Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

American Lobster Management Board

February 3, 2026
9:00-11:00 a.m.

Draft Agenda

The times listed are approximate; the order in which these items will be taken is

subject to change; other items may be added as necessary

1. Welcome/Call to Order (R. Zobel)

2. Board Consent
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from October 2025

3. Public Comment

4. Consider Annual Data Updates (T. Pugh, C. Truesdale)
e Jonah Crab Offshore Southern New England Indicators

e American Lobster Indicators and Recruit Index for Gulf of Maine/Georges
Bank (GOM/GBK) Stock

5. Technical Committee Report on Board Tasks (T. Pugh) Possible Action
e Guidance on Management Strategy Evaluation for GOM/GBK
e GOM/GBK Fishery Projections with Original Addendum XXVII Gauge
Increases

6. American Lobster Advisory Panel Report (C. Starks)

7. Reports from Gulf of Maine States on Industry Surveys and Meetings
(C. Wilson, R. Zobel, R. Glenn)

8. Update on Request for Information for Alternative Gear Marking Framework
(A. Murphy)

9. Review and Populate American Lobster Advisory Panel Membership
(T. Berger) Action

10. Other Business/Adjourn

9:00 a.m.

9:00 a.m.

9:05a.m.

9:15a.m.

9:45 a.m.

10:15 a.m.

10:30 a.m.

10:50 a.m.

10:55 a.m.

11:00 a.m.

The meeting will be held at The Westin Crystal City (1800 Richmond Highway, Arlington, VA;

703.486.1111) and via webinar; click here for details.
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MEETING OVERVIEW

American Lobster Management Board
February 3, 2026
9:00-11:00 a.m.

Chair: Renee Zobel (NH) Tracy Pugh (MA)
Assumed Chairmanship: 03/25 Jonah Crab Technical Committee Chair:

Lobster Technical Committee Chair:
Law Enforcement

Committee Rep:

Corinne Truesdale (RI) Rob Beal (ME)

Lobster Advisory Panel Chair:
Vice Chair: Grant Moore (MA) Previous Board Meeting:

John Maniscalco (NY) Jonah Crab Advisory Panel Chair: October 27, 2025

Sonny Gwin (MD)

Voting Members:
ME, NH, MA, RI, CT, NY, NJ, DE, MD, VA, NMFS, NEFMC (12 votes)

2. Board Consent

e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from October 2025

3. Public Comment - At the beginning of the meeting, public comment will be taken on items
not on the agenda. Individuals that wish to speak at this time must sign-in at the beginning of
the meeting. For agenda items that have already gone out for public hearing and/or have had a
public comment period that has closed, the Board Chair may determine that additional public
comment will not provide additional information. In this circumstance, the Chair will not allow
additional public comment on an issue. For agenda items that the public has not had a chance
to provide input, the Board Chair may allow limited opportunity for comment. The Board Chair
has the discretion to limit the number of speakers and/or the length of each comment.

4. Consider Annual Data Updates (9:15-9:45 a.m.)

Background

An annual Data Update process between American lobster stock assessments was
recommended during the 2020 stock assessment to more closely monitor changes in stock
abundance. The objective of this process is to present information—including any potentially
concerning trends—that could support additional research or consideration of changes to
management. Data sets updated during this process are generally those that indicate
exploitable lobster stock abundance conditions expected in subsequent years and include:
young-of-year settlement indicators, trawl survey indicators, and ventless trap survey sex-
specific abundance indices.

This is the first Lobster Data Update after the 2025 Stock Assessment and includes the
addition of 2024 data. Indicator status (negative, neutral, or positive) was determined relative
to the percentiles of the stock assessment time series (Briefing Materials).

Following review and acceptance of the first Benchmark Stock Assessment for Jonah crab in
October 2023, the Technical Committee (TC) met to develop recommendations on possible
management measures or other options to address concerns about substantial uncertainty
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about stock status and some disconcerting data trends noted in the assessment and peer
review. The TC did not recommend any management action, but did recommend conducting
annual updates of indicators selected during the stock assessment for the Offshore Southern
New England (OSNE) stock, the stock supporting the majority of coastwide landings, to
identify any concerning trends between assessments.

e This is the second Data Update of the OSNE stock indicators. Indicator status (negative,
neutral, or positive) was determined relative to the percentiles of the stock assessment time
series (i.e., data set start year through 2023) (Briefing Materials).

Presentations
e Lobster Data Update by T. Pugh
e Jonah Crab Data Update by C. Truesdale

5. Technical Committee Report on Board Tasks (9:45-10:15 a.m.) Possible Action

Background

e After considering the findings of the 2025 stock assessment, the Board tasked the TC with
several items to inform potential management responses.

e The Board tasked the TC with creating a combined index for tracking recruit abundance in
GOM/GBK as part of future data updates to the Board (Briefing Materials).

e The Board requested the TC update and review the process for conducting an MSE for the
GOM/GBK stock (Briefing Materials).

e The Board directed the TC to estimate the benefits to the GOM/GBK fishery that would have
resulted from implementing the minimum gauge size increases under Addendum XXVII that
were ultimately repealed.

Presentations
e Technical Committee Report by T. Pugh

6. Advisory Panel Report (10:15-10:20 a.m.)

Background
e The Advisory Panel met on January 12, 2026 to review the 2025 Benchmark Stock Assessment
and Peer Review Report and provide input to the Management Board on the assessment
findings and state of the fishery (Briefing Materials).

Presentations
e Advisory Panel Report by C. Starks

7. Reports from Gulf of Maine States on Industry Surveys and Meetings (10:30-10:50 a.m.)

Background

e Concurrent with the implementation of Addendum XXXII, the Gulf of Maine states agreed to
work with the lobster industry to develop management strategies to ensure the long-term
health of the resource and the coastal communities that it supports.

e The Board requested Maine and New Hampshire provide updates on industry meetings and
possible alternative management measures to those of Addendum XXVII at each quarterly
meeting.

e Maine, New Hampshire, and Massachusetts have completed industry meetings and surveys
to gather input on management approaches.
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Presentations
e Update from Gulf of Maine States on Industry Meetings by C. Wilson, R. Zobel, and B. Glenn

8. Update on Request for Information on Alternative Gear Marking Framework (10:50-10:55
a.m.)

Background

e The New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Councils) are developing a
joint alternative gear marking framework adjustment to provide alternative fixed gear surface
marking requirements in all New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council
fishery management plans. This regulatory modification would allow for the use of fixed gears
without a persistent buoy line (i.e., on-demand gear.

e The Councils met in September and October 2025 and each agreed to postpone further
action on the Framework until additional information on ropeless gear and visualization
technology, as solicited through a NMFS Request for Information, is available to inform
stakeholder input and Council decision-making.

Presentations
e Update on Request for Information for the Joint New England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery
Management Council Alternative Gear Marking Framework by A. Murphy

9. Review and Populate Advisory Panel Membership (10:55-11:00 a.m.) Action

Background
e New Jersey submits a new nomination to the American Lobster Advisory Panel: Joe
Fiorentino, a recreational diver from Pennsylvania (Briefing Materials).

Presentations
o Advisory Panel Nominations by T. Berger

Board Actions for Consideration at the Meeting
e Approve Advisory Panel nomination

10. Other Business/Adjourn (11:00 a.m.)
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American Lobster and Jonah Crab TC Task List
Activity level: Medium

Committee Overlap Score: Medium

Committee Task List

Lobster TC
e Board tasks responding to 2025 stock assessment findings
e August 1, 2026: Annual Compliance Reports Due

e Fall 2026: Annual data update of lobster abundance indices
Jonah Crab TC

e August 1, 2026: Annual Compliance Reports Due
e Fall 2026: Annual data update of Jonah crab abundance indices

TC Members

American Lobster: Kathleen Reardon (ME), Joshua Carloni (NH), Jeff Kipp (ASMFC), Justin
Pellegrino (NY), Corinne Truesdale (RI), Chad Power (NJ), Tracy Pugh (MA, Chair), Matthew
Jargowsky (MD), Somers Smott (VA), Renee St. Amand (CT), Burton Shank (NOAA), Allison
Murphy (NOAA)

Jonah Crab: Corinne Truesdale (RI, Chair), Derek Perry (MA), Joshua Carloni (NH), Chad Power
(NJ), Jeff Kipp (ASMFC), Allison Murphy (NOAA), Kathleen Reardon (ME), Justin Pellegrino (NY),
Burton Shank (NOAA), Matthew Jargowsky (MD)

Lobster Stock Assessment Subcommittee Members: Tracy Pugh (MA, TC Chair), Conor

McManus (RI), Joshua Carloni (NH), Kathleen Reardon (ME), Burton Shank (NOAA), Jeff Kipp
(ASMFC)



DRAFT PROCEEDINGS OF THE

ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION

AMERICAN LOBSTER MANAGEMENT BOARD

The Hyatt Place Dewey Beach
Dewey Beach, Delaware
Hybrid Meeting

October 27, 2025

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Lobster Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.



Draft Proceedings of the American Lobster Management Board — October 2025
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INDEX OF MOTIONS
Approval of agenda by consent (Page 1).
Approval of Proceedings of August 5, 2025 by consent (Page 1).

Move to accept the 2025 American lobster benchmark stock assessment and peer review report for
management use (Page 19). Motion by Doug Grout; second by Eric Reid. Motion passes (Page 20).

Move to task the Technical Committee to include a recruit index for GOM/GBK, similar to what was
used in Addendum XXVII (combined recruit survey index), as a part of future data updates to the
Board at the annual meetings (Page 20). Motion by Carl Wilson; second by Dave Borden. Motion passes
(Page 21).

Move to task the Technical Committee to project the benefits to the GOM/GBK fishery if the gauge
increases from Addendum XXVII were put into place as originally scheduled (Page 21). Motion by Jeff
Kaelin; second by Bill Hyatt. Motion passes (Roll Call: In Favor — RI, MA, CT, NY, NJ, VA, MD, DE, NH,
NOAA; Opposed — ME; Abstentions — None; Null — None) (Page 22).

Move to approve the American Lobster and Jonah Crab FMP Reviews for the 2024 fishing year, state
compliance reports, and de minimis status for DE, MD, and VA, and to task the TC with providing
recommendations on commercial sampling needs by stock or management area (Page 29). Motion by
Joe Cimino; second by Steve Train. Motion passes by unanimous consent (Page 29).

Move to elect John Maniscalco as Vice Chair to the American Lobster Board (Page 30). Motion by Eric
Reid; second by Dan McKiernan. Motion passed by unanimous consent (Page 30).

Move to adjourn by consent (Page 31).

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Lobster Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.
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These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Lobster Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.
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The American Lobster Management Board of
the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
convened in the Ballroom East/West via hybrid
meeting, in-person and webinar; Monday,
October 27, 2025, and was called to order at
2:45 p.m. by Chair Renee Zobel.

CALL TO ORDER

CHAIR RENEE ZOBEL: Good afternoon, welcome
back from lunch for some of you. | am going to
call this meeting to order of the American
Lobster Board, and I’'m going to turn it over to
Toni for some housekeeping.

MS. TONI KERNS: Thank you, Madam Chair.
First of all, | just want to make sure that the
Board and room knows that we are being filmed
this afternoon. Then also for the
Commissioners that are online, we have got
Curatolo Wagemann, John Maniscalco, and
Mike Pentony; and | apologize if | have missed
anybody else.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Thank you, Toni. If everybody
could take their conversations outside of this
room that would be very helpful, thank you.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

CHAIR ZOBEL: With that we’ll get rolling on the
first agenda item this morning, or this
afternoon, which is the approval of the agenda.
Are there any changes to the agenda? John
Clark, go ahead.

MR. JOHN CLARK: Just wanted to add under
Other Business the issue about the timing of the
season opening for LCMAS that there was a
letter in the materials from Sonny Gwin about
that.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Okay, we will add that to the
official agenda, any other changes? We will
move forward with the agenda as amended.

APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS

CHAIR ZOBEL: The next is approval of proceedings
from the August 2025 meeting. Does anyone have
any changes or edits they need to bring forth from
those proceedings? Seeing none we’ll consider the
proceedings approved.

PUBLIC COMMENT

CHAIR ZOBEL: The next item on the agenda is public
comment for items that are not on the agenda. Is
there anyone in the room or online who would like
to make a public comment on an item that we will
not be discussing today on our agenda. Yes, in the
back, come right up to the public mic, state your
name and affiliation, please.

MR. SONNY GWIN: Thank you very much, Madam
Chair. My name is Sonny Gwin, | am the owner and
operator of the fishing vessel Skilligalee, been
fishing for almost 50 years. | wrote the letter for
changing our seasons, and | just want to touch base
with you all to hopefully we can get these seasons
changed to help out our fishing target. We would
like to change it from March 9 to March 24, and if
everybody has read the letter in the briefing book
that we sent out, that is in your briefing book,
excuse me. Anyway, | would like to get it on the
agenda and hopefully we can get the season
changed.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Thank you, Sonny, we have added
that to the official agenda today. Is there any other
public comment that is about something not on the
agenda? Seeing no other public comment.

CONSIDER 2025 AMERICAN LOBSTER BENCHMARK
STOCK ASSESSMENT

CHAIR ZOBEL: We're going to move on to
Considering the 2025 American Lobster Benchmark
Stock Assessment.

PRESENTATION OF STOCK ASSESSMENT REPORT

CHAIR ZOBEL: We'll start with a presentation of the
Stock Assessment Report by Tracy Pugh.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Lobster Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.
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DR. TRACY PUGH: This is a little bit long, it is
actually kind of difficult to condense the giant
stock assessment into a presentation, so bear
with me. | will go through some of these
sections a little bit more quickly than others,
but if you have questions, we can always come
back and take a closer look at some of the
screens.

We’ve made no changes to the stock definitions
for this assessment, so we are continuing with
the Gulf of Maine/Georges Bank as a combined
stock unit and the Southern New England stock.
We do pay attention to the sub-stock dynamics,
so some of the results | will show will break
down Gulf of Maine and Georges Bank into the
sub-stock units.

The stock boundaries align with the NOAA
Fisheries Statistical Reporting Areas and this is
the resolution that we have the landings data
and the effort data for, which is why that is the
spatial resolution. As you all know, there are 7
Lobster Conservation Management Areas or
LCMAs, they are shown in the colors on the
map, they are right here.

These do not align with the stock boundaries or
the statistical areas. These areas were defined
in the late 1990s, with the intention being to try
to account for some of the localized industry
dynamics. Butt the stock assessment itself
focuses and operates on the stock units and the
NOAA Fisheries Stat area.

With each of these stock assessments we do a
fairly comprehensive review of the recent
literature, to make sure that we are up to date
on recent research. The entire Section 2 has
been updated to incorporate recent literature.
A couple of highlights with this, there were
some minor updates to the size of 50% maturity
for both stocks.

For the Gulf of Maine/Georges Bank, combined
stock this results in an 86.2-millimeter size at
50% maturity. That is roughly, just a little bit
over 3 and 3/8 of an inch carapace length. For

Southern New England the size at 50% maturity is
78.9 millimeters, which is approximately 3 and 1/8
of an inch carapace length.

