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The Horseshoe Crab 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; Tuesday, February 
4, 2025, and was called to order at 12:30 p.m. by 
Chair Eric Reid. 

CALL TO ORDER 

CHAIR ERIC REID:  Good afternoon, everyone.  I 
would like to call the meeting of the Horseshoe 
Crab Management Board to order.  My name is Eric 
Reid; I am from Rhode Island, and this is my first 
opportunity to chair anything in this new body.  I 
apologize in advance of Robert’s Rules of Order 
turned to Reid’s Rules of Order, sorry about that.   

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

CHAIR REID:  With that, first approval of the agenda. 
Any opposition to approving the agenda? 

APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS 

CHAIR REID:  Seeing none; the proceedings from 
October ’24, any modifications to those 
proceedings?  Seeing none; those are approved as 
well.   

PUBLIC COMMENT 

CHAIR REID:  Okay, we’re going to move on to 
Public Comment for items that are not    on this 
agenda. We had no correspondence prior to this 
meeting, so I will turn to the audience.  Is there any 
public comment?  Yes, Ma’am.  Items that are not 
on the agenda, please.  I’m more than happy for 
you to make those comments later on, but not now. 
When we start the discussion about the draft for 
public comment, I will give the public an 
opportunity to speak, but not now.   

It will be during the discussion.  Okay, thank you.  I’ll 
be sure to call on you, but not now.  Anyone else?  
Okay, seeing none; let’s get to our first piece of 
business today, which is Consideration of Approval 
of Draft Addendum IX, and I will turn it over to Ms. 
Starks for the presentation. 

CONSIDER APPROVAL OF DRAFT ADDENDUM IX 
ON MULTI-YEAR SPECIFICATIONS FOR MALE ONLY 
HARVEST OF DELAWARE BAY-ORIGIN HORSESHOE 

CRABS FOR PUBLIC COMMENT 

MS. CAITLIN STARKS:  I will be giving an overview of 
Draft Addendum IX, which is again focusing on 
multiyear specifications for male-only harvest in the 
Delaware Bay Region.  In my presentation I’ll give 
an overview of the Draft Addendum document, 
including the background on this Addendum, the 
statement of the problem, a proposed timeline, and 
the draft management options and then the next 
steps in Board action for consideration today. 

There have been a few major things leading up to 
this Addendum.  First, the ARM Framework Revision 
was adopted in 2022 through Addendum VIII, and 
that implemented changes to the ARM that were 
made through the 2021 revision.  That was also the 
first year that the ARM Framework recommended a 
limited amount of female horseshoe crab harvest.  
While the Board was considering Addendum VIII, it 
did receive a lot of public comments expressing 
concern over that possibility of female harvest.  
That led the Commission to then hold a workshop in 
July of last year, with the goal of bringing together 
the different stakeholder groups in the Delaware 
Bay Region that have an interest in horseshoe crab, 
and generate recommendations about the 
management objectives for the region in the 
horseshoe crab bait fishery. 

At that workshop, one of the key consensus 
recommendations was that the Board should pause 
female harvest while additional management 
changes regarding our framework could be 
considered.  Draft Addendum IX responds to the 
workshop recommendations by offering an interim 
solution that would allow the Board to set multiyear 
specifications for male-only harvest. 

This is in line with another recommendation from 
the workshop, which was that we should still use 
the ARM, but it removed the burden of making an 
annual management decision about whether or not 
to allow female harvest.  It also reduces the 
workload of the ARM Subcommittee, and it opens 
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up more time for them to consider those other 
changes to the management framework to better 
align with stakeholder values. 

This is our current timeline for Draft Addendum IX.  
The Board initiated this Addendum in October, and 
since then the PDT has met a number of times and 
developed the Draft Addendum document, and 
today the Board will consider approving that Draft 
Addendum document for public comment.  If it is 
approved today, the public comment and public 
hearings could occur in February and/or March, and 
the Board can meet again in May to consider final 
approval of the Addendum. 

Getting into the meat of the Draft Addendum, there 
are two issues that are addressed.  The first is the 
issue of multiyear specifications for male-only 
harvest, and the second issue is really just a 
seasonal harvest restriction for the Delaware Bay 
Region.  Under Issue 1, we have two main options.  
Option A is our status quo option, and Option B is to 
allow multiyear specifications for male-only harvest 
for up to three years at a time. 

