

e (Climate change and unpredictable environmental conditions
e Stocks not responding to management decisions
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MEMORANDUM

TO: ISFMP Policy Board
FROM: Toni Kerns, Fisheries Policy Director
DATE: April 12,2023

SUBJECT: Paths to Consider Atlantic Bonito and False Albacore for an Interstate Fishery Management
Plan (FMP)

The ISFMP Policy Board discussed the possibility of adding Atlantic bonito and false albacore to the
Commission’s portfolio of managed species at the 2023 Winter Meeting. A few board members raised
concerns that these species are seeing seasonal increased landings of juvenile fish in state waters.
There is not a federal FMP for either species nor are there any state only regulations or FMPs. The
Policy Board tasked staff to outline possible paths to consider for management.

The addition of one or both of these species will impact the work load of the ISFMP and Science
department at the Commission. The ISFMP department would need to add another FMP Coordinator
or measurably change the priorities of other Commission managed species. In addition, states would
need staff to populate a technical committee, stock assessment committee, plan development team
and plan review team.

Possible Paths for Management
State Initiated Measures

The majority of the 15 Atlantic coastal states could take action without a Commission FMP, although it
can take longer (3-18 months) for some states to implement measures when compared to
implementing Commission FMP measures (see Table 1). North Carolina and Massachusetts are
currently considering regulations for false albacore and Atlantic bonito, respectively.

Commission FMP

1. White Paper: Staff could develop a white paper to investigate information on one or both
species. The white paper would include the following, if available: distribution, habitat, life
history, landings, and management history. The white paper would be similar to what was
produced for whelk.

2. Fishery Improvement Project (FIP): A FIP is a step-wise, multi-stakeholder effort to improve
fishing practices and management so that species, habitats, and people can all thrive. They
often strive to a achieve a sustainability certification. FIPs use the private sector to incentivize
new, more sustainable practices in a fishery and seek to make sure these changes endure for
the long-term. FIPs typically have the below main elements. Staff is not aware of current
investment for a FIP from any seafood companies or the supply chain. Without this investment
it could be difficult to initiate an FIP. Given the limited commercial harvest of these species an
FIP may be difficult to initiate.
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e Active participation of seafood companies in the supply chain and others involved in the fishery
including government regulators, non-governmental organizations, scientists, fishery managers,
and fishers.

e Public commitment to the FIP and investment (monetary or in-kind) in its execution.

o C(lear objectives with set timelines, including a work plan with an associated budget and
deadlines to achieve the project’s objectives, where progress is tracked, documented, and
publicly reported.

Table 1. State ability to regulate a species with out a Commission FMP and timing to implement measures
without a Commission FMP.

Can set measures withouta  Does having a Commission FMP or not have an

Commission FMP impact on how long it takes to implement
regulations
Yes No
Yes No, but stock status can hasten
implementation. Generally ~90-120 days to
implement
No, but could match federal N/A
regulations
\[elfiar@=ielilizl No, but can do a state FMP. Yes, can take action as soon as the FMP is in
The state is considering place. To start a new FMP (e.g. false albacore)
rulemaking for false can take 2-3 years
albacore
No but could follow federal N/A
measures
Yes No
Yes, but will take min of 12- Yes, with an FMP can be ~3-4 months
18 months
Yes, but outcome less Yes, FMP actions as quickly as ~“1 month; other
certain without FMP actions at least 6 months
Yes Yes, FMP actions take a few weeks for
implementation. Non-FMP take 12-18 months
Rhode Island {5 No, but it changes the authorities with which
the state files, timing could be impacted by
level of support
Yes No

New Yes Yes, depends on level of support for action
Hampshire

Maine Yes Yes and no. Normal rulemaking is ~90 days.
Can do emergency rule for more immediate
action but it is only for 90 days so a normal rule
must be run concurrent with the emergency
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Daniel J. McKiernan, Director
FROM: Gregory Skomal, Recreational Fisheries Project Manager
DATE: April 12,2023

SUBJECT: Proposal to Establish a Minimum Size for Atlantic Bonito

Overview

In recent years, the agency has received numerous reports of small, young-of-the-year (YOY)
Atlantic bonito (Sarda sarda) being encountered and harvested by recreational fishermen in large
quantities in Massachusetts waters and the Gulf of Maine. It appears that YOY bonito can be
targeted in schools, like Atlantic mackerel, and are being harvested for bait to catch bluefin tuna
and striped bass, particularly in Cape Cod Bay. Several recreational fishermen have expressed
concern that taking large quantities of these small fish, coupled with the lack of regulations for
this species, could lead to a population decline. The status of the Atlantic bonito population is
unknown and there are no federal, regional, and state regulations currently in place.

As per your request, the Recreational Fisheries Project compiled commercial and recreational
catch data, length frequency data, and life history information for Atlantic bonito for the purpose
of producing a minimum size recommendation. Taking into consideration their rapid growth rate,
the estimated size at maturity of 15 inches fork length (FL), the length frequency distribution
obtained from regional recreational fisheries catch data, and feedback from recreational anglers,
we recommend a minimum size of 16 inches FL.

Background

The Atlantic bonito is a member of the family Scombridae, which includes the mackerels and
tunas. Cousins of the Atlantic bonito include common recreational species like the Atlantic
mackerel (Scomber scombrus), the false albacore or little tunny (Euthynnus alletteratus), and the
Atlantic bluefin tuna (Thunnus thynnus). Like these closely related species, the bonito is built for
speed with a streamline, torpedo-shaped body, two dorsal fins, and a series of small “finlets”
leading to a well-forked, bony tail supported by lateral keels. The Atlantic bonito is often
confused with the skipjack tuna (Katsuwonus pelamis) and the false albacore, but can be readily
differentiated by the 5 to 11 oblique continuous dark stripes on its back against a steel blue or
blue-green background; the belly of the bonito is silvery with no stripes (skipjack tuna) or spots
(false albacore).



