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INDEX OF MOTIONS
Approval of agenda by consent (Page 1).

Approval of Proceedings of October 23, 2024 by consent (Page 1).

Main Motion

Move to initiate an addendum to support striped bass rebuilding by 2029 in consideration of 2024
recreational and commercial mortality while balancing socioeconomic impacts. Options should include, if
needed, a range of overall reductions, consideration of recreational versus commercial contributions to
the reductions, recreational season and size changes taking into account regional variability of
availability, and no harvest vs no target closures. Final action shall be taken at the Summer 2025 meeting
to be in place for the 2026 recreational and commercial fisheries (Page 17). Motion by Adam Nowalsky;
second by John Clark. Motion amended.

Motion to Substitute

Move to substitute to take Board action to implement in 2025 recreational season closures to achieve a
9% reduction and decrease the commercial quotas by 9%. The recreational season closures will be
implemented regionally, as follows:

e Maine—Rhode Island: no-harvest closures of 22 days in Wave 3 plus the number of days needed in
Wave 5 to achieve a combined 9% reduction across both Waves, to be implemented in uniform
dates across the region.

e Connecticut—-North Carolina: no-harvest closures of the same number of days in Wave 2 and Wave
6 needed to achieve a combined 9% reduction across both Waves, to be implemented in uniform
dates across the region.

o Chesapeake Bay:

Maryland no-targeting closure of 22 days in Wave 4 to lengthen the existing closure [9% reduction
as calculated with “striped bass only trips eliminated” assumption]. Virginia no-harvest closure of
18 days at the end of Wave 6 [9% reduction].

e New York, Pennsylvania, and Delaware area-specific fisheries: seasonal closures to achieve 9%
reductions.

The regions/states will submit implementation plans for Board approval at the Winter 2025 Meeting
Week. If a region can’t decide on uniform dates, the Board will make the selection. The implementation
deadline is April 1, 2025.

Motion by Nichola Meserve; second by Cheri Patterson (Page 19). Motion amended.

Motion to Amend the Main Motion
Motion to amend to replace “at the summer” with “by the annual” (Page 25). Motion by Mike Luisi;
second by Pat Geer. Motion passes (12 in favor, 2 opposed, 2 abstentions) (Page 28).

Main Motion as Amended

Move to initiate an addendum to support striped bass rebuilding by 2029 in consideration of 2024
recreational and commercial mortality while balancing socioeconomic impacts. Options should include, if
needed, a range of overall reductions, consideration of recreational versus commercial contributions to
the reductions, recreational season and size changes taking into account regional variability of
availability, and no harvest vs no target closures. Final action shall be taken by the 2025 Annual Meeting
to be in place for the 2026 recreational and commercial fisheries.
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Motion to Amend the Substitute Motion
Move to amend the commercial reductions by replacing 9% with 1% (Page 29). Motion by Jeff Kaelin;
second by Emerson Hasbrouck. Motion fails (7 in favor, 7 opposed, 2 abstentions) (Page 33).

Motion to Substitute

Move to substitute to take Board action to implement in 2025 recreational season closures to achieve a
9% reduction and decrease the commercial quotas by 9%. The recreational season closures will be
implemented regionally, as follows:

e Maine—Rhode Island: no-harvest closures of 22 days in Wave 3 plus the number of days needed in
Wave 5 to achieve a combined 9% reduction across both Waves, to be implemented in uniform
dates across the region.

e Connecticut—North Carolina: no-harvest closures of the same number of days in Wave 2 and Wave
6 needed to achieve a combined 9% reduction across both Waves, to be implemented in uniform
dates across the region.

o Chesapeake Bay:

Maryland no-targeting closure of 22 days in Wave 4 to lengthen the existing closure [9% reduction
as calculated with “striped bass only trips eliminated” assumption]. Virginia no-harvest closure of
18 days at the end of Wave 6 [9% reduction].

o New York, Pennsylvania, and Delaware area-specific fisheries: seasonal closures to achieve 9%
reductions.

The regions/states will submit implementation plans for Board approval at the Winter 2025 Meeting
Week. If a region can’t decide on uniform dates, the Board will make the selection. The implementation
deadline is April 1, 2025.

Motion to Amend the Substitute Motion
Move to amend the commercial reduction by replacing 9% with 5% (Page 33). Motion by Emerson
Hasbrouck, second by Raymond Kane. Motion passes (10 in favor, 4 opposed, 2 abstentions) (Page 34).

Motion to Substitute as Amended

Move to substitute to take Board action to implement in 2025 recreational season closures to achieve a
9% reduction and decrease the commercial quotas by 5%. The recreational season closures will be
implemented regionally, as follows:

e Maine—Rhode Island: no-harvest closures of 22 days in Wave 3 plus the number of days needed in
Wave 5 to achieve a combined 9% reduction across both Waves, to be implemented in uniform
dates across the region.

e Connecticut—North Carolina: no-harvest closures of the same number of days in Wave 2 and Wave
6 needed to achieve a combined 9% reduction across both Waves, to be implemented in uniform
dates across the region.

e Chesapeake Bay:

Maryland no-targeting closure of 22 days in Wave 4 to lengthen the existing closure [9% reduction
as calculated with “striped bass only trips eliminated” assumption]. Virginia no-harvest closure of
18 days at the end of Wave 6 [9% reduction].

e New York, Pennsylvania, and Delaware area-specific fisheries: seasonal closures to achieve 9%
reductions.

The regions/states will submit implementation plans for Board approval at the Winter 2025 Meeting
Week. If a region can’t decide on uniform dates, the Board will make the selection. The implementation
deadline is April 1, 2025.
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Motion to Amend the Substitute Motion

For the area specific fisheries, move to amend to add after seasonal closures “or size limit changes” (Page
36). Motion by John Clark; second by Nichola Meserve. Motion passes (13 in favor, 1 opposed, 2
abstentions) (Page 36).

Motion to Substitute as Amended

Move to substitute to take Board action to implement in 2025 recreational season closures to achieve a
9% reduction and decrease the commercial quotas by 5%. The recreational season closures will be
implemented regionally, as follows:

e Maine—Rhode Island: no-harvest closures of 22 days in Wave 3 plus the number of days needed in
Wave 5 to achieve a combined 9% reduction across both Waves, to be implemented in uniform
dates across the region.

e Connecticut—North Carolina: no-harvest closures of the same number of days in Wave 2 and Wave
6 needed to achieve a combined 9% reduction across both Waves, to be implemented in uniform
dates across the region.

o Chesapeake Bay:

Maryland no-targeting closure of 22 days in Wave 4 to lengthen the existing closure [9% reduction as

calculated with “striped bass only trips eliminated” assumption]. Virginia no-harvest closure of 18

days at the end of Wave 6 [9% reduction].

e New York, Pennsylvania, and Delaware area-specific fisheries: seasonal closures or size limit
changes to achieve 9% reductions.

The regions/states will submit implementation plans for Board approval at the Winter 2025 Meeting
Week. If a region can’t decide on uniform dates, the Board will make the selection. The implementation
deadline is April 1, 2025.

Motion to Amend the Substitute Motion
Under Maryland Chesapeake Bay, move to amend to add “and or no harvest” and strike of 22 days (Page
36). Motion by Dave Sikorski; second by Dennis Abbott. Motion approved by consent (Page 37).

Motion to Substitute as Amended

Move to substitute to take Board action to implement in 2025 recreational season closures to achieve a
9% reduction and decrease the commercial quotas by 5%. The recreational season closures will be
implemented regionally, as follows:

e Maine—Rhode Island: no-harvest closures of 22 days in Wave 3 plus the number of days needed in
Wave 5 to achieve a combined 9% reduction across both waves, to be implemented in uniform
dates across the region

e Connecticut—North Carolina: no-harvest closures of the same number of days in Wave 2 and Wave
6 needed to achieve a combined 9% reduction across both Waves, to be implemented in uniform
dates across the region

o Chesapeake Bay:

Maryland no-targeting closure and or no harvest in Wave 4 to lengthen the existing closure [9%
reduction as calculated with “striped bass only trips eliminated” assumption]. VA no-harvest
closure of 18 days at the end of Wave 6 [9% reduction].

e New York, Pennsylvania, and Delaware area-specific fisheries: seasonal closures or size limit
changes to achieve 9% reductions.
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The regions/states will submit implementation plans for Board approval at the Winter 2025 Meeting
Week. If a region can’t decide on uniform dates, the Board will make the selection. The implementation
deadline is April 1, 2025.

Motion to Amend the Substitute Motion

For Maine—Rhode Island, Connecticut—North Carolina, and Virginia Chesapeake Bay, move to amend to
add “and or no targeting closures” and strike “of 22 days,” and “of 18 days” and “of the same number of
days” (Page 38). Motion by Adam Nowalsky; second by Emerson Hasbrouck. Motion passes (9 in favor, 5
opposed, 2 abstentions) (Page 40).

Motion to Substitute as Amended

Move to substitute to take Board action to implement in 2025 recreational season closures to achieve a
9% reduction and decrease the commercial quotas by 5%. The recreational season closures will be
implemented regionally, as follows:

e Maine—Rhode Island: no-harvest closures and or no targeting closures in Wave 3 plus the number
of days needed in Wave 5 to achieve a combined 9% reduction across both waves, to be
implemented in uniform dates across the region

e Connecticut—-North Carolina: no-harvest closures and or no targeting closures in Wave 2 and Wave
6 needed to achieve a combined 9% reduction across both Waves, to be implemented in uniform
dates across the region

e Chesapeake Bay:

Maryland no-targeting closure and or no harvest in Wave 4 to lengthen the existing closure [9%
reduction as calculated with “striped bass only trips eliminated” assumption]. Virginia no-harvest
closure and or no targeting closures at the end of Wave 6 [9% reduction].

e New York, Pennsylvania, and Delaware area-specific fisheries: seasonal closures or size limit
changes to achieve 9% reductions.

The regions/states will submit implementation plans for Board approval at the Winter 2025 Meeting
Week. If a region can’t decide on uniform dates, the Board will make the selection. The implementation
deadline is April 1, 2025.

Motion fails (4 in favor, 11 opposed, 1 null) (Page 49).

Main Motion as Amended

Move to initiate an addendum to support striped bass rebuilding by 2029 in consideration of 2024
recreational and commercial mortality while balancing socioeconomic impacts. Options should include, if
needed, a range of overall reductions, consideration of recreational versus commercial contributions to
the reductions, recreational season and size changes taking into account regional variability of
availability, and no harvest versus no target closures. Final action shall be taken by the annual 2025
meeting to be in place for the 2026 rec and comm fisheries. Motion passes (14 in favor, 2 opposed) (Page
50).

Move to adjourn by consent (Page 50).
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The Atlantic Striped Bass Management 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;
Monday, December 16, 2024, and was called to
order at 10:00 a.m. by Chair Megan Ware.

CALL TO ORDER

CHAIR MEGAN WARE: Good morning, everyone,
it is ten o’clock on the dot, so we’re going to go
ahead and call the Striped Bass Board to order
this morning. My name is Megan Ware; I'll be
chairing today.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

CHAIR WARE: We'll start with Approval of the
Agenda. Are there any modifications or
additions to today’s agenda? Seeing none; we’ll
approve that by consent.

APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS

CHAIR WARE: We have proceedings from our
October 2024 meeting, are there any edits to
those proceedings? Seeing none; those are
approved by consent.

PUBLIC COMMENT

CHAIR WARE: We now have Public Comment, so
this is for items not on the agenda. If you're
hoping to comment on potential Board action
today or any response to the 2024 Stock
Assessment, | would ask you to hold that
comment. | will try and take a few public
comments when we get into motions today. I'm
not seeing any in the room. We have two hands
raised on the webinar, so we’re just going to
take those two hands. Tom Fote, we’ll start
with you, you have three minutes.

MR. THOMAS P. FOTE: Thank you, very much.
My history with striped bass management goes
back 30 years and | may have seen watching the
ups and downs of this fishery. We have made
drastic cuts in both the commercial and the
recreational fishery every year, emergency

action and going through the addendum process.

The management tools ASMFC is using does not
consider reasons why we have poor recruitment.
There are a number of signs that show the effects of
endocrine disruptors in estrogen in the water that
are causing problems with the sexual development
of male species nationwide. One study done on
smallmouth bass in the Potomac showed the male
smallmouth bass were having sexual development
problems, and some were trying to lay eggs.

This is just one of the three studies that were in my
written comments. The known studies have shown
the same problems are nationwide, and now we
have studies that are even affecting male sperm
counts. In the Chesapeake Bay we are harvesting
smaller fish. They may not have the numbers in
poundage, but these harvesters are catching a lot
more fish and a lot of them are males. Is it a male
shortage? ASMFC needs to review the hatcheries
account during the early rebuilding period. Striped
bass were raised in pristine waters without
pollutants, they were just tagged and released.
Those tagged bass showed up in numbers on the
spawning grounds where it probably took place. In
my written comments | have touched a couple
articles on hatcheries past and current. In closing,
to get hatcheries to do those necessary research
problems, to know what is causing a lot of
recruitment, will cost money. The crisis in the
seventies made Congress vote in a bipartisan way is
Congressman Walter Jones from North Carolina,
Congressman Studds from Massachusetts and
Senator Chafee from Rhode Island that put in the
bill funding research and hatcheries through the
Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine
Fisheries Service. We need this kind of bipartisan
support again. We cannot keep going down the
same path that does not work. We need to start
raising fish in hatcheries to supplement those viable
male striped bass populations in spawning grounds.

| had my public comment, | put a lot more
information out there. |really like that your Board
is basically allowing me to basically make these
comments. | really think that we have a real
problem with the male population and we should
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be looking into it. Thank you very much for
giving me, | only used two and a half minutes,
and that’s hard, I'm going half a minute under.

CHAIR WARE: Thanks, Tom, appreciate it. |
think your connection is a little rough, so if
you're at your house and you want to comment
again, it might be good to move your laptop or
computer closer to the Wi-Fi portal thingy, if
possible. But | think we got the gist of it, Tom,
so thank you.

MR. FOTE: It’s in my written comments.

CHAIR WARE: You already submitted written
comment, great, thank you, Tom. Next, | have
Mike Spinney.

MR. MIKE SPINNEY: | want to speak on behalf
of myself and the group | represent, Stripers
Forever. The elephant in the room today is the
notion that we can achieve a restoration of wild
Atlantic striped bass just so long as we nibble at
the edges of meaningful action for the sake of
equity, when it is obvious to everyone.

CHAIR WARE: I'm going to ask you to just focus
your comments on things not related to
potential Board action today. Thanks.

MR. SPINNEY: | will do that. When it is obvious
to everyone that trying to please every user-
group isn’t working. None of the user groups
are pleased, and striped bass continue to
disappear from the coast. Meanwhile, in the
place that nature saw fit to combine the factors
that would have it produce as much as three
quarters of the migrating population of striped
bass, we find the biggest obstacle to the fish’s
recovery.

The irony is that in 1985, Maryland recognized it
had an outside share of the responsibility to
protect striped bass, and it led the way. Today
that same place fights against progress and
hides from its responsibility behind the term
equity. | know that many of the delegates to
the ASMFC Striped Bass Technical Committee

are as frustrated as tens of thousands of anglers at
this fact. | ask, which of you will finally stand up and
say, to hell with equity, and lead the way. Thank
you!

CHAIR WARE: Thanks, Mike. That concludes our
public comment today.

CONSIDER MANAGEMENT RESPONSE TO STOCK
PROJECTIONS

CHAIR WARE: We’re going to move right along to
Agenda Item 4, which is going through the
presentations and considering a potential Board
action. Just to kind of tee up how we’re going to
work on this, | think Tyler is going to give the TC
presentation.

We’'ll pause after that for questions, and I'm just
going to encourage everyone to focus on questions
that are critical to being able to vote today. We
have seen this a couple of times now, if you've been
on any of the AP webinars, informational webinars,
then we’ll have a quick presentation from Emilie
and then we'll get into discussion. Tyler, | will pass it
to you.

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE REPORT ON UPDATED
STOCK PROJECTIONS AND 2025 MANAGEMENT
CONSIDERATIONS

MR. TYLER GRABOWSKI: Like Madam Chair said,
Emilie has given this presentation two times, so
hopefully at least everyone has seen it once or
twice. Hopefully she did a much better job. We'll
just get right into it. This presentation is going to go
through the background of why we’re here, looking
at the projections and reductions, potential options
for management. Then we’ll move into questions to
finish up the presentation.

A little bit about the background. In October we
presented that the 2024 Stock Assessment Update
found that the stock remained overfished but was
not currently experiencing overfishing. Through
that the stock rebuilding deadline is 2029, and so
with the most likely projection scenario in the
assessment report indicating that fishing mortality
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will increase in 2025, the probability of
rebuilding the stock by 2029 is less than 50
percent.

Again, coming back from the Stock Assessment
Update that is where that came from. Since the
Assessment Report indicated that it would be
less than 50 percent chance of rebuilding would
occur by 2029, the management board can
change management action measures through a
Board action without initiating an addendum.

The Technical Committee at that October Board
meeting was tasked with updating the
projections and developing the 2025
management options. Moving into the
projections and reductions discussion, so Task
1A was to update the assessment projections
with additional data to determine the 2025
reduction needed to achieve a 50 percent
probability of rebuilding the stock by 2029.

Then the Board also tasked the TC with extra
projections for comparison only. The most likely
projection scenario of interest from the TC
indicated that low fishery removals would occur
in 2024 followed by an increase in fishing
mortality in 2025, as the 2018-year class moved
into the current slot, and then a decrease
and/or stabilization of F from 2026 through
2029.

The TC noted that there are three components
to consider. What data are used to update the
2024 removals, how high will F increase in 2025,
and how low will F decrease in the subsequent
years from 2026 through 2029? The first step
was to estimate this year’s fishery removals
under the current Addendum Il measures. The
Assessment Report extrapolated preliminary
MRIP data from Waves 2 and 3, March and April
and May and June, to estimate the 2024
removals, and it found that the 2024 removals
would be estimated at roughly 3.89 million fish
and a fishing mortality rate of 0.13, with the
updated MRIP data from Wave 4, the total
removals in 2024 actually decreased to 3.67
million fish, roughly. The fishing mortality

dropped to 0.12. Assuming no management
intervention, F estimated to increase in 2025 due to
the 2018s entering the ocean slot limit.

The TC assumed that F would increase by roughly 17
percent in 2025, and this is the same magnitude as
was seen from 2021 to 2023, with the 2015s
entering that current narrow slot of 28 to less than
31 inches. Then one note is that this may be an
overestimate, since the 2018s are not as strong as
the 2015-year class.

The 2025 increase could take the rebuilding
trajectory offtrack unless F in the subsequent years
of 2026 through 2029 is low enough to offset the
projected increase in 2025. Assuming F decreases
and stabilizes from 2026 through 2029, due to the
2018-year class growing out of the slot, and no
strong year classes behind it.

How low will F decrease in those subsequent years?
Will it be low enough to offset that 2025 increase
that is expected? The next few slides will show the
different fishing mortality scenarios. These
scenarios here will be clustered around the gray
line, which is F rebuild, as you can see in the bottom
between the red and green, which is the constant F
rate needed to achieve at least a 50 percent
probability of reaching the target by 2029.

You can see that the F rebuild is below both the
target and threshold, which are the red lines, the
dashed and solid lines above it. This first scenario is
from 2024 Assessment Update. Then you can see
that the starting point of fishing mortality in 2024 is
F rebuild, followed by the subsequent increase in
2025 and then decreasing back to F rebuild for the
subsequent 2026 through 2029.

In this scenario, the 2025 increase took the
rebuilding trajectory off track, so that there would
be a projected 43 percent chance of rebuilding,
which would require a 14 percent reduction to the
fishery to increase that probability up to 50 percent.
This next slide is looking at this dashed line using
the updated Wave 4 MRIP data.
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Again, you can see first that fishing mortality
decreased, or was projected to be lower in 2024
using that updated MRIP data. Again, followed
by the subsequent 17 percent increase in 2025,
and then decreasing back down to the current
projected fishing mortality rate using the
updated MRIP Wave 4 data.

Under this scenario the probability of rebuilding
is 57 percent, and so no reduction would be
needed. Finally, this is the last scenario, 1A
Subsection 2, and it’s somewhat in the middle
there in that, again, we see that the Wave 4
MRIP data is the starting point, so again fishing
mortality is lower in 2024, again, followed by an
increase in 2026.