With Option B there would also be two sub-options 
related to the use of the annual spawning sex ratios 
to manage male-only harvest.  The first of those 
sub-options would not incorporate the use of that 
spawning sex ratio, and the second would 
incorporate it as a factor in determining the no-
harvest limits. 

Our status quo option, Option A, would mean no 
change to the process that we currently use to set 
specifications for the Delaware Bay Region states, 
and Addendum VIII establishes the process, which is 
that the ARM Framework annually provides a 
harvest recommendation to the Board in the Fall, 
and the Board considers that in setting harvest 
limits for the following fishing year. 

Then under Option B, this would add a new 
specifications tool to the toolbox that would allow 
the Board to set multiple years of specifications for 
male only harvest for the Delaware Bay Region.  The 
Board would be able to set specifications for up to 
three years at a time, based on an ARM Framework 

recommendation for the initial year.  Then in the 
interim years the Board would not have to use the 
ARM and no action would have to be taken to keep 
the same specifications in place for the next year.  
As this option is written, the provision would sunset 
after 2031, meaning that unless the Board initiates 
a new Addendum to allow it, multiyear 
specifications would no longer be allowed after 
2031.  This flowchart is to help illustrate the process 
that we would be using under the proposed Option 
B. The first three boxes here reflect our typical
annual process under Addendum VIII.

We start with the ARM Subcommittee compiling all 
of the necessary data for the Horseshoe Crab and 
Red Knot Abundance Estimates, and then running 
the ARM Framework for a harvest 
recommendation, which then gets reviewed by the 
Delaware Bay Ecosystem TC, and recommendation 
is provided to the Board for harvest specifications at 
the annual meeting. 

Then at that point the Board considers that ARM 
output, and decides what harvest limits will be for 
the following year.  They have the option to go with 
the ARM output, which would likely include a 
limited amount of female harvest, or to set male-
only specification.  If the Board chooses to 
implement no female harvest, then the Board can 
choose if it wants to set specifications for one year 
only or for the next two years or three years. 

For this example, let’s just say the Board chooses to 
set multiyear specs for three years at 500,00 males.  
What that would mean is that in the interim years 
the Board would not need to take action to 
establish specifications again until Year 3 of that 
specification.  In those interim years the ARM 
Committee would not run the ARM to provide a 
harvest recommendation to the Board, and instead 
the Delaware Bay Ecosystem TC and the Board 
would only review the annual survey data for 
horseshoe crab and red knot. 

I just want to note that in an interim year, when the 
ARM is not run, the TC could always recommend 
change to the specifications, if they felt it was 
warranted based on the survey data.  But there is 
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no need to change.  If there is no need to change 
the specifications then no action is required for that 
year, and the same male-only specs would stay in 
place. 

Then once the last year of those specifications is 
reached, the ARM would need to provide a new 
harvest recommendation for subsequent fishing 
years.  As I mentioned with Option B we have two 
sub-options, and Option B1 is no additional changes 
to the process I just described, and then Option B2 
would establish a management rule for male-only 
harvest to be reduced if the spawning sex ratio falls 
below three males to one female. 

The sex ratio that would be used is the observed 
ratio during the annual spawning beach surveys int 
eh Delaware Bay Region, and these surveys are 
already an annual requirement, and the data are 
reviewed by the Delaware Bay Ecosystem TC every 
year, so no additional work would be needed to 
acquire that data. 

The table on the right here is showing the proposed 
maximum allowable harvest for males under 
different ratios.  You can see that if the ratio is 
greater than or equal to three-to-one, then the 
maximum male harvest would remain at 500,000 
males and then as the ratio decreases down to two-
to-one, there is a proportional decrease to the 
maximum allowable male harvest, and below to a 
two-to-one ratio the male harvest maximum is zero, 
so male harvest would be allowed.   

The goal of this option is to have some protection in 
place, even under a male only harvest scenario, and 
in years when the ARM is not being run.  The 
rationale behind the three-to-one ratio threshold is 
that male horseshoe crab is not a limiting factor to 
horseshoe crab reproduction in the population, 
unless there are fewer than two males per female.   