We did some comprehensive work on growth with
this assessment, thanks to some external
researchers, Dr. Nesslage and Dr. Wilbur. Most of
that work is presented in Appendix 1 of the
document. For the base case what this means is
that we have some updates to the molt increment
data that go into the growth matrix.

We do not have any new data for the molt
probabilities, but we did find and correct a minor
error in the Southern New England molt
probabilities. We have also taken a look at that, to
make sure that that didn’t have any impacts. The
impacts for that correction were very minor and
only happened at very large sizes. One of the
aspects of this new growth work was the
development of a new growth model. We have not
quite used that in the base case just yet, but what
we did do is use that to test some sensitivities
around growth. The results coming out is that
indicates that the scale of the abundance estimates
is sensitive to growth.

However, the abundance trends over time are very
robust to any assumptions we make about growth.
For natural mortality, the biggest change we made
in that is how we do in Southern New England
natural mortality. You can see the graph in the
upper right of the screen here is an illustration of
this.

Essentially, the baseline, natural mortality started
out at 0.15, and then we bumped this up in 1998 to
0.285. In the past assessment it stayed at that
higher level, but for this assessment what we’ve
done is ramp that down over time, back to the
0.015 baseline. The rationale behind this being that
we think that the remaining stock in Southern New
England has sort of redistributed itself into deeper
waters offshore, which is exposing them less to the
inshore environment, where the temperature
conditions have been particularly detrimental.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Lobster Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.
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All right, so we also ran a number of sensitivities
around our alternate natural mortality for both
stocks, and again the trends over time are
robust to the assumptions that we make around
the natural mortality. For the environment and
productivity, again this is something that we’ve
paid a lot of attention to, particularly over the
last couple of assessments.

In terms of the temperature, we are seeing a
continued divergent trends in the thermal
conditions being experienced by each of the
stocks. For the Gulf of Maine particularly, the
inshore portion we’re seeing improving
temperature conditions that are conducive to
growth and settlement. However, in the
Southern New England stock, particularly
inshore again, we are seeing decreases in the
thermal suitability.

The plot in the upper right of the screen here is
essentially showing that over the decades the
inshore Southern New England environment is
staying hotter for longer and it’s getting much
hotter. We have looked into linkages between
Calanus finmarchicus, which is a copepod and
young of year lobsters, particularly in the Gulf
of Maine. Calanus is a major food resource for
larval lobster in the Gulf of Maine, and we are
seeing correlations between lobster settlement
and Calanus indices.

In particular we’ve seen decline in densities of
Calanus that have happened since the 2000s,
which is what is shown in the graph in the lower
right here. The other thing we’re looking into is
that we’re starting to see a mismatch in the
seasonal timing, so the Calanus and the larval
lobsters are not overlapping in time and space
like they have in previous years.

Essentially, the larvae are not there at the same
time as their food resource. Ultimately, what
we're seeing with the Gulf of Maine is some
conflict in between these environmental
conditions, where we have thermal conditions
that are good for growth and good for
settlement, but we have these issues with larval

survival that are coming from these issues with
their food resources. I’'m going to switch and spend
a couple minutes talking about landings. This
graphic shows landings data by state, going back to
the 1950s. We do not have the resolution of the
data to break it up by sub stock going back that far,
but this does provide a little bit of a historical
context when you look at it by state back to 1950.
The top row, Maine, New Hampshire,
Massachusetts, the middle row is Rhode Island,
Connecticut and New York, and the bottom graph is
New Jersey south combined.

Just note that the Y axis on all of these graphs differ.
For the top three states that are fishing
predominantly in the Gulf of Maine, you can see
they show a very similar increase in landings over
time, and particularly in the Maine graph, if you can
see the recent downtrend in landings. For the three
middle graphs and then the New Jersey south
graph, you can see that they increased over time
and peaked in the late 1990s, followed by the
dramatic declines.

States are all focused primarily on the Southern
New England stock, and for New Jersey we can
actually see a little bit of a peak in the late ‘70s,
followed by another one, probably the late ‘80s,
early ‘90s, and then the declines over time. We
looked just at the assessment timeframe, that is
from 1982 through 2003, and now we can partition
the landings by sub stock.

The black line is the Gulf of Maine stock, the gray
line is Southern New England, and the dashed line is
the Georges Bank Stock. As you can see, most of
the U.S. landings are coming from the Gulf of Maine
sub stock. This is particularly coming from the
inshore statistical areas in the Gulf of Maine.

In particular, statistical area 512, which is mid coast
Maine has become increasingly more dominant
through the 2000s, such that in recent years it is
seeing almost 50% of the catch from the entire Gulf
of Maine is coming from that one statistical area.
We are seeing some spatial shifts to the east in the
Georges Bank sub stock area.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Lobster Management Board.
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The Georges Bank landings have been shifting
more towards Statistical Area 562 in recent
years. We are seeing some declines in Area
521, which is the inshore Georges Bank/Outer
Cape Cod area. Just a note on the timing of
when the increase in landings that has
happened in Georges Bank. We're seeing that
particularly in the summer and the fall seasons.

Overall, Southern New England landings are at
record lows, and if we take and break apart the
Southern New England landings by inshore and
offshore, this graph is the dotted line is the
inshore statistical areas, the solid line is the
offshore ones. You can see that the dramatic
increase and then decline happened in those
inshore areas.

The inshore areas have been kind of stable and
low since about 2012 through current.
However, the offshore area, which was a little
bit stable from 2002 through about 2015. The
recent decade offshore we have seen declining
landings. This is new for this assessment. We
had some external assistance from a University
of Maine socioeconomics group, with Dr. Stow
and Dr. Barnum working on this.

The top graph here is looking at the active
licenses for each of our sub stocks, and you can
see that active participation has declined in all
of these sub stocks. The Gulf of Maine was
looking at about a 30% decline. Georges Bank is
looking at about a 57% decline, and for
Southern New England we’re looking at about
an 86% decline, from around 1990 to current.
The bottom portion of the screen is essentially
showing you the proportion of landings that
each active permit holder is seeing. The take
home message here is the remaining permit
holders are increasing their catch share, so they
are seeing an increase in the amount of
landings that they are catching.

This proportional increase of the share is lower
in the Gulf of Maine. For the Gulf of Maine, it’s
about a 44% increase. Georges Bank we’ve
seen about 134% increase, and in Southern

New England those remaining are seeing about a
600 plus increase in the landings per permit holder.
The analyst noted that these changes have some
implications for access, equity and the fleet
resilience.

All right, talk a little bit about the assessment
model. As you all probably know, we use the
length-based model for the stock assessment
lobster. It operates on quarterly time steps. The
data that we provide to the model include life
history characteristics such as growth, natural
mortality and maturity.

We provide commercial catch information, which is
the weighted catch, the size structure and the sex
ratio of the catch. For survey data we have both
bottom trawl data and ventless trap surveys. These
survey data are providing abundance trends, the
length and sex of the survey catch, and then we
have temperature-based catchability covariants
that go along with these surveys.

Commercial selectivity is provided, and this
essentially is gear retention information, so what
size of lobsters are retained by the commercial
fishing gear, and then the discards from the
biosampling. The state agencies and the CFRF study
fleet data describe information on the discard of
sub legal’s, of egg bearing females and of v-notched
females.

We provide a number of recruit covariates and a
note here is that the terminal year for status
determination is 2023. We do use some
preliminary 2024 data to help anchor the terminal
year estimates, but the status determination will be
based on a terminal year of 2023. The assessment
model outputs include some diagnostics, which look
at goodness of fit.

Then also an analysis that was recommended from
the 2020 Peer Review, it’s called the Jitter Analysis.
These essentially tell us things about how good a
job the model is doing. The model output and
estimate of annual recruitment, and this is to the
model size bins of 53 plus. There are also estimates
of abundance and spawning stock biomass.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Lobster Management Board.
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There is a population size composition and
importantly, the model estimates reference
abundance, which is all lobsters that are 78
millimeters and above, and an estimate of
effective exploitation. We also look at a
number of what we call model-free indicators,
and these are essentially more straightforward
just data.

We use these as sort of a series of common-
sense indicators, with the idea being to
corroborate the model results and provide
additional information on stock health. The
focus here is on trends, so similar to the model
we’re looking at change over time. This analysis
is very similar to a traffic light approach, where
we have essentially positive, neutral and
negative for most of these indicators. We've
switched over with these to using a graphical
presentation, and you guys will be familiar with
this presentation, it’s the same type of a graph
as what we’ve been providing in the annual
data updates. The focus here is if you look at
the individual symbols in any of these graphics.
The black triangle is a negative or a bad status,
the open circle is a positive or a good status,
and the gray square is a neutral status.

The time series that we use to evaluate these is
essentially 1982 through 2018, and then the
more recent five years 2019 through 2023. The
average of that is what we use to describe the
status. These are evaluated at the sub-stock
level. We'll go through some results for Gulf of
Maine/Georges Bank.

I’'m going to go through the model results first,
and then talk about a couple of the model pre-
indicators. The graphics here upper left is the
reference abundance, and the bottom left is
recruitment. In both of these graphs the solid
black line is the sexes combined. The dark gray
is the females and the light gray is the males.

Then the bottom right graph is the female
spawning stock biomass. You can see from
these that we have an increasing abundance
since around 1990 to a peak in 2018. Since that

peak we’ve seen declines of about 34% to levels
that are similar to those that we saw around 2010
or so. Spawning stock biomass has followed a very
similar trajectory, and the recruits are also showing
a similar pattern over time.

With the recruits you do note that there is a little
bit more interannual variation, and the recruits did
peak a couple years earlier around about 2016. For
effective exploitation, again the black line here is
combined sexes. The light gray is males the dark
gray is females. Effective exploitation is essentially
catch divided by reference abundance.

You can see here that exploitation has generally
been higher for males than for females. This is due
to the extra protections that females received from
harvest. Exploitation declined after the highs in
early 1980s, after the implementation of some
increased minimum legal sizes. Exploitation has
been relatively stable around the interannual
variation since about 2000.

| say stable and you look at this graph and it looks
very jagged, but it’s because we’ve zoomed in
extensively on the Y axis. If this were actually
showing the full zero to one axis it would not be
quite so jagged. We don’t provide the model with
the stock recruit relationship, but we can estimate
one from model outputs.

Then we use this estimate to infer trends about
stock productivity. What you’re looking at here is
essentially an estimate of the stock productivity
over time, and the recruitment years on the X axis
there. What it’s showing here is that we’ve seen an
overall increase in the productivity of the Gulf of
Maine/Georges Bank stock since the 1980s.

Essentially what that means is we’re getting higher
level of recruits per spawning stock biomass than
we previously saw. We do have some recent
declines in this productivity from the peak, so the
peak was around recruit year 2015, which
essentially would have resulted from spawning
stock biomass in about 2015, so there is a five-year
lag in this. As you can see from the graph, the
dashed lines around the solid line represent
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uncertainty in this. They are quite broad at the
end of this, so we do have a fair amount of
uncertainty around the future trajectory of
productivity. For some of the model-free
indicators, I've just grabbed a couple of pieces
of these abundance indicators for the full suite
of the abundance indicators please look at
Section 5 figures in the assessment document.

What is shown here are spawning stock
biomass and recruits for the fall surveys. The
top would be the Maine/New Hampshire
Survey, the middle ones are from
Massachusetts, and the bottom ones are
Federal Survey. In general, what the abundance
indictors for the Gulf of Maine sub-stock is
showing is declines from the peaks.

You can see these declines most clearly if you
look at the Maine/New Hampshire Survey, and
the status of these has changed. In the
previous assessment a lot of these were
positive, or all of them were positive, especially
in the Maine/New Hampshire Survey. We have
seen declines down into either the neutral
status or for some of them into the negative
status.

Again, check out the full suite of graphs in the
document. For the YOY or young of year
settlement in the Gulf of Maine, these are the
diver-based surveys. If you look at these,
essentially generally what we’re seeing is lows
in the late 1990s that increased to a period of
highs during the 2000s.

That was then followed by some low periods in
the mid to late 2010s. We have seen
improvements in these in the most recent
years. Essentially, the status for these is now
neutral. That has improved from the 2020 stock
assessment, where the 513 west and Area 514
were negative in the previous assessment. This
is a good thing we’ve seen some improvements.

The Georges Bank sub-stock, again I'm just
taking one of the abundance indicators as an
example here. This is spawning stock biomass.

The survey out there is just the federal survey, so
I’'m showing spring and fall here. In general, the
abundance indicators for the Georges Bank sub-
stock are mostly positive.

We switch over to relative exploitation indicators
for the Gulf of Maine sub-stock. Again, the surveys
are, the top row is Maine/New Hampshire, the
middle is Massachusetts, the bottom is the Federal
survey, spring is on the left, fall is on the right.
What you can see here is from the Massachusetts
and the Science Center Surveys, relative
exploitation remains relatively low, and it has a
positive status.

For the Maine/New Hampshire relative exploitation
we have seen increases in recent years into the
negative status. This is a new one for this
assessment, it’s recruit dependency. The idea here
is describing the percentage of the marketable
catch that is essentially one molt away from an
illegal size. These data are from the commercial sea
sampling data.

The graphic arrangement here is that the top is
Maine 511, Maine 512. The middle row is Maine
513, and New Hampshire 513, and the bottom is
Massachusetts 514. What we see with this is a
consistent and high dependence on new recruits,
particularly in the southern Gulf of Maine, so the
bottom three graphs. Maine 513, New Hampshire
513 and Mass 514 are particularly high. We have
noted some declines in the New Hampshire and the
Massachusetts indices here in recent years. Maine
512, which is your upper right graph here, has
increased over time, so they have become more
recruit dependent over time, and Maine 511, which
is the upper left graph is the least recruit dependent
area in the Gulf of Maine sub-stock. The status for
all of these is negative, except for Maine 511, which
is a neutral status.

For Georges Bank the relative exploitation indicator
here, again this is the Federal Survey, we’re
generally seeing a decreasing trend in this over time
in both seasons, so this is a positive thing. The
terminal status is positive for the Georges Bank sub-
stock. For the Georges Bank sub-stock recruit
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dependency, the upper left here is Area 521,
which is the Outer Cape Cod Area and then the
upper right is 562, the bottom leftis 526, and
then 525.

These data again are from either the sea
sampling data conducted by the state agencies,
or for the offshore areas this is the CFRF study
fleet data. Overall, we see much lower recruit
dependency in the Georges Bank sub-stock than
we do in the Gulf of Maine. This is indicative of
the broader size structure in the Georges Bank
sub-stock.

The status for these is neutral in those western
statistical areas, so the two graphs on the left,
521 and 526. It is positive for the two eastern
statistical areas, so recruit dependence is
lowest the further east you go. One of the
effort indicators that we pulled out here is for
traps. This is max traps fished, so the maximum
number of traps that are reported in the water.

These data are just from Maine and
Massachusetts, for the Gulf of Maine.
Essentially you can see here that around the
2000s we had high values that are negative.
But the number of traps in the water has
declined over time. Since that peak, the
terminal five-year status for this indicator is
positive, so traps have declined is actually a
good thing.