Distribution and Habitat

The Atlantic bonito lives in tropical and temperate waters throughout the Atlantic Ocean. In the
western North Atlantic, it can be found from Nova Scotia to Argentina. The Atlantic bonito
migrates seasonally north and south along the eastern seaboard of the US and is commonly found
in Massachusetts waters from July to October.

As an epipelagic and neritic species, the Atlantic bonito is a schooling fish that lives in the top
levels of the water column in our coastal waters. It is known to occasionally enter estuaries and
bays, which is typical along Cape Cod and the Islands. The bonito is generally thought to occur
in a broad water temperature range of 54 to 81°F.

Life History

With a relatively large mouth armed with sharp teeth, the bonito is a voracious predator of
smaller fishes like mackerels, menhaden, silversides, and sand lance as well as squid. Like all
other tunas, the Atlantic bonito is a powerful, fast swimmer and ram ventilator, which means that
it must always swim forward to force water over its gills. In Massachusetts waters, schools of
bonito are often seen streaking at the surface and leaping from the water as they herd and attack
prey. These schools become an easy target for anglers in search of this gamefish.

Although the bonito is a common species in US waters, virtually nothing is known about its life
history in the western North Atlantic. Based on research conducted in the eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean, where it is exploited by a variety of fisheries, this species is fast growing,
attaining an average length of 17 inches FL and reaching maturity within the first year. Atlantic
bonito grow up to 32 inches and live as long as five years. According to the International Game
Fish Association, the current world record bonito is 18 Ibs. 4 oz. taken in the Azores in 1953, but
several international line and tippet class records have been set in Massachusetts waters. The
current Massachusetts Saltwater Derby record is 13 1bs. 8§ oz.

The reproductive biology of the Atlantic bonito is unknown in the western North Atlantic, but
spawning is thought to occur in the late spring and early summer off the east coast of the US.
During the fall, small (5-9 inch) young-of-the-year bonito have been documented off the coast of
Long Island. In recent years, we have received numerous reports of large quantities of these
small bonito being taken by anglers off the coast of Massachusetts and in the Gulf of Maine.
Length frequency data collected by the Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP)
survey from 2018-2022 clearly show these young fish (Figure 1). The abundance of young fish
in our region is a testament to their rapid growth rate and might be indicative of warming New
England waters.

Fisheries

The Atlantic bonito is a widespread species that has been historically harvested by commercial
and recreational fisheries along the eastern seaboard of the US. Annual commercial landings
largely associated with net fisheries increased in the 1970’s and 80’s, peaking at 1.8 million
pounds in 1994, then catches steadily declined in subsequent years. Since 2012, annual
commercial landings have fluctuated between 25-81 thousand pounds with an average of about
50,000 Ibs. per year worth approximately $103K (Figure 2). Over this time period, three states
accounted for 91% of commercial landings: Rhode Island (46%), North Carolina (28%), and
New Jersey (17%). Although the Massachusetts fishery for Atlantic bonito is primarily



recreational, commercial landings have been, on average, about 1,300 Ibs. per year (range: 171-
3,500 1bs.) from 2012-2021, representing only 3% of total US Atlantic landings (Figure 2).
Based on SAFIS data, the predominant commercial gear type for this nominal commercial
fishery in Massachusetts is rod and reel and occasional catches by fish weirs (stationary pound
nets).

With its incredible speed and power, the Atlantic bonito is a highly prized gamefish targeted by
recreational anglers. Since 2012, MRIP estimates of total recreational catch of Atlantic bonito
along the entire eastern seaboard (ME to FL) have fluctuated annually with no apparent trend,
and in the range of 44,000-537,000 individual fish with an average of 244,000 fish per year
(Figure 3). MRIP estimated that, on average, 60% of these fish are released each year. The states
of Massachusetts (35%), New Jersey (31%), North Carolina (15%), and Rhode Island (8%)
accounted for 89% of the catch (Figure 3). From 2012-2022, Massachusetts anglers caught an
average of 84,700 (range: 2,200 - 402,552) Atlantic bonito per year. It should be noted, however,
that the annual state-specific MRIP catch estimates for this species have generally high PSE
values (>50) and are, therefore, very imprecise.

Recreational catch estimates derived from the NMFS Large Pelagics Survey, which only samples
boat fishermen from Virginia through Maine during June-October, are considerably lower. For
the period 2012-2022, these estimates range from 700 to 15,000 fish annually, with an average of
about 5,800 per year. As was the case with MRIP estimates, a high proportion (51%) were
released each year. Also consistent with MRIP, Massachusetts (36%) and New Jersey (32%)
accounted for the bulk of the catch, followed by Connecticut/Rhode Island (11%) and New York
(10%); North Carolina is not sampled by the LPS. The LPS estimated that Massachusetts vessel
anglers caught an average of 2,060 (range: 37-9,555) Atlantic bonito per year from 2012-2022.
LPS catch estimates, however, also have high PSE values.

The annual Martha’s Vineyard Striped Bass and Bluefish Derby has been targeting Atlantic
Bonito and compiling catch data since 1987 (Figure 4). This event draws more than 3,000
registered participants that fish from shore and boats for the five week-long event every
September into October. The Derby imposes a minimum size of 21 inches for Atlantic bonito.
Since 1987, bonito landings have ranged from 110-696 fish with an annual average of 293 fish.
With the exception of five peak years early in the time series (1987-1988, 1992-1994), the
number of Atlantic bonito weighed annually does not appear to be trending up or down since
1995 (Figure 4).

Management

There is no historical or current population assessment for the Atlantic bonito. As a result, it is a
largely unregulated species in federal and state waters in the US. The only exception is the state
of Florida, which categorizes the Atlantic bonito as an “unregulated” species with a default
recreational bag limit of 100 pounds per day. On an international scale, the Atlantic bonito is
listed as “least concern” by the International Union for Conservation of Nature. Although the
International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) manages Atlantic
bonito under the Small Tunas Group, there are currently no regulations in effect.