But then the magnitude of drop from ’25 to
2026 through 2029, doesn’t return to its current
projected Wave 4 levels, and it only returns to F
rebuild. Again, this scenario would take it off
track of the rebuilding trajectory with a 46
percent chance of rebuilding, which would
require an 8 percent reduction to achieve the
goal of 50 percent rebuilding by 2029. This
table just summarizes what | went through and
what is included in the Assessment Report,
highlighting the scenarios using different MRIP
data, using different starting fishing mortality
rates, and a subsequent probability of
rebuilding associated with each of these
scenarios, and in the subsequent reduction in
removals for 2025. They range from 0 percent
to 14 percent.

This is just a graph highlighting the spawning
stock biomass trajectory, again, going through
each of the scenarios with the original
projections in the black line, the Scenario 1,
which is the orange line, and Scenario 2, which
is the blue line. We're expecting spawning stock
biomass to increase towards the target, it’s just
a question of which side of the target you could
be on by 2029.

This is an updated graph that Katie pulled
together, and so this just kind of illustrates the
uncertainty around spawning stock biomass in

2029. This figure shows the distribution of
spawning stock biomass for each trajectory, not just
the median value that was presented in the
previous slide.

The distributions of spawning stock biomass for all
scenarios include the spawning stock biomass
target, with more of the runs in the original
projection in the gray portion being below the
target and more of the runs in Task 1A (1) for the
yellow being above the target. Just to note for the
spawning stock biomass threshold, all scenarios
have a less than 1 percent chance of being below
the threshold.

Kind of to summarize the probability of achieving
rebuilding by 2029 range from 57 percent to 43
percent across the three primary scenarios, which
would equate to a roughly 0 percent reduction to up
to a 14 percent reduction. The TC at our recent
meetings noted that all three scenarios represented
a credible range of what may happen in the next
couple years.

The Board should consider its risk tolerance when
considering potential management responses for
2025 and beyond. The level of risk the Board is
willing to accept, with respect to resource status,
economic loss, and persistent modeling uncertainty
due to annual management changes, is a
management decision.

Just looking further into smaller reductions and
overall uncertainty with these various models and
projections, we’ll move into a couple slides.
Management changes designed to achieve small
changes, in essence reductions less than 10 percent,
would be difficult to measure, given the uncertainty
in the MRIP estimates that are used in these
models.

Reductions less than 10 percent would not be
statistically distinguishable from the status quo.
One difference in the projection scenarios is the
2024 starting point, whether it’s based on Waves 2
and 3, or Waves 2 through 4. Using Waves 2
through 4 to predict total removals for the entire
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year does not always result in a more accurate
estimate than using Waves 2 and 3.

In recent years using Wave 2 through 4 data
sometimes overestimated removals, and in
other instances underestimated removals. Then
recently, we updated the next graph with Wave
5 data, and this also indicated lower removals in
2024. You can see on the right-hand side of the
graph, in 2024, in the upside-down purple
triangle, using Waves 2 through 5 MRIP
estimates for removals. You can see that is
below both Waves 2 through 3 estimates and 2
through 4 estimates highlighting those removals
in 2024 using this updated projection is lower
than what has been presented to the Board.

There is also uncertainty with all of this, in that
angler behavior and fish availability are certainly
still sources of uncertainty in management. The
magnitude of the increase in 2025, while the TC
projected it to be at roughly 17 percent, and the
decrease in 2026 through 2029. They are both
highly uncertain in that what may actually
happen moving forward.

One other note is that projections always
assume a constant F from 2026 through 2029.
However, this fishery has shown it is difficult to
maintain a constant F from year to year, and it’s
difficult to predict how F will vary in these
subsequent years. There is also some
uncertainty around how well the 2024
selectivity curve represents actual selectivity,
and what would benefit the uncertainty in this
aspect is additional years of data under the
same management regulations would inform a
better estimate of selectivity for upcoming
assessments in the future.

Moving into potential management options,
there are a couple scenarios that the Board can
consider. If reductions were to be taken by the
Board there is a potential for either an 8 percent
of a 14 percent reduction in this assessment
report. This could be split through even
reductions to the commercial and recreational
sector.

It could be split where the commercial fishery takes
no reduction, and then there could also be
reductions based on sector contributions to total
removals. The Board indicated any commercial
reduction would be considered via a reduction in
the commercial quota, and the Board tasked the TC
with developing size limit and seasonal closure
options for the recreational sector.

There are some tradeoffs of allowing the harvest of
larger fish vs maintaining a current slot targeting
smaller fish in the ocean, as the current ocean
harvest remains in the 28-to-31-inch slot, the
remaining larger 2015-year class will be protected,
but the incoming 2018-year class will be subject to
harvest within this slot.

However, if harvest is shifted to larger fish, the
incoming 2018s would be protected, but the larger
2015s would then subsequently be subjected to
harvest. This is looking at the various recreational
size limits for both the ocean and the Chesapeake
Bay, and as you can see, by changing the
recreational slot limits in the ocean, very minimal to
no reductions relative to the current slot would
occur by changing the slot limit or minimum size
limits in 2025.

For the Chesapeake Bay, some options do see a
larger reduction in total removals relative to the
current slot, but then as you can see other options
are very minimal, in terms of reductions. The Board
asked the TC, what about an ocean size limit below
28 inches, and so the TC analysis results indicated a
2-inch slot limit with sizes below 28 inches would
not result in a reduction, but would actually
increase removals.

This is logical, considering smaller fish are generally
more abundant in that even if it’s a poor year class,
the fishery develops through time, and these fish
have not been exposed to natural and fishing
mortality as much as the subsequent older year
classes. For this analysis, the 2011-year class was
used as a proxy for the 2018-year class. The 2011s
are highlighted in yellow and the 2018s are
highlighted in blue. The reason the 2011s were
used is that the 2011 was a strong year class
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followed by two weak year classes, similar to
what has occurred in 2018, 2019 and 2020. The
dash line indicates average recruitment. Just
some more data. This is presenting the length
frequency of the catch in 2018, when the 2011-
year class was seven years old.

The yellow bars are the fish harvested, and the
blue bars are those released alive. With this
data, 90 percent of the striped bass that are
caught are released alive, and the majority of
harvested fish in the Ocean are above the 28-
inch minimum size, which was the regulations in
2018, while the majority of released fish are
smaller than 28 inches. Just to kind of
summarize this whole concept of strong year
classes followed by weak year classes.

This is presenting the Age 5 and Age 6 fish in
2025, and you can see it’s compared to the 7-
year-olds, which are the 2018s in 2025. You can
see that the Age 5 fish will be roughly 24 inches,
and the Age 6 fish will be roughly 26 inches, and
these two age groups will be as abundant as the
current 2018-year class.

It shows even though those weak 2019- and
2020-year classes, even though they are a lower
year class, they still will be as abundant as the
2018-year class. In the event that size limits
were shifted downwards, anglers who would
harvest a 28-to-31-inch fish would still have the
same potential of harvesting fish that are in
those smaller size bins.

It’s unclear whether the biological benefits of
reducing harvest of the remaining 2015s and
2018s would outlay the biological risk of
targeting immature fish under 28 inches. This is
obviously potentially preferred by some
stakeholder groups, but the harvest of
immature fish would increase, resulting in a loss
of spawning potential for the overall stock.

Looking at seasonal closures for the recreational
fishery, two themes were considered, in
addition to the current existing closures,
whether that be a no harvest closure where

harvest is prohibited but catch and release fishing is
still allowed, and then also a no targeting closure,
where all fishing for striped bass is prohibited,
meaning that there will be no catch and release and
no harvest on these fish. In looking at the no
targeting closures; different assumptions were
made for how no targeting closures would reduce
releases.

The two scenarios could be that all striped bass trips
still occur, but with a new target species. This is to
say that all trips previously targeting striped bass,
including those targeting striped bass only, would
still occur, but would shift to target other species,
releasing striped bass, incidentally at a non-targeted
rate, or Scenario 2, where all striped bass only trips
are eliminated, which would state that trips that
only target stripe bass and no other species would
no longer occur, or no longer release any striped
bass.

To break up these seasonal closures, for the Ocean
three different groupings were utilized, a grouping
of all states, a grouping from Maine through
Massachusetts, and Rhode Island through North
Carolina, or a grouping of Maine through New
Hampshire, Massachusetts through New Jersey, and
then Delaware through North Carolina. Then for
the Chesapeake Bay, Maryland and Virginia during
the same wave, Maryland and Virginia during
different waves, Potomac River Fisheries
Commission and District of Colombia can choose to
match either of Maryland or Virginia’s timings for
this. This report included options for various
reductions for different waves, and regional state
combinations. Just one thing to note, the report
was originally posted on December 3rd, and a
revised report was updated on December 5th, due
to some Chesapeake Bay closure options.

In the original version some options listed closures
that exceeded Maryland and/or Virginia’s current
open seasons. Just as an example in the next couple
slides, these are options designed to achieve a 14
percent recreational reduction, assuming an equal
commercial reduction. The report also includes
options to achieve a 16 percent reduction, assuming
no commercial reduction, and then the report also
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includes region-specific and state-specific
reductions.

These next couple slides are not an exhaustive
list of options. The report contains an extensive
number of options for the various scenarios,
and these are just showing the combinations
requiring the shortest closures for 14 percent.
The report again, like | stated, includes an
option to achieve a 16 percent reduction, but
this would lengthen the closures by
approximately 3 to 7 days, and some no harvest
options are also not possible if a 16 percent
reduction was needed.

Appendix 3 includes this more comprehensive
list. | don’t want to spend too much time on
this just highlighting. In the first column the
regional breakdown regarding various regions
and waves, the second column shows the
number of days needed for a no targeting
closure, assuming all striped bass trips only are
eliminated, which would be the shortest closure
option.

The third column shows the number of days
needed for a no targeting closure, assuming
trips targeting only striped bass still occur, but
switch targets and release striped bass at a
lower, nontargeted rate, and then the last
column shows the number of days needed for a
no harvest closure, which is the longest of the
three scenarios presented.

Again, just kind of highlighting various scenarios
and other different regions and waves, where
the first column shows the lowest number of
days needed to achieve the reduction with a no
targeting closure, and the fourth column if a no
harvest closure was enacted for a 14 percent
reduction for number of days. Again, a more
extensive list is presented in the Appendix.

This is for the Chesapeake Bay, again,
highlighting various management actions. Just
one thing to note is that if Maryland/Virginia
wanted to close the Wave 3 fishery to no
harvest, to achieve a 14 percent reduction, it

would not be possible. That is just kind of
highlighting the various, again scenarios for the
Chesapeake Bay.

Again, following through different waves for
different states, a couple scenarios again not
possible for the Maryland Wave 6 and Virginia Wave
3, but otherwise possible, showing the difference in
days for each state. The Board requested a
calculation example for an option combining a size
limit change and a seasonal closure.

The benefit of changing to a size limit with such a
small estimated reduction may be limited,
particularly in contrast to using a single longer
seasonal closure to achieve the same higher
reduction. Appendix 4 lists the one example that
the TC analyzed, where a combination size limit and
seasonal closure was analyzed. With that I'll take
any questions regarding the TC Assessment Report.

CHAIR WARE: Great, thank you, Tyler, and | want to
thank the TC for a truly heroic effort to get all of this
ready for us for this December special Board
meeting. We’re going to go to Board questions,
again these are questions that are critical to you
being able to vote today, so see if there are any
qguestions. John Clark.

MR. JOHN CLARK: Thank you for the presentation,
Tyler. | was just curious, if | recall from the memo,
the TC felt that Scenario 1A (1) was the most likely,
and that is the one that would have F dropping back
to the 2024 F after 2025. Did the TC get a chance to
discuss with the Wave 5 data now available,
whether that can strengthen their belief that that
was the most likely scenario?

MR. GRABOWSKI: That was updated on Friday
afternoon, so unfortunately no, no discussions were
had. But given the logical nature of that F
decreasing in 2025 would bring F down, and then
not understanding what it may do. Again, thatis
where the uncertainty is. We're getting an idea of
what is occurring in 2024, but how it moves forward
into 2025 and beyond is what were uncertain about.
But no, no analyses were conducted given that.
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MS. EMILIE FRANKE: Just to your first question,
John. [ just want to clarify that the TC did not
choose any one of the three scenarios to be
most likely. They determined that all three
would be credible scenarios for what might
happen, so did not select one as the most likely.

CHAIR WARE: Next, | had Bill Hyatt.

MR. WILLIAN HYATT: | note today our discussion
is focused on 2029, but throughout the
documents that we’ve been asked to review the
point has been made over and over again that
we've got to look at this as in the context of
what level of risk we’re willing to accept. | think
this question sort of goes towards the latter. All
of the scenarios that were presented, | think
four or so, they all converged at the target
spawning stock biomass.

My question is, just again for context and level
of risk, looking beyond 2029. If the recruitment,
if the spawning success remains as low as it has
in the last six years, coupled with the low fishing
mortality rates that we’ve had recently. Where
would you expect that spawning stock biomass
curve that as we're being showed converges
around the target. Where would you expect
that to go and level off in the long term, after
2029?

DR. KATIE DREW: Great question. | think if
recruitment stays sort of low, in terms of like
maybe 2020 to 2024 levels, and fishing
mortality also stays low, like where we expect to
be in 2024. We would stabilize likely
somewhere between the target and the
threshold. If fishing mortality increases to
higher levels, maybe some more to the level
that we saw during the height of the fishery
under Amendment 6, then the spawning stock
biomass could be pushed below the threshold.
It’s unclear how low it would go. It would
depend on; you know the fishing mortality that
we see. But under a current low F rate, and
current recruitment, it would stabilize
somewhere between the target and the
threshold.

CHAIR WARE: Emerson Hasbrouck.

MR. EMERSON C. HASBROUCK: Thank you, Tyler, for
your presentation. | was going to ask a question
about Slide 16, which had projections, rebuilding
projections, and my question was going to be about
confidence intervals around those curves. Then you
went on to Slide 17, which | think is new. |
remember seeing that in the original TC Report.
Slide 17 may answer my questions, but you went
over that pretty quickly. Could you just review that
slide again, please? Thank you.

MR. GRABOWSKI: Certainly, so this is projecting
where spawning stock biomass is going to be
through 10,000 iterations projecting it forward.
One way to think of it is, is the likelihood of these
10,000 runs, where each point estimate will be.
Given the original projections in the gray, the
likelihood more often than not is that the spawning
stock biomass will be below the target in 2029.

Whereas in Task 1A (1), of those 10,000 iterations
more often than not, the spawning stock biomass
would be above the target. It's more or less looking,
not necessarily at confidence interval, but looking at
potentially the likelihood of being above that. |
don’t know if Katie wants to further kind of speak to
that, but that is more or less.

DR. DREW: Just to add, this was not in the original
presentation, but we did get a lot of questions
about kind of uncertainty and those asking to see
confidence intervals. As you can see, so this is just
like a snapshot of 2029 on that graph, and those
distributions are overlapping each other a lot, and
they’re overlapping the target a lot, to help, | think
try to answer some of that concern we’ve heard
from the public and the Board and the AP about the
uncertainty in 2029.

CHAIR WARE: Doug Grout.

MR. DOUGLAS E. GROUT: Thanks for a tremendous
amount of work here. I'll be honest with you, | had
very little hope that there would be any kind of a
slot limit under the minimum size limit analysis. |
thought that was great that you could spend some
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time putting that together, because that is very
informative and helpful.

| just had one question about that. Clearly, the
analysis that you are using you were trying to
use a proxy for what the fishery looked like, and
you showed the length frequency off of the
volunteer angler surveys in there, which you
used in your analysis to length frequencies back
then. It seems to me from when I've looked at
some of the current length frequencies from
2023 from the volunteer angler surveys that is
used.

They look very different in my evaluation of it.
Is there any way that you could do some
analysis, if we were going to look at slot limits
below that in the future that would take the
most recent volunteer angler surveys and grow
them into 2025 or ’26, or would that not be
really an appropriate way of doing the analysis?

MR. GRABOWSKI: I'll let Katie fully answer this,
but more or less, this was such a rapid analysis
that there was no real time to kind of combine
as much. This was the quickest, fastest way that
we could get somewhat of an answer presented
to the Board. But certainly, future discussions
and analyses can be conducted, at least visited
to see what may occur.

But again, given such a short timeline this was
the best-case scenario that we could provide.
Katie and | discussed this, so I'll let her kind of
fully answer the question, but that was more or
less the gist of it is that given the short timeline
this was the best available data.

DR. DREW: Yes, and just to add onto that, so |
guess control expectations as we go forward.
Obviously, the Striped Bass Assessment is an
age-structured assessment not a length-
structured assessment. We can’t really move
the length frequencies forward, because that is
a combination of like the availability of the
strength of the year class, as well as the fishery
selectivity.

We have generally used those as sort of a snapshot
in time. | think maybe there is more we could do on
some of these projections, and developing a length
frequency from the age data or the age structure
that we’re projecting. But it’s definitely additional
work that would require more time to set up is not
a common analysis for us to do.

CHAIR WARE: Max Appelman.

MR. MAX APPELMAN: Can we go back to the slide
with the projections and the confidence intervals,
because my question is related to this as well? |
think looking at this, naturally your brain sort of
tries to average these, and you can sort of see that
that target divides the overlap almost right down
the middle.

Did the TC discuss if it’s even appropriate to average
the projection scenarios and try to find a middle
ground, so that we’re not presented with a range of
plausible projections to look at instead, give us all
sort of like a more confident footing as a starting
point for the projections? | don’t know if my
guestion is coming across right, but I’'m just
wondering if there was any discussion about ways
that we could sort of look at all these scenarios and
try to synthesize it into one potential outcome.

MR. GRABOWSKI: More or less, you're asking if we
can combine the original projection for Task 1A (1)
and 1A (2) and combine them into one more or less
projection? | think given the circumstances of the
uncertainty with F, | think that would be somewhat
inappropriate, in that combining different F rates to
start and then combining different F rates to end.

We’re kind of breaking them down piece by piece
showing the various scenarios that may occur, so if
you combine the three various scenarios it’s not
really taking the individuality of each scenario,
which is the uncertainty of what may happen. But
we did not have, from what | recall, any discussions
about combining these three different scenarios
into somewhat of a median or mean scenario where
we think it will be, given the starting points and the
endings points from these scenarios. | don’t know if
Emilie or Katie has anything further to add.
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CHAIR WARE: | have Mike Luisi and then Jeff
Kaelin, and then we’re going to move to the
next presentation.

MR. MICHAEL LUISI: Thank you, Madam Chair,
for the opportunity to ask a question. | had this
guestion at the last meeting, but based on the
discussion | never had the opportunity to ask. |
thought | would ask a question of the folks
doing the analysis that we’re reviewing today.
Highlighting something that I've been asked a
lot about, which is crediting states for actions
that have been taken since the emergency
action was taken.

I'll get to an example in a second, how those
actions may be considered as credit in the work
that we’re considering today. I'll lay this out.
There is a table that Tyler put up on the
presentation that had seasonal restrictions for
the Chesapeake Bay, and in one of those cases
there is a 30-dayish closure in Wave 3 for both
Maryland and Virginia.

That accomplishes some form of a credit
towards the reductions that would be necessary
if we decide to take action today. My question
gets to, after the emergency actions were
initiated and we implemented the slot limit on
the coast, Chesapeake Bay and specifically in
Maryland, had a trophy fishery season that
started on May 1 and went to May 15.

Based on the actions that the Board took, we
entirely closed that trophy season to a no
targeting for striped bass, outside of any
mandate from the Commission. We currently
still have those on our books, we just put them
forth again for another year for 2025. If we
were to take action today and have to consider
seasonality as one of the provisions for taking
reductions in the Bay.

Is there any way that the work that we did to
close the trophy season in May for those first
two weeks, is there any credit that the state of
Maryland would get from those actions, or are
we starting with a clean slate? Depending on

the answer | may have a follow up, but I’'m curious,
having to answer that question from our
stakeholders and | would love to get the feedback
on the technical side as to how that might play out.

MS. FRANKE: I'll start. | was present during some of
the discussions of the Chesapeake Bay TC members,
and trying to think about, right so since the
emergency action there was the elimination of the
trophy season, the PRFC and Maryland. However,
the reductions that the TC is considering are relative
to what the regulations that are currently in place,
so relative to what regulations were in place for
2024, that is what we're using as our base to take a
reduction from.