For Georges Bank that effort indicator, this is
just using Massachusetts data because of the
long time series. While New Hampshire/Rhode
Island both have active vessels in the Georges
Bank sub-stock, their censures is a little bit
shorter and we have some confidentiality issues
with those data. If you look at the time series
here, we see a period of relative stability from
around the mid-1990s until about 2010 or so,
and then we’ve seen an increase in the number
of traps fished in recent years. That increase
has changed this into a negative status.

For Southern New England, again I'm going to
give the model results first and then some of

the indicators. The upper left is the reference
abundance, the bottom left is recruitment, and the
bottom right is female spawning stock biomass.
Again, the black line in the left graphs is the
combined sexes.

You can see the increasing abundance from the
early 1980s to a peak around 1998, and then we
had dramatic declines for several years followed by
slower but more steady declines since the early
2000s. Currently reference abundance is at a time
series low. Spawning stock biomass followed a very
similar pattern, and recruits also followed a similar
pattern.

Similar to the Gulf of Maine though, we see more
interannual variation in recruit estimates, and the
peak for recruits was a couple years earlier than the
peak for reference abundance. For exploitation in
Southern New England, we have essentially two
periods here of relatively stable exploitation. We
had a higher period through the early 2000s, and
then a lower period since around the mid-2000s or
so. This transition coincides with increased
minimum legal sizes. Essentially, what happened
here is that a higher proportion of the reference
abundance is protected after that increase in
minimum legal size. The stability here is essentially
due to the fishery tending to remove similar
proportions of that reference abundance annually,
under the same period of management.

As long as the management conditions stay the
same, the fleet is removing a similar proportion of
the harvestable abundance. For productivity for
Southern New England, we can see this increase to
the peak for activity, happening around 1996. That
would have been recruits produced by spawning
stock biomass around the year 1992, so there is
about a four-year lag on this in Southern New
England.

Since that peak we’ve seen declines to all-time lows
in productivity. If you look at the very end of this
graph, if we see that relatively steep decline in
productivity over the recent five years. For model
free indicators, on the left we have spawning stock
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biomass on the right we have recruits. These
are all because of the fall surveys.

Again, | just had to take a snapshot of the
abundance, so Section 5 graphs will show you
all of the rest of them. The surveys here on the
top is Massachusetts followed by Rhode Island
then Connecticut, then the Federal Survey on
the bottom. Nearly all of the Southern New
England abundance indicators were negative.

Most of the inshore surveys have been at or
below the 25th percentile for the past ten or
more years. All of the surveys except for the
Massachusetts fall spawning stock biomass
have a negative status. Massachusetts fall
spawning stock biomass is neutral, but we
wanted to note that two of the last three years
that SSB index was 0.

For young of year settlement in Southern New
England, the top two graphs are diver-based
surveys, and the bottom two graphs are larval
surveys. You can see the top left is
Massachusetts. Massachusetts has seen 0
young of year settlers since about 2015. Rhode
Island has been very low in most years since
2016.

We've seen very few larvae detected in the
Eastern Long Island Sound Survey since around
2012. The Western Long Island Sound Survey,
which is the bottom right, they discontinued
that survey in 2012, so we don’t have a status
for that one. But for the other three the
terminal five-year status is negative.

For relative exploitation in Southern New
England, these again are the trawl survey
indicators, so the top is Massachusetts followed
by Rhode Island then Connecticut, then the
Federal Survey. On the left is spring and the
right is fall. Again, this is landings divided by the
survey reference abundance.

Essentially, what we’ve had to do here is proxy
some of these survey values, because they are
seeing zero lobsters in the reference size range.

When we have to proxy those values, it is hard to
see here, but if you look in your document, you’ll be
able to see little asterisks. It's the annual point that
tells you that that is a proxy here, and those tend to
make that index spike up. We do have mixed
results with these. The Federal fall survey is a
positive status. The Federal Spring and the
Connecticut spring and fall have a negative status,
and Rhode Island and Massachusetts are neutral.

For recruit dependency in Southern New England,
again this is the commercial catch-based data from
sea sampling or from the CFRF survey fleet. The top
left is Massachusetts, top right is Rhode Island and
the bottom left is the CFRF data. We again see very
high dependence on new recruits. This is somewhat
lower in recent years in the Massachusetts and
CFRF datasets, so we’ve seen a little bit of decline
here. But the status for all of these is negative.

Inshore is very recruit dependent. For the traps
data, again this is a partial dataset, this is using data
from Massachusetts, Connecticut and New York.
You can see the traps fished have declined
dramatically since their peak in the late 1990s, they
are now at all-time lows, which is a good thing for
traps, so the status here is positive.

Stock status determination; so, the stock status is
based on the results of the model, and the status
determination is based on the trend-based
reference points that we defined using the regime
shift analysis of model outputs. In the 2020
assessment we went through this process where we
described abundance regimes.

We've redone that analysis and the regimes remain
consistent with what was defined in the 2020
assessment. What that means is that there are no
changes to the reference points as defined. Our
focus here is on reference abundance. We make
management recommendations primarily tied to
the abundance status determination, because we
think that the abundance is more informative than
exploitation for understanding stock status.

We do still provide the exploitation status reference
point. This acts as an extra safeguard against
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sudden increases in exploitation that may not
be explained by decreases in the abundance.
The stability of the exploitation estimates
during periods of really significant changes in
abundance and for both stocks, really sort of
challenges our ability to understand the
populations’ response to fishing mortality, and
it’s because of this that we take the abundance
as the primary status determination here.

Those abundance reference points. We defined
three of these, two of which are only relevant
to the Gulf of Maine/Georges Bank stock. The
fishery industry target, which is the highest
level, is the 25th percentile of the high
abundance regime. The recommended action if
we were to fall below this target is that post
assessment economic analyses be conducted to
provide robust advice on appropriate action to
stabilize the fishery and minimize economic
harm.

The abundance limit, again just for the Georges
Bank/Gulf of Maine combined stock is the
median of the moderate abundance regime,
and falling below this indicates concerns that
the stock’s ability to replenish itself is
diminished and will worsen if no action is taken.
The stock is considered depleted if the three-
year average reference abundance falls below
the limit. If this happens the SAS recommends
management action be taken to halt the decline
in abundance. Then the abundance threshold,
which is put forward for both stocks is the
average of the three highest abundance years
during the low abundance regime. This is
significant concern about the stock’s ability to
replenish itself, and that there is potential for
stock collapse. The stock is considered
significantly depleted if the three-year average
reference abundance is below this threshold.

The recommended advice would be significant
management action to halt the decline of
abundance and increase reproductive capacity
and recruitment to the stock, for example a
moratorium. The exploitation reference points
that we put forward, there are two of these.

The first is the target. This is the 25th percentile of
exploitation estimates during the current
abundance regime.

Fishing mortality is favorable if the three-year
average of exploitation is at or below the target.
The threshold is the 75th percentile of exploitation
estimates during the current abundance regime,
and the stock is experiencing overfishing if the
three-year average exploitation is above the
threshold. The recommendation here would be
that they initiate additional research to better
understand the cause of the increased exploitation
and determine if management action is necessary.

Stock status, for the Gulf of Maine/Georges Bank
stock, again this is the model-based reference
abundance. I've got the three lines on the chart
here. The top line is the target, the middle line is
the limit, and the bottom line is the threshold. You
can see here that the stock status for abundance is
below the target but above the limit.

The Gulf of Maine/Georges Bank stock is not
depleted. For exploitation we’ve added some
smoothers onto this graphic to try to help visualize
things. The red line is just a running three-year
average. The blue line is a little less smooth, that
includes confidence intervals around it, so that is
the gray shading that you see here.

The exploitation is above the threshold, but just
barely. Technically, overfishing is occurring in the
Gulf of Maine/Georges Bank stock. Some
considerations that the SAS would like to put forth
for this stock. Eastern Maine has seen more
dramatic changes and is likely driving the increase in
subsequent decline in survey abundance and
landings over the past 15 years.

The inshore fishery is heavily recruit dependent.
This leaves the fishery and the stock vulnerable to a
downturn in recruitment. This also means that the
resource is experiencing growth overfishing. The
stable exploitation over time shows the fishery is
very efficient at removing the harvestable
component of the resource, again demonstrating
recruit dependency.
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This is an important metric to continue to
monitor, but we feel it may not be the best way
to assess the impact of fishing on the stock.
Continued monitoring of the larval dynamics
and settlement success is critical, as is
monitoring suspected environmental drivers to
these processes.

The SAS particularly wanted to highlight or
emphasize that while environment likely has a
large influence on survival of larvae and
settlers, fishing and management actions
impact adult biomass and thus the resulting
larval production. Stock status for Southern
New England, unfortunately there are no
surprises here. Abundance is well below the
threshold; this stock is significantly depleted.
The SAS wanted to make a note that the
Southern New England stock determination has
been significantly depleted in every assessment
since 2006. For exploitation, the same
smoothers are shown here on this graphic.

Exploitation is below the target, so technically
overfishing is not occurring in Southern New
England. Some considerations for the Southern
New England stock. The inshore landings have
stabilized over the last decade at very low
levels, but offshore landings have declined
consistently since around 2015, after
experiencing a period of relative stability.

Southern New England landings are at a new
time series low. We now have limited ability to
track settlement with surveys being either
discontinued or the environmental changes
taking place in the surveyed areas has
essentially resulted in non-suitable thermal
habitat. It is unclear, but it seems unlikely that
settlement in non-traditional nurturing habitat,
such as deep water, is going to be sufficient to
provide recruitment to the stock.

Productivity in the stock is severely
compromised. Environmental conditions
inshore have continued to worsen. The
reproductive success from existing spawning
stock biomass appears to be insufficient to

sustain a stable population at current exploitation
levels. Like all models there is some uncertainty in
the results and thus in the resulting stock status
determination.

The way the SAS is characterizing uncertainty for
this assessment is by using the results of the
sensitivity analyses. The graphics here, the gold
bars around the means are essentially showing you
the level of uncertainty around our annual
estimates. For the Gulf of Maine/Georges Bank
stock we ran 21 different sensitivity runs. All of
these runs were robust to the trends. For the
abundance results, all of them were below the
target and above the limit, same as the base case
results.

For the exploitation, 11 of the runs were above the
threshold, indicating overfishing, same as the base
case. Ten of them were between the threshold and
the target, suggesting that overfishing was not
occurring. For Southern New England there were
38 different sensitivity runs. Again, all of the results
were robust to the trends. For abundance the
results were all below the threshold.

For exploitation, 12 of the runs produced an
exploitation estimate below the target, suggesting
no overfishing, same as the base case. Twenty of
the runs essentially resulted in exploitation
between the target and the threshold, while 6 of
the runs resulted in exploitation above the
threshold, indicating overfishing.
Recommendations from the SAS to the Board,
based on these assessment results.

For the Gulf of Maine/Georges Bank sub-stock the
SAS recommends the Board immediately initiate a
Management Strategy Evaluation, in order to clearly
identify management goals and objectives for this
fishery, to better understand that socioeconomic
status and concerns and to identify potential
management tools that will have buy-in from the
industry and prevent further declines towards
biological thresholds. We recommend continuing
the annual data update process that was
established after the 2020 assessment. We
recommend that the next benchmark assessment
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for this stock happen in five years. For
Southern New England the SAS recommends
that the Board initiate significant management
action. This provides the best chance for
stabilizing or improving abundance and
reproductive capacity of this stock.

We recommend continuing the annual data
update process that was established after the
2020 assessment, and we recommend that we
simplify the next stock assessment for the
Southern New England stock by discontinuing
the modeling efforts and focusing instead solely
on the use of model free indicators, to watch
for any indications of improvement to the
resource.

This should be completed in five years,
coincident with the next Gulf of Maine/Georges
Bank stock. Just for clarity here, this
recommendation to simplify in Southern New
England should not be taken as a
recommendation that we’re going to ignore this
stock. Instead, it is going to let us focus on the
simple indicators, which have consistently told
the same story as the model results, and it
allows us to free up some technical time and
expertise to focus on the challenges with the
Gulf of Maine/Georges Bank stock.

The final thing | have to present for you is a
couple of projections. We use a simulation
model to run projections, and we run these
about ten years out. The simulation model
works with the end results of the assessment
model. One of the major assumptions here is
that the fishing mortality is similar to the last
five years from the assessment.

One of the challenges for doing these
projections is in “what do we do about
recruitment”. The way that we deal with
recruitment for these projections is three
different methods. The first is no trend, it uses
an average recruitment from the current
abundance regime. Then there is a linear trend,
which fits a linear trend to the recruitment in

the current regime, and this last one and new for
this assessment, it is a smooth trend.

Essentially it is modeling the entire recruitment
time series, extending it forward in annual time
steps. There are three sets of projections that we
ran, a base case, sensitivity base and the historical.
I’'m only showing you the base case today, so for the
rest of them please check out the assessment
document.

The top graph is going to show the no trend on
recruits, the middle one is the linear trend, and the
bottom one is the results from the smooth trend in
recruitment. The abundance with no trend in
recruits essentially suggests an increase and then
leveling off near the levels seen in the late 2010s.
I’'m sorry, | just clarify this is the Gulf of
Maine/Georges Bank projected abundance.

With that top graph of no trend, the recruit
estimate for this is relatively high, and the SAS
considers this projection to be biased unrealistically
high. The middle graph, the linear trends suggest a
decline in abundance and the bottom graph, the
smooth trend, also suggest a decline in abundance.

The smooth trend is actually an improvement over
previous method. However, as you can see here it
shows a very high degree of uncertainty in this
projection. It sort of highlights the challenges with
trying to figure out what recruitment is going to do
in the future. Assuming that past recruitment
dynamics are appropriate to apply to the future is a
problem, especially as we’re seeing the changing
ecosystem processes. For Southern New England
projected abundance, again the top graph is no
trend in recruits, the middle graph is a linear trend,
and the bottom is that smooth trend. Abundance
with no trend in recruits is suggesting a slight
increase in un-stabilization of abundance.

The linear recruits trend indicates further declines
in abundance, and the smooth trend also indicates
further declines in abundance. Essentially, if the
trend in declining recruitment continues abundance
is going to continue to decline. We do note here
that these estimates might be overestimating that

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Lobster Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.

11



Draft Proceedings of the American Lobster Management Board — October 2025

decline, and that is based on some of the other
projections that we run. That is everything |
have, so do you want to take questions now or
do you want to move to the peer review?

CHAIR ZOBEL: Thank you very much, Tracy, that
was a lot of content, and thanks to the SAS for
the great work that they did on the stock
assessment. | think we’re going to go ahead and
move on to Dr. Tom Miller to present the Peer
Review Report, so please hold your questions
for both Tracy and Tom until the end.

PRESENTATION OF PEER REVIEW PANEL
REPORT

DR. TOM MILLER: Good afternoon, everybody,
my name is Tom Miller; | have the pleasure of
presenting the results of the Peer Review of the
Assessment that Tracy has just given you the
results of. The Peer Review occurred in Woods
Hole in September. The Review Committee
found the SAS to be highly knowledgeable,
highly engaged and highly responsive.

You are very lucky to have a team of
Assessment Scientists as dedicated and as
detail-oriented as this team are. The
Assessment Review was conducted by four of
us. | was joined by Adam Cook; who is a lobster
expert at DFO and years of experience in lobster
fisheries.