Proposed Minimum Size

Atlantic bonito is a relatively fast-growing species, attaining maturity during the first year at
about 15 inches FL. Based on MRIP length measurements, Massachusetts anglers essentially
encounter two general size classes: YOY in the 5-9 inch range and adults >15 inches (Figure 5).
It is clear in the length data that this is true throughout the New England region, where pulses of
YOY have been encountered to varying degrees over the last five years (Figure 1).

We could consider a local (Massachusetts) minimum size in the 12-14 inch range and that would
prevent harvest of YOY in our local waters. If a more regional approach is sought, then based on
these regional data, a minimum size of 16 inches could be considered and would eliminate the
retention of YOY Atlantic bonito and, assuming the length distribution is reflective of the catch,
not impact the bulk of the fishery (reduction of about 20%). Given the estimated length at
maturity, 16 inches will protect juvenile fish and allow for modest levels of reproduction prior to
harvest.

However, it should be noted that based on MRIP length frequency data, the southern states (VA,
NC, SC) catch bonito over a much broader size range; the 10-15 inch size range comprises about
38% of the catch (Figure 5). While the 16-inch minimum size is not likely to impact New
England anglers, this might not be the case for these southern states, assuming the MRIP size
distribution reflects the catch.
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Figure 1. Length frequency distribution of Atlantic bonito captured in New England states,
2018-2022. Vertical lines indicate estimated size at maturity (red) and proposed minimum size

(blue). Source: MRIP.
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Figure 5. Frequency distributions for Atlantic bonito captured in Massachusetts (top), New
England (middle), and South Carolina, North Carolina, and Virginia (bottom), 2018-2022, with
cumulative frequencies (green line), estimated size at sexual maturity (red line), and proposed
minimum size (blue line). Source: MRIP.



MID-ATLANTIC| g %‘”\ &

o

~_

Summer Flounder, Scup, Black Sea Bass, and Bluefish
Recreational Harvest Control Rule 2.0 Framework/Addenda

Draft Action Plan
4/13/2023

https://www.mafmec.org/actions/hcr-framework-addenda

Framework/Addenda Goal: This management action is being developed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery
Management Council (Council) and the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (Commission).
This is a follow-on action to the Recreational Harvest Control Rule Framework/Addenda, which
implemented the Percent Change Approach for setting recreational management measures. In adopting
the Percent Change Approach, the Council and the Commission’s Interstate Fishery Management
Program Policy Board (Policy Board) agreed that it should sunset by the end of 2025 with the goal of
considering if an improved measures setting process should be used starting with the 2026 measures.
The Council and Policy Board agreed that the other alternatives in the Recreational Harvest Control
Rule Framework/Addenda should be further developed, including consideration of fishing mortality-
based approaches, example management measures, and concerns raised by the Council’s Scientific and
Statistical Committee (SSC) during their spring 2022 review of the alternatives.

Alternatives to be Considered: In June 2022, the Council and Policy Board passed the following
motion when taking final action on the Recreational Harvest Control Rule Framework/Addenda: “Move
to further develop Alt. B (Pct Change Approach), Alt. D (Biological Reference Point Approach) and Alt.
E (Biomass Based Matrix Approach) for implementation no later than the beginning of the 2026 fishing
year. Further development should consider, at minimum, F-based approaches for Alt. B and
development of measures using modeling or other approaches for Alts. D and E. Further evaluate the
issue of “borrowing” as raised by the SSC for alt B, D, and E.”! These alternatives are briefly described
below and are described in detail in the reference guide and final framework document for the previous
action. The Council and Policy Board may also identify other alternatives to address the objectives of
the action.

e Percent Change Approach — This approach was implemented starting with the 2023
recreational management measures for summer flounder, scup, and black sea bass. It will also be
used for bluefish once that stock is no longer under a rebuilding plan. Under the Percent Change
Approach, a determination is made to either liberalize, restrict, or leave measures unchanged
based on two factors: 1) Comparison of a confidence interval around an estimate of expected
harvest under status quo measures to the average recreational harvest limit (RHL) for the
upcoming two years and 2) Biomass compared to the target level, as defined by the most recent
stock assessment. These two factors are used to define a target harvest level for setting
management measures. The target is defined as a percentage difference from expected harvest
under status quo measures.

¢ Biological Reference Point Approach and Biological Based Matrix Approach - These
alternatives use a combination of indicators to place the stock in one of multiple potential
management measure “bins.” The indicators vary by alternative and include expected harvest

! The report from the SSC review is available at https://www.mafmc.org/ssc-meetings/2022/may10-11.
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under status quo measures, biomass compared to the target level, fishing mortality, recruitment,
and/or trends in biomass. Bins associated with poor indicators would have more restrictive
management measures and bins with positive indicators would have more liberal measures.
Measures would be assigned to all bins the first time the approach is used through the
specifications process.

Target metric for setting measures — The previous framework/addenda considered if
recreational measures in state and federal waters should collectively aim to achieve a target level
of harvest (e.g., based on the RHL), recreational dead catch (e.g., based on the recreational
annual catch limit), or fishing mortality.

Other alternatives — This new management action may consider other alternatives, as
appropriate. For example, this could include potential revisions to the accountability measures,
considerations related to conservation equivalency, and other topics.



Draft Timeline — Subject to change
. e Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT)/Plan Development Team
Spring 2023 (PDTgnyHne dg ( ) p

e FMAT/PDT meetings to review previously considered alternatives,
lessons learned from first application of Percent Change Approach and
use of Recreational Demand Model for setting 2023 measures, and initial
discussions of path forward, including potential role of the Scientific and
Statistical Committee (SSC).

e May 11 Monitoring Committee (MC)/Technical Committee (TC)
meeting to discuss process used to set 2023 measures and potential future
improvements.

e Council and Policy Board meeting to review progress and discuss next
steps, including potential role for the SSC.

e FMAT/PDT meetings to continue development of alternatives.