Since those closures happened prior to 2024 they
are already incorporated into what is happening
currently in 2024, so in a sense they are already
contributing to lower removals in 2024, so there is
no specific percent credit for those prior actions.
They are already wrapped up into what has
happened in 2024.

CHAIR WARE: Jeff Kaelin.

MR. JEFF KAELIN: Thanks a lot, Tyler and Emilie and
Katie and your TC people for putting all this together
in such a short period of time. My question has to
do with the allocation of overall mortality in this
fishery between the recreational sector and the
commercial sector. What are your current
projections about that, and does it make any
difference whether you are considering pounds or
the number of fish?

MR. GRABOWSKI: I'll defer to Katie on this one.

DR. DREW: For striped bass we don’t separate
fishing mortality into commercial or recreational,
we just do it on whether it happens in the Bay or
whether it happens in the Ocean, and the
commercial and the recreational are sort of
combined into each region. Right now, as we
discussed in the past, that the commercial removals
are about 10 percent of the total removals, and
recreational removals are about 90 percent of the
total removals.

10
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Translates somewhat into, you could think of
that as translating into the F in that way, but we
don’t separate them out, so | can’t say F percent
of F is commercial versus F percent of F is
recreational. In terms of does it matter for
pounds versus numbers of fish, it does
somewhat, but essentially if we are keeping our
commercial size limits the same, then the
average size of the fish will be the same, and
the numbers of fish that you're reducing by will
be the same proportion, effectively.

As long as we're not talking about major
changes to the commercial size limit, which
would affect the average size of the fish, then
they are effectively in numbers, and we are
using the recreational numbers in numbers,
because the model itself is all done on the basis
of numbers of fish, so the currency is consistent
across all three, or across the commercial, the
recreational and the model.

MR. KAELIN: Okay, so it’s still 90-10 like we
heard in October.

DR. DREW: Yes, 90-10 comes with the
removals, which is the most updated
information from the assessment.

MR. KAELIN: Yes, and in this exercise, we’re not
looking at changing the fish size on the
commercial side, we’re just looking at the quota
reductions. Okay, thank you very much.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, Marty;, is it a very quick
guestion?

MR. MARTIN GARY: It is, Madam Chair, thanks.
| know you want to move the conversation
along. Bill Hyatt’s question sort of got to where
| wanted to go, but | wasn’t 100 percent sure.
There is a theme of weak recruitment that is
underlying this discussion at this meeting today,
and Bill was asking a question, what does that
biomass look like relative to the biological
reference points. My question was a little bit
more specific.

You know as time goes on, if the weak recruitment
affects our decision making at this Board year after
year, maybe it intensifies, maybe it plateaus. | don’t
know. | was looking more specifically for, you know
looking at our maturity schedule for SSB, you know
we assume 45 percent of Age 6 fish are mature, 85
percent of Age 7 fish are mature. Just going
forward, for instance, to the Benchmark Stock
Assessment in 2027, the terminal year will be 2026.
The 2019-year class, that first of those six successive
poor recruitment years will be Age 7, so they are
just moving into SSB at that time. I’'m just really
trying to understand how the Board can react to the
projections we’re getting. We don’t really see them
coming to SSB later, and I’'m not sure I’'m couching it
the best way | can, but hopefully you understand
what I’'m asking. | don’t know if that’s a question for
Tyler or Katie, whoever wants to try. | guess it was a
decent question, right?

MS. FRANKE: | guess, | think Marty had requested
in this most recent Stock Assessment Update that
the TC also include projections through 2034, so |
think that maybe could answer, partly address your
guestion is, you know the Board of course is
working toward this rebuilding goal of 2029, but for
the next assessment that Board can definitely
request longer term projections to try to get a
better idea of what the stock will look like as those
lower weak year classes start to come into the SSB.

MR. GARY: Okay, just a final thought. Yes, we did
ask for those projections back in August, they were
delivered in October. | guess this is just a lot of
uncertainty the further out you go, right. There is
nothing really, there is no way we can get around
that. Okay, thank you.

REVIEW PUBLIC COMMENT SUMMARY

CHAIR WARE: We are going to now move on to
Emilie’s presentation, which is the public comment
summary and the Advisory Panel Report, and then
similarly, we’re going to focus questions that are
critical to being able to vote today.

11
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MS. FRANKE: Moving into the presentation. I'll
go over the Public Comment Summary and
Advisory Panel Report on the next slide, but I'll
also just briefly review a couple of clarifications
on some of the Board decisions. These were in
a staff memo in the main meeting materials, so
I'll just briefly review those.

On the next slide and then the following slide,
just a reminder on the Board Action Provision.
As the TC Chair mentioned, as soon as the
assessment indicated a less than 50 percent
chance of rebuilding the Board can change
management measures through Board action
without an addendum. Just as a reminder, this
does not require the Board to take action at this
point, it is up to the Board whether or not to
take action at this point.

The requirement is to rebuild the stock to the
target by 2029, it is up to the Board how to get
there. On the next slide, as far as seasonal
closures. If the Board does decide to implement
seasonal closures the Board would each decide
whether all states in a region would have to
have the same closure dates, so all of the
options present closures for a particular Wave.

The Board would have to decide if all states
would need to have the same closure dates, and
the Board would need to think about when that
decision needs to be made about what those
exact closure dates would be. Then on the next
slide, as far as area specific measures for the
recreational fishery.

In Addendum Il there were a couple of areas
that were required to submit area specific
management measures, that’s the New York
Hudson River, the Pennsylvania spring slot
fishery and the Delaware summer slot fishery. If
the Board does take action today, the Board will
have to determine if those three areas will need
to take similar action and what the timeline for
that would be. The next slide | will get into the
Public Comment Summary and Advisory Panel
Report. The Chair of the Advisory Panel that
position is currently vacant, so | will be giving

that report today. As far as public comment, we
received a total of 4,360 public comments as of last
Tuesday, December 10.

A total of 40 organizations submitted comments,
and 1 of those organization letters included about
1,700 signatories. We received 976 comments for
form letters, and then about 1,600 individual
comments. Then for the Advisory Panel, the
Atlantic Striped Bass AP met last week on December
9 via webinar to discuss the recommendations on
the TC Report, and there were 20 AP members in
attendance.

The Public Comment Summary and the AP Report
are organized by the four primary questions the
Board is considering today. As far as the public
comment, some of the public comments addressed
all four questions directly, some comments
addressed one or two questions, and then some
comments addressed other striped bass
management issues.

I’'m going to go through each of the four questions
and provide the public comment summary and the
AP summary. The first question is, what level of
reduction should the Board implement in 2025, if
any? What level of risk is the Board willing to
accept? On the next slide we see a majority of
comments supported keeping a reduction in 2025.

There were also a fair amount of comments that
supported status quo. Just to be clear on how this
particular question was tallied for the comments,
these are comments that explicitly indicated
support for taking a reduction or taking action in
2025, or comments explicitly opposed to taking
action or support maintaining the status quo.

There were some comments that noted, you know if
the Board were to take action, then | would support
X management measure. For some comments it
was unclear whether or not they supported taking a
reduction in the first place. Due to this, these tallies
may be an underestimate. We just tried to count
those that explicitly said, | support taking action
now or | oppose taking action now maintaining the
status quo.
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Those that supported taking action now, taking
a reduction in 2025, noted the need to act
quickly to rebuild the stock by the deadline,
especially considering low recruitment. There
was concern about if action is not taken now,
then there would be a need for more drastic
action in the future. Also, comments noted the
Board should be risk averse, given the
uncertainty in the stock projections.

On the other hand, the comments supporting
status quo noted that the current management
measures, specifically the narrower slot, are
working to rebuild the stock, and more time is
needed to see the results of those measures.
They also noted that the projections indicate
the stock will be close to reaching its rebuilding
target with no action, and further restrictions
would have negative economic consequences.

Then other comments noted that taking any
reduction would not address the underlying
environmental factors and other factors
contributing to the low recruitment. As far as
the AP Report, there were 9 AP members who
supported taking a reduction in 2025. They
noted that the data point to a declining fishery,
including low recruitment in the fishery must be
managed to the smaller level. The AP members
wanted to avoid taking even larger reduction
later by starting now. They noted that not
taking action would be the greatest risk.

Some noted taking the full 14 percent
reduction, others noted at least 10 percent
reduction, and noted that the Board should
overall be conservative, given the uncertainty in
projections in the low recruitment. There was 1
AP member who could support either an 8
percent reduction, so that was sort of the
middle scenario, or could support status quo to
get one more year of data before taking action.

On the next slide there were 8 AP members
who supported status quo. They noted that any
more reductions will put the industry out of
business, and that the Board should wait until
performance of the current measures can be

evaluated before taking action. They noted that the
projection scenarios are not statistically different,
and again that taking a reduction does not address
the underlying environmental conditions that are
contributing to the low recruitment.

They noted that the economic risk to fishing
businesses by taking a reduction would outweigh
the potential benefit, because it is unclear if the
reduction would have a meaningful input on the
stock, given the stock projections. They also noted
that if there were, for example no targeting
closures, other species would not be able to
potentially withstand that additional effort. The
next question the Board is considering is for any
reduction.

How should that reduction be split between the
recreational and commercial sectors? On the next
slide you can see that most public comment
supported both sectors taking a reduction. Most of
those comments supported both sectors taking
even reductions, so the same percent reduction to
each sector. There were a small number of
comments that supported each sector taking a
reduction based on their contribution to total
removals.

For example, that would be the commercial taking
closer to a 1 percent reduction and then the
recreational sector taking a slightly higher reduction
to compensate. In the next slide comments that
supported both sectors taking a reduction noted
that all sectors should share the burden to rebuild,
and there were some comments that supported
taking a reduction off of landings instead of off of
quota.

Then comments that supported the commercial
sector taking no reduction noted that another cut to
the commercial sector would not be economically
sustainable, and also reiterated that the commercial
sector is managed by a hard quota. On the next
slide for the AP Report on the sector split there
were 5 AP members who supported equal percent
reductions, again noting that all sectors should
share the burden.
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Three AP members supported no reduction for
the commercial fishery, noting the economic
concerns, and then 3 AP members supported
each sector taking a reduction based on how
much to contribute to total removals. Then on
the next slide there was 1 AP member who
didn’t have a preference on the sector split. He
noted that the overall reduction is the most
important thing to consider. Then 1 AP member
noted the importance of considering which
sector is contributing to excess fishing mortality,
again, reiterating that the commercial fishery is
managed by quota and has not been utilizing
their full quota, and the recreational fishery has
just been increasing over time. On the next
slide, the next question is, should the Board
change recreational size limits? On the next
slide you can see there were about 2,000
comments that supported changing the size
limit, and there was a wide variety of
recommendations provided in the public
comments on how to change the size limit.

On the next slide you can see that some
comments supported lowering the size limit
below 28 inches to protect the 2015s- and
2018-year classes. On the other hand, there
were some comments that specifically opposed
moving the size limit below 28 inches, because
of the risk of targeting immature fish.

There were comments kind of on both sides
there. There were some comments that
recommended narrowing the current slot even
further, for example 28 to 30 inches for
implementing a higher minimum size like a 36
or 40 inch minimum, to protect the incoming
2018-year class.

Then other comments recommended expanding
the slot or going back to a 28-inch minimum size
to reduce release mortality. As far as the AP,
there were no AP members that supported
changing the size limit at this point. One AP
member noted the science seems to indicate
that targeting immature fish would be
problematic.

One AP member noted size limit changes could be
considered, with some additional time for
evaluation of options over the next few years.
Finally, the last question the Board is considering is
for recreational seasonal closures, should the Board
implement no harvest closures or no targeting
closures?

On the next slide you can see the columns in blue
were comments that supported either no harvest
closures or no targeting closures. Kind of in the
yellow are comments that opposed either both no
harvesting, no targeting closures or just opposed no
targeting closures. You can see there were a lot of
comments in opposition to closures, but there were
some comments in support of particular closure
options.

You'll note that for the support of no targeting
options, a lot of those comments were specific to no
targeting closures in the Chesapeake Bay. On the
next slide, those who were opposed to no targeting
closures noted that there would be severe
economic consequences to local fishing economies
if no targeting closures were implemented, and that
prohibiting fishing would be a drastic and
unnecessary measure that would devastate the
fishing industry, and that no targeting closures are
unenforceable.

Then those opposed to no harvest closures noted
similar economic concerns about that loss to the
fishing communities, even with the no harvest
closure, also noted that just a no harvest closure
would unfairly impact those who prefer to harvest
fish, while allowing the catch and release fishery to
continue. There were some comments that noted
that the particular set of options in the TC Report,
they would not support those. But they could
support options in the future that were potentially
more equitable. On the next slide on that note of
equity, there were a lot of comments about the
importance of having equitable closures.
Comments noted that with the current options,
states that have shorter fishing seasons would be
disproportionally impacted by a longer closure.
They noted that states and regions should take
equitable reductions, and there was concern about
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the different regions that were proposed in the
TC Report.

Some noting that the regions are too big, the
fisheries are too different in all those states in a
region, so a closure in one wave might impact
one state in the region, but other states in the
region wouldn’t be impacted at all. There were
a lot of comments specific to closures in New
Jersey.

There are a lot of comments opposing closures
in New Jersey, specifically during October,
November and December, noting that this was
peak fishing season and it would have
devastating economic impacts. Then there
were a few comments that noted that if
closures had to be implemented, then perhaps
they could occur during the spawning season
earlier in the year, and not during the peak
fishing season.

On the next slide, a couple more public
comments here. There were some in support of
no harvest closures. They noted that this would
be an effective way to reduce fishing mortality
while still preserving the ability to fish. Then
there were comments in support of no targeting
closures. As | mentioned, a lot of these
comments were supporting no targeting
closures in the Chesapeake Bay when release
mortality is high.

But generally, others supported no targeting
closures as the only fair way to address both the
harvest portion of the fishery and the catch and
release portion of the fishery. On the next slide
for the Advisory Panel Report, there were 9 AP
members who would support no harvest
closures, in particular would support them
instead of no targeting closures. They noted
that anglers could still participate in the fishery
during a no harvest closure, the impacts would
be less severe from a no harvest closure, as
compared to a no targeting closure.

They noted again that there is a lack of other
species to target, especially in New England, if

there were a no targeting closure, and again the no

targeting closures would be unenforceable and not

very practical, given the overlap with other species.

There was 1 AP member who specifically noted that
he would support a no harvest closure as sort of the
first step, but long term would support moving to a

no targeting season.

He would support having a season with either a
later start date or an earlier end date, instead of
having a big closure in the middle of the season. On
the next slide there were some AP members who
did support no targeting closures. There were 5 AP
members, they noted that all components of the
recreational fishery should be part of the closures.
It wouldn’t be equitable to allow catch and release
fishing but not allow harvest.

They noted the no targeting closures would be
shorter, and they would support these closures
when water temperatures are high, and 1 AP
member noted the importance of maintaining
harvest, especially for shore anglers. Then on the
next slide, as | mentioned, the Public Comments
there were several concerns about the regional
breakdowns in the Ocean, AP members noted the
regions were too large, and so as | mentioned, one
state would take on the burden of sort of the whole
reduction for the region. States in the regions have
different peak seasons, and some AP members
recommended the closures be evaluated state by
state, in order to ensure equity. On the next slide
just a couple of other topics raised by the public and
the Advisory Panel.

On the next slide in the Public Comments there
were a lot of other topics raised, including support
for a moratorium, support for eliminating
commercial harvest, leading to better understand
the causes of low recruitment, additional support
for recreational gear restrictions, angler education,
concerns about enforcement, some support for
managing the for-hire sector separately, and then
also concern about the harvest of menhaden. Then
finally on the next slide the AP also discussed a few
other topics.
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There are some questions about whether the
Stock Assessment can identify the spawning
origin of different fish. Again, concern the for-
hire sector is not managed separately, a
comment that the Board should consider the
potential values of hatcheries and additional
research into the impacts of environmental
conditions. Then also concern about the
narrow slot currently and the high releases, and
then there was some discussion about
commercial quota utilization. With that | am
happy to take any questions.

CHAIR WARE: Questions from the Board on the
AP or Public Comment Summary. | want to
thank Emilie, | think we had over 2,000 pages of
public comment that staff had to sort through in
about three days, another heroic effort from
staff to get us that Public Comment Summary,
so thank you. Any questions? Yes, Loren Lustig.

MR. LOREN W. LUSTIG: Thank you, Emilie, for a
very interesting report. Early in your report you
mentioned that there are certain environmental
conditions causing low recruitment. Could you
be more specific relating to what these
conditions are, the primary conditions that are
of concern, and where such conditions are most
significantly found within the range of the
striped bass?

MS. FRANKE: Yes, thanks for that question. |
think both at the AP level and in public
comments the comments were sort of looking
for more research to sort of answer that
guestion is what are the environmental
conditions that are really driving the low
recruitment that we’ve been seeing, and | think
a lot of the concern is in the Chesapeake Bay

| don’t want to sort of get into, | don’t have
specific examples of what | think would be the
most important conditions to consider. | think
there is a lot of work in the Bay to sort of look
into what has been driving this low recruitment,
but | think that’s the question from the public
and the AP is, there is a need to understand
what are the drivers here.

CHAIR WARE: Emerson Hasbrouck.

MR. HASBROUCK: Thank you, Emilie, for your
excellent summary of all of those comments.
Listening to your summary, and reading through
many of the public comments and the AP Report
and speaking with individual fishermen. As a
Commissioner in New York, representing all citizens
of the state of New York, one of the things that I'm
concerned about is equity. A couple of things that
I've heard through a lot of the public comment, is
that a lot of people say we should take some action
here today, and that all sectors need to participate
in that reduction. However, there seems to be an
exception being made by the public, an exception
for catch and release.

Some of the language is that many anglers could still
participate in the fishery if catch and release is
allowed. But if we're reducing removals, don’t we
want to reduce all removals? | mean that question,
| don’t expect you to answer that question. I'm just
wondering, if there is some additional information
that came out.

Perhaps in the AP or public comment about how are
we going to be equitable here with telling some
components of the recreational fishery, you can’t go
fishing, and perhaps a reduction in the commercial
fishery, and at the same time saying, oh, but it’s
okay if we continue to allow a segment of the
recreational fishery to keep catching fish and
discarding and applying that 9 percent mortality.
Was there any discussion about that? | might bring
this up further in our discussions later today, thank
you.

MS. FRANKE: I think at the AP and as reflected in
the Public Comments. | think that just reflects that
there are just different values. There were some AP
members and some public comments that
supported, for example, a no harvest closure to
allow the catch and release fishery to continue,
while others noted that that would not be equitable
from their perspective. | don’t really have any
additional information, just that | think there are
different values among the stakeholders, and | think
they both clearly came through.
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CONSIDER MANAGEMENT RESPONSE

CHAIR WARE: Those are all the hands for
questions that | have, so what | would like to do
is move us to Board discussion. I've kind of
heard two different ideas on how to move
forward. We’ve received motions for both of
those, so what | would like to do is just go right
ahead, get those motions on the board. There
will be a substitute for one or the other, and
then we’ll begin our Board discussion from
there. Adam, | see your hand raised, do you
want to start us out?

MR. ADAM NOWALSKY: Thank you very much,
Madam Chair, I'm just wondering if you would
go back in time to when you were elected Vice-
Chair, if you would like to have nominated
someone else at the time. Appreciate the
wonderful job you’ve been doing, as well as
everyone from staff, and that includes all
members.

This is something, you know when | walked in
here today, | saw conversations all around the
room. It’s not very often to walk in here ahead
of something and see those going on. | mean |
know everyone talks, but | think what it did to
me is it just galvanized that there is still a lot of
guestion about how we should best move
forward on this action, and that everyone
remains engaged.

The question for me is, how do we best respond
to science moving forward here? There is no
guestion that we’re all committed, myself
included, to keep rebuilding on track. With that
in mind, and with a response to a science-based
trying to address a number of questions that
came up during the TC report and comments, |
would like to make the following motion today.

Move to initiate an addendum to support
striped bass rebuilding by 2029, in
consideration of 2024 recreational and
commercial mortality while balancing
socioeconomic impacts. Options should
include, if needed, a range of overall

reductions, consideration of recreational versus
commercial contributions to those reductions,
recreational season and size changes, taking into
account regional variability of availability, and no
harvest versus no target closures. Final action shall
be taken at the summer 2025 meeting, to be in
place for the 2026 recreational and commercial
fishery.

CHAIR WARE: We have a motion by Adam, | saw a
second from John Clark. Adam, you gave some
rationale, is there anything else you would like to
say on the motion?