The three-to-one ratio is actually more conservative 
than that, but the spawning sex ratio has never 
dropped below three-to-one for as long as we’ve 
been recording it.  In the past five years or so it’s 
been around five-to-one.  The PDT felt that three-
to-one would be an appropriate level at which to 

begin reducing male harvest if the spawning sex 
ratio was showing signs of decline. 

The second issue in the Addendum pertains to the 
seasonal harvest closure in the Delaware Bay 
Region.  The first option under this issue would 
maintain our current closure, which is what was in 
Addendum III.  The second option would reestablish 
the harvest closure, which is what was in place 
under Addenda IV and V. 

I think it’s easiest to understand these two options 
by explaining the context, so this is our background 
on the situation, and our current situation.  
Addendum III was approved in 2004, and it created 
a peak spawning season closure for New Jersey, 
Delaware and Maryland from May 1st through June 
7th.   

Then in 2006, Addendum IV changed that closure so 
that it would apply to directed harvest, and it would 
extend from January 1st through June 7th for New 
Jersey, Delaware and Maryland, and it also 
prohibited landings of horseshoe crab from federal 
waters in Virginia during that period.  Addendum V 
and VI maintains these seasonal closure provisions 
until the sunset date that was in that Addendum VI 
of April 30, 2013. 

Then Addendum VII was adopted in 2012, but the 
season closure provisions weren’t included in 
Addendum VII, and consequentially they were not 
included in Addendum VIII.  Because Addendum V I 
expired, the FMP requirement reverted to the 
Addendum III closure period.  That is all harvest and 
landings prohibited from May 1st through June 7, 
inclusive, and that is where we are now. 

Because staff believe that the intention was for the 
January through June closure to remain in place for 
the Delaware Bay, based on looking back at old 
Board minutes, these options included in the Draft 
Addendum are attempting to address it.  Option A 
again, would maintain the current closure, which is 
from Addendum III, and that is that New Jersey, 
Delaware, and Maryland shall prohibit the harvest 
and landing of horseshoe crabs for bait from May 1 
through June 7, inclusive.   
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Option B would reestablish the closure in Addenda 
IV through VI, and that would prohibit the directed 
harvest and landing of all horseshoe crabs in New 
Jersey, Delaware, and Maryland from January 1 
through June 7, and would also prohibit the landing 
of horseshoe crabs in Virginia from Federal Waters 
from January 1 through June 7. 
 
This is what staff believes is in line with the Board’s 
intent at the time Addendum VII was approved.  
That is all of the options in the Draft Addendum, 
and our next step today would be for the Board to 
consider adopting Addendum IX for public 
comment, and if it is approved today then we could 
hold public hearings again late February, early 
March, and the Board could consider final approval 
of the Addendum in May.  With that, these are the 
two things the Board could consider today, and that 
is to specify any changes to the document before 
releasing it for comment, and then consider 
approval of the Addendum for public comment.  I 
can take any questions. 
 
CHAIR REID:  Okay, before we get into comments 
and talking about the Addendum, let’s see if there 
are any questions at this point.  Any questions?  
Yes, Ma’am, Ms. Lengyel.  
 
MS. NICOLE LENGYEL COSTA:  Thank you, Caitlin, for 
that presentation.  My question is on Section 3.2, 
Issue 2, the seasonal harvest restrictions, and the 
consistency of language used.  Right now, in 
describing the current seasonal harvest restriction, 
it is specific to bait, and under Option A it is also 
specific to bait.  But Option C it’s all directed harvest 
of all horseshoe crabs.  Should that also be specific 
to bait? 
 
MS. STARKS:  I believe that it is the intention that it 
was focused on bait harvest, given that biomedical, 
for example, is not considered harvest.  In this case, 
I think we would just be looking at harvest or bait, 
directed harvest or bait. 
 
CHAIR REID:  All set?  Anybody else with a question?  
Okay, very good.  Let’s move on to see if we have 
any modifications to Draft Addendum IX for public 
comment.  Mr. Clark. 