Fall 2023 e AP meeting to review progress and provide input (potentially combined
with AP meeting for 2024 recreational measures).

e Council and Policy Board meeting to review progress and discuss next
steps

e FMAT/PDT meetings to continue development of alternatives and
develop draft document for public hearings.

e Council and Policy Board meeting to approve final range of alternatives

Spring and Summer 2023

August 2023

December 2023

Early 2024 - Summer 2024

August 2024 and approve draft document for public hearings through Commission
process

Fall 2024 e Public hearings

Late 2024/Early 2025 o FMAT/PDT and AP meetings to provide input to Council and Policy
Board prior to final action.

April 2025 Council and Policy Board meeting for final action.

Development, review, and revisions of framework/addenda documents.
Federal rulemaking.

MC/TC use new process to set 2026 recreational measures.

Effective date of implemented changes.

Spring-December 2025

Late 2025 or early 2026
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Recreational Sector Separation and Catch Accounting Amendment to the
Summer Flounder, Scup, and Black Sea Bass and Bluefish Fishery Management Plans

Draft Action Plan
2/22/2023

Amendment Goal: The purpose of this amendment is to review and consider options for managing for-
hire recreational fisheries separately from other recreational modes (referred to as sector separation) as
well as options related to recreational catch accounting, such as private angler reporting and enhanced
vessel trip reporting (VTR) requirements for the summer flounder, scup, black sea bass, and bluefish
fisheries. This action aims to address expressed interest in sector separation to make better use of for-
hire VTR data, which some anglers perceive as being more accurate than the Marine Recreational
Information Program (MRIP) data. In addition, this action considers options to improve recreational
catch accounting with the intent to reduce uncertainty in the recreational data. This amendment is being
developed by the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) and Atlantic States Marine
Fisheries Commission (Commission).

Types of Measures Expected to be Considered: The Council and the Commission’s Interstate Fishery
Management Program Policy Board (Policy Board) will review and consider options for managing for-
hire recreational fisheries separately from other recreational modes (referred to as sector separation) as
well as options related to recreational catch accounting for summer flounder, scup, black sea bass, and
bluefish. In previous conversations on these issues, the types of measures for potential consideration
included:

Sector separation

e No action/status quo

e Managing the recreational for-hire and private/rental fisheries with separate allocations of catch
or harvest, including possible options for:

o Separate Annual Catch Limits (ACLs) for each recreational sector
o Separate Recreational Sub-ACLs for each recreational sector
o Separate Recreational Harvest Limits (RHLs)

e Managing the recreational for-hire and private/rental fisheries with separate management
measures (bag limits, size limit, seasons, or other measures). Although this is already done for
some species/state/mode combinations, this amendment may consider a more uniform approach
to separate measures. If the Council and Policy Board choose to prioritize separate measures
over other types of sector separation, an amendment may not be necessary depending on the
options considered.

Recreational catch accounting
e No action/status quo
e Mandatory private angler reporting
e Tagging programs (i.e., anglers or groups of anglers are issued tags for specific number of fish
each year)
e Mandatory tournament reporting



e Enhanced VTR requirements
e Voluntary angler reporting programs to supplement or enhance recreational survey programs

Expected Amendment Timeline:

This amendment was initiated in October 2020 along with several other Recreational Reform Initiative
Topics. However, in February 2021, work on this amendment was put on hold to prioritize development
of the Recreational Harvest Control Rule Framework/Addenda. In December 2022 the Council and
Policy Board agreed to continue to develop the Recreational Sector Separation and Catch Accounting

Amendment.

The expected amendment timeline (as of January 2023; assuming an environmental assessment; subject

to change) is as follows:

Spring/Summer 2023

Form Fishery Management Action Team (FMAT)/ Plan Development Team
(PDT)

Summer-Fall 2023

FMAT/PDT develops issues for consideration and draft scoping document.
Possible Advisory Panel (AP) and Monitoring Committee discussion.

December 2023

Council and Policy Board approve a scoping and public information document
for public comment

January-February 2024

Scoping hearings and comment period

APs review scoping comments and provide input to Council and Policy Board

Spring 2024 on scope of amendment and possible approaches
FMAT/PDT reviews scoping comments and AP input and provides

Spring 2024 recommendations to Council and Policy Board on scope of amendment and
possible approaches

. Council and Policy Board review scoping comments and FMAT and AP

Spring 2024 L .
recommendations; define scope of action

Summer 2024 FMAT/PDT begins to develop draft alternatives

August 2024 Council and Policy Board review preliminary alternatives
Continued FMAT/PDT development and analysis of alternatives; AP input on

Fall 2024 .
draft alternatives

December 2024 Coupcﬂ anq Policy Board approve ﬁnal range of alternatives for inclusion in a
public hearing document/Commission draft amendment document

Winter 2025 FMAT/PDT develops public hearing document/Commission draft amendment
document

. Council and Policy Board approve public hearing document; Policy Board

Spring 2025 .
approves draft amendment document for public comment

Spring/Summer 2025 Public hearings and comment period

Spring/Summer 2025 AP meetlng to prov1d§ input on preferred alternatives; FMAT/PDT meeting to
provide recommendations to Council/Board

August 2025 Final action

Fall 2025 Staff develop and submit draft environmental assessment (EA)

Winter 2026 NMEFS and other agencies review EA; final edits completed; Rulemaking and
comment periods (4-7 months after EA finalized)

TBD Target effective date (may or may not need to line up with start of fishing year

depending on measures approved)
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Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
¢ 7 800 North State Street, Suite 201, Dover, DE 19901
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MEMORANDUM
Date: May 26, 2022
To: Council
From: Brandon Muffley, Council staff
Subject: Research Set-Aside Program Redevelopment — Background and