MR. NOWALSKY: For me, | would just like to point to
the TC Report and essentially submit that as the
greatest amount of rationale that | have here. From
what | heard, any range of reduction from 0 to 14
percent all result in a similar level of credibility in
getting us to rebuilding. | want to reiterate that not
acting in 2025 is not a no-action alternative.

That by going ahead and taking action for 2025 to
be deliberative about how these reductions should
take place if needed in 2026, still gives us time to
achieve that rebuilding. We’ve heard that any
management change less than 10 percent is
essentially indistinguishable as to whether or not
it’s going to provide any assistance.

We heard that the preliminary data for Waves 2
through 5 now indicate a potentially even lower
amount of mortality that has occurred in 2024. |
would submit that having the full suite of data
about those 2024 removals through Wave 6, puts
this Board in the best possible scientific position to
make a decision how to keep rebuilding on track for
2029.

We agreed that we would be able to take Board
action in the result of getting data. As that data is
coming in, we're getting more information, again
that suggests that mortality in 2024 is not what we
expected, so | think going back to the addendum
strategy is a good way to go. We've heard from the
TC that additional years of data under the same
management measures will better inform the
selectivity analyses that are going to take place. We
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also heard the TC used the comment that they
performed a rapid analysis.

Is that really the message we want to take to
the public for the poster child of Atlantic States
Marine Fisheries Commission management that
we took action based on rapid analysis? | don’t
think so. Going ahead, going through the
addendum route, that goes ahead and gives us
the opportunity to pursue a number of the
further analyses that the TC knows that they
can perform.

That the public is interested hearing, including
different regions, different seasonal options that
may be on the table, giving us the full scale of
what the 2024 removals are. Again, if this is no
action today, this puts us in a place of best
understanding where we are, so that we can
ultimately achieve our goal of rebuilding by
2029.

CHAIR WARE: John Clark, as seconder, do you
want to provide rationale?

MR. CLARK: As usual, Adam has been thorough
and eloquent. But | would just also like to
emphasize that as was mentioned by Mr.
Grabowski, the Technical Committee would
benefit from having another year with the same
regulations. It would help in the analysis and
also just would like to emphasize that as we
heard at the annual meeting, the for-hire sector
is already struggling with the cuts we’ve already
made, and this would just, taking another cut
based on a situation where the most likely
scenario seems to be that F will be below the
rebuilding F, and we seem to be doing very well
in that regard.

| certainly understand the concerns about the
lack of recruitment. Looking at the previous
history of this species, clearly when the last
time the recruitment was this poor was during
the rebuilding when SSB was about half of what
it is now, and the stock did rebuild. Now will
that happen again?

We don’t know. But at the same time, | think we’re
in a situation here, where taking this time to clearly
look at all our options, both recreationally and
commercially, and put something very fully thought
out in place for 2026 would be the way to go, rather
than taking a knee jerk action right here.

CHAIR WARE: I’'m going to get the second motion
up on the table, so Nichola, do you want to make
your motion?

MS. NICHOLA MESERVE: Thank you, Madam Chair.
| am going to offer an alternative motion that does
look at Board action in 2025. | don’t think | need to
give a big preamble to why. The Advisory Panel, the
Public Comment comments, many of them, the
majority of the public comment has supported a
Board action for 2025.

We’ve reviewed those already from staff, and those
are all the same reasons for taking Board action in
2025. It is a bit longer than the alternative motion,
because there are a lot of decision points to make,
so before reading it I'm just going to give a little bit
of an introduction to it. But what | looked at in the
Technical Committee projections was five
competing projections that give a range of 0 percent
reduction to 14 percent reduction.

They said those are all viable paths forward here, so
when you average them out those come to a 9
percent reduction, so that’s the number that |
focused on for a Board action to reduce removals in
2025, and then it looks at on the commercial side
and the recreational side, the motion starts out with
equal reductions, | expect some Board debate on
that situation.

It then considers a three-region approach to taking
seasonal closures to reduce harvest, reduce
removals by 9 percent per region. A lot of the
comment that we’ve heard addressed inequity
among the regions when it was different number of
days, different waves. This approach looks at the
same percent reduction by region, and makes a
little bit of changes to the regions, again in response
to the comments that we received about equity.
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It does not contemplate any changes to the size
limits. That was actually one thing that our
Advisory Panel was unanimous on, which | think
is rare coming from the AP. Again, it’s focused
on closures, which specifically would be no
harvest along the Ocean and a combination of
no targeting and no harvest in the Chesapeake
Bay, consistent with the types of closures that
those states have already implemented. I'm
going to make the motion, and then if there is a
second to it, I'll provide a little bit more clarity
as to some of the specifics of it.

| move to take Board action to implement in
2025 recreational season closures to achieve a
9 percent reduction and decrease the
commercial quotas by 9 percent. The
recreational season closures will be
implemented regionally, as follows.

Maine through Rhode Island, no harvest
closure of 22 days in Wave 3, plus the number
of days needed in Wave 5, to achieve a
combined 9 percent reduction across both
waves be implemented in uniform dates across
the region. Connecticut to North Carolina, no
harvest closures of the same number of days in
Wave 2 and Wave 6 needed to achieve a
combined 9 percent reduction across both
waves be implemented in uniform dates across
the region. Chesapeake Bay, Maryland, no
targeting closure of 22 days in Wave 4 to
lengthen the existing closure (9 percent
reduction is calculated with striped bass only
trips eliminated assumption.) Virginia, no
harvest closure to 18 days at the end of Wave 6
(a 9 percent reduction.) New York,
Pennsylvania and Delaware area specific
fisheries, seasonal closures to achieve 9
percent reductions. The regions/states will
submit implementation plans for Board
approval at the winter 2025 meeting week. If a
region can’t decide on uniform dates the Board
will make the selection. Implementation
deadline is April 1, 2025.

CHAIR WARE: All right, so we have a motion to
substitute from Nichola, is there a second?

Cheri Patterson. All right, Nichola, some rationale?

MS. MESERVE: Yes, | just wanted to explain a little
bit more about the different regions and days and
waves that you see in this motion. Starting with the
Connecticut/North Carolina region. That was
initially analyzed as a Rhode Island through North
Carolina region, but given the focus on Waves 2 and
Wave 6 as the closure options that were in the
document primarily, it seems more equitable to
include Rhode Island in the Maine through
Massachusetts region, where some closure would
impact the state as well.

We don’t have the exact analysis of this, but there
was interest in closing days in both Wave 2 in the
spring and the fall, to provide some more equity
within that region. When that was analyzed for
Rhode Island through North Carolina that was a 19-
day closure in Wave 2 and Wave 6, so | expect it
would be very similar to that with moving Rhode
Island out of that region, because they don’t have
that much activity in Wave 2 and Wave 6.

Moving up to the Maine through Rhode Island
region. When that was analyzed as Maine through
Massachusetts it would be 54 days in Wave 5 in
addition to the 22 days in Wave 3 that essentially
provides something around a Memorial Day to a
Labor Day open season for that Maine through
Rhode Island region.

Then moving in to the Chesapeake Bay, the
approach here was more state by state in terms of
achieving 9 percent reductions, because that would
help to align the closures within the Bay that
currently exist. Maryland has a summer closure,
which could be extended to get the 9 percent
reduction. Similarly, Virginia could take days off the
end of Waves 6 to better align the closure dates in
the Bay from Maryland to Virginia, because
currently Maryland closes December 10, and
Virginia closes December 31. Then there are those
area specific fisheries that would also submit some
plans that would have to go through a Technical
Committee review and be reviewed by the Board in
February, prior to the deadline for implementation.
| am offering this as an alternative. There is a lot to
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it, | understand that, and a lot to digest. Butin
essence it’s looking for 9 percent closures in
three different regions and from the commercial
fishery, and | would be happy to take any
questions about it.

CHAIR WARE: All right, I'll go to Cheri Patterson
as the seconder.

MS. CHERI PATTERSON: Nichola covered things
very thoroughly, thank you. Obviously, this is
from the public interest that they are
supporting more measures to occur in 2025, as
opposed to no action. | think this provides
something that people can understand and have
some equity behind it.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, so just to set the stage
here. We have two motions, a motion for an
addendum and then a motion to substitute for
Board action. What we’re now going to do is
perfect each of those underlying motions. I'm
going to ask Madeline to go to that original
underlying motion, which is our motion for an
addendum.

This is an opportunity for the Board to make
amendments to this underlying motion if you
would like to perfect it. We'll perfect both
motions, and then we will vote on the motion
to substitute. Is everyone clear on the process
here? Do you have a question, Bill?

MR. HYATT: | have a comment by way of a
guestion relative to this motion that could lead
to perfection, but certainly will lead to, in my
case, better understanding. Is it appropriate
that that be included at this point?

CHAIR WARE: Yes, | think if you have a question
on this underlying motion that would be a good
place to start.

MR. HYATT: My question, and it goes to a point
that both Adam and John made, and that was
made by the Technical Committee is, the
benefits of an additional year’s worth of data
pertaining to the impacts of the 2024 rules and

removals, in terms of understanding. My question,
not necessarily to the makers of the motion.

But maybe to the Technical Committee or to Katie is,
how significant are these benefits, and are the
benefits that you were alluding to in the Technica
Committee report run additional years with the
data, met by this motion which calls for action,
taken at the summer 2025 meeting?

DR. DREW: |think yes, it is difficult to quantify the
exact benefits, in terms of reducing uncertainty. |
think the benefits would be you get more benefits
by maintaining current size limits and maintaining
current seasons would maybe have less of an
impact, but not none.

But we would assume less impact from changing
seasons on what the model is specifically trying to
figure out for 2024, than we would get from
maintaining current size limits. | think you know
how does that play off with sort of the risk to the
benefits of taking action. Is it really something we
can quantify at this point? I’'m not sure if that fully
answers your question, or if you wanted to add.

MR. HYATT: Yes, | think the gist of my question was
that the Technical Committee made the comment
that additional years’ worth of data would be
beneficial. This is calling for a decision point in
summer of 2025, so you certainly would have access
to data playing out the current fishing season, but
would have very limited or none for 2025 season to
put into this now.

DR. DREW: 1think the action would be taken in
2026, so we would have 2024 and 2025 under the
current regulations, and then so it’s having that
extra year would definitely be more beneficial than
changing for 2025 and having ‘24 and ’'25 be
different from each other, versus '24 and ’25 the
same and then figuring out what happens after that.

MR. HYATT: At least in my mind there is a little
disconnect, because that says final action should be
taken at summer 2025 meeting.
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DR. DREW: Ithink in place for 2026, so ‘25
would be under the same set of regulations
versus the other option, which is taking action
today for new regulations in ’25. In that
scenario we would have only 2024 as sort of its
own special year, and then 2025 something
different, versus ‘24 and '25 being the same in
this scenario, and then 26 potentially being
different.

MS. FRANKE: Maybe just to jump in to help
clarify, maybe I'm not sure if this is what you’re
getting at, Bill. But | think Katie is referring to
the next time we do a stock assessment we’ll
have, if the Board did an addendum and
maintained measures for '25, we’ll have ‘24 and
’25 data the same.

However, if you were maybe asking if you're
doing this addendum and you’re asking what
data are we going to have for this addendum.
You’re nodding your head, then correct, we’ll
have all of 2024 MRIP data, but we’ll have
maybe Wave 2 of 2025. For this addendum you
would have 2024 data, we wouldn’t have '25
data yet.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, so | am looking for
perfections to this underlying motion. Mike
Luisi, did you have an amendment, I’ll say, for
this underlying motion?

MR. LUISI: | might, and | wanted to get your
thoughts about this. I'll first say that | support
this motion. | would like it though, and maybe
the question goes to the maker about the goal
of the motion. |think for the public to see this
and to understand what it is that the Board, if
we vote in support of this, are expecting as an
outcome.

Something that is not addressed in here, which
has been brought up time and time again, is
what are we trying to achieve? We are
rebuilding by 2029, that’s one. But | think what
we've discussed, what | would like to potentially
see in this. | haven’t drafted it yet, but | can

kind of come up with it if you think it’s necessary.

But protecting the spawning stock is something that
we are trying to do here, and | think it deserves to
be identified in this. But also, preventing or working
in some way to try to prevent or engage in some
way this recruitment issue, and try to do what we
can to try to minimize the recruitment failure or the
lack thereof of recruitment in the future, in moving
on. | don’t think it changes the intent, just maybe
for the record that’s enough. That is what | think we
should be working on as we engage in this
addendum, and | wanted to put that on the record.

| would be happy to add some language if you think
it’s appropriate or necessary, but | can hold for now,
wait and see where that goes. Those are my
thoughts.

CHAIR WARE: I'm personally not totally clear on
what you would be looking to amend based on that
comment. | think at this point we’re looking for
specifics. If you have a motion to amend that is
what we're looking for. Okay, so you're going to
hold off. Marty Gary, do you have a perfection, a
motion to amend?

MR. GARY: Maybe, we’ll see. I'm trying to get to a
point where we might consider that, but | was trying
to understand, particularly with a substitute. With
New York opening in mid-April, April 15 and closing
on December 15, so Wave 2, Wave 6 closures. I'm
trying to understand how that intersects with the
substitute, the intent of the substitute motion, and
is it the same number of days, and how do we
achieve uniform dates throughout that region?
Trying not to complicate it, but | think | need to
understand that before we can weigh in.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, let’s let Madeline pull up then
the motion to substitute, and it sounds like a
specific question that you have for the maker of the
motion. Is that what you’re asking? Okay, so do you
want to rephrase or re ask your question to the
maker of the motion?

MR. GARY: Sure, thanks. | guess this goes to you,
Nichola. With our fishery here in New York opening
April 15, closing December 15, so we already have
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15 days into Wave 2 and 15 days off of Wave 6.
I’'m just trying to understand how your motion
impacts that, if at all. Would it be just
additional days off of that?

Are all the dates going to be uniform across the
region? Understand your motion now moves
Rhode Island into the northeastern district. |
think that does it. |1 don’t want to
overcomplicate it. | can follow later about the
Hudson, because that is another item we have
to address as well.

MS. MESERVE: My interest would be in creating
the uniform closures throughout the region to
minimize any type of border issues, shifting of
effort and compliance and enforcement. If it
meant that the region wanted to overlap with
where New York already has its closure, then
that would be acceptable to me. But it might be
the Board would be reviewing implementation
plans in February, and making that final
decision.

CHAIR WARE: Marty, does that answer your
question?

MR. GARY: Yes, thank you, Madam Chair.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, so we have Madeline take
us back to the underlying motion, and again, I'm
looking for any perfections i.e. amendments to
this underlying motion. David Borden.

MR. DAVID V. BORDEN: | don’t have a
perfection, but can | ask a question on the
underlying motion, so | understand. Let’s just
assume that this passed today, for the question.
When would the staff have to have a public
hearing document finished, in order to meet
that schedule?

MS. FRANKE: Yes, | can address that. With final
action in summer 2025, so that would be
August, so we would have to have a Draft
Addendum approved for public comment at the
May meeting. If this passed, | would anticipate,

if we could get a PDT together quickly, maybe we
could come back to the Board in January.

Probably asking for more guidance to then inform
drafting the Addendum for approval for public
comment in May. | will say, | think we’ll also need to
have some TC discussion, because we’ll need to
update projections and that sort of thing. We’'ll
need to have a document approved for public
comment in May.

MR. BORDEN: Thank you and then the follow up
question is, would the Board at a subsequent
meeting have the right to move the implementation
deadline?

CHAIR WARE: We're going to have Toni weigh in on
that.

MS. TONI KERNS: The implementation deadline
would be approved when you approve the
document for final approval. It is the goal to be
finished in time so you could set the measures for
2026. But if the Board decides to shift the
implementation deadline through the approval of
the document, then it does that at the time that it
gets approved.

CHAIR WARE: | guess maybe | should be asking for
guestions on the underlying motion or any
amendments. Nichola.

MS. MESERVE: |think it’s a question for the maker
of the motion about the language about you know

taking into account regional variability of availability.

Maybe this could be a discussion for if this motion
passed, would we have some discussion afterwards
as to what more we might be looking for, are there
different regional configurations that you would like
analyzed? s there specific tasking that might help
to get to the document that is of interest to be seen
here.

CHAIR WARE: I'll pass that to the maker of the
motion. Adam, do you want to answer that?

MR. NOWALSKY: Yes, can | just put up like a little
sign here that says the maker has left the meeting
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or something, turn this over to seconder? No,
thank you. | am looking forward greatly to
perfection of this, so this turns into ownership
by the Board. | think ultimately any of these
motions, when we take vote on them, having
them reflect that they are the property of the
Board as opposed to individuals would reflect
very well moving forward, so | welcome this
process right now.

With regard to the specific question about the
line here, taking into account regional variability
of availability, yes, those regional configurations
are exactly what this phrase was meant to touch
on, to ensure that those regions that were set
up would be both productive, in terms of
responding to ensure that rebuilding takes place
by 2029, as well as accounting for any other
concerns that individual states may have about
being placed in certain regions with other
fisheries. | would also state that with regards to
the previous question about timing of this, if the
part about action being taken by the summer
2025 meeting is a sticking point at all, we can
take that out of there.

What | am completely committed to is that final
action shall be in place for the 2026 recreational
and commercial fisheries. My goal of adding
that summer 2025 element was in order to
ensure, we've heard multiple times about
concerns, particularly about those states that
issue tags in the commercial fishery, about
making sure that that action be taking place in
time.

| don’t think it’s going to come as any surprise if
the substitute motion is actually what takes
place, we’re going to hear a lot of comments
about the changes to the commercial fishery
likely aren’t going to take place is my guess
what we're going to hear about issuance of
tags. My goal here is just purely to make sure
that everything is in place, recreational
fisheries, businesses, know well in advance
what changes are coming.

For example, in New Jersey, if we were to go ahead
and implement anything about a Wave 2 change to
our fishery, that is going to happen basically last
minute in New Jersey, which will go ahead and
contribute to noncompliance. The two questions
that came up here prior to my speaking.

One, happy to seeing that account for regional
variability be changed to something that more
closely resembles what everyone knows more as
the regions. The second element, don't let that
summer 2025 be a sticking point. The goal here is
to make sure that everything is in place for 2026. If
someone wants to change that or staff has feedback
as to how to better put that so it’s not a sticking
point, | am all for it. Thank you very much.

CHAIR WARE: | have Dave Sikorski, and then Ray
Kane, and again looking for questions or motions to
amend.

MR. DAVID SIKORSKI: | have a question. |think |
know the answer, but | wanted to talk about this on
the record. Ultimately, we have a Wave 2 closure, at
least half of Wave 2 is closed in Maryland, to
targeting of striped bass the month of April. This
has been something that came about in 2020.
We've had it in place now for four years.

It has been a bone of contention by some folks that
want access to the fish at that point, and from a
conservation perspective, well | had complained
about this at many meetings in a row now from a
conservation perspective. Ultimately, if this were to
pass, my question is, can we take into account
current closures that we have, whether they are
harvest or nontargeting whatever that may be in
Maryland, and sort of reset the deck?

If so, | think that is a very strong way that we can
better design our fishery to maintain access and be
conservation minded, to make sure some of these
fish make it to the rest of you all. Butlam
concerned that our current regulations will not do
that, and that weighs on how | view both of these
potential motions. The question is, the rule that is
written in the past, can we make changes to
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something, for example like our Wave 2 closure
in April.

MS. FRANKE: Thanks, Dave, so | guess a couple
things. If there was an addendum passed., the
Board could specify how seasons would work in
that addendum. In the TC report right now, the
analysis indicates that any seasonal closure
would be on top of closures that are already
happening in the states.

If through the Addendum the Board wanted to
give a little bit more flexibility, you know new
closures have to be on top of additional
closures, or maybe a state if you are indicating
there is no targeting program Wave 2, if the
state wanted to move that no targeting closure
somewhere else. That is up to the Board to
determine how to address closures.

Right now, the report says any closure would be
on top of what is currently occurring. The Board
could modify that in the Addendum. 1 think it
would have to be very clear what the
requirement is. Like right now the analysis is
any new closure is additional to what’s already
happening.

| think there would have to be some discussion
about if you are changing existing closures how
that would play into the analysis. But | mean
that is all within the scope of an Addendum.
Just to clarify, you had mentioned Wave 2 in
Maryland has a no targeting closure. That is
currently for the Chesapeake Bay, so for the
Ocean for Maryland currently it is an open
season, | believe. | just wanted to clarify that.