MR. JOHN CLARK:  Thank you for the presentation, 
Caitlin.  As you know, I had a couple of minor 
changes I would like to request be done to the 
document.  The first one is in Paragraph 3 of Option 
B.  It’s the last sentence in that paragraph.  Okay, 
it’s the one that says, if there were concern that the 
established specifications would be likely to 
negatively affect the population of horseshoe crabs 
and/or red knots, then the Board could take 
voluntary action to change the harvest limits for the 
following year. 
 
I would just like to strike that sentence.  I mean it 
does reflect reality, but the way it is worded is so 
vague and open-ended.  I’m just afraid that it would 
be something that could cause there to be concern 
raised all the time by certain groups that raise 
concern all the time anyhow.  But make them feel 
that this is the type of wording in the document 
itself that would give that more weight than it 
would have otherwise.  That was my reason for 
wanting that removed from the document. 
 
CHAIR REID:  Does anybody have any feelings about 
Mr. Clark’s desire?  Seeing none; can we make that 
happen without, yes, there is no objections at the 
point so consider it done, Mr. Clark.   
 
MR. CLARK:  Then I would just ask, actually this is 
the text that Caitlin, you wrote this up, which I 
would like to see added to the end of the option, 
because just to clarify that the document allows for 
the three-year specifications.  After the first three 
years the ARM will be run, and at that time, even 
though it is clear to many people on the Board just 
so everybody is clear on the fact that after the ARM 
is run, let’s say we do set specs for three years.  At 
the end of the three years in the ARM indicates that 
female harvest could be allowed, the Board could 
consider female harvest at that time.  Like I said, it 
will consider whether to allow female harvest or not 
before setting the specifications for another three 
years, because the way it’s written now, I just didn’t 
want it to look like we would go a full six years 
without revisiting the option of harvesting females.  
Caitlin had written up text, I’ll just read it so it’s on 
the record.   
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Following a multiyear specification period, the ARM 
Framework would be used to provide a new harvest 
recommendation, and the Board would need to 
establish new harvest specifications for the 
following year or years.  This would include the 
option to implement female harvest or male-only 
harvest. 
 
CHAIR REID:  Any opposition to Mr. Clark’s request?  
Seeing none; very good, John.  I’m going to go to 
the public.  Ms. Swan, if you want to give us two 
minutes of your time that would be great, and then 
we’ll come back to the Board.  Two minutes, please. 
 
MS. BENJIE L. SWAN:  Actually, Mr. Clark made my 
comments less.  I was concerned about the one 
sentence that said, if there was a concern that the 
Board could take voluntary action.  That was taken 
out, so that was one of my comments.  The other 
was, if this male-only specification could go on for 
six years, and he covered that as well.   
 
My other comments have to do with the paragraph 
on Page 5, and you can follow along if you like, but I 
just want to confirm that if the multiyear 
specification package is adopted, that the current 
surveys and studies will be conducted yearly, and 
they also will have a review process as well.  I 
wanted to make sure that that would happen. 
 
CHAIR REID:  That will happen. 
 
MS. SWAN:  Yes, so all the studies will continue, 
that would be the Virginia Tech, the New Jersey and 
Delaware Surveys, the Red Knot Mark and 
Recapture, the Aerial Count.  It would be all the 
surveys that are current.  Okay, that is helpful.  The 
other concern I had was that the sentence below.   
 
On Page 5 it talks about there will be no more 
population estimates.  That was never discussed 
when we talked about this male-only harvest 
specification.  I have a real problem with that, and I 
think male estimates are so essential, so that I 
would like something done with that. 
 
CHAIR REID:  Ms. Starks. 
 

MS. STARKS:  Just to respond to that last part.  The 
development of the population estimate for 
horseshoe crab involves the use of the Catch 
Multiple Survey Analysis Model, and that is a big lift 
for our staff, and so that was one of the pieces 
where we were hoping to reduce the workload of 
the ARM Subcommittee, so they can focus on these 
other tasks at hand. 
 
Like I think, hopefully I’m clear in the document.  
The surveys that go into that Catch Multiple Survey 
Analysis Model to come up with an estimate of the 
population.  Those are still going to be completed.  
We are going to be seeing the trends in the Virginia 
Tech Trawl Survey, for example, which will give us 
an indication of trends in abundance.  That is one of 
the main sources of data that go into that 
population estimate. 
 