Meeting Materials

On Wednesday, June 8, 2022, the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Council) will
consider the potential redevelopment of the Council’s Research Set-Aside (RSA) program. The
Council suspended the RSA program in 2014 due to a variety of concerns associated with the
program that included administrative, enforcement and science issues. Initially included as part
of the 2020 Implementation Plan, the Council supported the initiation of a workshop to review
and consider the potential redevelopment of the RSA program. However, due to delays and
planning considerations caused by the pandemic, the workshop was delayed until 2021. From
July 2021 through February 2022, the Research Steering Committee (RSC) held a series of four
exploration workshops? focusing on the key issues of RSA research, funding mechanisms, and
enforcement, monitoring, and administration. In addition, the RSC held several meetings during
this time to review the input from the workshops and develop a draft framework for a potentially
revised RSA program that would seek to address the issues of the original RSA program. The
workshops and RSC meetings were aided by input and guidance from the Scientific and
Statistical Committee’s (SSC) Economic Work Group who provided technical information and
strategic advice regarding economic considerations and trade-offs associated with different
components of a revised RSA program.

At the June meeting, staff will provide the Council with a presentation on a potential draft RSA
framework, draft RSA program elements, and recommendations developed by the RSC for
Council consideration. The SSC Economic Work Group will also present an overview of their
final report regarding takeaways from their engagement in the process and economic
considerations for a potential revised RSA program. The Council will then decide whether or not
to continue the process of redeveloping the RSA program and further refine the framework and
recommendations identified by the RSC. While the decision in June regarding the RSA program
will be made by the Council, state partner engagement and support will be critical for any further
RSA considerations given their significant role in the dockside administration and
implementation of any RSA program. In addition, if/when appropriate, any potential
management action considered by the Council through an omnibus framework or amendment

L For more information about the RSA workshops including the final reports and workshop materials, please visit:
https://www.mafmc.org/workshop/rsa.
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would need to be developed cooperatively with the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

for jointly managed species to ensure a consistent and compatible RSA program across fishery
management plans.

Materials listed below are provided for Council consideration of this agenda item. Council
members may also want to review the Workshop #4 summary report (Workshop #4 Summary)
for additional background information on the RSA program alternatives identified in the decision
tree tables that the RSC and workshop participants considered for further evaluation.

Materials behind the tab:
e April 27, 2022 Research Steering Committee meeting summary
e Comparisons between old and a potentially revised RSA program
e SSC Economic Work Group RSA final report and appendices

The following supplemental document is available online:
e Staff Memo: "RSA Program Issues" dated July 30, 2014
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MID-ATLANTIC

FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

Potential Redevelopment of the Mid-Atlantic Council’s Research Set-
Aside (RSA) Program
Comparisons between previous and revised draft RSA programs
May 2022

The revised draft RSA program goals, objectives, and program elements provided here reflect
the final decisions made by the Mid-Atlantic Council’s Research Steering Committee at their
April 27, 2022 meeting?.

Goals and Objectives
Previous RSA program:

As specified in Framework Adjustment 1 in 2002
Goal: The purpose of the RSA program is to support research and the collection of additional
data that would otherwise be unavailable. The Mid-Atlantic Council wishes to encourage
collaborative efforts between the public, research institutions, and government in broadening
the scientific base upon which management decisions are made. Reserving a small portion
of the annual harvest of a species to subsidize the research costs of vessel operations and
scientific expertise is considered an important investment in the future of the nation's
fisheries.
Objectives:
1. Facilitate the collection of data that the Council and public deem important for
fishery management purposes.
2. Create a mechanism whereby the data collected can be reviewed and certified
acceptable for use by NMFS scientists and those individuals involved in the fishery
management process.

In 2011, the Council considered a revised RSA program goal and identified five core principles
(https://www.mafmc.org/s/2011a 2011-02 RSA-Committee.pdf, see page 2). Not clear if ever
approved and implemented.

Revised draft RSA program:

1 The April 27, 2022 Research Steering Committee meeting summary can be found on the June 2022 Council
meeting webpage at: https://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2022/june-2022-council-meeting.
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The goals and the associated objectives are in priority order.

Goal 1: Produce quality, appropriately peer-reviewed research that maximizes benefits to the
Council, management partners, and the public and enhances the Council’s understanding of its
managed resources (Research)
Objectives:
1. Support more applied management-focused research activities.
2. Higher priority on proposed RSA projects whose results would likely have timely
application to species management.
3. Discourage commitments to longer-term monitoring projects.
Ensure all data collected (funding and research) through the RSA program is open
access.

Goal 2: Ensure effective monitoring, accountability, and enforcement of RSA quota
(Enforcement and Administration)
Objectives:
1. Apply enhanced, adaptive, and consistent enforcement standards and controls.
2. Ensure compliance with the reporting and use of the RSA quota.
3. Increase state-federal science, enforcement, and administration collaboration and
cooperation.
4. Minimize law enforcement and administrative (agency and researcher) burdens.
5. Provide support for administrative and law enforcement activities.
6. Improve states’ ability to revoke RSA fishing privileges.

Goal 3: Generate resources to fund research projects that align with the priorities of the Council
(Funding)
Objectives:
1. Maximize revenues from RSA quota.
2. Provide equitable opportunity to fund research across all Council-managed species.
3. Increase scientific and industry partnerships.
4. Evaluate fairness in fishing community access to RSA quota.

Goal 4: Foster collaboration and trust between scientific and fishing communities and the
general public
Objectives:
1. Ensure an open, accountable, and transparent process through all steps (funding
and research) of the RSA program.
2. Ensure all data collected (funding and research) through the RSA program is open
access.
3. Increase scientific and industry partnerships.
Evaluate fairness in fishing community access to RSA quota.
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Program Elements

Green italicized text indicates RSC has considered but not made a recommendation; Purple italicized text

indicates Committee recommendations for state(s) consideration.