CHAIR WARE: Next, we have Ray Kane. Ray.

MR. RAYMOND W. KANE: My concern is
probably going to go back to the TC on the
timeline of this motion, Wave 6, | mean we’ll
have had our winter meeting, you know in
February. You don’t get results from Wave 6
until the middle of February, so that gives us the
May meeting and then final action at the
following meeting.

I’'m a little concerned about the timeline, because
we know how this goes. We'll get together for the
May meeting and things will get postponed and
pushed down the road. We've heard from the
public already that they want action from this
Board. Thank you.

MS. FRANKE: Thanks, Ray, | guess just kind of a
guestion, but | can say yes, the Wave 6 data for
2024 won’t become available until the middle of
February, so | think if this Addendum were
considering a specific percent reduction, that will
require the TC to do some projections with the new
2024 data to come up with the options for what
would the reduction be.

The TC wouldn’t be able to meet until, | don’t know,
early March, and then the PDT perhaps in the
background could be working on, you know what
are different regional breakdowns, but right, we
wouldn’t have a TC report with updated projections
with 2024 data, probably until late March. It will be
a tight timeline, | think.

CHAIR WARE: All right, Mike Luisi, you're good. I've
heard lots of questions, which is great. | have not
heard any perfections or amendments, which is
totally fine. Mike, you have a motion to amend?

MR. LUISI: I'll be the first one to actually follow
through with what it was you were asking for. |
think what has already been brought up about the
timing of all of this. | know that there are concerns
about when final action would be taken, in order to
allow for some of the states that start their fishing
seasons earlier, to have everything in place and
ready to go starting in 2026.

We’re one of those states, | know Virginia is as well.
| would move to amend to strike the word summer
and modify that to annual 2025 meeting, to give us
a little more time. Not that it couldn’t be done
before that, but that would be the end date for
which we would make a final decision for 2026.

CHAIR WARE: | think your motion to amend is to
replace the word summer with annual.
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MR. LUISI: Well, we could say final action shall
be taken by the annual 2025 meeting.

CHAIR WARE: Let’s give staff a second to work
that up. All right, Mike Luisi, could | get you to
read this motion to amend into the record,
please.

MR. LUISI: Of course, thank you. Move to
amend to replace at the summer with, by the
annual.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, so we have a motion by
Mike Luisi, is there a second? Pat Geer. Mike,
do you want to give any other rationale or
you’re good?

MR. LUISI: [ just think the timing is important,
it’s been an ongoing saga between the states as
to when final decisions need to be made. | also
understand that in support of this in the work
that we’re planning, there may be a hiccup
along the way. You know the summer 2025 will
be here before we know it, | just thought by
adding a little extra time, putting an end date to
this discussion and the selection of
management options for 2026 would be better
served in October next year, rather than the
summer. It just gives us some more time, that’s
all.

CHAIR WARE: Pat Geer, as seconder, do you
have a rationale?

MR. PAT GEER: | agree with Mike, with the term
saga with this, because we’ve gone through this
for a couple years now, where our commercial
fisheries in the Chesapeake Bay are starting in
January. If we don’t get something in place by
October, you know we’re running into trouble.
I’'m fine with October, | think that’s great. |
mean it will still allow us to meet our goals with
our commercial fishery in the start of 2026.

CHAIR WARE: Just to focus the Board now, we
are in our underlying motion. We have a
motion to amend on the timing or potential
timing of action under that motion to amend.

Cheri Patterson, you have your hand up. Do you
have a question, it sounded like?

MS. PATTERSON: Yes, | have a question to the
makers then the seconder. Forgive me if my
memory is not serving me correctly, but | thought
that in Board action that late in the year was
problematic for Maryland and/or Virginia to actually
put something in place for the commercial fishery in
the following year.

CHAIR WARE: Go ahead, Mike, and Pat, you can
both answer, no problem.

MR. LUISI: Yes, Cheri, it certainly, we need time
before the end of the year to prepare for the
following year. But | think in talking with Virginia, |
think October is a time for when, had we been back
in October and made final decision, this past
October we would have had those implemented by
January 1st. It’s moving into December that got
things complicated for us.

| think October should be a focal point in moving
forward on striped bass management changes,
because the states that need to have that little bit of
time between the decision and the start of the
season, | think it gives us enough time by adding
that additional, even though we’re adding time to
the process, in this case, we still have what we need
to get things in place by the start of 2026.

MS. PATTERSON: Okay, thank you.

CHAIR WARE: I'm looking for comments on the
motion to amend. Eric Reid and then Emerson
Hasbrouck.

MR. ERIC REID: | just have a process question. Here
we are with a ton of public comment sitting in front
of us, and then | don’t know how you did all that
work, but anyway, thank you for that. If we initiate
an addendum, do we have to go back to the public,
which will take time?

MS. FRANKE: Yes, we would have a public comment
period for a Draft Addendum.
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MR. REID: Okay. That may delay or takes more
time. | guess that is my question, can the staff
support final action by the annual meeting at
the latest or not?

MS. FRANKE: Yes, we could support that. |
think it would be within our typical addendum
process of having the one meeting cycle to do
all the hearings and comments.

MR. REID: Okay, thank you.

CHAIR WARE: Emerson Hasbrouck and then Bill
Hyatt.

MR. HASBROUCK: Thank you, | also have a
process question, not specifically to the
underlying motion or to the amendment, but a
process. Whether we implement something
today or not, whatever that level may be or if
we defer it for another year, and come to some
level of reduction.

What is the timing, in terms of, when are we
going to know how successful we are here
before we get to 2029? If we do something for
2025, will there be an update in 2025 or 20267
If we don’t do anything until 2026, are we not
going to know until 2028 how we’re doing, at
which point it’s going to be too late to do much
of anything else?

DR. DREW: There are two ways to know. One
you obviously could do a full assessment
update, which we have almost a year on the lag
for the data and when we present to you. The
other option obviously is just monitoring total
removals, and | think we'll know as we did with
2022 where we could see that we had greatly
exceeded what we thought the trajectory of the
catch was, and we just take emergency action
without an update.

| think sort of the timeline to keep in mind is,
we are scheduled to complete a benchmark
assessment in 2027. We're on the schedule for
the June SAW/SARC for 2027. If the Board
would like to schedule a full assessment update

sometime prior to that, obviously that is additional
work that would place the burden on the TC as we
are working through the benchmark. But we also
have the ability to just monitor catch, to see if we
are aligning with our removals.

Sort of scenarios, in order to see are we roughly on
track with our prediction about F increasing and
then decreasing or not, would take less time and
would maybe be an easier check for the Board, in
terms of evaluating our success. But | think the
decision about when to have the next assessment
update is maybe something that could be discussed
at our January winter meeting, in order to decide if
we're going to put that on the schedule for 2026, or
just wait for the benchmark in 2027.

CHAIR WARE: I still have Bill Hyatt and then Jim
Gilmore, | did see your hand on the webinar, so you
will be after Bill.

MR. HYATT: This is a follow up to the question on
timing that Eric just asked. He asked about whether
or not public comment would be included should
this motion be approved. With the change that
we’ve made to go from summer 2025 to the annual
meeting, my question is, not only would public
comment be included, but would that time schedule
allow for inclusion of data from Waves 2 and 3? |
understand that all of 2024 would be available, but
also in my mind, to reap the benefits of the
additional timeline, you would need to be able to
include Waves 2 to 3 data.

MS. FRANKE: Good question. Wave 3 data for
2025, so that is data for May and June, will become
available approximately around August 15, so the
answer is no. We would not be able to include that
Wave 3 data, because the Board would have to have
a Draft Addendum approved for public comment at
the August meeting for action at the October
meeting, and that Wave 3 data would not be
available yet.

CHAIR WARE: Like I said, Jim Gilmore.

MR. JAMES J. GILMORE: It’s a clarification or a
follow up to what Cheri’s question was. Mike’s
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response was we should be able to, so | wanted
to just make sure we’re clear on this. If we do
go with this motion, that it would be a
requirement to have those in place by 2026. If a
state, if there was an issue with implementing
those because of the tag, whatever the
commercial fishery was. That would raise a
noncompliance issue. | was just expecting that
to be a yes or no, so back to Cheri’s original
qguestion. Would both Virginia and Maryland be
able to implement those without any problem?

CHAIR WARE: I'll go to Maryland and Virginia.

MR. LUISI: Thank you, Madam Chair, and Jim,
yes. The answer is, yes. Unless the annual
meeting is somehow postponed until late
November, we would be fine, as long as the
decision is made in October, if there are any
commercial restrictions that we need to
incorporate into our management plan for the
following year, October is our end all deadline
on that, so we’ll be fine, as long as it’s made in
October.

MR. GEER: Jim, in regards to Virginia, yes, we
will be able to do it, with an October date we
will be able to do it by the end of the year.

MR. GILMORE: All right, thanks, guys.
CHAIR WARE: Next, | have Max Appelman.

MR. APPELMAN: Again, on timeline process. In
the motion to amend to switch out summer and
annual, would that mean that a PDT would not
strive to bring a draft document for approval in
May anymore, and would use that as an
opportunity for feedback, or could that still be
on the table to buy us some wiggle room if that
were to not work out?

MS. FRANKE: Yes, | think the PDT could still
strive to bring a document to the Board if the
Board made it clear that they wanted to see a
draft document in May, and | think this just
leaves the option open for the Board to take
more time to perfect that document and come

back to it, and approve it for public comment in
August, or if the Board could make decisions to
approve it in May.

| think the PDT still could strive to bring a document
by the May meeting if that is the intent of the
Board. This motion, if the Board switched it to
taking action by the annual, the PDT could still try to
bring a document by May, if the Board made that
clear that that is what they were looking for in May.

MR. APPELMAN: Yes, without providing my position
on any of this, | think that if in the motion it read by
the annual, | would still hope that there would be a
push to get a document in May if it’s possible.

CHAIR WARE: | have Nichola Meserve and then
Danny Ryan on the webinar, again focused on the
Motion to Amend and then if there are no other
hands | think we can start the voting.

MS. MESERVE: | just wanted to ask what the dates
of the annual meeting are, they are not currently on
the ASMFC webpage. | ask, because this really has
been a sticking point for a number of states, and a
number of actions as to what the date is. | really
want to make sure that it’s clear that October, if that
is when the Board meeting is, is not going to be an
issue. | also think that some of the interest in this
addendum though is that it provides for more time
to do public education awareness, so bumping
things back further into 2025 also erodes the
benefit of some of that.

CHAIR WARE: Toni, dates on the annual meeting.

MS. KERNS: | believe the contract was signed last
week, or it will be signed this week, it is October 27
through the 30th, so the last week of October.

CHIAR WARE: All right, on the webinar we have
Danny Ryan.

MR. DANIEL RYAN: | guess | just have a clarifying
guestion in relation to the question that Bill asked,
and | understand that the Wave 3 data won’t be
available to include and to have public comment on
that. But by extending from the summer meeting to
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the annual meeting, does that give the Board
and the TC the ability to use the Wave 2 data?
Will the Wave 2 data still be available for use if
the extension were not in place?

MS. FRANKE: To answer that question, the 2025
Wave 2 data, which would be from March and
April, would be available mid-June. Sort of, to
Max’s earlier question as well, any document
the PDT brings forward at the spring meeting in
May, will not have any Wave 2 data available. A
document that is brought forward for Board
approval for public comment in summer could
have Wave 2 data available.

MR. RYAN: Thank you, Emilie.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, so | don’t have any more
hands on my list, so just to focus the Board,
we’re on the motion to amend. | think we’ll do
a 30 second caucus, just because there are
some states that have Commissioners online,
and then we’ll vote. | know there is a lot of
members of the public online, and we have
some in the room that are hoping to comment.
Just to set expectations, | will absolutely go to
the public when we are considering the
underlying motion versus the motion to
substitute.

If we have motions on recreational versus
commercial, apportionment or tools, | will go to
the public. 1 am not going to on this motion to
amend on summer versus annual meeting. But
| do want folks to know, | know you’re online,
and we’ll definitely accommodate those
comments when we get to some other motions,
so a 30 second caucus. All right, is everyone
ready to vote?

Actually, we'll ask states with members in the
room, you’ll be the one raising your hand. |
think Danny for D.C., you’re on webinar, so we’'ll
look for your hand online. Oh, and U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service also, | think you’re only online.
All right, so this is on our motion to amend to
replace summer with the annual meeting. All
those in favor of the motion to amend.

MS. KERNS: Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania,
North Carolina, Virginia, Potomac River Fisheries
Commission, Maryland, Delaware and District of
Colombia.

CHAIR WARE: All those opposed.
MS. KERNS: Maine, New Hampshire.
CHAIR WARE: Any abstentions?

MS. KERNSE: NOAA Fisheries and Fish and Wildlife
Service.

CHAIR WARE: Any null votes? Okay, so the motion
to amend passes 12 to 2 with 2 abstentions. All
right, so we now have an amended underlying
motion. My goal is to finish perfecting this motion
before we go to lunch. Are there any other
perfections to this underlying motion on the
Addendum? Okay, so Emerson Hasbrouck, do you
have a motion to amend?

MR. HASBROUCK: Thank you, | have a question. A
question | guess for the maker and the seconder.
The first sentence says to support striped bass
rebuilding by 2029, in consideration of 2024
recreational and commercial mortality by balancing
socioeconomic impacts. What is it that we’re going
to be balancing those socioeconomic impacts
against? Are we balancing those against rebuilding,
or are we balancing the socioeconomic impacts to
the private angler, as opposed to the for-hire
industry as opposed to the commercial sector? It's
not clear to me what we’re balancing here.

CHAIR WARE: The motion is technically a property
of the Board now. Adam, if you would like to
respond you can, but otherwise you don’t have to.

MR. NOWALSKY: | just want to give you a hug for
saying that. | would defer to the Board specifically
for that. You know we heard an awful lot from the
public. The conversation around this table has been
about socioeconomic concerns for a long time. We
understand that there are impacts from no harvest
versus no target.
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We understand that there are impacts about
recreational versus commercial. We understand
that there are impacts from one region versus
another. | think everyone of the options that
we are potentially contemplating today, or we
would contemplate in this Addendum, has a
socioeconomic impact.

| think that this statement is a signal to the
public, as well as a message to the PDT to give
the Board information to justify our actions with
whatever information is available, whatever can
be analyzed, to give us information in order to
make a decision that best weighs those
concerns that we’ve debated, as well as the
public has brought forward to us. That is the
best answer | can provide you for myself, |
would certainly welcome yourself or any other
Board members about further clarifying
something they want specifically detailed in this
motion with regards to that.

CHAIR WARE: Emerson, you're all set? Joe
Cimino, additional perfection?

MR. JOE CIMINO: | mean just to that end. You
know the maker of the alternate motion, so to
speak, talked about at least one very wide
region having all the same closures. | think this
gives us the option to explore, should Delaware
through North Carolina have a different
seasonal closure than Connecticut through New
Jersey or Rhode Island through New Jersey,
since no motions have passed yet and the
regions aren’t specifically laid out. But those
are economic impacts that could be decided
through an addendum process. Where are the
appropriate seasons?

CHAIR WARE: I'm not seeing any other hands-
on motions to perfect or i.e. amend this
underlying motion. What I'm going to ask is
that staff put up the motion to substitute on the
board. During lunch | would ask folks to think
about if you have a motion to amend for a
substitute motion.

We’'ll start with that after lunch, | think we get a half
hour for lunch, so 12:40 we’re going to be back
online. Lunch is provided outside. This is also your
opportunity for a bio break, and at 12:40 we will be
back here and | will be asking for motions to amend
the substitute. Thank you.

(Whereas a lunch break was taken.)

CHAIR WARE: All right, we are calling the Board
back into session here after a lunch break. As to
remind folks where we are at, we have an
underlying motion, which is a motion for an
Addendum, we’ve perfected that motion. We're
now working on our motion to substitute and
perfecting that. Once both motions are perfected,
we will have a Board discussion comparing the two
motions. Right now, we're just focused on the
motion to substitute, and if there are any
amendments to this motion to substitute. Jeff
Kaelin.

MR. KAELIN: Yes, thank you, Madam Chair. | do
have a motion to amend. That motion would
change the first sentence to read, commercial
qguotas by 1 percent. In other words, the 9 percent
recreational cut and the 1 percent commercial cut,
which I'll speak to the motion if | get a second.

CHAIR WARE: We're just going to give staff a second
to get that up, and then we’ll have you read it into
the record. Okay, so Jeff, see it’s all the way at the
bottom there. Yes, hopefully you can see it.

MR. KAELIN: Yes, | move to amend the commercial
reduction by replacing 9 percent with 1 percent.

CHAIR WARE: It looks like Emerson Hasbrouck is
seconding the motion. Sone rationale, Jeff?

MR. KAELIN: Yes, you know we talked a minute ago
about socioeconomic impacts, and | think this
amendment would create equity, fairness and
establishes relative accountability for the sectors,
based on actual removals.

CHIAR WARE: Emerson, do you have any rationale
as a seconder?
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MR. HASBROUCK: Yes, Jeff said it pretty well. |
really don’t have much to add, other than this
more closely represents the contribution by the
commercial fishery to total removals.

CHAIR WARE: We're now going to take
comments on the motion to amend. John Clark.

MR. CLARK: | am in favor of the motion to
amend, but will you still take questions on just
the motion itself, because | just wanted to ask
the maker of the motion. As usual it’s a very
thorough, very well-crafted motion by Nichola,
but | just had a question as to why 9 percent.
You know we heard from the TC that anything
less than 10 percent really would be hard to
measure. Obviously on the commercial side it
would be much easier to measure, but on the
recreational side in particular I’'m sure it’s very
much a difficulty there. Just curious about that.

MS. MESERVE: Thank you for that question,
John. The 9 percent was based on the average
percent reduction of the five projections in
Table 1 of the TC memo, so not the lowest, not
the highest, trying to compromise and meet
somewhere in the middle, still provide for
maintaining SSB at a high enough level to
support recruitment when the environmental
conditions are right, and ward off an increase in
fishing mortality that would take us off the
rebuilding trajectory. That was the basis in an
averaging approach.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, so we are going to focus on
the motion to amend. Dave Sikorski, you have a
comment?

MR. SIKORSKI: | just want to speak against the
motion. | think this Board has had trouble with
proportions and percentages in this striped bass
fishery in recent years, and | think some of that,
the cause of that came from my state and of the
jurisdictions in the Bay, coming up with this
idea. | think all it does is further weight the
ratio of recreational to commercial.

We're already roughly 90/10, but then to multiply it
again just completely ignores that proportions and
percentages already take care of it. Ten percent of
the fish removed are believed to come out of the
commercial fishery, so why 1 percent? What does
that actually do? Equal percent reductions are easy
for people to understand. They are equitable, just
by their nature.

We’re talking about how many removals we had last
year and previous years versus how many we didn’t
make moving forward, and so undercutting that
goal and placing it on less reliable data on the
recreational side of things is a mistake. We’ve done
it already, let’s stop doing that, and so | speak
against this motion.

CHAIR WARE: I'm not seeing any other hands so |
am going to go to the public and then we’ll come
back to the Board. I'll take two comments from the
public. I'll look for one in the room and one on the
webinar, so in the room, Mike Waine. Keep it at two
or three minutes, Mike.

MR. MICHAEL WAINE: Yes, I'll be even shorter,
thank you, Madam Chair. Mike Waine with the
American Sportfishing Association. I’'m just going to
echo what Mr. Sikorski said, and this is about being
equitable. We’ve got anybody that contributes to
fishing mortality must participate in conservation. |
just question if the Board continues to give
conservation passes, is it realistic that we’ll actually
achieve such significant conservation goals in the
biological reference points for this fishery. Thanks.

CHAIR WARE: To the webinar | see Marcin Puzio,
hopefully | said that name correctly. Thisis a
comment on the motion to amend replacing the
commercial reduction with 1 percent. Marcin, you
are unmuted, it looks like.

MS. KERNS: Marcin, we can’t hear you on our end,
so | would recommend checking your microphone
connection, and we’ll go to the next person, and
we’ll come back to you.
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CHAIR WARE: The next person | had was Joseph
Albanese, this is a comment on the motion to
amend.

MR. JOSEPH ALBANESE: Yes, hi, my initial
question | guess has been answered in the great
presentation by Emilie. | just want to say, | think
that to some of the cynics that think that the
Board doesn’t listen to the public, | think Emilie
showed that that is not the case at all. She did a
great, thorough job capturing all the different
comments from the public.