Dr. Yuying Zhang is at Florida International
University, but she gained her PhD working at
the University of Maine, where she was
centrally important to developing the
assessment model that lies at the heart of the
assessment, and Dr. Chris Cahill is an emerging
expert in state-space modeling, which is the
coming wave of stock assessment.

This Review Panel was really well equipped to
get into the details of this assessment, and to
give you, | think, an unvarnished review of how
reliable this assessment is. We found the
assessment to be highly comprehensive. We
found the assessment to be highly detailed,

both in the information it provided, but also
responsive in terms of previous guidance that other
reviews have given.

This SAS took those onboard and worked with
them. They were highly responsive to comments
that the Review Panel offered to them in a pre-
review meeting concerning some of their results,
and they were highly responsive in changing some
of their findings that you have seen presented
today.

The indicator analysis was updated, based upon
peer review comments and the speed with which
the SAS did this was really remarkable, and they
should be commended for this. This was a process
in which the Assessment and the Peer Review
worked as it should have done, it was a team effort
and you have a better assessment as a result of it.
We want to highlight the intense focus on
environmental effects. There was a deeper analysis
of environmental effects in this lobster assessment
than almost any other assessment we have seen, so
deep in fact the assessment team or the Review
Team rather, became concerned that too much
emphasis was being placed on the environment as
the explanatory factor behind the changes that
you’'ve seen.

| think that we would feel that the assessment
presentation you’'ve just seen has been toned down
somewhat in response to those comments. We also
congratulate the SAS on the incorporation of the
Social Science research that Tracy highlighted in her
presentation, which is a reminder that in fisheries
management we manage the people, not the
stocks.

That research really helps us understand how
management action is changing the structure and
characteristics of the fishery itself. | am going to
now run through the particular terms of reference,
with some of the conclusions and some of the
recommendations, and I'll close by offering some
thoughts for the Board and your deliberations.

First of all, we felt that this assessment represents
the best scientific information available for
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management. We felt that the SAS evaluated
all of the data that was available to them at
great depth. We noted a considerable
improvement in the quality of the catch and
effort data over the last quarter century.

We noted significant advances in the way those
data were handled prior to the modeling and in
the modeling, and we also noted the
importance of specific surveys such as the
ventless trap survey. The Review Panel also
noticed, as all of you will know that discarding is
a prominent feature in the lobster fishery.

The idea of throwing back undersized lobsters
or v-notched lobsters is a characteristic of this
fishery. People should be congratulated on
those efforts. But it does mean that discard
mortality may require additional considerations
in the future. Given the importance we assign
to the Ventless Trap Survey, the Review Team
strongly encourages the sources be made
available to continue the Ventless Trap Survey
in all regions.

The assessment model is highly sophisticated
and highly complicated. You heard in the
presentation that the SAS used the non-
standard approach to modeling mortality,
something that the Review Panel quizzed them
on at length. Our concern is not necessarily
with the form of the mortality, of the natural
mortality that is imposed, but the consequences
of that natural mortality schedule. Assessment
models estimate the total mortality imposed on
the stock, and calculate the effects of fishing by
subtracting what it assumes to be the natural
mortality rate.

If you have a different rate of natural mortality,
how you partition the total mortality that the
model estimates changes. As | said, we
expressed some concerns about the effects of
the assumptions on natural mortality on the
understanding of fishing mortality. We noted
significant advances in the improvement of the
way growth was handled in the model.

We also enjoyed greatly the presentation of the
alternative growth model that Tracy mentioned,
developed by colleagues of mine. That offers hope
in the future to integrate the growth modeling into
the assessment model. At the moment, growth is
modeled outside of the assessment and used in the
assessment as another data stream as input
parameters. This new approach allows the
opportunity to estimate the growth parameters
directly in the assessment model. The challenge is
that the new growth model, shown in green on the
figure yields significantly slower growth rates than
the existing growth model, shown in red, and
appears to be at odds with the estimates of growth
of known-age lobsters shown as the blue points on
the figure.

There is still work to be done on the new model, but
the advantage is it has of being able to have its
parameters estimated in the assessment, mean that
we encourage further development of the model.
We enjoyed all the discussion on the environmental
drivers of lobster and their life history, and as | said,
we expressed some concern of an overly detailed
focus on the environment as the explanation of
patents.

We also noted that this existing stock assessment
model originally developed by the University of
Maine is getting a little long in the tooth, and there
are some signs in the diagnostics of the model that
it may not be performing as well as it once did, and
that it may be overly complex at the moment.

We also therefore strongly recommend the
continued development to the new assessment
model that the SAS provided a preliminary
presentation to us at the Review meeting. | think
I've said all my recommendations at the same time.
Climatic drivers, as I've said before, this assessment
really dug into the effects of climactic drivers.

The Review Panel certainly acknowledged that
climate is affecting the dynamics of lobsters. We
were also intrigued by the paradigm shift or the
regime shift paradigm, which is used in this
assessment, and which Tracy has already discussed.
But we caution that overemphasizing
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environmental drivers, risks underemphasizing
the important role the fishery does have.

One of the concerns we had of the regime shift
approach in the immortal words of Joni Mitchell
is that “you don’t know what you’ve got ‘til it’s
gone”, and it adds a delay into management
that you cannot tell the current status of the
fishery until you define the regime. It takes
several years after a regime shift has occurred
to tell you that you are in the new regime, so
we expressed concerns over that point.

We found that the SAS fully met the terms of
reference in estimating abundance and
exploitation, but we strongly recommend the
biological reference points should be developed
in the future, and that is a point | will return to
later in advice to the Board. The SAS
undertook, as you heard from Tracy, what is
known as a Jitter Analysis.

This is an analysis that asks, how robust are the
model results? The SAS went into great depth
at the request of the Review Panel to try and
explain the highly uncertain results that came
out of the Jitter Analysis. We congratulate
them for the work they did between our first
meeting and the Assessment Review meeting
itself.

We encourage them to continue that work. We
encourage them to integrate the Jitter Analysis
into the development of the future assessment.
We also encourage that to help understand that
uncertainty, future assessments should be
prepared to bring forward and evaluate
multiple models. The Assessment Team also
did an outstanding job on understanding the
model diagnostics, including its sensitivity and
its retrospective analysis. There were no
significant issues raised with the sensitivity of
the model, and there were no significant
worrisome patterns in the retrospective.

The indicator analysis was comprehensive. The
indicator analysis, we all supported the decision
of the SAS not to use time series shorter than

10 years in duration. As | had already mentioned,
the SAS has already updated the interpretation of
the indicator analysis, based upon
recommendations we made at the Review Panel,
and we thank the SAS for the responsiveness of
their work.

We agree that the reference points were calculated
appropriately, based on existing definitions, and the
stock status that Tracy defined for you in her
presentation was also appropriate. We come back
to this recommendation that we should be working
towards reference points that include biological
productivity, rather than being the somewhat ad
hoc indicator approach that is currently in use.

We support all of the research recommendations
made by the SAS, and we add three specific
recommendations moving forward. We returned
again to this issue of biological reference points,
making the strong recommendation that they be
calculated in the future. We strongly recommend
that work should continue, to try and include the
new growth model into the assessment, so that it
becomes a single integrated assessment model, and
we encourage the extension of estimates of natural
mortality rate to smaller size lobsters.

That will be required if this integrated assessment
model is completed. We support the proposed
timing of the next assessment in five years. We
recommend that interim assessments for both
stocks be continued, and we strongly support the
development of a management strategy evaluation
for lobsters that could be conducted at a range of
scales and still remain useful. At the smallest scale
it could be something that the SAS used just to
evaluate alternative modeling options.

At a slightly broader scale it could include members
of the management board to explore alternative
management options of the consideration, and at
its most comprehensive and perhaps most useful, it
would include all stakeholders, including both
fishers who are engaged in the fishery, people in
communities that rely on the fishery and other
interested parties.
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There is a tradeoff in cost and time for these
different options, but the Review Panel think all
three are strongly worthy of consideration. In
conclusion, the advice to the Board from the
Review Panel. We strongly recommend that
you consider this the best scientific information
available as a foundation for you to make
management decisions.

We agree that environmental change has had a
large influence on the decline of lobsters in
Southern New England, but that should not be
interpreted as evidence that has no effect on
the stock, nor should it diminish the obligation
to manage the fisheries that remain. Two of us
on the Review Panel lived and worked in
Canada during the decline of northern cod. We
are intimately familiar with the social
consequences of the collapse of northern cod in
Canada, and the upheaval that it created in
society. In the run up to the collapse of
northern cod, cod catchers were hyper stable.
They didn’t change very much over time. There
were strong differences in the harvest in
different regions of the range of northern cod.

The offshore fleet in cod saw no change until
cod collapsed. The inshore fleet saw worrisome
signs that were ignored. There was also the
belief that environmental factors were driving
change. You have heard all three explanations
as present in lobster. We are not saying for a
minute that lobster is on the edge of collapse.

But we believe strongly that it is a responsible
thing to do, would be to estimate biological
productivity of this stock, and set that as
reference points. Failure to do so would be like
driving the car by looking in the rearview
mirror, and concluding it is safe to proceed,
because you haven’t hit anything yet.

That is not the best practice for management.
With those, perhaps some of the words to end.
We do want to congratulate the SAS on its
work. They really produced an excellent
foundation on which you can make your

management decisions, and | will be happy to
answer any questions when the time is right.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Thank you, Dr. Miller, the time is
right. If anyone has any questions for Tracy or Tom,
I'll look on the floor to Board members for
questions. Joe Grist.

MR. JOSEPH GRIST: Well, first, excellent work from
both groups. Obviously, Dr. Miller up there to, but
excellent work on both sides and good
presentations. That was a lot to have to cover. Just
a brief question that will probably go back to Tracy.
In your presentation you noted that for the
Southern New England stock, the recommendation
is not to utilize the model approach. If we were to
go that direction, what does it do to projections or
the ability to produce projections?

DR. PUGH: The recommendation for the next stock
assessment is to not use the model. In terms of this
assessment and status, the status determination
and recommendations we made were based on the
model. In terms of the projections, yes that would
complicate the projections, because we used the
model results, essentially to base the projections
on. | think that the looking at what we’re seeing in
terms of the patterns and trends in Southern New
England, they’ve been very consistent.

The model free indicators that we use from the
trawl surveys, both inshore and the offshore trawl
surveys are all showing pretty consistent stories. |
think that what the SAS is feeling is that the formal
modeling effort and then this formal follow up with
the projections is kind of overkill. That we’re seeing
clear patterns and clear pieces of information from
those indicators by themselves.

The challenge with the projections, like | highlighted
for the Gulf of Maine in particular, is making the
assumption that conditions are going to continue.
The Gulf of Maine we’ve seen changing conditions,
and as | mentioned, we’ve seen a little bit of conflict
in those conditions, where the temperatures are
conducive to growth and conducive to settlement,
but we've got that issue with the larval food
sources. In Southern New England we're seeing
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relatively consistent stories, in terms of the
conditions affecting the stock. We don’t have
anything coming through to give us an
indication that recruitment trends are going to
change. We don't really have that conflict in
the drivers that drive recruitment for Southern
New England. | think that we’re not super
concerned about our lack of ability to do formal
projections for that stock. We think that the
information content in the existing indicators is
enough to keep an eye on that stock.

Now if something starts coming through in
either the temperature indicators, the stress
indicators, which | haven’t shown but are in the
document, or in any of those surveys. You
know then we revisit that recommendation. |
think that that is always going to be on the table
is if we see some indication of change or some
positive signs for Southern New England, then
we bring that back.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Steve Train.

MR. STEPHEN R. TRAIN: Dr. Miller or Dr. Cahill,
either one of you could maybe answer this, and
anyone around this table for this last four years,
I've been saying there is a problem and we need
to do something. But it sounds like in that
presentation, if we used the old simplified
model of overfished/overfishing to our bull’s
eye in the middle.

You want to be somewhere near the center.
Right now, we’re somewhere near the center
and on the good side of it on one. That’s the
one I've understood easily for years. My
guestion is, yes, | think we have to do
something, but does it have to be now? It
sounds like we have time to maybe figure out a
little bit more.

DR. PUGH: | assume you’re talking about Gulf
of Maine/Georges Bank. The stock is not
depleted, so the abundance is the one that we
tie the, the sort of stronger management advice
around. But at the same time, we have seen
the decline is kind of a rapid decline from net

peak. You know one might think that we’re in
between the target and limit right now, which is a
reasonably decent place to be.

Now is the time to start having the conversations
about, what are our tools, how do we stay there? |
think that that is where the management strategy
recommendation that we’re making comes into
play here, is that process there in discussing with
the fleet, discussing with the policy makers. What
are our tools, what are our goals here? What do we
want this to look like and how do we get that?

DR. MILLER: I don’t disagree with anything Tracy
just said, but | will add two things to it. The
reference points that you’re talking about are not
based upon biological yield, they are based upon
guidelines of the availability of lobsters, and the
idea that there is going to be something like 30 to
40% of them harvest each year.

Our recommendation is that you work to develop
reference points that are based upon the biological
potential. The only caution | would give you about
how much time is left, is to review the decline of
lobster in Southern New England. That was one
thing that took the Review Panel by surprise. For an
organism that lives reportedly 30 years or so, that
fishery declined precipitously within a five-year
period. Some people would argue even faster than
that. Our concern is not that we see signs in the
lobster that say it’s going to decline. But our
concern is, should it decline the management board
won’t get very much warning about that decline. |
don’t think the time for drastic curtailing of the
fishery is now. But the time to act to give you the
management tools is now.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Jason McNamee.

DR. McNAMEE: Great presentation, Dr. Pugh, it was
a ton of work that you put together as efficiently as
you could, thank you very much, and thank you as
well, Dr. Miller. Great report out of the Peer
Review Panel. | think this is directed, well it could
be to either of you, | think. | was kind of thinking
about the changepoint and regime shift discussions
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that were going along with this assessment, and
the recommendation from the Peer Review
Panel.

They have this model that they were kind of
working on in parallel in the background, which
is really cool. What | wondered, what | didn’t
pick up on was whether or not that model has
some of these state space attributes in them. |
think in my mind the concern about these
changepoints and being able to, like you only
know the rearview mirror piece of it, and you
don’t know where you are currently, | think.

State space you kind of add in these random
effects, you can solve that problem a little bit in
it, also | think helps with some of the other
aspects of the model. Is the new model a state
space model or is that like a progression beyond
what is being worked on? | know it is moving
into RTMB which is good, but the actual type of
model is what I'm wondering about.

MR. JEFF J. KIPP: Yes, | can take a shot at that.
Jeff Kipp, I’'m the staff scientist from the
Commission, I’'m working on lobster
assessment. Yes, the new model is in RTMB,
which has features on state space models, like
Jay is asking about. The model that was
presented at the Assessment Workshop was
pretty much an exact replicate of the current
ADMB model without those features
implemented currently.

The idea is to use those features down the road,
maybe even into the next assessment, but
those have not been developed or a part of that
model. We were essentially trying to build a
bridge between the current assessment model
and the new model in RTMB. Then once we
could demonstrate that bridge we would
branch off into building in random effects and
those types of things into that model.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Carl Wilson.