Program element/Area
of concern

Old program

Revised draft program

Administration and enforcement

Call-
in/notification/reporting
requirements

Pre-trip notification to IVR system
(implemented in 2014)

6-hour, if less —immediately upon
leaving fishing grounds, pre-landing
notification with pounds harvested,
VTR serial number and port of landing
(implemented in 2014)

Was to be “real time” notification to
law enforcement of all planned RSA
activities (unclear if happened)
Federal vessels landings through IVR,
paper VTR, and dealer reports
Encouraged state vessels to submit
electronically to ACCSP

Require a 24-hour pre-trip notification
to declare what species, port of landing
and anticipated time of landing
Implement standardized reporting for all
participating vessels with use of an
electronic platform (e.g., VMS, eVTR,
eTRIPs for state vessels)

Require a pre-landing requirement that
is consistent between federal/state
requirements and provide RSA harvest
and completed eVTR prior to entering
port (timing of notification TBD)

Federal vessels landings through pre-
landing notification (if recommended),
electronic trip submission, dealer report

Shore-side monitoring of
RSA quota

Enforcement checks but dispersed and
diffuse given nature of fishery and
landing locations

EFP/state exemption permits to allow
vessels harvesting RSA quota to land
above trip/possession limits and/or
during closed seasons

Require RSA harvest of specific species
to occur on separate trips from non-RSA
harvest of that same species (i.e., no
mixed trips for specific species, all
landings for species applied as RSA).
Applies to both commercial and for-hire
RSA trips.

Require all RSA quota to be offloaded at
same port as specified in pre-trip
notification

Require all vessels to be equipped with
AIS or VMS

Recommend states consider limiting
offloads to specific hours

EFP/state exemption permits to allow
for vessels harvesting RSA quota to land
above trip/possession limit and/or
closed season

Number of landing
locations

No limits on locations/ports or dealers
to offload RSA harvest

Recommend states decide if there would
be limits on locations/ports or dealers to
offload RSA harvest

Number of vessels
participating

NMFS cap of 50 participating vessels
per project

Recommend states decide if there would
be vessel participation caps (total/by
sector) beyond NMFS project cap
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e Both commercial and for-hire vessel
participation

e Participation of both federal and state
permitted vessels

e Both commercial and for-hire vessel
participation (no private recreational)
(Committee also supports states
considering a possible phase-in of sector
participation)

e Participation of both federal and state
permitted vessels (Committee also
supports states considering a possible
phase-in of state vessel participation)

e Limit the number of RSA quota transfers
between vessels — both within the
auction process and with bilateral
agreements — to specific conditions
(e.g., sale or damage to vessel)

Verification of for-hire
harvest

e Reporting and monitoring differed by
state but no verification

e Standardized reporting for all for-hire
harvest with work to implement/modify
eVTRs to flag as an RSA trip with
associated required fields (ACCSP eTrips
already has coding)

e Committee has also discussed different
for-hire reporting requirements (e.g.,
dated receipts for each passenger)

Administrative burden and
costs relative to benefit

e Funds raised through auction used to
support a full-time technician to work
at NYDEC office

e Allow states to opt-in/out of shore-side
participation in RSA program (e.g.,
providing state exempted permits)

e Options under other categories — limit
offload hours, vessel limits, no mixing of
trips etc. would all help minimize
burden

e Committee has discussed other options
to minimize costs and how to provide
admin/law support (e.g., the potential to
use RSA funds to support activities,
develop consistent guidance across
states etc.) but need to continue to
pursue options and avenues to find or
dedicate funds to provide to states.

Program element/Area
of concern

Old program

Revised draft program

Funding

Species/FMP potential RSA
allocation was available

e All Council species/FMPs except for
Surfclam and Ocean Quahog (only ITQ
fisheries at the time)

e All Council species/FMPs
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Portion of Acceptable
Biological Catch (ABC) set
aside

o 0% - 3% of total allowable landings
(TAL) portion of the ABC

e % set aside in any given year then
converted into pounds

e Any unused quota is returned back to
the overall fishery for available to
harvest by the sectors

e Fixed percentage of ABC for each fishery
(i.e., different percentages for each
fishery). The percentage would serve as
a cap and set-aside could be lower if
needs are less.

Funding mechanisms

e Compensation fishing (bilateral
agreements between grant
recipients/Pl and vessels to share
proceeds from harvesting RSA) or
through third party auctions to bid off
qguota lots by species

e Ability to use both bilateral agreements
and third-party auctions

e Additional dialogue with NOAA G.C. to
get clarity as to what is feasible or not
(e.g., ability for ASMFC to administer
auction)

RSA quota allocation

e RSA quota available for use was not
allocated by sector

e Of the fixed percentage of RSA quota
allocated, separate allocation of quota
across sectors (e.g., x% of RSA quota
allocated to commercial and x% to for-
hire)

Lack of trust in third-party
guota process

e Requirement to join and pay fee
($2,000-5$250 per vessel) to third-party
in order to participate in auction

e Overhead fee to run and administer
auction

e Some data elements collected through
auction not available for scientific use

e Periodic program reviews conducted

e Conduct periodic review of funding
mechanism(s) to determine approach
supports or undermines project or
program objectives

e The Council and NMFS do not have the
authority to run an auction. The
Committee supports developing
guidelines/best practices to be followed
by any third-party conducting an auction

Less compensation fishing
through greater use of the
auction lead to greater
disconnect and less
collaboration between
researcher and industry

e Use of a third-party auction became
primary way to fund research and
generated most revenue

e Where feasible, compensation harvest is
coupled with research activity

e Use of compensation fishing and third-
party auction can be used to generate
funds

Program element/Area
of concern

Old program

Revised draft program

Research

Lack of project
proposals/Principal
Investigator (P.1.)
disinterest

e Supported long-term projects (and
costly compared to funds raised),
limited the number of funded projects

e Limited support for long-
term/monitoring projects (e.g., proof of
concept) with funding provided for only
1-2 years.