But if | could go back to one slide that you
presented, Emilie, | think there was one slide
that contradicted another one in the Advisory
Panel Report. One slide it said there was 1 AP
that seemed to want to maintain the status quo,
and then the next follow up slide was that 8 AP
supported the status quo, so | wasn’t sure which
one it would be.

Then lastly, | just wanted to comment that
someone once said not to decide is to decide. |
don’t know who gets credit for that, but | think
if the Board does decide to continue with the
status quo, | think that is a decision, and that is
in compliance with the public, who seems to
want the Board to take action. Maintaining a
status quo does take action. Anyway, can you
answer that contradiction, Emilie?

CHAIR WARE: Hey, Joseph, so we are not in a
guestion phase right now, we’re looking for
comments on the motion to amend. If you have
a comment on the motion to amend, I'll take
that, otherwise we’re going to move on.

MR. ALBANESE: The previous motion to amend
| support, this one | don’t. It’s too complicated
for me, to be honest, | can’t make a decision on
this one.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, thank you so much. We're
going to go back to the Board now. | saw some
additional hands go up. Yes, Robert Brown.

MR. ROBERT T. BROWN: I’'m opposed to this motion
that is on the floor. Last year the commercial fishery
just had a 7 percent cut. We haven’t even had time
enough to see what is the result of that to start
with. Back in 2018 we had a 20 percent cut. We
had another one in 22, and then we had the 7
percent again last year.

If you look at the commercial fishery, and you look
at these, we have less than 9 percent or right at 9
percent now, less than 10, that if you look and see
every time that we get a cut, and if you see things
getting better, it’s not. The reason it is, our
percentage is so small, and we are a minority into
the fishery now. What is happening is, the small
part we’re getting is so insignificant, what we are
now, it’s not maintaining. You can’ see where
anything is getting better by cutting the commercial
fishery. You’ve got to realize that nobody owns the
fish. The commercial fishery doesn’t, the
recreational doesn’t. It belongs to everybody. The
person who is not into the water, the person who,
say he plays golf on weekends or whatever he may
do, and he wants to go out and have fish for dinner.

The commercial fishery are the people who serve
that fish to those restaurants. | also heard during
some of the testimony here earlier rapid analysis. It
was not enough time to do the complete project.
They were uncertain of many of the things that may
come out of it. We need to take time and do this
right. We are opposed to any change, status quo.
Thank you.

CHAIR WARE: Just to clarify, | think you would be in
favor then of the motion to amend, which is
reducing from 9 percent to 1 percent. | just want to
make sure it’s correct for the record.

MR. BROWN: Well 1 percent is better than 9, but at
this rate, we just had 7 percent taken last year. I'm
not in favor of no cut at all at this time, thank you.

CHAIR WARE: Got it, thank you very much for that
clarification. Dennis, do you have a comment on
the Motion to Amend?

31



Atlantic Striped Bass Management Board Proceedings — December 2024

MR. DENNIS ABBOTT: It seems to me that
replacing 9 percent to 1 percent really will not
have an effect, being that the commercial
fishery has not been catching their quota for a
good number of years. | don’t see how they will
be affected at all. Surely, we don’t want to
affect anyone.

But the truth of the matter s, is that in our
actions today we could affect a lot of people,
and that is the pain that goes along with the
condition that the fishery is in. But again, if the
commercial side was catching their quota, to me
it would be a different story. Then they would
realize that cutting 1 percent or some other
percentage off the commercial quota really
doesn’t, from my point of view, does not have
an effect.

CHAIR WARE: Nichola Meserve and then John
Clark.

MS. MESERVE: My preference is for the 9
percent across the board, but I’'m open to
considering something a little bit less for the
commercial fishery, but 1 percent just doesn’t
pass as a straight taste test for me, because it is
not a meaningful contribution.

CHAIR WARE: John Clark.

MR. CLARK: First, just to Dennis’s comment.
We do cap our quota and 9 percent or 1 percent
would be a reduction to what our fishermen
catch, but 1 percent is better than 9 percent,
but once again, | think that if this is the route
we go, | would prefer to see this. But | think as
has been stated many times, commercial fishery
we know how much they’re catching.

Based on what we’ve heard today, 9 percent,
especially with what we’re going to be doing
recreationally, we don’t know what kind of
impact it will have. But 9 percent we know, that
takes 9 percent out of the revenue of our
fishermen. We've been cutting them and
cutting them, and | just don’t think it’s fair to
take the same amount out of both fisheries.

CHAIR WARE: Jim Gilmore.

MR. GILMORE: Just following along Dennis’s
comment goes back a few years. In New York the
last two years, we harvest out our full commercial
quota last year and again, right now we’re at 99
percent of our quota. Any reduction to the
commercial fishery now is going to have an impact,
but that 1 percent I'm not particularly thrilled with.

| don’t think that maybe is meaningful, but there
will be a reduction if we come up with a percentage.

CHAIR WARE: I'm going to see if there are new
hands first. I'm only seeing people who have
spoken already. Okay, so I’'m going to allow Robert
T. Brown then Dennis, and then we're going to
caucus.

MR. BROWN: Yes, in reply to Dennis. Thereis a
reason why we can’t catch our quota is the way
because it’s in the allocation. Allocation goes
through the state. We would have to over allocate
our amount of fish to catch it, because some of our
fishermen don’t fish. We could catch more.

It’s not that we’re not catching it, it’s that we cannot
go over our quota, because if we do, we end up and
get penalized for the next season. The way it is now,
we’re coming as close as we can to it without going
over it, trying to stay within the means and what we
expected part of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries
Commission to keep us in compliance. Thank you.

CHAIR WARE: Dennis.

MR. ABBOTT: | do stand corrected on my statement
regarding the quotas in New York and Delaware, but
overall, we’re still not catching, which means to me
that the Chesapeake Bay is probably catching a
lesser percentage.

CHAIR WARE: We're going to do a 30 second
caucus, and then we’re going to vote on our motion
to amend. Okay, we are going to vote, so again, this
is voting on the motion to amend, regarding the
commercial percent reduction. All those in favor of
the motion to amend, please raise your hand.
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MS. KERNS: Rhode Island, New Jersey,
Virginia, PRFC, Maryland, Delaware, District of
Colombia.

CHAIR WARE: All those opposed to the motion
to amend.

MS. KERNS: Massachusetts, Connecticut, New
York, Pennsylvania, North Carolina, Maine,
New Hampshire.

CHAIR WARE: Any abstentions?

MS. KERNS: NOAA Fisheries and Fish and
Wildlife Service.

CHAIR WARE: Any null votes? The motion to
amend fails 7 to 7 with 2 abstentions. Give us
a second here to clean this up on the screen and
then we’ll get back to our discussion. | had
heard from Marty Gary that you had a question
on the motion. Is that question still out there or
are you all set?

MR. GARY: Madam Chair, | wasn’t sure of the
timing on this, but this is from my earlier
conversation | didn’t quite close the loop on
some of the New York concerns related to this
one to the Hudson River. Is this the appropriate
time to ask for that clarification?

CHAIR WARE: Let me just see. Are there any
other motions on the commercial percent
reduction? I’'m going to table your question,
Marty, until we figure that out. Great, Emerson
Hasbrouck, do you have a motion to amend?

MR. HASBROUCK: Yes, move to amend the
commercial reduction by replacing 9 percent
with 5 percent.

CHAIR WARE: We have a second from Ray Kane.
Just give us a second, and then I'll go to you for
some rationale, Emerson. Okay, so Emerson, |
think you had already read that into the record,
so move to amend the commercial reduction by
replacing 9 percent with 5 percent. Do you
have some rationale?

MR. HASBROUCK: Yes, it’s essentially the same
rationale for the previous motion, that this more
closely reflects the removals or the proportion
removals by the commercial fishery.

CHAIR WARE: Great, and Ray Kane, as a seconder
do you have any rationale?

MR. KANE: Yes, once again, the commercial fish
landed are accounted for. We have hard numbers.

CHAIR WARE: Any new comments on commercial
percent reduction from the Board? Okay, | am going
to go to the public again, because we have a lot of
hands up. Is there anyone in the room that would
like to comment on this motion to amend? No,
okay, so I'll take, I’'m going to go to the webinar first,
and the next hand | see is Brian Kelly. This is a
comment on the motion to amend.

MR. BRIAN KELLY: Hello, Board, thank you for taking
my comment. | am in favor of this motion for the 9
percent reduction in commercial and recreational.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, just to be clear, | think you
actually oppose the motion to amend for the 9
percent.

MR. KELLY: Yes, so | would oppose.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, thank you for that clarification.
If you have a question, | am going to ask you to hold
it, I'm just going to look for comments right now.
Yes, turn your question into a comment. That is one
strategy.

MR. VICTOR HARTLEY: I’'M Victor Hartley from New
Jersey. If this motion ends up going to vote down
the road, you are going to want to look at New
Jersey as its own region, because we’re very unique.
We have no commercial industry, and we have a
recreational industry. They are both the same, so
you’'ve got to look at that. New Jersey can’t be
clumped in with all these other regions, because it
would never work.

CHAIR WARE: Thank you for your comment, we'll

7

talk about the regional breakdown in a little bit. I'm
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going to bring it back to the Board. Any new
comments? Dave Sikorski, a new comment on
the motion to amend.

MR. SIKORSKI: The member of the public just
kind of reminded me of something that is
important for us to consider, where New Jersey
has that curve ball when it comes to how they
allocate their commercial catch. Maryland did
this proportional thing already a couple times
over the last few years.

If I'm not mistaken, last year’s numbers Bay
wide was something like 65 percent/35 percent
recreational versus commercial in removals in
the Bay. Board members, again, how do you
think we should be treating these really small
year classes, by giving people passes or not?
That is the vote we’re making right here. Do we
want to conserve the resource that is in the
Chesapeake Bay to grow into a future fishery,
because our commercial fishery has been
catching upwards in the 90-percentile of its
qguota in normal years.

In fact, our coastal gillnet fishery couldn’t have
its quota put in place in time in 2024 and
exceeded its quota by about 7,000 pounds,
which it will pay back. Bottom line is, the only
clearcut way to do this is equal percentage
reduction of fishing mortality period. Stop the
sector to sector to a subgroup nonsense. We
need to save fish.

CHAIR WARE: Last comment from Adam
Nowalsky, and then does anyone feel like they
need a caucus? Okay, so we’ll go right to the
vote after Adam’s comment.

MR. NOWALSKY: Given this follow up motion
after the last motion that failed, Madam Chair,
would you be able to provide any guidance as to
what is your intention on this aspect moving
forward? If this motion fails, are you going to
allow a motion for say a 7 percent reduction? If
this motion passes, are you going to entertain a
motion for say a 3 percent reduction instead, or
can you provide some guidance as to whether

this is going to put this particular element of the
substitute motion to rest?

CHAIR WARE: Future motions on percent
reductions are in bounds, as long as it’s not one
we’ve considered. | would ask the Board to think
about what is a meaningful difference in the
percent reduction, in terms of this substitute
motion overall. Follow up?

MR. NOWALSKY: That is actually a great segue then
to what | would comment on regarding this motion.
I’'m going to remain opposed to it on the basis ofa 9
percent reduction as per the substitute from 10
percent of the fishery is actually, if I'm doing the
math right, less than a 1 percent total change in the
removals, if I'm doing that math right.

We’re now talking about parsing between 1, 5 and 9
percent of the commercial removals. We're talking
about an impact to the total removals between 0.1,
0.5, and 0.9 percent. Even given the fact that every
fish is supposedly counted on the commercial side.

| think what we’re talking about here, and the TC
would agree is just imperceptible changes.

If there is going to be a reduction here that is
considered equitable, it has to be the maximum
extent practicable that is equitable from both sides.
| think at the 9 percent we're already way below
something that is perceptible, and now we’re
talking about 1 in 5 percent of less than 10 percent
of the fishery. This is beyond parsing hairs at this
point, Madam Chair, but | appreciate it, thank you.
I'll be opposed to this amendment.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, so | didn’t see any other hands
from Board members, so we’re going to move to a
vote. Again, we're voting on the motion to amend,
so the 9 percent versus the 5 percent. All those in
favor of the motion to amend, please raise your
hand.

MS. KERNS: Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New
York, New Jersey, Virginia, Potomac River Fisheries
Commission, Maryland, Delaware, New
Hampshire, District of Colombia.
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CHAIR WARE: All those opposed.

MS. KERNS: Connecticut, Pennsylvania, North
Carolina, Maine.

CHAIR WARE: Any abstentions?

MS. KERNS: Fish and Wildlife Service and
NOAA Fisheries.

CHAIR WARE: Any null votes? The motion to
amend passes 10 to 4 with 2 abstentions. Give
us a second to update the motion on the board,
and we’ll move to the next part. Marty, I'm
going to you now for your question on the
Hudson.

MR. GARY: Okay, thanks, Madam Chair. | would
just turn to Nichola to see if | could get some
clarity on how the motion impacts the Hudson
River Fishery, which as a reminder is a slot limit
of 23 and 28 inches, April 1 through November
30, just how you see the motion impacting that.
What would be required and what the options
would be if this motion were to pass, Nichola.

MS. MESERVE: Similar to Addendum Il, where
for these specific regional fisheries the states
had to submit plans to achieve a percent
reduction through a certain type of measures.
The intent here would to be doing the same
thing, specifically with a seasonal closure. The
motion doesn’t specify any particular wave
though, so that is flexible. But you would be
looking for implementation plans by the winter
meeting that would be for a 9 percent reduction
in the Hudson River season length. | understand
that there is less data to support these types of
proposals, but as in the past the states would do
the best that they can to justify the measures
that they propose.

MR. GARY: Just a quick follow up, Madam Chair.
The process for that would flow through the
Technical Committee per usual?

MS. FRANKE: Yes, so we would probably
schedule a Technical Committee meeting in

January. We'll work with New York, Pennsylvania
and Delaware to determine by what date would be
reasonable to get an implementation plan to send
to the TC.

CHAIR WARE: John Clark, do you have a question or
a motion to amend?

MR. CLARK: Yes, thank you, Megan, but based on
what Marty just brought out. | just wanted to make
sure | understand it. For Delaware summer fishery
we couldn’t change the size limit, it’s only the
season. We would have to take like 9 percent of the
days off, is that what it would have to be, because it
has to be a seasonal closure?

CHAIR WARE: Based on how I'm reading the
motion, | would agree with you that it’s seasonal
closures to achieve a 9 percent. If you want to
move to amend that would be the tool.

MR. CLARK: Well, | don’t know at this point. If we
could amend it to maybe just add that flexibility to
add for these area-specific fisheries, could | amend
it to say seasonal or length reductions to achieve 9
percent reduction?

CHAIR WARE: Sure, so you're going to make that
motion to amend.

MR. CLARK: Yes, just in case, | don’t know what will
actually work better for us, but | would like to have
that flexibility.

CHAIR WARE: Yes, just give us one second to get
that up. A second to the motion? Just to clarify,
John, | assume this is for all three of the area
specific fisheries?

MR. CLARK: Yes, | just wanted that flexibility,
because they are all kind of weird and unique.

CHAIR WARE: John, can | get you to read that

motion into the record that starts with the “For the
area.”
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MR. CLARK: Oh, with pleasure, Madam Chair.
For the area specific fisheries move to amend
to add after seasonal closures, or size limit
changes.

CHAIR WARE: That’s a motion by John Clark, we
had a second from Nichola Meserve. You could
give some rationale, John, are you all set on
anything else?

MR. CLARK: No, | think it’s been covered, thank
you.

CHAIR WARE: Nichola, anything? All good. Any
comments on the motion to amend? Seeing
none; does anyone need a caucus? Okay, we're
going to try something wild. Is there any
opposition to the motion to amend? There is,
so we’re going to do a roll call vote. We're
voting on the motion to amend. This is adding
size limit changes for area specific fisheries. All
those in favor, please, raise your hand.

MS. KERNS: Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
Connecticut, New York, Pennsylvania, North
Carolina, Virginia, Potomac River Fisheries
Commission, Maryland, Delaware, Maine, New
Hampshire, District of Colombia.

CHAIR WARE: All those opposed.
MS. KERNS: New Jersey.
CHAIR WARE: Any abstentions?

MS. KERNS: Fish and Wildlife Service and
NOAA Fisheries.

CHAIR WARE: Any null votes? Okay, the
motion to amend passes 13 to 1 with 2
abstentions. Again, give us a second to update
the substitute motion, and we’ll continue on.
We are still working to perfect our motion to
substitute. | had a hand from Dave Sikorski. Do
you have a motion to amend? Go for it.

MR. SIKORSKI: This is for the Maryland portion
of the motion. | am going to speak to my intent,

and then we can figure out how we do it right. My
intent is that it would be that Maryland has the
option of no targeting or targeting, to include no
targeting or not include no targeting, and then
continue to do that in Wave 4 to reach the goal
here. But if we add harvest closure. Let me start
over. | wanted to say that MD can use no targeting
or harvest, or a combination of the two, to achieve
however many days we need to get a 9 percent
reduction.

CHAIR WARE: | suggest then maybe after no
targeting you write and/or no harvest, and then |
think it would be striking of 22 days. Does that
match what you’re going for?

MR. SIKORSKI: Yes.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, give us a second to get that up.
While we’re working to get that up, can | just get a
sense from the Board. Are there any other motions
to amend that folks are hoping to make? Okay,
Adam, could | ask you to start writing that on a
piece of paper, and then we could give it to staff?
Thank you. Question for me, yes.

DR. JASON McNAMEE: Is there an opportunity to
ask a clarifying question as well?

CHAIR WARE: On the motion to amend that we'’re
talking about now, or just in general?

DR. McNAMEE: Sorry, it will be after the motion to
amend.

CHAIR WARE: Yes, | will go to you after we dispense
with this motion to amend. Dave, can | get you to
read into the record your motion to amend?

MR. SIKORSKI: Yes, Ma’am. Under MD Chesapeake
Bay, move to amend to add “and/or no harvest”
and strike “of 22 days.” The intent here is to land a
9 percent less fish killed by using a combination of
no targeting or no harvest.

CHAIR WARE: Is there a second to the motion,

Dennis Abbott. Dave, do you have any other
rationale or you’re good?

36



Atlantic Striped Bass Management Board Proceedings — December 2024

MR. SIKORSKI: Yes, thank you. Ultimately losing
days on the water has been a major issue for
our for-hire sector. Some of the stuff I've talked
about in every single meeting since I've joined
this Board is related to closing days on the
water when we’re not saving fish, and Maryland
has done that effectively in April.

Ultimately, our industry is at a breaking point
within our fisheries, at a point where they are
really unfortunately not catching much, folks.
My gut tells me that in reality we’re going to
save enough fish, but not completely gut what is
left of our recreational fishing community, if we
can find some balance between no harvest days
and no targeting days.

| think it’s really important, and something I've
heard from the public, and specifically business
owners, is that the no targeting thing, while it
seems like it makes sense, especially on our
paper exercise here. Ultimately it sends out a
certain tone to the public too, in a number of
trips that could be great trips that people enjoy,
that fuel economy aren’t happening when
people hear the words no targeting.

As our Board has struggled with it, | would not
want to prescribe it the way the original motion
does, and force Maryland to add more no
targeting, and | think it’s only fair that we have
an opportunity to balance the no harvest and
no targeting before we ultimately decide what
to do. Thank you.

CHAIR WARE: Dennis, as seconder, anything
else to add? You're good, excellent. Okay, so
we have a motion to amend to and/or, let’s say
the no harvest option for Maryland Chesapeake
Bay management tools. Is there any discussion
on this motion? Okay, I'll go to the public for
one hand. | did say | would go out to the public
when we talk about different management
tools. I'll see on the webinar, the next hand |
have is Mark Ellis, this is commenting on the
motion to amend, so either no harvest or no
targeting closures in Maryland in the Bay.

MR. MARK ELLIS: Comment is on the motion
specifically. |think a no targeting closure is going to
absolutely disrupt the recreational industry that
supports this fishery, in terms of the hotels,
restaurants, other bookings, tackle, what have you.

| really don’t understand on this motion or the other
motion, that is why we keep going back and forth,
because we’re taking out the very fish that are going
to rebuild this stock by not continuing to share the
recreational and commercial reductions.