DR. CARL WILSON: Dr. Pugh, Dr. Miller, this is
an outstanding assessment and Peer Review.

Having participated in several of these myself, this
is an excellent document. | thought the review and
the exchange with the SAS was fantastic. | went
down to the Peer Review, and the collegial
exchanges that | witnessed were invigorating to see
the conversations going.

Itis a real testament to the people that we have
working on the stock assessment, and just the spirit
that they are undertaking the work. Really,
congratulations. As fun as it is to read a thousand
pages, it was excellent work, and there is a little bit
of something in there for everybody. Now, having
said that, | would like to spend a little time on the
recommendation around biological reference
points, and tie that into the acknowledgement of
how much environmental factors are driving some
of the productivity.

| think we get ourselves in a bit of a twist there, in
that biological reference points, the assumptions
are that you know what the productivity of the
resource is going to be, based on a series of life
history parameters that have been estimated under
the conditions that those studies conducted.

If we're in periods where environmental conditions
are phasing alternatively, how does our estimates
of biological reference points ever keep up with you
if we don’t know the rest of the rest of the Joni
Mitchell song. | think that is, how do you reconcile
those two? Because ultimately, biological reference
points allow us to project under different
conditions.

What we might think might happen, the projection
aspects of the assessment right now, there was one
section, | forget which page it was on, but where
you went back and looked at the 2020 assessment
with the projections and Gulf of Maine/Georges
Bank were all projected to be positive. That is a net
swing of 75% or so. We would have; | think a lot of
work to do with biological reference points.

Now having said that, if we were to hit the limit for
abundance, based on the reference points, is that a
bad thing? The reference point doesn’t necessarily
say it’s a bad thing biologically, because it is a point
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where the fishery has already observed that for
a number of years. | think we’ve got to like
figure out how to move those two together,
and | think it starts with how you do kind of
time variable biological reference points. Just
interested in how would you might want to
respond to that.

DR. MILLER: First of all, | will reiterate what you
said about the positive way in which this
assessment and review occurred. It was a
pleasure to be a part of, and | think it was an
exceedingly collegial exercise. | certainly
enjoyed being a part of this, and | hope the SAS
also found the reviews to be helpful for them.

| think our concern or our suggestion is not that
we know as the Review Team how to do
estimates of biological productivity, when that
productivity is changing over time. A common
assumption in fishery science to date has been
that conditions are static. That things return to
an equilibrium condition.

There is certainly evidence in lobsters that the
environment is changing. The structure of the
fishery is changing, and perhaps an equilibrium
assumption is one that is not valid. | will say
that to not have biological reference points in
arguably the most valuable fishery in the
nation, and certainly if not in the nation on the
east coast, seems to us to be misguided.

That recommendation is not something that the
SAS received in the previous two assessments.
In the previous two assessments the Review
Panel agreed with the supposition that you had
at the end of your comment that well, if it goes
below what we’ve seen before, isn’t that
enough of a guideline? Our sense would be,
perhaps it is. But until you calculate those
reference points, you really wouldn’t know
whether the exploitation rate you are setting
has been sustainable, has any relationship to
what the potential yield of the stock could be.

It really is the value of the fishery, not just in
dollar value, but the socioeconomic value of the

fishery to the region that makes a suggest that not
having biological reference points is a significant
gap in management, and something that should be
closed.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Carl, did you have a follow up?

DR. WILSON: Just a quick follow up on that. | think
one thing in support of that idea is, if you were to
get to the limit reference point in abundance, and
you had some indication that your biological
productivity had changed, that starts to answer the
guestion of, is that a bad thing or not? | think there
is that third exploitation abundance and reference
point. That does start to support the school, |
guess.

DR. MILLER: Just as a follow up, and hoping it
doesn’t just become a dialogue between the two of
us. The other concern that makes biological
reference points really important is the distribution
of catch among the statistical areas. This concern is
that it is hyper stable in the middle, and we begin to
ignore what is going all around the edges of the
range, we’re at even more risk than it would have
been otherwise.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Doug Grout.

MR. DOUGLAS E. GROUT: | will concur on the
excellent, excellent work that has been done by
both the SAS and the Technical Committee and the
Peer Review. It was well explained, very complex,
and | came away understanding 99% about what
you said. My question for you, based on this
recommendation coming out of the Peer Review of
estimated biological reference points.

This is a question for either Tracy or Jeff. Do you
see any difficulties in developing biological
reference points for lobsters, either because of
their life history characteristics or any of the
information we have here? Do you see any
problems with coming up with one, if you were
given enough time?

DR. PUGH: Yes, so this is before me, so | am trying
to remember history before me. But essentially the
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previous assessments and | think the FMP was
based on biological reference points, so with
the F10% or the F.1. Those have been
estimated for lobster in the past. The
challenge, in terms of interpreting those has
been that it never entirely, sort of passed the
straight face test.

| think if I’'m remembering correctly, the
estimates for, yes 10% | think suggested that
Southern New England could never be
overfished, and the estimates for the Gulf of
Maine indicated that overfishing was occurring,
and yet we’ve seen these increases in the Gulf
of Maine consistently over time. Those older
reference points were saying, you're
overfishing, you're overfishing and yet stock
was going up and up. There is sort of a
disconnect between what was coming out of
that and what stock was actually doing. | think
that some of this is coming down to some of the
uncertainties we have about growth and natural
mortality. | mentioned a number of times in the
presentation that these uncertainties around
growth and natural mortality have impacts to
the scale of our results. They don’t impact the
trends over time. | think that those
uncertainties impacting the scale of our
abundance references are where these
challenges are coming in. I’'m going to do a little
phone-a-friend here and ask if Jeff can weigh in
a little further here.

MR. KIPP: Yes, | would emphasize the concerns
with this scale of the estimates out of the
assessment model, the Jitter Diagnostic that
was discussed as not providing the favorable
results that we’re looking for, really indicated
that the uncertainty around the scale of
estimates is considerably large.

But really at the end of the day when we look at
trends, we are very confident in the trends that
are estimated here, and that has kind of pushed
us in this direction of trend-based reference
points. | think the scale of estimates is a major
uncertainty that we really need to work out, to
have more confidence in biological reference

points, because those do depend on accurate scales
of estimates of your population estimates.

Then the other thing that is challenging, | think Dr.
Wilson was mentioning was, how do you formulate
those biological reference points when productivity
is changing through time. One of the challenges
here is, we're dealing with recruitment in terms of
five years after these animals have been produced.

There is sort of this really uncertain window from

when they settle and when they actually recruit to
the model that we’re tracking them in. What year
or period of productivity you use to represent the
biological reference point for what you should be

currently managing, creates some challenges with
that lag.

That lag makes it difficult to directly relate a certain
period of productivity to when you should be
managing at that point. Yes, | think there are a
number of things | think we would need to work
out, and would likely take a considerable amount of
time before we felt really confident about any
biological reference points.

The scale of estimates we do hope to address with
the new assessment model we were just talking
about, and that that platform may allow us to
address that issue better than the current platform,
and that is going to be part of the next benchmark
assessment.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Any other questions by the Board?
Seeing no other question.

CONSIDER ACCEPTANCE OF BENCHMARK STOCK
ASSESSMENT AND PEER REVIEW REPORT FOR
MANAGEMENT USE

CHAIR ZOBEL: We have to consider accepting this
Stock Assessment and Peer Review Report for
management use. Does anybody have the desire to
make a motion to do so? Doug Grout.

MR. GROUT: I'll make that motion. | move to
accept the 2025 American Lobster Benchmark
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Stock Assessment and Peer Review Report for
management use.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Thank you, that is seconded by
Eric Reid. Any discussion on the motion?
Seeing no discussion, I'm going to try it the easy
way, so any opposition to the motion on the
board? Seeing no opposition, this motion
passes by unanimous consent.

CONSIDER MANAGEMENT RESPONSE, IF
NECESSARY

CHAIR ZOBEL: Is there any further discussion on
considering management response to the Stock
Assessment and Peer Review?

DR. WILSON: Yes, | think this discussion or a
potential motion would be around
acknowledging that the Gulf of Maine/Georges
Bank stock has gone down by about 30% in this
assessment period. Knowing that this Board,
certainly prior to my arrival here, has been
receiving annual updates from the TC for
serving indices.

| do think that with the repeal of Addendum
XXVII we did lose kind of an indicator on those
annual updates. Happy to have a conversation
about that. | do have a draft motion around
that that | think might inform kind of our annual
conversations around lobster.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Carl, why don’t you go ahead
and get that up, and that can kick off a
discussion for us.

MR. WILSON: | believe they have the motion
here. | move to task the TC to include a
recruitment index for the Gulf of
Maine/Georges Bank, similar to what was used
in Addendum XXVII (combined recruit survey
index), as part of future data updates to the
Board at the annual meetings.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Is there a second to the motion?
David Borden. Carl, rationale?

DR. WILSON: Yes, again, Gulf of Maine/Georges
Bank is a resource that is changing, and | think it’s
prudent for this Board to keep as many eyes and
ears on what’s going on between assessments as
possible.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Anything else to add, David? Okay, is
there any discussion on the motion on the board?
Jeff Kaelin.

MR. JEFF KAELIN: I've been sitting here thinking
about this. By the way, Dr. Pugh and Tom, Dr.
Miller, terrific work. When we repealed Framework
XXVIl and set aside the potential for gauge
increases, at least for now. | noticed in your report,
Dr. Pugh, you had a slide that showed an increase in
the stock around the time that the last gauge
increases were implemented.

Is there a way, when you come back to the Board
following this motion, that you could try to project
what the benefits of the stock today would be if
those gauge increases were put into place, similarly
to your ability to go back in time and recognize that
the gauge increases had a significant effect on the
stock at that time?

That is my question, and what has been going on in
the back of my mind since I've been sitting here
listening to this. In retrospect, it looks like we might
have made a mistake. But is there a way to make
some projections about what the benefits could
have been, in terms of turning this around
somehow?

DR. PUGH: Yes, so | think what you are referring to
is the changes in the effective exploitation graph
where, like for the Gulf of Maine it was high in the
’80s, and then after they changed the gauge size, |
think it was in ’89 it came down. Then for Southern
New England we had the period of stable high and
then the transition down to a period of stable lows.
That’s what you are referring to, correct? Okay. |
don’t know that we could do projections for
effective exploitation. | might have to punt that
over to Jeff.
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MR. KIPP: We could relate, sort of use an Fin
instantaneous fishing mortality rate for
projections, but we can relate that back to an
exploitation level, so we could map that to an
exploitation level.

MR. KAELIN: Yes, | think that would be
instructive, if it could be done with the magic of
your models and the fairy dust that Mike was
talking about earlier. It would be nice to use, to
have something to grab onto that might help
show us the way to turn this around, or have
the Board find a way to do that. Thank you for
the consideration.

DR. PUGH: | think, I'm trying to think how we
would go through this, and if there is
information that we put together with the
construction of Addendum XXVII in the first
place that will help with this. | don’t know that
we can do this quickly, I'm pretty sure we can’t
do this quickly. Is the request for us to
essentially re-estimate exploitation levels as if a
gauge change had gone into place in a specific
year?

MR. KAELIN: Exactly. Understanding it would
be an estimate and not something we definitely
have to live with. But yes, other than that |
don’t see how we have any information in front
of us to move ahead, other than looking at the
potential benefits from the addendum that we
set aside.

CHAIR ZOBEL: | think there is a little bit of a
difference, Jeff, between your request and the
motion we currently have on the board. |just
want to make sure that that clears up that
confusion. Carl’s motion is separate from what
you are requesting.

MR. KAELIN: Itis. | was just trying to illustrate a
qguestion that | had in my mind about what the
effects of setting aside the potential gauge
increase was. If it doesn’t fit here, | don’t know,
maybe it doesn’t, but anyway, you know what is
on my mind. | was in the lobster fishery myself
for a long time.

| am alarmed, frankly with the report today that
we’ve seen. I’'m wondering if we made a mistake,
or how to calculate the magnitude of the mistake
we may have made by setting that addendum apart.
If it’s separate from this motion, | apologize, and I'll
just leave the question on the table.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Jeff, what we can do is dispense with
this motion. If you desire to bring that up as a
tasking then we can go to you after.

MR. KAELIN: That sounds good, Madam Chair.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Great, thank you. Any other
discussion on this specific motion on the board?
Seeing no more discussion, is there any opposition
to the motion on the board? Go ahead and take a
minute to caucus. Does anyone need more time,
are we ready? Let me ask the question again, is
there any opposition to the motion on the board?
Seeing no opposition the motion carries by
unanimous consent. Anything else to come before
the board on this? Jeff, did you want to add a
tasking?

MR. KAELIN: I do. I'm not sure how to put it, but |
would like to task the TC to try to project the
benefits to at least the Gulf of Maine/Georges Bank
lobster fishery, if the gauge increases from
Addendum XXVII were put into place when they
were first proposed.

CHAIRS ZOBEL: Okay, just give us a second to catch
up with the motion. Jeff, if this is what your intent
was, do you mind reading this into the record,
please.

MR. KAELIN: Sure. | move to task the TC to project
the benefits to the GOM/GB fishery if the, because
it’s one, you’re looking at it as one unit, right? If
the gauge increases from Addendum XXVII were
put into place as originally scheduled.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Okay, is there a second to the
motion on the board? Bill Hyatt. Any further
rationale?
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MR. KAELIN: I’'m looking for a signal that could
give us a path forward and try to anticipate
what the magnitude of the changes would be to
see a turnaround in these stocks. Maybe that
gauge increase wasn’t big enough. | don’t know
if you can put this together, | would be
impressed, but it’s begging the question, | think
that we set these aside and now we’re moving
ahead with a management strategy evaluation.

I’'m thinking of the herring management
strategy evaluation, which was a disaster
frankly, for the herring industry. I’'m not a big
fan of MSEs and that is an awful lot. You don’t
have to record all of this, but yes, where do we
go from here? The only clue that | can think of
is to take a look at what we set aside and didn’t
do, in terms of projecting what the benefits to
the stock would have been. Is that being clear
enough, Madam Chair?

CHAIR ZOBEL: Yes, | think Jeff Kipp has a
clarifying question.

MR. KIPP: Yes, | just wanted to clarify. You
mentioned you wanted to see the changes in
exploitation. But | think what you want to see is
the changes in abundance if we changed the
gauge size. What would the projected of stock
abundance be? Is that the interest?

MR. KAELIN: Yes.

MR. KIPP: Okay yes, so we can do those
projections. There will be the same caveats
around those as the current projections that we
provided in the assessment. One big thing is,
there is no stock recruit relationship, so you
don’t get any kind of return on improvements in
abundance that trickle through, through a stock
recruit relationship. But we can include the
caveats around those with these projections to
consider, but yes, we can do what you are
asking for.

MR. KAELIN: Good, thank you, Jeff, | appreciate
that.

DR. PUGH: Just to follow up. You know this is
something that we can do. Just to set sort of
expectations, this is not something that we can do
by February. This will require work from our federal
partners on the TC and they have not been to work
in three weeks, so we don’t know what the future
of that is, we don’t know how long it is going to take
them to either get back or to get caught up. This is
definitely not a task that we can accomplish by
February.