MS. SWAN:  Will you be taking out that population 
estimate out of the wording of the sentence then?  
It’s on Page 5, it’s the second sentence, meaning 
the Board would not review a new horseshoe crab 
population estimate nor an ARM Framework 
recommendation. 
 
MS. STARKS:  That still is correct, because the 
population estimate is from the CMSA Model, and 
that is not going to be run on an annual basis. 
 
MS. SWAN:  There is going to be no population 
estimate? 
 
MS. STARKS:  Just to clarify, and maybe we chat 
about these offline afterwards.  But the Virginia 
Tech Trawl Survey produces a swept area 
abundance estimate, that is an index of abundance 
not necessarily our population estimate for 
horseshoe crabs. 
 
MS. SWAN:  That is a little bothersome to me, so 
maybe you can discuss that among yourselves, 
because even if the Virginia Tech, if it’s a catch 
swept, then it could still be turned into somewhat 
of a population estimate.  I think that that is an 
important number that we need every year.  I think 
without it that the management of the horseshoe 
crab suffers. 
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MR. REID:  Ms. Swan, thank you very much for your 
comments, and we look forward to your comments 
on the public hearing document. 
 
MS. SWAN:  I just have two more quick ones.  Under 
the option of the status quo, I would like you to put 
that the Board can still opt to choose a more 
conservative level, that they don’t have to go 
strictly by the harvest recommendations.  Then just 
a second one, that even if we did run the ARM 
every year that we would still be working on making 
changes to that ARM Model.  Thank you. 
 
MR. REID:  Thank you, Ms. Swan, certainly the 
Board can ask for those changes if they so desire.  
Anybody else in the public?  Anybody online?  
Seeing none; back to the Board.  Any additional 
modifications?  Ms. Kennedy. 
 
MS. CARRIE KENNEDY:  Yes, I would like to add a 
new issue to the Addendum.  It is specifically 
regarding the harvest caps for Maryland and 
Virginia that were established in Addendum VIII.  I 
can read it into the record, and then give you the 
justification for it.  I would like to move to add a 
new issue to Draft Addendum IX regarding the 
harvest caps for Maryland and Virginia established 
by Addendum VIII.  The issue would include the 
following set of proposed options:  Option A would 
be Status Quo.  There would be no change to the 
current harvest caps for Maryland and Virginia.  
Option B would allow the harvest caps for 
Maryland and Virginia to not apply whenever 
male-only harvest specifications are implemented.  
The caps would only apply when harvest 
specifications include female harvest.   
 
CHAIR REID:  Is there a second to this motion?  Mr. 
Geer, are you seconding the motion?  Okay, 
rationale, Ms. Kennedy. 
 
MS. KENNEDY:  Yes.  Currently the cap, we have it, 
it’s in Addendum VIII.  It is removed by the Board 
during specification setting when the ARM allows 
for female harvest, but the Board approves male-
only harvest.  We believe that this would provide 
consistency and stability for our fisheries, and we 

would like to ensure that there are formal 
guidelines for the adaptive practice. 
 
CHIAR REID:  Thank you very much, Mr. Geer, 
anything additional? 
 
MR. PATRICK GEER:  Just that I think it just gives 
better clarity as well.   
 
CHAIR REID:  I just want to address the workload 
question; in case we have a workload question.  Ms. 
Starks, could you address the workload on this?   
 
MS. STARKS:  Yes, Mr. Chair.  I don’t believe that 
this would add a significant workload.  I think I can 
add this language almost exactly to the document 
with those two options, and as long as it is clear to 
everyone on the Board and the Board supports that, 
I can easily do that. 
 
CHAIR REID:  Okay, thank you, discussion on the 
motion.  Mr. Nowalsky. 
 
MR. ADAM NOWALSKY:  While I appreciate the very 
detailed outlining of the options themselves, the 
spelling out in paragraph form of the framing of the 
issue, we would just have to take that today on 
assumption that that is going to be done to our 
satisfaction, by staff I would assume. 
 
CHAIR REID:  Are you questioning the staff’s 
reliability, Mr. Nowalsky? 
 
MR. NOWALSKY:  No more than I would question 
the ability of the Chair. 
 