Perceived conflicts of
interest (COl)

e Individuals participating in priority
setting process could also
apply/receive RSA funds

e Management review process

e Inequities and access to RSA auction

e Develop internal COI policies for entities
engaged in RSA prioritization process

e Increase awareness and publication of
Dept. of Commerce COI policies
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COl dictated by federal grant
regulation

Quality research/peer
review

Technical review on specific criteria by
three subject matter experts, did
include SSC members by end of old
program

Management review by RSC and
recommendations to NMFS who has
final decision

Pl submit interim and final reports —
some review by SSC

Additional decisions and factors will be
needed in the future, but the
Committee recommends considering:
Pre and full proposals
Comprehensive post-project review
to determine value and utility
Outreach and dissemination of
results
Greater use of SSC and broader pool
of experts for review
Past performance of P.I.

Funding for species
research

Research to target species set aside,
up to 25% of funds could be used for
other species

Allow specific percentage of projected
revenue from species quota sale to be
used for research on any other managed
species (e.g., MAFMC, NEFMC, ASMFC)

Data availability/open
access

Dictated by federal grant regulation —
data sharing, COIl, and review

Subject to applicable confidentiality
laws, all data collected (funding and
research) through the RSA program is
open access, made readily available and
results able to be presented

Inclusion of a data sharing plan in
proposal and conflict of interest
statement

Projects not used in science
and management

SSC identifies research needs through
5-yr research priorities document
RSC set top 10 research and
management priorities

Solicitation to address these priorities

Changes to research priority
development process to allow for
greater SSC, AP, and RSC input
Proposal requirements that would need
to include: addressing timely
management issue, reducing scientific
and/or management uncertainty,
include a data sharing plan etc.

Council outreach/communication with
public regarding project results and
utility (e.g., dedicated time at a Council
meeting)
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MEMORANDUM
TO: ISFMP Policy Board
FROM: Toni Kerns, Fisheries Policy Director
DATE: April 15, 2023

SUBJECT: East Coast Climate Change Scenario Planning Initiative Update

At the ISFMP Policy Board meeting, staff will provide a brief update on the East Coast Climate Change
Scenario Planning initiative, covering 1) a recap of the recent Scenario Planning Summit Meeting, and 2)
next steps to wrap up the initiative and begin addressing the potential actions identified at the summit.

Summit Meeting Background

The East Coast Scenario Planning Summit Meeting, held February 15-16, 2023, was attended by over 50
East Coast fishery managers. Summit participants consisted of representatives from each of the three
U.S. East Coast Fishery Management Councils, the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, and
NOAA Fisheries. The goal of the summit was to develop a set of potential governance and management
actions resulting from a scenario-based exploration of the future. During the meeting, participants
discussed ideas already generated throughout the process, added new ideas, evaluated them, and
identified some practical next steps. All summit meeting materials are available at:
https://www.mafmc.org/council-events/2023/scenarioplanning-summit.

Summit Agenda
The summit agenda was organized around the following structure:

¢ Core team members provided an overview of the overarching themes for discussion and questions for
summit participants to focus on (see next section).

¢ Participants were divided into three breakout groups to discuss each theme in a rotation format.
These groups generated new ideas and reviewed ideas from previous groups.

* At the end of Day 1, the Core Team facilitators reviewed the notes from the day’s breakout groups and
created a non-prioritized list of potential action areas identified throughout the day. The potential
actions were shared with all participants at the start of Day 2.

e Participants were asked to prioritize the potential actions using a dot-voting exercise.

¢ In a plenary session, participants discussed the top prioritized items and their next steps. The dot-
voting exercise revealed the potential actions areas that the group felt should be addressed as a matter
of priority. This exercise was not meant to eliminate potential actions for further evaluation, but to
focus the plenary discussion on practical next steps for the high priority ideas.

Overarching Discussion Themes

The summit discussions focused on three overarching themes highlighted by the Councils and
Commission during their meetings in November and December 2022:
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Theme 1: Cross Jurisdictional Governance: A major goal of this initiative has been to evaluate the
current East Coast fishery governance structure and identify potential changes to increase our ability to
respond effectively to changing conditions. “Governance” here addresses the structure of power,
authority, and responsibility for fisheries and geographic areas. Guiding questions for the summit
included:

¢ What is the best structure and representation for governance on the U.S. East Coast?

¢ When and how should management authority change?

¢ How can we improve the efficiency and the efficacy of joint fishery management plans?
¢ How can we improve coordination and collaboration among management entities?

Theme 2: Managing Under Increased Uncertainty: Environmental changes are leading to changes in the
distribution and abundance of marine resources. In some cases, these changes mean that historical
conditions can no longer be used to predict the future, increasing our uncertainty around appropriate
catch limits and management responses. Guiding questions for the summit included:

¢ How can we increase flexibility, adaptability, and robustness in management?

¢ How can we better accommodate uncertainty in the stock assessment process and address related
management challenges?

¢ How can we improve the ability for fishermen and other stakeholders to adapt to climate change?

Theme 3: Data Sources & Partnerships: In building the scenarios there was much consideration of how
well science will be able to assess and predict changes in stock production, distributions, and other
changing dynamics. This hinges on the ability to produce and evaluate accurate and timely data. Summit
discussions focused on how to better coordinate data collection systems and develop partnerships to
leverage existing funding. Guiding questions for the summit included:

* How should we prioritize data/information needed to manage in a changing environment?
e How can we use current funding more efficiently?
¢ How can we better utilize the fishing industry for data collection?

¢ What are the best ways to foster outside partnerships for sharing data, especially with other ocean
users?