MR. KAELIN: Yes, understood. We’re hung upina
lot of different areas, | understand. | appreciate
that, Tracy. Thank you.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Are there any other discussion on
this before we take a vote on this? Does anyone
need to caucus before | call the question? No, okay.
Is there any opposition to the motion on the
board? Okay, we do have opposition, so we’re
going to take a roll call vote, a vote. If you are in
favor of the motion, please have one member of
the delegation raise their hand.

MS. KERNS: Rhode Island, Massachusetts,
Connecticut, New Jersey, Virginia, Maryland,
Delaware, New Hampshire, NOAA Fisheries, New
York.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Opposed.
MS. KERNS: Maine.
CHAIR ZOBEL: The motion carries 10 to 1. Jason.

DR. McNAMEE: I'm not sures, this might be a little
out of sequence, but we’'ll just kind of get it out on
the table. | really appreciated the discussion about
and the support from both the Peer Review Panel
and the Stock Assessment Committee, the support
for doing our management strategy evaluation.

We talked about this at length a few years back. |
guess | am a little concerned it just kind of popped,
you know doing that immediately, like right now
let’s start. | would like to see what we’ve worked
on. | think there may have even been a white paper
that was produced or something akin to that.
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What | would love to see for February is kind of
a resurrection of the materials that we had put
together the last time we were talking about
management strategy evaluation for lobster, so
that we can review that and then potentially
take action in February, just to give us a little
time to think about it. | don’t think | need a
motion for that, but just offer it as a suggestion.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Yes, | will check width staff. |
don’t think you need a motion either, and
everyone is agreeing. That has been noted,
thank you. Any other motions on this topic for
discussion points. Okay, seeing no other hands
we’ll move on to considering reports from Gulf
of Maine states on industry surveys and
meetings. | think we will be going from north to
south here, if | recall correctly. Get the first
slide up and then | can confirm or deny that.
Great. Carl Wilson, go ahead.

CONSIDER REPORTS FROM GULF OF MAINE
STATES ON INDUSTRY SURVEYS AND
MEETINGS

DR. WILSON: Okay, so our survey went out late
June or early July, it was due back at the first of
August. We sent the survey to all lobster
license holders greater than 18 years old and
dealers. The questions were supported and
crafted by Maine’s Lobster Advisory Council and
the Department, the Subcommittee of that
Lobster Advisory Council.

We really felt this was an opportunity to gauge
the opinions on the resource in the fishery
directly from the participants. | think everyone
was feeling a little bit of, what is the true
sentiments out there after the Addendum XXVII
conversations of last winter. In kind of a bit of
some survey development trickery, not trickery,
but just ways to get through what would have
been a very large list for the Department to
send out, 4,600 surveys.

We felt the way that each license holder got a
unique paper survey that was coded to their
license number, and they also had a unique QR

Code that they could respond to directly
electronically, skipping a scanned paper survey. We
sent that out to 4,697 recipients. We had a 29%
response rate. The last time we sent out a similar
survey was back in 2008, and we had a 35%
response.

WEe’'ll say that we sent it to over 2,000 fewer license
holders this time around, and those are fewer
license because of the limited entry things that we
have in place. Overall, respondents seem to have a
good representation by zone, so geographic
location, age and activity, if they were active or
inactive in the fishery.

We asked about the perception of the resource.
Very quickly, the respondents came back as saying
63% felt that the resource was stable, 26%
decreasing and 8% increasing. When asked
compared to five years ago, lobster and traps are,
as far as egg bearing 58% said they were increasing
but 31% no change.

Legal lobsters 49% no change, 36% said it was
decreasing. Oversize, 52% no change, 22%
increasing. Sublegal 42% increasing, 36% no change
and V-Notch lobsters, 49% of respondents said
there was increasing, with 34% no change. Threats
to the fishery, and | think this is a theme that you’ll
hear from all three states.

These are, | think very consistent, and strong as far
as those responding, 91% of respondents were very
or somewhat concerned with North Atlantic Right
Whale Conservation measures impacting the way
they fish, 88% of respondents were very or
somewhat concerned about potential ASMFC plan
changes, maybe not the most positive group in the
room here.

Maintaining the stability of the fleet, respondents
could check off three concerns and the top
concerns were input cost 85%, again Right Whale
protection 70%, 69% followed by market
uncertainty and crew availability. Concerns around
the long-term health of the resource, leading
threats were predation at 53%, habitat 48%, lobster

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Lobster Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.

23



Draft Proceedings of the American Lobster Management Board — October 2025

distribution changes, water quality down to
30% and fishing competition 17%.

Perceptions of the future, 47% of respondents
were very or somewhat optimistic of the future.
Nearly 80% of respondents feel current Area 1
management is very or somewhat effective,
22% were neutral, 6% ineffective and 3% very
ineffective. If they were compelled to act,
conversations that might be had. Lower trap
limits were the highest response, increasing v-
notching in this order, seasonal closures and
lobster hatcheries, followed by gauge increases,
limited entry change, purchasing of v-notched
lobsters and area closures. There was a strong,
we'’ve socialized these results with another
round of Zone Council meetings. Thereis a
strong sense of the need for continued
engagement with fishery members at large,
lobster Zone Councils and we would be talking a
little bit about engagement with LCMTs.

In all zones that we’ve presented these results,
one of their first questions was, what took you
15 years to send out this survey again? Thatis a
response that we’ve definitely heard and we're
thinking about ways that we might be able to
increase the frequency of a survey such as this.

| pass it to the next.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Okay, on to the New Hampshire
survey, so we asked very similar questions to
Maine, although somewhat tweaked for our
own local industry. This was sent to all our
commercial offshore license holders and
opportunities as with Maine to gauge opinions
on the resource in the fishery.

Our response rate, we were really impressed,
and | want to personally thank the Commercial
Fishermen’s Association for also making sure
that their members were encouraged to do the
survey and to have their voices heard. We
already had a high response rate and that drove
it up even higher, so thanks for that
collaboration with our industry members.

Our commercial and limited commercial, which are
two limited access kind of more fulltime fishers in
our state had a 51% response rate, which is
incredible. Then we also have an open-access
parttime commercial limited to 100 traps in our
state, and that had 17% response rate. Perception
of the Resource, you are going to hear a lot of
similar themes in all New England states, which is
interesting.

From the commercial unlimited commercial group,
63% stable, 13% decreasing, 17% increasing, 7% no
opinion. That was very similar to Maine. Part time
commercial, these are the100 traps, so a little bit of
a different type of fishing, 45% said it was stable,
25% decreasing, 12% increasing, 18% no opinion.

Perception of the resource, and this is just from our
more full-time commercial license holders.
Compared to five years ago, egg bearing 68%
increasing, 19% no change, legal 58% increasing
20% decreasing. Oversized 50% increasing 26% no
change. Sublegal lobsters 57% increasing, 21% no
change. V-notched 63% increasing 19% no change,
so an overall perception of positivity in what was
coming into our traps.

These numbers are almost identical to Maine, and
you'll find they are also almost identical to
Massachusetts, which is very interesting. Eighty-
eight percent of respondents were very or
somewhat concerned with North Atlantic Right
Whale conservation measures impacting the way
they fish. Eighty-eight percent of respondents were
very or somewhat concerned about potential
ASMFC plan changes.

| wanted to throw in a visual, just so it wasn’t all
boring text. Like Maine, individuals were allowed to
pick up to three different answers in response to
this question of, what do you feel is the biggest
challenge to the long-term health of lobster
resource population. Changes in water quality and
climate were the majority of license holders, as 76%
of respondents selected that, pollution 54%
selected that. Predation pressures from native and
invasive species 54% and then you can see from
there changes in distribution, disease and

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Lobster Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.

24



Draft Proceedings of the American Lobster Management Board — October 2025

pathogens, too much fishing effort in my area,
and habitat degradation due to fishing
activities.

Also, very similar results to the state of Maine
survey. In considering the future, which of
these areas presents the greatest concern for
maintaining stability of the fleet. The highest by
a significant margin at 92% of respondents cost
of inputs, followed by Right Whale protection
and market uncertainty as the other kind of top
three, along with the others that you see listed
on the slide.

How did people feel moving on from here, 54%
of respondents were very or somewhat
optimistic of the future, and 75% of
respondents feel current Area 1 management is
very or somewhat effective. If compelled to act
there was some response for increased gauge
size on the small end, but very little percent on
that, 1/16 was 19%, 1/32 was 19%.

Then other, 62% wanted no change on this or
did not answer this portion. Lower trap limit,
no change in trap limits was the majority, 58%.
Limited entry or licensing changes at 27% and
then some support for a 10 or 20% reduction at
8 and 7%. Seasonal closures, 52% were in
support of a January 15 to March 31 closure,
32% January 15 to April 30.

Other management options, so these were
other things that were listed, 53% checked off
other, and they could provide their own
response at that point, so none, more law
enforcement, no 100 trap licenses, which is our
open-access license. Reduction in maximum
size 25%, area closures 10%, quotas 2%, trip
limits 10%, so some other management
measures that were brought forth. That was it
from us, then our survey just closed, so we will
be following up and presenting all of the details
back to our lobster industry after this meeting.
Dan.

MR. DANIEL McKIERNAN: | believe we have
Anna Webb standing by.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Okay, make sure, yes, we’ve got you
loud and clear, Anna, go ahead.

MS. ANNA WEBB: Awesome. Good afternoon,
everyone. I'm sorry if | cough a little bit during this
call, but | do have a drink here | hope will get me
through it. Similar to Maine and New Hampshire,
our questions were very similar. However, in
Massachusetts we did have to modify it to
accommodate all four LMAs that land here or fish
out of here.

We did have very similar responses for LMA1 and
similar overall response rate to Maine with 28%.
We offered an online and a paper version of the
survey. Interms of demographics, 78% were
actively fishing in 2025, 60% did not have an active
federal permit, 20% did, 60% fished more than 100
traps on average and about 50% were between 50
and 70 years old.

Our dashboard did go live today, so if you want to
check it out and delve into some of our surveys in
more depth, you can find out at that link and in that
path. In terms of the Perception of the Resource,
again LMA1 was very similar to Maine and New
Hampshire. LMA2 and OCC were also, or Outer
Cape Cod were also similar, we had about 60%
stable, 15% decreasing, 14% increasing. LMA3 had
a slightly different perception of the resource with
84% feeling it was stable, 11% decreasing and only
5% increasing. Continuing the perception of the
resource, again with four LMAs | couldn’t fit
everything on one slide. Compared to five years
ago, how did the lobsters in your traps change for
these five categories.

In egg bearing LMA1 thought there were more, 53%
felt there were more. LMA2, 41% said no change.
Those Outer Cape Cod, 65% found more and LMA3
68% said no change. V-notches, LMA1 had more,
LMAZ2 had no change. Those Outer Cape Cod about
50% said more and LMA3 was 58% no change. Only
listed the percentages that were over about 20%
here, but there is more information in the
dashboard.
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For legal size lobsters all four LMAs indicated,
the majority of them indicated no change.
Oversized, LMA1 51% did see more while the
other LMAs saw no change, primarily, and then
sublegal LMA1, 2 and 3 had primarily no
change, but LMA1 was actually equal
percentage also saw more sublegal lobsters.
Outer Cape Cod had 50% more sublegal and
20% less sublegal.

In terms of Perception of the Threats to the
Resource, kind of a simplified version on the
right, where it’s all LMAs combined, along with
a simplified version of the prompts that were
available to the fishers. Butin LMA1 again,
similar to Maine and New Hampshire, water
quality and climate change were the top
concern at 55%.

That was followed by predation, fishing
pressures, pollution and distribution changes.
In LMAZ2 predation was the highest concern,
followed by water quality and climate, then
pollution, disease and fishing pressures. Outer
Cape Cod habitat degradation was the top
concern followed by water quality and climate,
and then pollution, predation and fishing
pressure is there as well.

LMAS3 fishing pressures was ranked highest,
again followed by water quality and climate and
then predation and distribution changes. Again,
similar to Maine and New Hampshire, 93% of
our respondents were very or somewhat
concerned with North Atlantic Right Whale
conservation measures, and 87% with potential
ASMFC plan changes.

Similarly, the greatest concerns for the
sustainability of the fleet were input costs and
Right whale protections, followed my markets.
The first two had a much larger percentage of
people selected those. LMA2 did have a higher
percentage for spatial conflict over markets. In
terms of Perception of the Future, effectiveness
of the current management area by LMA.

LMA1 about 70% were somewhat or very effective,
whereas 19% were neutral. LMA2, 56% were very
or somewhat effective and 37% were neutral.
Outer Cape Cod 85% were very or somewhat
effective, whereas 5% were neutral. LMA3 it was
79% versus 11%. About half of the respondents
were very or somewhat optimistic of the future of
the industry, whereas 30% were neutral.

Then if required to act in response to the stock
assessment, again, responses did vary by LMA.
LMA1 was trap limit reductions, however, more
conservative V-Notches. There was some support
for increasing the minimum size or decreasing the
maximum size. LMA2, trap allocation reductions
ranked highest.

There was, again, some support for decreasing the
maximum size and seasonal area closures and more
conservative V-Notch regulations. Outer Cape Cod
they were dominated by increasing the minimum
size and LMA3 was more conservative V-Notch. |
think that’s it, but there might be one more. Nope,
that’s it. On the Dashboard you can filter by the
LMAs, so you can go through all these questions a
little more standard by LMA.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Thank you, Anna, does anyone have
any questions for any of the three states on this?
Dennis Abbott.

MR. DENNIS ABBOTT: Just to be clear, how many
1200 trap permits do we have in the state of New
Hampshire?

CHAIR ZOBEL: Twenty-nine.

MR. ABBOTT: How many?

CHAIR ZOBEL: Twenty-nine.

MR. ABBOTT: Twenty-nine, and we have no 800
trap limits.

CHAIR ZOBEL: That’s correct, not state license.

MR. ABBOTT: Just for the record, thank you.
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CHAIR ZOBEL: John Clark.

MR. CLARK: That was very interesting, the
results. | notice that predation came up as a big
concern for a couple of states. Just wondering,
is there a specific predation concern that is on
the increase, or was this just overall?

CHAIR ZOBEL: Dan, go ahead.

MR. McKIERNAN: Black Sea bass in Southern
New England and maybe up in southern
Massachusetts, Cape Cod Bay waters as well.

CHAIR ZOBEL: David Borden.

MR. DAVID V.D. BORDEN: To John’s point, it’s
not only black sea bass it’s scup. | get
constituents that call me all the time and
basically say, how can you expect the lobster
resource enclosed in Area 2 to respond
favorably if the biomass of both scup and sea
bass is this high. | mean it’s logical the food
preference for scup and sea bass primary food
source is crustaceans. We've got a bit of a
conflict. | can address that later, and | would be
happy to address that later.

CHAIR ZOBEL: | can state that we’ve heard a
number of different species listed as concerns
over predation in our area, and | don’t know if
Carl has a similar sentiment.

DR. WILSON: Yes, we have definitely heard
about striped bass.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Any other question? David.