CHAIR REID:  I would question that for sure. 
 
MR. NOWALSKY:  Both cases would be absolutely 
zero.  I’m just trying to lay out that what we’re 
seeing on the screen is not the entirety of what 
would be in the document itself.  In approving a 
document today, we would be taking a leap of faith, 
one that is most likely completely comfortable, just 
with the understanding that there is information 
that is going to be in the document that we’re not 
physically seeing today. 
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CHAIR REID:  Well, apparently the Chair can review 
it, which I wasn’t expecting that in the job 
description, Adam, to be honest with you, but I 
think you’ll probably be fine.  That would be my 
opinion.  If anybody has something different, feel 
free to add it now.  Seeing none; are you good, 
Adam?  Okay, thank you.  Any other discussion on 
the motion on the board?  Seeing none; is there any 
opposition?  Any abstentions, any null votes?  
Motion passes by unanimous consent.  Any other 
modifications to this document at this point, from 
the Board?  Ms. Costa, sorry. 
 
MS. COSTA:  Given Caitlin’s earlier response to my 
question, I would just propose that the word bait be 
added under 3.2, Issue 2, Seasonal Harvest 
Restrictions Option B, so it is specific to the directed 
harvest and landing of all bait horseshoe crabs. 
 
CHAIR REID:  Any objection?  Seeing none; done.  
Any other modifications?  Anybody online?  Seeing 
none; I would be looking for a motion to approve.  
Mr. Clark. 
 
MR. CLARK:  There it is.  Move to approve Draft 
Addendum IX for public comment, as modified 
today.  
 
CHAIR REID:  Mr. Rhodes, are you seconding that 
motion?  Seconded by Malcolm Rhodes.  Any 
discussion?  Any opposition?  Any abstentions?  
Any null votes?  Seeing none; the motion passes by 
unanimous consent.  Next item on the agenda, 
okay why don’t we go to you for full process, how 
about that, that is a good idea. 
 
MS. STARKS:  Thank you, Mr. Chair, I just want to 
clarify on the record that my intention is to modify 
the document as requested today, and then I will be 
reaching out to all of the states to schedule public 
hearings, so please look out for that. 
 
CHAIR REID:  Okay, thank you, so next on the 
agenda, Item 5 is to Discuss the AP Composition.  
That is not a unique challenge to this particular 
Board, it is a challenge we all face, the Councils and 
the Commission.  But I am going to turn it over to 

Ms. Starks to lay out a possible way forward for the 
Board.   
 
DISCUSS ADVISORY PANEL COMPOSITION 

MS. STARKS:  I just have a few slides with some 
context and additional background to start off the 
discussion.  At our July 2024 Stakeholder Workshop, 
one of the other recommendations of the group 
was to evaluate the Horseshoe Crab Advisory Panel 
to determine if there is adequate representation 
across stakeholder groups, with the understanding 
that we may need to add seats or change the 
composition for nontraditional stakeholders, which 
for horseshoe crab have typically been conservation 
interests. 
 
Before this meeting I did send out the AP 
membership list to the Board, but to summarize, 
the current composition of the AP, the state 
appointed advisors include five commercial 
harvesters, five biomedical industry reps, one 
processor/dealer, and two conservation interests.  
Then in addition there are two nontraditional seats, 
and those don’t represent a particular state. 
 
But those two individuals are coming from a habitat 
and conservation perspective.  There are four 
vacancies in the state appointed seats, and they are 
all seats that were formally commercial harvesters 
that have since left the AP.  Just to show this 
another way, here are all of the current 
appointments by state and stakeholder group. 
 
The bolded names are Advisors that have attended 
at least 50 percent of the meetings in the past few 
years, so we’re considering them active.  You can 
see there is a significant portion of the AP that have 
not been active in recent years.  We think it would 
be good to reach out to all of these advisors 
directly, and find out if they are still interested in 
serving on the Panel. 
 