Summit Outcomes

During the May Commission meeting, staff will summarize some general themes of the summit
discussions, and potential areas of action moving forward. A full report of all summit outcomes and list
of possible next steps is still in development. In general, the following themes arose from each of the
discussions around the three overarching themes:

Cross Jurisdictional Governance

¢ While there was support for broader governance structure changes, many would require changes to
the Magnuson Stevens Act. Many participants expressed an interest in starting with exploring changes
within existing structures that would be beneficial under changing conditions.

* There was substantial support for moving toward more consistency in the governance structure
between management regions, particularly more consistency in the use and structure of Committees
between the three Councils. This could allow some representation concerns to be addressed in a more
meaningful way, and could be accomplished without legislative changes.



e Many participants supported better mechanisms for information exchange between SSCs, particularly
when two Councils are working on the same species.

* There was support for identifying ways to improve coordination between NOAA offices within and
particularly across regions.

¢ Other potential actions included reconsideration and clarification of the roles of Council liaisons, the
potential to allow Council member proxies, reconsidering Advisory Panel representation, and developing
improved agreements for joint management.

Managing Under Increased Uncertainty

¢ Many participants were supportive of East Coast management bodies improving and better
operationalizing their risk policies.

¢ |n addition, many summit participants would like to see increased focus on robust management
strategies instead of trying to capture all sources of uncertainty within our models, which may be
impossible.

* Some participants felt additional spatial management considerations may be needed for species
changing distributions, for example, considering if different approaches are needed at the leading and
trailing edges of species distributions.

* Some participants supported developing best practices for including more “if/then” structures in
management, with the aim of increasing predictability and nimbleness when quick responses are
needed in response to changing conditions.

¢ Other potential actions include increased use of community vulnerability analyses, streamlining
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, identifying and removing institutional baggage,
and improving the understanding of the permitting landscape across the East Coast.

Data Sources and Partnerships

* There was broad support for more standardization of data collection to break down geographic
barriers along the East Coast (both state and federal).

¢ Many participants wanted to prioritize recreational data collection improvements to reduce
uncertainty, including exploring the possibility of developing a recreational study fleet.

e Modernizing data management systems is likely needed to facilitate better data sharing and to
prepare for new data streams.

¢ Other potential actions included survey mitigation efforts for offshore wind areas, exploring artificial
intelligence and other technologies to more rapidly process data for assessments, and developing a
better process between management and science to prioritize data needs for climate ready
management, including human dimensions data.

Next Steps

The core team is currently finalizing two different documents to be reviewed by the Northeast Region
Coordinating Council (NRCC) during their May 9-10, 2023 meeting. These documents will include:

¢ A summit report. This report will focus on the proceedings of the summit meeting, including the main
ideas identified during breakout and plenary discussions, the top issues prioritized for more in-depth
discussion, and the immediate next steps identified by summit participants.



¢ A draft action plan for next steps. This document is being developed by the core team to further
develop action items identified at the summit, to identify practical next steps for key potential actions
identified at the summit.

The draft action plan will also include some general and process recommendations for NRCC discussion,
including the question of which group(s) should be responsible for driving continued work on this
process and for developing more detailed plans to address the priority issues. Due to the inter-
jurisdictional nature of this initiative, there are a variety of different types of potential actions that were
identified for further consideration. Some actions will be appropriate to pursue on an individual Council,
Commission, or agency level, while many others would require either informal coordination, formal and
structured coordination, or structural governance changes. Each management will review the final
summit report and NRCC recommendations later in 2023, and consider how to incorporate potential
actions from this process into their 2024 implementation plan and future strategic plans and
implementation plans. The Commission will also remain involved in coordinating or participating in any
relevant actions or initiatives that require cooperation between multiple entities. Additional updates will
be posted to the scenario planning website as they are available, at: https://www.mafmc.org/climate-
change-scenario-planning.
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From: Kevin Rogers

To: info
Subject: [External] Re: fishing industry and it"s lobbyists
Date: Wednesday, March 22, 2023 11:16:01 AM

To Whom It May Concern,

It is the fault of the under regulated marine fishing industries, and those turning a blind eye
in the USA and other countries, who are responsible for the decline of many marine fish
populations. It is also the fault of lobbyists who seek to support their ill gotten gain, and want
it to continue.

The lobbyists, fishing industry, and "so called" experts blame it on the recreational
fishermen. | don't know of any recreational fisherman who are dragging half mile long nets
behind them on both sides of there craft.

Every year the marine recreational fish size, and creel limit regulations become more, and
more restrictive.

Turning a blind eye, and a deaf ear to the recreational fisherman need to stop now. Making
the recreational fisherman suffer for something that is not their fault is not right.

It's getting to the point where recreational fishing is not very much fun anymore.
Why should recreational fisherman pay for a licence to be agravated, and oppressed?

Do the right thing.
Kevin


mailto:juice2wine@outlook.com
mailto:info@asmfc.org

	ISFMP Policy Board
	Draft Agenda and Meeting Overview for May 3, 2023  pdf ppg 1-5
	Draft Proceedings from February 2, 2023 pdf ppg 6-29
	Commissioner Survey Results and Potential Follow-Up  pdf pg 30
	Atlantic Bonito and False Albacore Management   pdf ppg 31-41
	Memo: Options Paper
	Memo: Massachusetts Proposal to Establish a Minimum Size for Atlantic Bonito

	Follow-up Addendum for the Harvest Control Rule pdf ppg 42-46
	Timeline Overview
	Sector Separation Amendment Draft Action Plan

	MAFMC Research Set-aside Program pdf ppg 47-54
	MAFMC Memo: Redevelopment Background
	RSA Program Comparisons

	Memo: East Coast Climate Change Scenario Planning Initiative Update pdf ppg 55-58
	Public Comment pdf pg 59
	Kevin Rogers