MR. BORDEN: Just a general question for the
state agencies. Did any of the state agencies
look at the sampling, biological sampling in
states and then compare it to the responses? If
a state agency basically got a response that the
industry wants to do more v-notching, I'm just
making this up as an example, and then they
look at the v-notching rates and the v-notching
rates are declining.

What does that say to us? | mean my
understanding in some of the north New England
states v-notching rates have declined, and that has
been from biological sampling. |1 don’t know, maybe
Carl, if that is erroneous, Carl, please correct my
erroneous infraction.

DR. WILSON: | don’t think we’ve gone, at least in
our moving around with the responses. | don’t
think we’ve gone that deep into the analysis, kind of
taken a cursory look and they linked our landings
and licensing information to the responses. But |
think that is a nice logical step. We did, looking at
landings in the past five years.

There might have, in areas that have shown the
most volatile declines there was a slight tendency
that respondents indicated decreasing more than
stable than in some of the other areas. But my
general feel is this is a remarkable coherence across
three jurisdictions and the results. | do think that
that fits into the perceptions of industry
participating. But some of the drivers within the
reality of the industry is complementary and/or
different than what this Board has traditionally
discussed, and that’s worthy of discussion.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Dan.

MR. McKIERNAN: Yes, just briefly. My guess is that
the V-Notch rule, which was enacted 23 years ago
for LMA1 with 100% requirement, all egg bearing
females shall be notched. I'm guessing that the
response from LMA1 participants is to get people to
do more of that, which is already required by
regulations.

| don’t think there is any room for us to regulate
that more, or they might be pointing fingers at an
adjacent LMA, where they want the other LMA to
be required to notch. But I’'m guessing there is
probably a decay in the rate of v-notch by the active
participants in Area 1.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Any other last quick questions before
we move on? Seeing none; | am going to go to
Caitlin for this next item.
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UPDATE ON JOINT COUNCIL OMNIBUS
ALTERNATIVE GEAR MARKING FRAMEWORK

MS. CAITLIN STARKS: I'll be very, very quick. As
most of you know, the meeting with the Mid-
Atlantic Fishery Management Councils and
NOAAs Greater Atlantic Regional Office have
been developing the Omnibus Alternative Gear
Marking Framework, which considers revisions
to the current regulations for gear marking, to
allow for the use of alternatives in the Greater
Atlantic Region. This would potentially allow
for more fishing access in areas that are closed
to persistent buoy lines under the Atlantic Large
Whale Take Reduction Plan. At their recent
meetings in September and October
respectively, the New England and Mid-Atlantic
Council voted to delay action on this framework
until additional information on ropeless gear
and visualization technology is available, to
better inform stakeholders and input to the
Council’s decision making.

To gather this information NOAA Fisheries has
indicated they plan to issue an RFl or Request
for Information in 2026 to solicit information
from the public on various discussions
pertaining to the alternative gear marking and
the approval of certain systems for use. | think
with that we’ll have a quick update from Mike
Pentony on that RFI.

MR. MICHAEL PENTONY: Thanks, Caitlin. | wish
| was there with you in person, but alas not to
be. | was going to try to give the timeline for
the Request for Information, however, given
the government shutdown extending for who
knows how long, any kind of timeline is a little
bit hard to predict. The intention was that we
were going to publish something, as Caitlin said
beginning of 2026.

List a number of questions, solicit information
from all kind of stakeholders involved, the
fishing industry, states, the developers of the
technology both on the pier side and on the
visualization side, hold that open for at least 90
days to ensure that we stand, you know

multiple meetings of the Councils and the
Commission. Then we would prepare a report
based on the information we received addressing all
of the issues, a lot of which we heard during the
public comment on the draft framework.

Present that report back to the Councils and the
Commission, at which point the Councils would
decide if they want to proceed with the framework
adjustment as initially developed, if they want to
modify it, change from the alternatives, add
alternatives and so forth. Then the Councils are
going to take it from there and decide the sort of
final outcome of that draft framework adjustment.
Given that you are out of time | will stop there and
keep it nice and short.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Thank you, Mike.

CONSIDER APPROVAL OF FISHERY MANAGEMENT
PLAN REVIEWS AND STATE COMPLIANCE FOR
AMERICAN LOBSTER AND JONAH CRAB FOR THE
2024 FISHING YEAR

CHAIR ZOBEL: So now | am going to go back to
Caitlin for a review of the FMP reviews for lobster.

MS. STARKS: | will again be very, very quick to catch
us up on a little bit of time. I’'m going to step over a
lot of our typical information on status of the stock,
since you just heard about that. Then for the status
of the FMP, | think you all have been at meetings
every quarter for the last year talking about
Addendum XXX through XXXII, so | will skip the
history lesson on that and just go to the commercial
landings for lobster.

We did see, we all know increases that are
significant over the time series. The peak was in
2016, near 160 million pounds, but since then the
landings have trended downward, and the 2024
coastwide commercial landings were around 112.6
million pounds, and that is a 7% decrease from
2023.

The largest contributors in 2024 were Maine, as
usual and Massachusetts with 77 and 14% of
landings, and the ex-vessel value in the dashed
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black line was approximately 617 million dollars
which is a 20% decrease from 2023. For state
compliance there are just a few issues the PRT
noted in their review. First is that Rhode Island,
Connecticut and New Jersey, sorry just
Connecticut, New Jersey, Rhode Island you said
this year did not meet the minimum port or sea
sampling requirement of 10 trips. There were
no trips completed for New Jersey or
Connecticut and then Massachusetts was not
able to provide all of the required data by
August 1st, otherwise everyone appears in
compliance with the requirements of the FMP.

As for de minimis, Delaware, Maryland and
Virginia requested and qualified for de minimis
status, and so the PRT recommends Board
approval of those requests. Then there is one
more PRT recommendation, which is to task the
Technical Committee with providing a
recommendation on sampling needs by area or
stock unit, to get at those issues with the
inability of some states in the SNE region to
complete the biological sampling.

Then I’'m going to go straight into Jonah crab
and take questions at the end, if they are out
there. | will also skip the history lesson on the
FMP for Jonah crab, remind you all that stock
status for Jonah crab is based on the recent
assessment in 2023, and there are four stock
areas, they were all assessed separately.

The assessment concluded that the two Gulf of
Maine areas, so inshore and offshore Gulf of
Maine as well as offshore Southern New
England have not been depleted to historical
lows. However, we don’t have a reliable
abundance index for the inshore SNE stock, so
we don’t have a status determination for that
stock.

For landings in 2024, Jonah crab landings
totaled approximately 12 million pounds, and
that is a 9% increase from 2023, but the ex-
vessel value in 2024 was about 9.8 million,
which is a 26% decrease from 2023 and
Massachusetts is still the largest contributor to

that fishery 2024, followed by Maine and Rhode
Island.

Just a quick note, these values for Massachusetts
are based on dealer reports because of the lag in
receiving the harvester data. For PRT
recommendations, again same issues as for lobster,
including that sampling issue for Connecticut and
New Jersey, so that included a new PRT
recommendations here as well.

For de minimis requests its Delaware, Maryland and
Virginia again, and all three qualify for Jonah crab
de minimis as well so the PRT recommends
approval of those requests. The two actions for
Board consideration based on the PRT Review are
to consider approval of the FMP Reviews and State
Compliance Reports and de minimis status, as well
as that Technical Committee task to recommend
commercial sampling. | can take any questions.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Any questions for Caitlin? Seeing no
questions, Joe.

MR. JOE CIMINIO: With no questions and
acknowledging my states sampling issues, | would
move to approve the Lobster and Jonah crab FMP
Reviews for the 2024 fishing year the State
Compliance Reports and the de minimis status for
Delaware, Maryland and Virginia, and also to task
the TC with recommendations on commercial
sampling needs by stock or management area.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Seconded by Steve Train. Any
discussion on the motion? Is there any opposition
to the motion on the board? Seeing no opposition
the motion carries by unanimous consent. We do
have a clarifying question, go ahead.

DR. PUGH: With regards to the TC task, in terms of
recommendations on commercial sampling needs
by stock. Is this sort of to meet model needs? Is
there a specific goal here that you’re interested, in
terms of identifying the sampling needs?

MS. STARKS: I'm going to help Joe out here. | think
the intention is to get a sense of how we can maybe
redistribute the different needs by state, in order to

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Lobster Management Board.
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meet the needs of the assessment, but
acknowledge that it has been very challenging
for some of those southern states to get
samples in the current state of the fishery.

MR. CIMINO: Yes, Madam Chair, just a follow.
Unfortunately, this isn’t the only species that
we dealt with these issues for, you know for
weakfish to winter flounder, these are the same
type of sampling needs that we’ve struggled
with, where it’s appropriate to get them from.

You know particularly, we want to put a face on
fisheries dependent sampling, and yet for some
of these species we struggle so hard that we go
at the fisheries independent sometimes. Any
help that we can get on understanding what
would be best here would be appreciated.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Thank you, | think we’re all set
there.

ELECT VICE-CHAIR

CHAIR ZOBEL: We need to elect a Vice-Chair to
the Board; do you have any nominations? Eric
Reid.

MR. ERIC REID: Thank you, Chair, | would
nominate Mr. John Maniscalco from the
Empire State to be the Vice-Chair of the
Lobster Board.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Dan McKiernan is seconding
that. Do we have any other nominations?
Seeing none; anyone opposed to Mr.
Maniscalco becoming Vice-Chair?
Congratulations.

MR. REID: Sorry, John, they made me do it.

CHAIR ZOBEL: This is what happens if you
aren’t at the Board meeting.
OTHER BUSINESS

CHAIR ZOBEL: Okay, we have one other item |
know of under Other Business.

LCMA 5 SEASON OPENING
CHAIR ZOBEL: Go ahead, John Clark.

MR. CLARK: It’s already come up at the beginning
of the meeting, of course, and the request that
Sonny Gwin wrote the letter, but | know it’s
something that the lobstermen from all of LCMAS5,
New Jersey, Delaware and Maryland are interested
in making this season change. | assume that this
has to be done by Federal Rule, since it is in Federal
water, so | think we’re just hoping that the Board
will recommend that that season change be
investigated, and hopefully put into place in the
future here as soon as possible, actually.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Toni Kerns.

MS. KERNS: John, | think that it might be helpful to
task the Technical Committee to look into what it
means to have this season change relative to the
current stock assessment, looking at what current
effort levels are versus what the effort levels were
when we put that 10%, because this was specifically
in response to the 10% reduction to the Southern
New England stock, | think back in 2012, 2013
timeframe.

| think in order for us to provide information to
NOAA Fisheries to get something into rulemaking,
the TC is going to have to do a little work and help
all of the states that are impacted by the TC
members get some information over to NOAA, in
order to justify that change.

MR. CLARK: Then I will request the TC do just what
Toni said, thank you.

CHAIR ZOBEL: Is anyone opposed to that approach
to task the TC? Great, we have it captured. Jason.

DR. McNAMEE: Not on this topic, but before we
stop. There was one recommendation that |
wanted to explicitly address. | won’t do that now,
but I’'m hoping we can put a discussion about the
Southern New England stock assessment on the
next agenda, so that we can talk about that
recommendation.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Lobster Management Board.
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CHAIR ZOBEL: Thanks, Jason, that’s been
captured for an agenda item in February.

ADJOURNMENT

Is there any other business to come before the
Board today? With that | will take a motion to
adjourn, Steve Train, seconded by Doug Grout.
We are adjourned, thank you very much.

(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 5:00p.m.
on Monday, October 27, 2025)

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Lobster Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: American Lobster Management Board
FROM:  Jonah Crab Technical Committee

DATE: January 20, 2026

SUBIJECT: Jonah Crab Indicator Update Through 2024

Background

The 2023 Jonah Crab Benchmark Stock Assessment determined that the abundance of three of
four Jonah crab stocks (Offshore Southern New England or OSNE, Inshore Gulf of Maine or
IGOM, and Offshore Gulf of Maine or OGOM) has not been depleted to historical lows observed
in the 1980s and 1990s. Data were insufficient to make determinations about abundance for
the Inshore Southern New England stock (ISNE) or fishing mortality rates for any of the four
stocks. The Peer Review of the assessment noted substantial uncertainty about stock status and
expressed concern due to similarities between some trends in data for the US stocks and a
Canadian stock assessed in the late 2000s that appeared sensitive to fishing pressure and
experienced a rapid decline in abundance.

Following review and acceptance of the assessment in October 2023, the American Lobster
Management Board tasked the Jonah Crab Technical Committee (TC) to “recommend possible
management measures or other options to correct what appear to be deficiencies in the stock”.
A TC recommendation at the 2024 ASMFC Winter Meeting in response to this tasking was to
conduct annual updates of indicators selected during the stock assessment for the OSNE stock,
the stock supporting the majority of coastwide landings, to identify any concerning trends
between assessments. Indicators for the other three stocks should be updated every five years.
The TC also recommended monitoring several additional indicators to understand important
contextual information from the fishery. The TC did not believe management action was
necessary at the time.

This memo provides results of the second annual indicator update. Indicators include the
number and proportion of pot/trap trips landing Jonah crab, the number and proportion of
lobster/crab permits landing Jonah crab, landings, the number of trips landing Jonah crab in
Massachusetts alone, catch per trip (CPUE) in Rhode Island, price per pound of Jonah crab and
American lobster, and fishery-independent abundance indicators from the Northeast Fisheries
Science Center bottom trawl survey. Fishery-independent abundance indicators include recruit
abundance (male crabs 90-119 mm carapace width), exploitable abundance (male crabs 120
mm-+ carapace width), and spawning abundance (female crabs 80 mm+ carapace width).

All fishery-dependent indicators have been updated with 2024 data. Fishery-independent
indicators are updated every two years due to intermittent processing of these data and this
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update includes the first update of these indicators since the stock assessment, with updated
data from 2022-2024. Historical indicator data from this survey have also changed since the
stock assessment due to (1) correction of an error leading to some crabs being excluded from
the data set during the stock assessment, (2) application of a gap-filling procedure to address
strata with missed sampling in a given year (as applied to American lobster in its recent 2025
benchmark stock assessment), and (3) modification of the survey domain to better align Jonah
crab stock boundaries with existing survey strata boundaries.

Additionally, fishery-dependent catch rate data from the Commercial Fishery Research
Foundation’s (CFRF) Research Fleet ventless trap sampling were revisited during this second
update. During the first data update, the TC recommended revisiting CFRF data to determine if
there is any utility in including these data in indicators, despite their limited utility during the
stock assessment. Commission staff and the TC Chair communicated with CFRF Research Fleet
leads following the call and were informed of several developments that may improve the data
collected. An increased stipend was offered to fleet participants for fishing ventless traps
starting in the fall of 2022, increasing sample size, and collection of target species information
for the commercial research fleet began in 2021 that could be linked to some ventless traps
sampled. These changes could improve recent and future data, but limitations will remain with
the historical data. The CPUE of exploitable-sized (121 mm+ carapace width) male crabs from
OSNE sampling sessions was updated with the methods used during the stock assessment for
consideration during this update.