In addition, considering the overall makeup of the 
AP, staff recommends aiming for an even 
distribution of stakeholder groups, with five 
advisors each for representing the commercial 
industry, biomedical and conservation, and with 



 
Proceedings of the Horseshoe Crab Management Board – February 2025 

 

8 
 

those five conservation seats, staff thinks it would 
be good to have two of them representing the 
Delaware Bay.  We think one of the issues for 
attendance of the full AP could be that recent 
meetings have been more focused on the Delaware 
Bay region, so moving forward we may want to 
target a specific subgroup at the Advisory to meet 
for things regarding Delaware Bay specifically.  The 
next step we recommend is that each state reach 
out to your current AP appointments to determine 
if they would still like to be on the AP, and then 
provide staff with any new nominations to fill seats 
as needed. 
 
Once we get those nominations from the states, the 
Board can approve those at the following next 
meeting in May, and we can go from there to see if 
we need to fill any back.  At that point we could 
consider an open solicitation process if we need to.  
But to make this timeline work, I think it would be 
helpful to get these nominations from the state by 
the end of March.  I’m just looking for the Board to 
provide some input on this proposed process today. 
 
CHAIR REID:  Ms. Berger, would you like to add 
anything?  Very good, okay input from the Board.  
Mr. Clark and then Mr. Cimino. 
 
MR. CLARK:  Just a question right here.  Is there any 
difference between nontraditional and 
conservation?  If not, wouldn’t that weight the 
Board more toward, well I guess there is what, 
commercial, biomed and then conservation and 
nontraditional are considered two different groups 
here, but are they one and the same? 
 
CHAIR REID:  Ms. Berger. 
 
MS. TINA L. BERGER:  When we first went about 
developing or establishing the AP, some states felt 
the need to, instead of appointing a commercial 
person, appoint someone who represented 
conservation, and so that is how they did it.  When 
we sent out the solicitation for the nontraditional, 
the primary conservation group we were targeting 
were shore bird interest, so that those interests 
could be represented on the AP.  The state 
appointed were larger conservation for horseshoe 

crab and shore bird, and the nontraditional were 
more shore bird targeted. 
 
CHAIR REID:  All set, John?  Mr. Cimino. 
 
MR. JOE CIMINO:  Yes, since this is a 
recommendation, I support where this is going.  I 
did have one question.  Looking at New Jersey’s AP 
members, one is a commercial representative that I 
thought was actually brought forward by Maryland 
as a Maryland rep, and that would be Sam Martin. 
 
MS. BERGER:  Without drawing down into the 
nomination, I can look at that and get back to you. 
 
CHAIR REID:  Ms. Kennedy. 
 
MS. KENNEDY:  Sam is initially from Maryland, but I 
believe his facility and where he does most of his 
horseshoe crab work, both for bait and biomedical, I 
believe is in New Jersey currently. 
 
CHAIR REID:  All set, Joe?  Any other discussion.  Ms. 
Costa. 
 
MS. COSTA:  Yes, just a clarifying question.  In 
addition to the states reaching out to current 
members, would that also include states soliciting 
new members to fill vacancies? 
 
MS. STARKS:  Yes, if a state has a vacancy currently 
that you want to go ahead and fill, you will want to 
just provide that nomination to the Board for 
consideration at the next meeting. 
 
CHAIR REID:  Okay, any more discussion on the 
recommendations?  Are we good with the path 
forward?  Any problem?  Any opposition to the 
recommendations Ms. Starks put forward?  Seeing 
none; Caitlin, you’re good to go.  That brings us to 
our last agenda item, which is to elect a Vice-Chair.  
Mr. Geer. 
 

ELECT VICE-CHAIR 

MR. GEER:  I move to elect Carrie Kennedy as Vice-
Chair. 
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CHAIR REID:  Do we have a second for that motion?  
Mr. Clark, are you seconding that motion?  
Discussion on the motion.  Seeing none; any 
opposition, null or abstentions?  Seeing none; 
congratulations and condolences, Ms. Kennedy, 
we’ll see you next time. 
 
MS. KENNEDY:  Thank you. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 

CHAIR REID:  Is there any other business to come 
before this Board today?  Well, thank you very 
much, appreciate your efficiency.  I would like to 
thank Ms. Starks and the rest of the staff for getting 
this document ready to go out to the public, and 
we’ll look forward to seeing you next time.  The 
meeting is adjourned. 
 
(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 1:07 p.m. on 
Tuesday, February 4, 2025) 
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