CHAIR WARE: Thanks, Mark, I'll bring it back to the
Board, last chance for comments on this motion to
amend. Seeing none; again, we’ll try something
wild. Is there any objection to the motion to
amend? Seeing none; we will approve the motion
to amend by consent. Next, | had a question from
Jason McNamee. You have a question on the
motion to substitute?

DR. McNAMEE: | think I'm good, Madam Chair,
thank you.

CHAIR WARE: Love it, excellent. Adam, I'll go to
you. Are you ready to make your motion to amend?

MR. NOWALSKY: Well, that depends on how quickly
staff has processed what | had previously sent to
them.

CHAIR WARE: We just got it, give us a second.

MR. NOWALSKY: While they’re working on that, let
me just go ahead and start speaking to it, if you
would like me to, or if you prefer me to wait | will,
Madam Chair.

CHAIR WARE: | think, Adam, | am going to have you
just start talking about your motion and the general
concept as they start to write it up, because | think
it may take a minute to write that up. But if you
want to describe what you’re aiming for that would
be great.

MR. NOWALSKY: Great, thank you. The motion that
| will be making momentarily will focus on the no
harvest element of the two regions, as well as the
Virginia portion in the Chesapeake Bay. Specifically,
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| would like to see that language be consistent
with the motion that we just passed for
Maryland.

| would like to see no harvest replaced in the
two regions, as well as the Virginia portion of
Chesapeake Bay with consistent language that
refers to no harvest or no targeting closures.
There was a lot of debate during the AP and as
well as the public comments about no harvest
and no targeting. They both have pros, they
both have cons.

Obviously, the no targeting aspect is something
that has generated a lot of discussion amongst
people who have for a long time advocated for
conservation at all cost, are now pulling back
from that stance to some degree, when they are
faced with being directly affected by the need
for conservation. Whereas, the no harvest
aspect only comes with the caveat of longer
seasonal closures, more impactful as a result of
that than what the no targeting closures
implement.

If we're going to go ahead and offer one
geographic locale an opportunity here to
discuss no targeting or no harvest, in terms of
what their constituents best feel represents
their needs. | think it would be appropriate to
extend that to all of the geographic regions
discussed in this motion.

CHAIR WARE: That was perfectly timed, Adam,
because we are ready to go on your motion to
amend, if you would like to read it into the
record.

MR. NOWALSKY: For Maine to Rhode Island
Region, Connecticut to North Carolina Region
and the Virginia/Chesapeake Bay Region, move
to amend to add “and/or no targeting
closures,” and strike of “22 days and of 18
days.”

CHAIR WARE: Great, thank you, Adam, and we
had a second from Emerson Hasbrouck. We’re

now going to discuss this motion to amend. Yes,
Roy Miller.

MR. ROY W. MILLER: It is not clear to me how this
motion and the previously passed motion apply to
the Potomac River Fisheries Commission. Can you
enlighten me in that regard?

MS. FRANKE: Yes, so the Potomac River Fisheries
Commission and the District of Colombia can each
choose to match either Maryland or Virginia’s
closure.

CHAIR WARE: Emerson, my apologies. | should
have gone to you as seconder, so I'll let you go next.

MR. HASBROUCK: Quite all right, no problem, we're
moving along just fine here. This motion addresses
an issue that has been concerning me, and that
issue is equity and inequity. You know reading
through the public comment, the public comment
summary, the AP Report, speaking with fishermen,
and as the Commissioner representing all citizens in
the state of New York. | see that there is an inequity
here in not addressing catch and release.

We know that catch and release doesn’t remove as
many fish, and when | say remove, | don’t mean just
harvest, | mean dead discards as well. But a lot of
the comment is that everybody needs to sacrifice,
because everybody will benefit. But then there is
always the caveat, except we can’t have no
targeting, because by not having no targeting it
provides an opportunity for anglers to continue
fishing.

To me that is somewhat disingenuous, and | know
that no targeting is difficult to enforce. But we've
been ignoring the removals by people who continue
to target striped bass during closed seasons and
otherwise. Catch and release, I’'m not against catch
and release fishing, | think it is very good and it
helps to reduce total number of discards.

However, that fishery, so minimum sizes don’t
impact that fishery, because they are not keeping
fish. Maximum sizes don’t impact that fishery. Slot
sizes don’t impact that fishery and seasons don’t,

38



Atlantic Striped Bass Management Board Proceedings — December 2024

and that was particularly clear through the
public comment that it doesn’t matter to them
what the season is, just don’t include no
targeting, because we want to keep fishing. I've
heard it from Commissioners around the table
here several times today that we all need to
participate in rebuilding, and | agree with that.
That is why | seconded this motion.

CHAIR WARE: We just have a clarification from
staff for Adam.

MS. FRANKE: In your motion, in the original
motion it says for Connecticut to North Carolina,
closures of the same number of days in Wave 2
and Wave 6. Were you also intending to strike
that so it doesn’t have to be the same number
of days, or were you intending to keep that?

MR. NOWALSKY: | would say strike that, but just
leave the combination. The intention would be
to leave the combination of Wave 3 and Wave 5
for Maine to Rhode Island, and leave the
combination of Wave 2 and Wave 6 for
Connecticut to North Carolina.

MS. FRANKE: Thank you.

CHAIR WARE: I'm going to go to our next
comment. Adam, we will have you reread that
when it’s back up on the screen, and I'll let you
comment at that point when you reread. Chris
Batsavage, you're next.

MR. CHRIS BATSAVAGE: Just so | understand for
this Amendment if it would be applied. No
targeting and no harvest would be applied
regionwide, right? We’re not trying to parse out
which states and which region would have no
targeting versus no harvest, if | understand this
correctly, right?

CHAIR WARE: That is my understanding, that
the region would have to decide which tool, it’s
not each state choosing which tool.

MR. BATSAVAGE: Great, thanks, | guess where
my concern comes with this particular

application of no targeting is the Recreational
Release Mortality Workgroup spent a lot of time on
this issue, and we explored several different
examples of no targeting closures for striped bass,
as well as other species. They seemed like the ones
that were, | guess most effective, were more limited
in time and space.

Although we concluded that there could be some
uses for no targeting closures in the striped bass
fishery. We definitely kind of cautioned against
doing them in a widespread level, especially right
off the bat, where | think in some of these other no
targeting closures that we explored were in place
for a while, and it took time for them to become
effective. I'm just worried that some regions will be
taking less days closed, and thinking it would have
the conservation benefit that it may not actually
have.

CHAIR WARE: All right, Adam, | think we are ready
for you to reread that motion into the record.

MR. NOWALSKY: For Maine to Rhode Island,
Connecticut to North Carolin, and Virginia
Chesapeake Bay, move to amend to add “and/or no
targeting closures,” and strike “of 22 days, and of 18
days, and of the same number of days.”

CHAIR WARE: Do you have a comment you wanted
to make?

MR. NOWALSKY: Yes, a comment regarding the no
targeting aspect here. | appreciate Chris bringing up
that point about the work the Workgroup did that |
was also part of. | think with the purpose of these
waves here are in large part because of the
opportunity they present, particularly in the
springtime. It’s a spawning area, a time of
congregation and that fall is certainly a high time of
fishing activity. With regards to that Workgroup’s
work, | think this is a very targeted time with a
reason for doing so. | would also offer a personal
experience from just this past Saturday, fishing
around the three-mile line. While | understand that
this Board, the Workgroup has looked at a lot of
enforcement in general. There is not a whole lot of
cases made on the enforcement of no targeting, and
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that is a true statement. But this is an area of
structure, just over three miles off Atlantic City,
New Jersey, that had been a very popular area
for the past few weeks. He took a Saturday in
December, shortly after a high period of fishing,
where Coast Guard Station Atlantic City just
happened to be out doing some drills that day.

Guess what? There was nobody there striped-
bass fishing on Saturday. While | understand
that we talked a lot about the no targeting
provisions that we don’t have the cases to fall
back on, the no targeting provision is a very
effective conservation tool in the toolbox that
limits the mortality on these fish through
release fishing.

CHAIR WARE: Nichola Meserve and then last
comment will be Emerson Hasbrouck.

MS. MESERVE: I’'m going to speak in opposition
to this amendment. The no targeting closures
to the Bay are responding to unique
environmental conditions there that increase
release mortality. I’'m more comfortable in that
application for that reason right now. | was also
reflecting on the Board’s Workgroup that looked
at this issue, and saw more reasons against
them than for them at this time.

| also was struck by the fact that we keep on
talking about anglers that harvest a fish and
anglers that catch and release fish as two
separate entities, and that is just not the case.
We will impact many people in a more equitable
way that | think some are thinking about it, as
by making that distinction by having a no
harvest closure.

CHAIR WARE: Emerson Hasbrouck.

MR. HASBROUCK: Thank you, Madam Chair, for
the opportunity to comment again. Just to go
along with what Adam just mentioned. Even
though there is difficulty in enforcing no
targeting closures, those anglers who are
conservation minded, who really want to help
to rebuild this resource, will abide by that.

Will everybody abide by it? No. I’'m not under any
illusion that because we have a no targeting closure
that everybody is going to abide by it. We don’t
have 100 percent of the people abiding by minimum
sizes and bag limits and so forth. But | think that
conservation minded anglers will abide by it, and |
wouldn’t be surprised if we get 75 or 80 percent of
anglers who might otherwise fished for striped bass
in a closed season, who would now consider no
targeting.

CHAIR WARE: We're going to take one comment
from the public. The next hand | see is Thomas
Matulonis, | apologize if | mispronounced your last
name. Then we’re going to caucus and vote.
Thomas, it looks like you’re unmuted and | just ask
you to speak to the motion to amend.

MS. KERNS: Thomas, we cannot hear you. | would
recommend checking your microphone, and we’ll
keep you in the queue for public, and Megan can go
to a different member of the public.

CHAIR WARE: Next on the webinar | have Paul
Haertel, again this is a comment on the motion to
amend.

MS. KERNS: Paul, you should be able to unmute
yourself now.

MR. PAUL HAERTEL: Okay, thank you. Yes, | support
the motion. | believe that all sectors should have to
cut back equally, including the catch and release
guys. However, | would like to see it closed to no
targeting during the time period when other fish are
available to catch, because to close, say during
November and December in New Jersey, it would be
devastating to our tackle stores, because there is
nothing else to fish for, particularly from the shore.
Thank you.

CHAIR WARE: Thanks, Paul. All right, we’re going to
do a 30 second caucus, and then we’re going to
vote. All right, we are ready to vote. We are voting
on the motion to amend. All those in favor of the
motion to amend, please raise your hand.

40



Atlantic Striped Bass Management Board Proceedings — December 2024

MS. KERNS: Rhode Island, Connecticut, New
York, New Jersey, Virginia, Potomac River
Fisheries Commission, Maryland, Delaware,
District of Colombia.

CHAIR WARE: All those opposed.

MS. KERNS: New Hampshire, Maine, North
Carolina, Pennsylvania and Massachusetts.

CHAIR WARE: Any abstentions?

MS. KERNS: Fish and Wildlife Service and
NOAA Fisheries.

CHAIR WARE: Any null votes? The motion to
amend passes 9 to 5 with 2 abstentions. Give
us a second to update that and we’ll carry on.
While we are updating the motion on the
board, | think we had a question/comment from
Rhode Island, so we’ll go to you guys, and |
would just ask if there are any other motions to
amend the substitute motion, please see me
now.

DR. McNAMEE: | originally had a motion to
amend. However, the motion that just passed
took care of what | was attempting to do, so
there is no need for that anymore. I'll just take
a moment though. The flexibility is what | was
after, and that last motion kind of allowed us a
little more flexibility in when the closures
happen. | also wanted to note, this is going to
sting for Rhode Island, being in this northern
region, but you know, | feel it is the right thing
to do.

Our fishery is more like those fisheries, and if
we had been put into that other group. | think
the idea here is to do something meaningful.
This is a lot more meaningful for Rhode Island
than it would have been in the other regions. |
just wanted to kind of acknowledge that and get
that on the record. Thanks to the makers of the
last motion that took some heat off of what |
was trying to do, so thanks.

CHAIR WARE: | have not seen any hands or received
anyone coming up for a motion to amend. What I'm
going to have us do now, we perfected both
motions, congratulations. We are now going to
debate the underlying motion versus the motion to
substitute, so the Addendum versus the Board
Action. | am going to do two in favor, two opposed,
and then we’ll just keep repeating that. I'll ask for
new comments, so something that is new to the
discussion, and we’ll work that way until we are
ready to vote. Could | see folks who are interested
in commenting in favor of the motion to substitute,
raise your hand, and those looking to comment in
opposition to the motion to substitute. Great,
thank you, we have a question from Max, we’ll start
with a question.

MR. APPELMAN: It’s not written in the motion,
motion to substitute. The overall intent to achieve a
9 percent reduction, which | think | heard when the
motion was made. Now that the percentages have
changed, | suspect it’s a minor shift in what that
total would be. But | don’t know if that needs to be
recalculated or reaffirmed with this motion to
substitute, because the percentages for the
commercial reduction have changed, commercial
and recreational have changed.

MS. FRANKE: Thanks, Max. Can you clarify, you're
asking.

MR. APPELMAN: The overall intent of this motion
was to achieve a percent reduction, | believe. It’s
not written in there, but | think | heard 9 percent,
which is why it was originally proposed as 9 percent
for recreational season closures, and 9 percent for
commercial quotas. Now that the commercial
qguota percentage has dropped to 5 percent, does
that overall intent change? | suspect it is negligible,
but | just want to put it out there, in case it needs to
be recalculated.

CHAIR WARE: Max, as | read the motion, it doesn’t
say what the overall percent reduction is, it just says
9 percent for the recreational through season
closures and 5 percent for commercial quotas. |
don’t think we have to update anything; | think your
point is correct. The total overall reduction may be
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impacted, but that’s not in the motion. We are
going to move to two in favor, two opposed, so
I'll start with Doug Grout, and then Matt Gates,
speaking in favor of the motion to substitute.

MR. GROUT: Yes, thank you, Madam Chair, and
thank you all for coming here to work on this
difficult decision. As has been stated, the
reason we’re doing this is to try and increase
the probability that we will get our SSB back up
to target by 2029. But one of the reasons we
had this special meeting was because the
Technical Committee was estimating that we
were going to have an increase in our catch in
2025, by up to 17 percent.

That was going to throw us off our schedule of
meeting our target, or at least decrease the
probability of meeting our target by 2029. They
also indicated that there were a couple things
that we needed to decide on, and what our risk
tolerance was. The first thing that | looked at
was what is going to be the catch in 2024.

Originally, | was a little bit uncertain, but now
that we have not only Waves 2 through 4 and
Waves 2 through 5 estimates, | think there is a
fairly good probability we’re going to have a low
catch in 2024, which will mean that our overall
reduction that is needed, | think is going to be
somewhat less. We're not sure whether it’s
going to be not taking anything or whether it’s
going to be 8 or 9 percent. | think that if we
don’t approve action today, we will do nothing
to try and address the potential increase in
harvest that is going to happen in 2025. We're
going to be relying on trying to get an
Addendum passed that will try to stabilize the

effort, and F in 2026 to 2029, at a very low level.

We like to try to, | think I’'m going to support
moving forward with this, because | think we
need to try and do something right now to
temper the increase in harvest that we’re
foreseeing in 2017. That is my reason and
rationale for supporting this motion.

CHAIR WARE: Next, | have Matt Gates.

MR. MATTHEW GATES: The Board gave itself the
ability to take action in the event that the
assessment came back and said, we’re not going to
get to the target by 2029. That assessment came
back and it did indicate that. Now we’ve had some
subsequent analysis after that that says we may or
may not get there.

It’s not clear to me that we’re really getting there,
and given the current condition of the stock, the
low recruitment we’ve had, | just think that taking
Board action is the right thing to do now. That
leaves us in a better position to achieve our target
and leave us in a better position for the future, so
thanks.

CHAIR WARE: We're going to move now to two
opposed. I'll start with Joe Cimino and then Mike
Luisi.

MR. CIMINO: Going from strongly opposed to
opposed. | think it was important to include the no
targeting closures. | think before that action was
just a half measure, almost by definition, since we
were ignoring 50 percent of the mortality. But I still
think this needs to be done through an addendum
process.

You know one of the things that | have seen for
being several years on a TC for fluke and black sea
bass, changing regulations constantly.
Noncompliance, you know there were times where
we were looking at a need for 10 or 12 percent
reduction that we could have got it, just by people
knowing what the regulations were.

People are allowing their fish to be measured by
APAIS intercepts, if we just had compliance with the
current regulations we would have met those
reductions, and now we’re talking about pushing
this forward for, you know Wave 2 closure for states
like New York and New Jersey, who now have to
decide all of this at a regional level on, what are the
right days, and are we doing nontargeting or no
harvest closures.

That is really not the information that we got from
the public yet. I'm strictly opposed to this now,
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because | think the timing is such that we need
to do this through an Addendum process, and |
think the TC has made it clear that you know
the stock can handle that, but it’s just a matter
of Board decision.

CHAIR WARE: Mike Luisi.

MR. LUISI: Madam Chair, I'll pass my comment
on to Dave Sikorski, he beat me fair and square
with his hand. | would like to speak in support
of the main motion, or in some reverse way if
we get around again to that, | would be happy
to jump in. But I’'m going to give Dave the
opportunity.

MR. SIKORSKI: Thank you, Mike. | started the
day, or headed into this meeting thinking about,
what can we do to set something in motion that
leaves us there until we are guided by the
Benchmark Stock Assessment, which should be
November of '27. | think that a cut is necessary.
After all the discussion we’ve just had, I'm okay
with adding in the no targeting stuff, even
though | don’t think it’s a meaningful way to
manage this fishery.

| said a lot about that on the record last
meeting. But ultimately, | don’t support this
because of the first line. You're going to talk
about equity and pretend like 9 and 5 equal
each other all of a sudden, we’ve made a
mistake. It further undermines the Board’s
support of us, our ability to do our jobs, and it’s
just simple math.

Commercial caught fish, recreational caught
fish, fish caught on a charter boat or all dead or
they are all alive, and until we have a data
system and a management system that can
better shape our sectors, which we might get to
eventually. | think doing it in these meetings
with a need that this fishery has right now is
embarrassing.

| would support this motion with equal percent
reductions that are probably greater than 9
percent. But instead, | would rather we have an

addendum. Give us the tools in Maryland
specifically, to solve some of the problems that
we've created over the last 5 years in our fishery,
because trust me, you’re going to want more fish
leaving the Chesapeake Bay in good condition, to
support the growth in our fisheries.

Right now, it’s just not happening. | think we’re
overharvesting a depleted stock. | think the
difference between a recreational and commercial
efficacy and efficiency in the water is playing out in
the water, waters of the Chesapeake. Commercial
fisheries are catching their quotas and our
recreational fisheries, which are really highly skilled
people in some cases, aren’t catching fish day to
day.

Some of our Board members went fishing with a
really popular guide, Matt Filbert, and caught three
fish on a full day fishing in the Chesapeake Bay. We
need to save more fish. | think this is a less-than-
ideal way of doing it. | prefer to focus on the
Addendum, even though | wish we could really save
a lot more fish in 2025. | opposed this as up there
today.

CHAIR WARE: All right, we're going to go back to
two in favor. Next, | had Emerson Hasbrouck and
then Chris Batsavage. Looking for new types of
comments.

MR. HASBROUCK: As the TC/SAS Memo points out,
there are a lot of uncertainties going forward here,
and it also has us question what our risk tolerance is
going forward with striped bass. We can’t predict
the future, but we don’t even know as of today
where we are for 2024, much less going forward in
the future. Therefore, | think we need to do
something here today to reduce removals by some
amount starting in 2025. I’'m not in favor of putting
it off for another year. I’'m also thinking beyond
2029, in terms of the small year classes in recent
years, both in the Chesapeake and the Hudson. |
think that doing what we can here today to help
improve spawning stock biomass is going to help us
long term. Also, relative to the question | raised
whenever it was, a couple of hours ago, | guess,
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about updates, in terms of where we are with
removals.

I’'m hoping that the rest of the Board is
supportive, and we will probably have this
conversation, | guess in October, in February,
sorry, of providing us with removal updates, so
we’ll have a better idea of how things are going
on that and we move forward. But anyhow, |
support this substitute motion.

CHAIR WARE: Chris Batsavage.

MR. BATSAVAGE: Yes, many of the reasons that
| support the substitute motion have already
been said. There are certain aspects of the
substitute motion that | don’t particularly favor,
but | think the bottom line for me is, do we have
the 2018-year class entering the Ocean
recreational slot limit pretty much right in the
middle of it next year.

It’s the last good year class we have indefinitely,
until we hopefully see another good year class
in the future. That is the main thing, and as a
result, we're going to need to focus on just
maintaining the spawning stock biomass that
we have, because we could be looking at some
pretty lean times after 2029 if we don’t get a
little boost in recruitment in the next several
years.

CHAIR WARE: Next, I'll go to two opposed, so |
have Mike and then John Clark, just for folks in
the public, | am going to go to the public after
those two comments, so if you could raise your
hand either in the room or online that you
would like to comment, that would be helpful.
Mike.

MR. LUISI: I’'m going to speak in opposition to
this motion in comments that support the main
motion to initiating an addendum today. If we
look back over time throughout the recreational
striped bass management, there were many,
many, many years in the early 2000s when
things were just stable.

There was a long period of time where there was
stability in the recreational fishery. As we have
managed the fishery to reduce fishing mortality, we
have continually added to the complexity of the
regulations, that the states or the regions are having
to deal with their recreational anglers and their
public.

| see this motion, the substitute motion, which is
taking action now, as just another level of
complicated analyses piecemealed together to try
to accomplish and strive to achieve a certain value,
whether it’s 9 percent, | guess it’s 9 percent here,
trying to get to a 9 percent mark on reducing the
level of removals.

| don’t support just a continued effort to add on to
that complexity. What | would like to do, or what |
think the Addendum does, is it provides us an
opportunity to implement the things that we have
learned over time. A few years ago, Maryland
closed April to no targeting. We did it for reasons
back then. We're looking at that fishery now
thinking what we know about catch and release
mortality, you know maybe the access to the fishery
during that particular time of year is more
important. Maybe it’s something that we should be
considering as we evolve and have to deal with the
onset of the environmental conditions and the
climate affects that are occurring throughout the
East Coast and along the Mid-Atlantic and New
England areas. This approach before us on the
screen right now doesn’t give us any ability to be
creative, to rethink, to step back and to take what
we've learned and apply it.

All it does is provides a prescriptive next step that
we’ll need to go back and start to work with our
partners within the regions that we’ve been
identified to be in, to come up with a strategy that
might work. | don’t know if Maryland and Virginia
are going to be able to agree on whether we do a no
targeting or a no harvest closure.

That is a conversation we’ll still have to have. The
other states in the ocean, those conversations are
going to be had as well, based on the amendments
that have happened to this. I’'m very supportive of
taking action in ’26. Let’s learn from what we’ve
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experienced in the past, and let’s try to use
some creative outlook into the future to
establishing meaningful rules that apply during
the times of the year.

You know it’s that balancing act that was
brought up earlier in the main motion, the
balancing act of the impacts to the effects on
the resource. | don’t think we achieved that
with this, | think we achieved it by taking a step
back and looking at it holistically,
comprehensively, and coming up with a strategy
that works for 2026. Those are my comments,
thank you.

CHAIR WARE: Next, | have John Clark.

MR. CLARK: Holy Cow, | see we’re already at the
ending time for this conference, so | guess I'll
keep it as short as possible. But not much | can
add, just saying that | think if we had had the
data through even Wave 4, we probably
wouldn’t even be here right now, because it
would have shown the probability of meeting
the SSB in 2029 would have been over 50
percent.

| think this is unnecessary to take this action
now. We'll have better data if we stick with the
regulations we have through 2025, and we can
take our time and come up with a good
addendum that addresses all aspects of both
the recreational and commercial fishery. Thank
you.

CHAIR WARE: Emilie is going to just provide one
quick clarification, and then we’re going to go to
the public. Two on the webinar, one in the
room.

MS. FRANKE: 1 just want to remind the Board
that if this motion passes and if regions were to
pursue no targeting closures for their
implementation plans, there are two sets of
assumption for no targeting closures. The TC
provided one where you assume striped bass
only trips would be eliminated; they would no

longer occur. That is the shortest possible closure.

The other assumption is that those trips would still
occur, but they would target a different species, so it
would be a slightly longer closure. The TC can
provide all of that information, both sets of
assumptions. | think it would be up to the region to
propose to the Board which assumption they would
propose as most appropriate. At that point it would
be back to the Board to review the region proposals.
Just a reminder, there are two assumptions for no
targeting closures. In the motion right now for the
Maryland no targeting closure, one of those
assumptions is specified, but for the other regions
it’s not specified, so it would be up to the regions to
look at both of those assumptions and go from
there.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, so the first two hands | saw on
the webinar were Patrick Paquette and then Rick
Bellavance, so we’ll start with Patrick.

MR. PATRICK PAQUETTE: Thank you for the
opportunity to comment. | first want to appreciate
the hard work that the Board wrestling with this
comment. I've been doing this for a really long
time, interacting with ASMFC management, and |
see nothing but a dark reality for the future of the
striped bass fishery.

More citizens want to catch these fish than | believe
the stock can handle. All the long-term science
points to a shrinking stock. The environmental
conditions appear to be the problem, not any one
sector or proportion of the sector. | see a future in
the long term with seasons. | see the motion before
you as the beginning of getting our way toward
what is going to happen as we get to coming out of
the next assessment.

| urge the Board to consider the Atlantic striped
bass as being at high risk of overfishing in 2025. |
urge you to consider that risk as the TC urged you to
consider risk. | urge you to pass this motion and to
begin transitioning all of us, all sectors into the
reality of a smaller striped bass fishery, until the
environment changes, and | just don’t see that
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future in anywhere close to the near terms.
Thank you for your work today.

CHAIR WARE: Thanks, Patrick. Next is Rick
Bellavance.

MR. RICK BELLAVANCE: Thank you, Madam
Chair, appreciate the opportunity to comment,
and | thank the Board for their work,
particularly Mr. Nowalsky and his amendment
to put in no targeting closures. |think thatis a
move forward, but | still oppose this motion.
The substitute, | think it singles out Rhode
Island a little more than the other states, and
being from Rhode Island, | don’t like that.

| think there is a lot of confusion about how
these negotiations are going to work in the
different regions. | think that should have been
clarified a little bit more, and | think it feels to
me like a rush job. | feel Mr. Luisi’s comments
about taking the time to do it right and thinking
through all of these different management
strategies is a better alternative, so | would
oppose it, and thanks for the time to comment.

CHAIR WARE: Thanks, Rick. We’re going to go
to the room now, so | saw Mike Waine with his
hand up, and then | think there is maybe one
more hand, and then we’ll come back to the
Board.

MR. WAINE: Thank you, Madam Chair, Mike
Waine with the American Sportfishing
Association. | oppose the substitute and
support the main motion. | think the public
process is really important for such a significant
decision of season closures, and it seems like on
the fly the Board has chopped up this motion to
look a lot like the conservation equivalency
process that | think everyone had opposed
moving forward with, given the status of the
resource. | think giving the Addendum the
opportunity to consider this more thoroughly,
really develop options out that the public can
consume and provide input on is the best path
forward. You guys know that I'm part of a lot of
these fishery management discussions and this

is probably the most unique fishery that ASMFC
manages, especially recreationally.

| look at the public comments and | know there are
millions of striped bass anglers out there, millions,
and I’'m only seeing 25-2800 comments from a lot of
the same people that we know have been
commenting. As an organization, we’re going to
work with our members to try to get more people
integrated into this process.

We know that the recreational fishery is very
diverse, and | don’t feel like the public comments
really are a good reflection of that diversity. Where
is the opportunity to get those individuals into this
process? Where is the opportunity to give folks the
chance to get involved and engaged? | don’t think
it’s on the fly with this substitute motion.

| challenge the Board to go the addendum route and
reach out to the constituents that they haven’t
heard from. Don’t talk to the same folks that you've
been talking to the same all the time. Find the
people who care about this resource, and value it in
a way that their voices should be heard too, and as
will reward you as an association ourself. Thank
you, Madam Chair.

CHAIR WARE: Thanks, Mike. Is there one more
hand in the room, because | saw a person with a
hat. | saw your hand first. | forget your name, |
apologize.

CAPTAIN VICTOR HARTLEY: I'm from New Jersey,
Captain Victor Hartley. | don’t paint a doom and
gloom on this fishery, and | don’t think anyone in
this room has a crystal ball, because | would like to
know why people thing we’re going to catch more
next year. The Chesapeake Bay is not the primary
source for this fishery anymore.

When | was younger, we fished in the Delaware Bay
and we caught a ton. Those fish moved; we don’t
catch them there no more. Now we’re in North
Jersey, we see a ton of little fish coming out of the
Chesapeake Bay or out of the weir. We have
released more fish this year than we ever have, with
the new rule, which hurt us.
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If we shut down for any amount of time, that
will probably take a half of our business away.
Your own numbers say that there is a chance we
might make it by 2029, there is a chance we
might not. It’s not much difference in any of
these percentages. | don’t understand also why
we're just looking. What if we don’t rebuild by
2029? What if it’s 2030? A businessman is in
business. The plan is you make out good in five
years, so what, maybe it takes six years.

We are releasing more fish right now than we
ever have before, along with November this
year, we lost 15 days due to weather. We're a
75 per boat, we’re not the only boat that lost
those days due to weather, and we’re catching
more fish. We’re not worried. One other thing
| don’t hear anybody here worrying about is the
bunker that is getting taken out by the Omega
fleet is affecting our bass, it’s affecting the
whales that are around this year. We need to
start worrying about some of the bait. But
another thing you should think about if we have
to take a closure is looking outside the box.
We’re in the for-hire sector. If we have to close
the season for 20 days, okay, let’s close it
Monday to Thursday, but let’s give everybody
Friday, Saturday and Sunday to fish. That means
we’re not closed down for a whole entire month
or 37 days, whatever it’s going to be. It will give
us a chance to make money every week.

All you guys think the same way every single
meeting | come to; you’ve got to start thinking
outside the box. How can we protect these
people who make a living. Let me tell you, |
know a lot, because I've lost houses over this
industry, based on decisions that have been
made here, and I've rebuilt, and it gets harder
and harder. Now my kids are doing this. But
that is all | had. You’ve got to start thinking
outside the box, | mean not the same ways we
do every single year.

CHAIR WARE: Thank you, Victor. All right, so
I’'m going to bring it back to the Board. I've had
two hands raised, and then we’re going to go to

caucus. | had Jim Gilmore on the webinar and then
Dennis, and then we’re going to caucus.

MR. GILMORE: As much as | really would like to
take some kind of reduction at this point, and when
| was coming in there that was my mindset. By the
way, Nichola has carried on the David Pierce
tradition of motions that are just amazing. Anyway,
the concern | have is really from a practical one
now. When | look at the region that New York
would be in, which Connecticut to North Carolina.

| look back, we were trying to do simple things like
regional management for summer flounder and try
to get consistent size, season, bag limits, and what
we went through with that took years, and it
resulted in noncompliance findings and lawsuits and
a whole lot of other things. The big concern | have
is that we’re going to resolve those types of issues
plus targeting/nontargeting,
commercial/recreational blah, blah, blah, all the
stuff that we talked about today, and do that in 6 to
7 weeks.

| think we’re just getting ourselves into a real mess.
For those reasons, as much as | am in really, | would
like to vote in support of that substitute motion. |
think the practicality of it, an addendum makes
more sense. That was really stated by a lot of the
other folks. We actually do this right and actually
have something meaningful and sustainable
changes.

CHAIR WARE: Dennis Abbott.
MR. ABBOTT: | guess I’'m getting the last word.

CHAIR WARE: We’'ll see, we’ve had some hands go
up, so we'll see how generous I’'m feeling.

MR. ABBOTT: Okay, a lot of us are going to be
leaving shortly, hopefully. Just stepping back, we’re
here because we took Board action a couple years
ago that if we had recruitment failure or whatever,
we fell below our rebuilding target we would take
action. Here we come, we went out to public
comment, we got 4,000 people. Contrary to Mike
Waine, we'll never get a million people or a whole
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bunch more people. There are people who
voice their opinions and there are people who
trust us to do what is right. But right now, we’re
boiled down to making a choice. We have a
choice in front of us to do something. The
alternative is to do what the public blames us
for not doing all the time, and that is kicking the
can down the road. That will be the perception
when we leave this meeting if we don’t adopt
this substitute motion. | don’t think that
anything | say is going to change anyone’s mind.

| think people’s minds are made up. They've
probably been made up long before they got
here. We’ve had a good discussion. Thank the
Technical Committee for all the work that we
put upon them, and hopefully we’ll come to a
conclusion here, whatever it is. Thanks.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, I'm looking towards the
two people | saw hands go up. Robert, 30
seconds. Then we’re definitely caucusing.

MR. BROWN: Yes, thank you, Ma’am. I'm
making this very simple. We’ve got a lot of
respect for the Technical Committee, and words
| heard out of their mouth was rapid, analyzing
it, not enough time for the project and they
need more time. There are a number of things
that | don’t like with this motion that we’re
looking at now. I’'m in favor of the main motion,
and | just wanted to add that we’ve got to take
our time and make sure we get it right this time,
or as close to right as we possibly can. Thank
you very much.

CHAIR WARE: Thanks, Robert, Max, 30 seconds.

MR. APPELMAN: | support action to ensure
stock rebuilding, and what I'm really struggling
with here is the process, and | was hesitant to
raise my hand when asked for those in favor and
those against, but given the credible range of
projections, I'm just increasingly uncomfortable
asking through this expedited process.

| commented and voted in favor of an
Addendum back in October. | still support an
Addendum as the next best appropriate step in

this process. | don’t see it as kicking the can down
the road, necessarily. | think that the option that
has been developed in this substitute is a great
example of something that could be flushed out a
little bit more in an addendum, especially if it is a
viable option. I'll leave it at that. I'm going to vote
against this motion to substitute and support the
main motion.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, does anyone need time to
caucus? Yes, 30 seconds to caucus and then we're
going to vote. As a reminder, this is the time, five
minutes, no. You get two minutes. I’'m a hard
bargainer, Emerson, two minutes. We're voting on
whether to vote up the substitute or not. All right,
I’'m going to call the Board back to order. If you took
a bit of a walk during those two minutes. We are
going to vote. Again, we're voting on the motion to
substitute, so this is, are you in favor or opposed to
the motion to substitute.

New York, you get one more minute, because | have
to read this into the record, | guess. Move to
Substitute: to take Board action to implement in
2025 recreational seasonal closures to achieve a 9
percent reduction and decrease the commercial
quotas by 5 percent. The recreational season
closures will be implemented regionally, as
follows. Maine through Rhode Island, no harvest
closures and/or no targeting closures in Wave 3.
Plus, the number of days needed in Wave 5, to
achieve a combined 9 percent reduction across
both waves be implemented in uniform dates
across the region. Connecticut to North Carolina,
no harvest closures and/or no targeting closures in
Waves 2 and 6 needed to achieve a combined 9
percent reduction across both waves to be
implemented in uniform dates across the region.
Chesapeake Bay, Maryland, no targeting closure
and/or no harvest closure in Wave 4 to lengthen
the existing closure (9 percent reduction is
calculated with the striped bass only trips
eliminated assumption.) Virginia, no harvest
closure and/or no targeting closures at the end of
Wave 6 (9 percent reduction.)

New York, Pennsylvania and Delaware area specific
fisheries, seasonal closure or size limit changes to
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achieve 9 percent reductions. The
regions/states will submit implementation
plans for Board approval at the winter 2025
meeting week. If a region can’t decide on
uniform dates the Board will make the
selection. The implementation deadline is
April 1,2025. Okay, all those in favor of the
motion to substitute, please raise your hand.

MS. KERNS: Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
Maine, New Hampshire.

CHAIR WARE: All those opposed to the motion
to substitute.

MS. KERNS: Connecticut, New York, New
Jersey, NOAA Fisheries, Pennsylvania, Virginia,
Potomac River Fisheries Commission,
Maryland, Delaware, District of Colombia and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

CHAIR WARE: | think that is everyone, but I'll
just check, any abstentions and any null votes.

MS. KERNS: North Carolina.

CHAIR WARE: That motion to substitute fails 4
to 11 with 1 null vote. That’s going to bring us
back to that main motion on the Addendum, so
we'll give staff a second to update here. Okay,
does anyone need time to caucus on this now
main motion? Doug, do you need time to
caucus?

MR. GROUT: | would like to make a comment
on this.

CHAIR WARE: Okay, keep it quick, and it has to
be something new.

MR. GROUT: Yes. From my perspective we’re
not going to be gaining much information
between now and when we have to start
initiating this Addendum, because we won’t
know, to me a very important piece of
information on what we need to do next,
because we won’t have any information on the
2025 harvest, how much it went up.

If we do make any kind of measures this year to try
and have in place by the beginning of 2026, we're
going to have to come back once we find out what
the harvest is in 2025. | mean that’s the key thing.
What kind of impact are we going to have on the
2018-year class when it goes into that slot?

I’'m going to oppose this too, because | think if we’re
not going to do something now, we should actually
wait until the year 2026, once we have 2025
information on our harvest to put in an addendum
to see what we now need to do to get to our final
target of SSB. That is my, thank you Madam Chair.

CHAIR WARE: Any other quick comments just on,
we don’t need a motion for status quo, I'll say this
failing would be status quo, so that is why we don’t
do that motion. 30 second caucus, is that difficult?
Okay, you get a minute, because | have to read it
into the record. Move to initiate an addendum to
support striped bass rebuilding by 2029, in
consideration of 2024 recreational and commercial
mortality while balancing socioeconomic impacts.

Options should include, if needed, a range of
overall reductions, consideration of recreational
versus commercial contributions to those
reductions, recreational season and size changes,
taking into account regional variability of
availability, and no harvest versus no target
closures. Final action shall be taken by the annual
2025 meeting, to be in place for the 2026
recreational and commercial fishery.

Thirty second caucus. We are going to call the
question; | appreciate everyone’s allowing me a few
seconds there extra. We are voting on the main
motion now; this is to initiate an addendum. All
those in favor, please raise your hand.

MS. KERNS: Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, NOAA
Fisheries, Pennsylvania, North Carolina, Virginia,
Potomac River Fisheries Commission, Maryland,
Delaware, District of Colombia, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.

CHAIR WARE: All those opposed.
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MS. KERNS: Maine and New Hampshire.

CHAIR WARE: Any abstentions? Any null
votes? Motion passes 14 to 2. Okay, | think,
Representative Hepler, you have a comment?
Very quickly.

REPRESENTATIVE ALLISON HEPLER: Okay,
thanks. | just want to be put on the record that
the reason | voted no is because | think we need
to do something sooner rather than later, and
that was clearly what | heard from the public
comments. Thank you.

CHAIR WARE: Thank you. Okay, | think we have
accomplished what we were brought here today
to accomplish, so we have a motion that passed
for an addendum. | expect staff will be reaching
out about Plan Development Team membership
at some point.

MS. FRANKE: Yes, we will reach out as soon as
possible about a Plan Development Team. I'm
not sure if we can get a Plan Development Team
meeting before the winter meeting. | hope we
can, but | think at the winter meeting at the
very least, we would be looking for some
additional Board guidance on what different
options to include.

| think from a staff perspective, maybe a helpful
place to start is the TC Report. If you have a
chance to review the TC Report again and
consider what options that aren’t in there, like
regional breakdowns that weren’t in there in
the first place that you would like to see, other
things that you thought are missing from the TC
Report, in terms of options that you want to
see. | think that would be a helpful place to
start, thanks.

ADJOURNMENT

CHAIR WARE: Thank you, Emilie. Just a few
things here. | want to thank MRIP staff. They
were able to get us the preliminary Wave 5
striped bass data in advance, so a huge thanks
top them for that. | want to thank obviously,

Emilie, for all her hard work, the TC, Tyler and Katie.
We are blessed with some very good science
communicators with this group.

That is not always the case, so | just want to thank
them so much for their communication skills. | want
to give a big shout out to Madeline, she is doing all
of the motions, typing up all of your amendments
and different ideas. She doesn’t get a ton of credit,
and | really want to highlight her today and thank
her for her work. Emilie wants to say something.

MS. FRANKE: | also just want to say, it wasn’t just
me reviewing all the public comments, there were a
lot of staff at the Commission who helped, so it was
really a team effort.

CHAIR WARE: All right, | think we would just be
looking for a motion to adjourn, made by John
Clark, seconded by Dave Sikorski. Thanks everyone
for coming and safe travels, happy holidays.

(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 2:00 p.m. on
Monday, December 16, 2024)
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