The annual update does not include a process or decision rules to trigger management action
but rather provides the TC an opportunity to review updated indicators and provide
recommendations to the Board for action in response to concerning trends. During the first
update last year, the TC determined that stock conditions were similar to what they were at the
end of the assessment and that data limitations precluded a recommendation for management
intervention at the time. For indicators provided during the stock assessment, time series
percentiles are used as a qualitative characterization of the indicator status. The indicators are
categorized as positive if above their 75th percentile, neutral if between their 75th and 25th
percentiles, and negative if below their 25th percentile. Three-year averages of these indicators
to smooth out interannual variability are provided from the final three years of the assessment
time series (2019-2021; black asterisk) and the updated time series (2022-2024; red asterisks)
for comparison. For indicators added since the stock assessment, most of which have short
time series, only time series are provided.

Results
Abundance Indicators

When interpreting trawl survey indicators, it is important to consider the magnitudes of the
average catch per tow on the figure x-axis. Jonah crab are an infrequently encountered species
during this survey, leading to high interannual variation and narrow ranges of negative
abundance conditions near zero. Additionally, an important caveat with these data is that
vessel calibration factors are unavailable for Jonah crab to adjust catch rates due to vessel and
gear changes that occurred in 2009.



Recruit abundance experienced marginal deterioration since the stock assessment. The
updated three-year average abundance in spring declined from a positive status to a neutral
status, while fall abundance remains positive. Note that the historical data changes since the
stock assessment resulted in a change to the 2021 spring status reported in the assessment
from neutral to positive.
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Figure 1. Jonah crab recruit (male crabs 90-119 mm carapace width) abundance as measured
by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center Bottom Trawl Survey from the Offshore Southern
New England stock.

Exploitable abundance has been stable since the assessment, remaining at a neutral status in
spring and positive status in fall. This indicator appears most affected by the vessel and gear
changes in 2009, with the current vessel (R/V Bigelow) being more efficient at catching larger,
exploitable-sized male crabs. The historical data changes since the stock assessment did not
result in any changes to the 2021 statuses reported in the assessment.
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Figure 2. Jonah crab exploitable (male crabs 120 mm+ carapace width) abundance as
measured by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center Bottom Trawl Survey from the Offshore
Southern New England stock.



Spawning abundance has also been stable since the stock assessment, remaining at neutral
statuses in both seasons. The historical data changes since the stock assessment did not result
in any changes to the 2021 statuses reported in the assessment.
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Figure 3. Jonah crab spawning (female crabs 80 mm+ carapace width) abundance as
measured by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center Bottom Trawl Survey from the Offshore
Southern New England stock.

Trip Indicators

The number of trips landing Jonah crab has declined continuously since 2014 to the lowest
point of the time series in 2024. The three-year average remained negative. The proportion of
trips in the lobster/Jonah crab fishery landing Jonah crab showed an increasing trend until 2020
but has steadily declined since, moving from positive to neutral conditions since the stock
assessment. These indicators show a general reduction in trips by the fishery through time,
though it is unclear if this reduction is driven by availability or markets.
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Figure 4. Number (left) and proportion (right) of lobster/crab pot/trap trips landing Jonah
crab from the Offshore Southern New England stock.



An additional trip indicator recommended by the TC following the stock assessment, trips
landing Jonah crab from Massachusetts alone, shows declines to the lowest levels in 2024. This
value is just slightly below the 2023 value which represented a relatively large decrease from
previous years. CPUE data from Massachusetts similar to the Rhode Island time series was not
recommended because vessel participation in the fishery has been more inconsistent,
complicating selection of a “high liner” fleet.
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Figure 5. Number of trips landing Jonah crab from the Offshore Southern New England stock
in Massachusetts. The blue line and shaded area represent a LOESS smoother and confidence
intervals fitted to the data.

Permit Indicators

Permit indicators show similar trends to the trip indicators. The number of permits reporting
Jonah crab landings, based on harvester logbook data, declined to its lowest level in 2024, with
the status moving from neutral to negative since the stock assessment. The proportion of
permits landing Jonah crabs also dropped to a new time series low in 2024 with the status
changing from positive to negative since the stock assessment.
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Figure 6. Number (left) and proportion (right) of lobster/crab permits contributing to Jonah
crab landings from the Offshore Southern New England stock.



Landings Indicator

Landings are presented at the state and coastwide level because stock-specific landings are only
available during the stock assessment cycle. However, the majority of landings from the two
largest contributing states, MA and RI, are from the OSNE stock. Landings had declined at the
end of the assessment in 2021 to the lowest values since the early 2010s. Landings have
stabilized around these low levels since the assessment. Of note is a continued increasing trend
in ME landings since the assessment which are primarily from the Inshore Gulf of Maine stock.
Average annual ME landings since the assessment (2022-2024) have more than doubled from
the previous three-year average at the end of the assessment (2019-2021). In Maine, due to
continued issues in identification between Jonah crab and Atlantic rock crab, the Jonah crab
landings include both Jonah and rock crab landings because the landings staff believe most of
the landings entered as rock crab are actually Jonah crab landings.
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Figure 7. Landings of Jonah crab. Total landings include all Atlantic coast states with non-
confidential annual values.



CPUE Indicators

Trip-level CPUE from RI had been declining since the mid-2010s to the lowest point of the time
series at the end of the stock assessment in 2021. Low CPUE continued in 2022 but then
increased significantly in 2023 and again in 2024 to the highest value of the time series. It is
important to note that selection of “high liner” vessels changed since the stock assessment due
to some vessels exiting the Jonah crab fishery. Supplementary data also indicates catch per day
has declined while vessels have been conducting fewer, longer trips so CPUE data may be
confounded by other drivers like market conditions and harvester behavior.
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Figure 8. Pounds of Jonah crab landed per trip by the Rhode Island highliner fleet (n
vessels=4) in the Offshore Southern New England stock. The dashed line is the time series
mean.

CFRF ventless trap CPUE has been at lower levels since the end of the stock assessment, similar
to levels at the beginning of the time series in the mid-2010s. Only three sessions were
conducted in the terminal year of the assessment (2021), so an index value was not calculated
for that year. A few caveats are important to keep in mind for this data set. This sampling
program is intended to provide information on presence of sublegal lobsters and crabs and
some temperature information and was not designed to measure abundance. Research Fleet
participants decide when to record a sampling session and can decide not to record a session
after hauling the traps (e.g., when inundated with crabs). Target species at the time/location of
sampling sessions is not currently identified, which can impact catch rates. These data fields are
anticipated moving forward and can be used to account for these impacts when calculating
future CPUE.
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Figure 9. CFRF VTS CPUE of exploitable-sized (121 mm+ carapace width) male crabs in the in
the Offshore Southern New England stock.

Price per Pound Indicators

In the indicator update last year, only nominal price data were presented. During this update,
the TC recommended adding price data adjusted for inflation. These data were adjusted based
on the unprocessed and prepared seafood producer price index (PPI) with 2024 as the base
year (https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/WPU0223), consistent with the methodology applied in
the recent American lobster stock assessment. Nominal price per pound of both American
lobster and Jonah crab has increased throughout most of the time series. Price per pound
adjusted for inflation has been more stable through time. Notably, lobster prices increased
sharply in 2021, the year of the lowest Rl Jonah crab landings and second lowest MA Jonah crab
landings since 2011. Jonah crab prices then increased sharply in 2022 when landings in Rl and
MA increased, albeit to levels lower than in the 2010s, while lobster prices returned to trending
levels (nominal) or decreased (adjusted) relative to those observed before 2022. Jonah crab
prices decreased in 2023 but remained high relative to years when landings were highest and in
line with the underlying increasing or stable trends observed previously, depending on price
type (nominal or adjusted). Prices reversed trend in all areas reported in 2024, decreasing to
the lowest levels since 2020 while lobster prices did not decrease. There was some discussion
of increased Jonah crab price per pound in preliminary 2025 data from some areas (MA),
though data were not yet available for all areas. These data will be reviewed at the next
indicator update in October.
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Figure 10. Price per pound (nominal and adjusted for inflation) of American lobster and Jonah
crab.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The TC consensus is consistent with conclusions from the first indicator update. Stock
conditions appear similar to what they were at the end of the assessment and data limitations
preclude a recommendation for management intervention at this time. There remain
indications that market factors, as indicated by poor fishery performance indicators, continue
to be dominant factors influencing effort to target and land Jonah crabs. The additional fishery-
independent abundance indicators available during this update do not support consistent
changes in abundance since the stock assessment that would confirm abundance (i.e.,
availability) as a driver in these short-term fishery changes. Though these are the best available
abundance data, there remains uncertainty in their ability to detect short-term changes in
abundance and stock status.

Following the recommendation during the first indicator update to reconsider CFRF ventless
trap CPUE data as an indicator, the TC recommends including the time series in the indicator
update process. However, the TC cautions the market factors discussed above continue to
impede interpretation of this and other available fishery-dependent indicators for inference on
Jonah crab availability and abundance. The RI CPUE and MA effort indicators were affected by
changes in the fleet. Some vessels considered “high liners” in the Jonah crab fishery have
changed their trap configurations and shifted their effort to target lobsters or exited the fishery



altogether. There are also continued anecdotal reports of dealers imposing trip limits, causing
artifacts in effort and price per pound data. While it does not affect the OSNE stock indicators,
the TC also notes ME harvesters have reported relatively high catches of Jonah crabs recently

that are primarily being discarded due to unfavorable market conditions.

As a next step in aiding interpretation of existing indicators, the TC recommends (1) comparing
offshore wind farm survey data (e.g., Revolution Wind Farm and South Fork Wind Farm
Surveys) to available indicators and (2) identifying a process to track dealer/processor-imposed
trip limits, such as state-conducted dealer interviews that might provide context for changes in
Jonah crab fishing effort or landings. Wind farm data streams are temporally and spatially
limited, but additional years of data since the stock assessment have yet to be revisited. As a
long-term recommendation, the TC reiterates its recommendation from the assessment to
develop a camera-based survey for measuring Jonah crab abundance.

10



Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

1050 N. Highland Street e Suite 200A-N e Arlington, VA 22201
703.842.0740 « 703.842.0741 (fax) ¢ www.asmfc.org

MEMORANDUM
TO: American Lobster Management Board
FROM: American Lobster Technical Committee

DATE: January 20, 2026
SUBIJECT: American Lobster Data Update through 2024

Background

An annual Data Update process between American lobster stock assessments was recommended during
the 2020 stock assessment to more closely monitor changes in stock abundance. The objective of this
process is to present information—including any potentially concerning trends—that could support
additional research or consideration of changes to management. Although a stock assessment was
completed in 2025, the American Lobster Management Board (Board) requested at its August 2025
meeting that a Data Update also be conducted and presented at the February 2026 Board meeting. Data
sets updated during this process are generally those that indicate exploitable lobster stock abundance
conditions expected in subsequent years and include:

e Young-of-year (YOY) settlement indicators

e Trawl survey indicators, including recruit abundance (71-80 mm carapace length lobsters) and
survey encounter rate

e Ventless trap survey (VTS) sex-specific abundance indices (53 mm+ carapace length lobsters)

e Combined recruit abundance (71-80 mm carapace length lobsters) from Gulf of Maine (GOM)
state spring and fall trawl surveys and VTS

VTS abundance indices are presented here in addition to several abundance indicators used in the stock
assessment. At its October 2025 meeting, the Board also tasked the Technical Committee (TC) to include
a combined recruit index for the GOM/GBK stock, similar to that used in Addendum XXVII, as a part of
future Data Updates to the Board. The combined recruit index presented in this update is consistent
with the recruit index established in Addendum XXVII and averages relative recruit abundance across: 1)
a combined Maine/New Hampshire and Massachusetts spring trawl| survey three-year running average
index, 2) a combined Maine/New Hampshire and Massachusetts fall trawl survey three-year running
average index, and 3) a model-based VTS three-year running average index. Individual survey indices are
scaled to their 2017 values so indices are on a consistent scale before combining into the combined
recruit index. All data are from the Gulf of Maine sub-stock, so this index is presented with the Gulf of
Maine sub-stock indicators.

This is the fifth Data Update and the first since the completion of the 2025 benchmark stock assessment
(terminal data year of 2023). The update provides the standard Data Update indicators plus the new
combined recruit index with data through 2024.

For all indicators other than the combined recruit index, an updated status based on the mean value
over the most recent five years (2020-2024) is provided for each time series, for comparison to the five-
year means provided at the end of the most recent stock assessment (2019-2023). Indicator status
(negative, neutral, or positive — see table below) was determined relative to the percentiles of the stock
M26-8
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assessment time series excluding the final five years used to determine status in the stock assessment
(i.e., 1t year of the data set through 2018). This treatment represents a change from previous updates
that included status years in percentile calculations. This change was recommended by the Peer Review
Panel of the 2025 assessment and subsequently adopted by the TC. Indicator figures have also been
modified from previous updates to align with presentation adopted in the 2025 stock assessment.
Annual data points are presented as shapes that indicate the status of the annual data point. A dashed
red vertical line separates new data added in the current Data Update from data previously presented. A
solid red horizontal line has been added at the current five-year mean used as status for comparison to
the assessment status. This line is broken where missing data points occur during the five-year period.
See Section 5 in the 2025 stock assessment report for more detail on indicator calculations.

Between 25" and
75 percentile
YOY settlement (larval or YOY) Negative Neutral Positive

Indicator < 25 percentile > 75" percentile

Trawl survey recruit abundance Negative Neutral Positive

Trawl survey encounter rate Negative Neutral Positive

Ventless trap survey abundance Negative Neutral Positive

For the combined recruit index, annual index values represent proportional change of the running three-
year average from the peak three-year average (2015-2017). For example, the 2024 index value
represents proportional change of the 2022-2024 average from the 2015-2017 average. The
proportional changes in the combined index are expected to approximate comparable changes in overall
future abundance of the stock. For more details on the combined recruit index calculations, see
Addendum XXVII.

Note that updated five-year means for several trawl survey-based indicators updated during the 2025
assessment and in this Data Update remain impacted by COVID-19 survey disruptions and an additional
(unrelated to COVID-19) survey disruption to the NEFSC trawl survey in Spring 2023. See the appendix
for details on any data changes since the previous Data Update. Below are the results of updates by sub-
stock.

Results
Gulf of Maine (GOM)

Overall, Gulf of Maine indicators show marginal changes since the stock assessment. Five of the seven
2024 annual values for MA 514 data sets are negative.

e YOY conditions show marginal improvements since the stock assessment (Table 1 and Figure 1).
o Updated status for the statistical area (SA) 512 five-year mean improved from neutral to
positive, while the other four remain neutral.
o Itisimportant to note that changes in YOY indicators are not expected to be detected in
the recruit indicators for several years.
e Trawl survey recruit abundance indicators are unchanged since the stock assessment (Table 2
and Figure 2).
o Three of the five-year means remain neutral and three remain positive.
o The first negative annual value since 2010 was observed in 2024 (MA 514 spring).



o Three annual values in 2024 decreased relative to 2023, while two increased (one is not
available in 2023).

o Five of six annual values are not available for 2020 due to COVID-19 sampling
restrictions, and one is not available for 2023 (spring NEFSC) due to vessel issues.

e Trawl survey encounter rates show marginal deterioration since the stock assessment (Table 3
and Figure 3).

o One of the updated five-year means changed from neutral to negative since the stock
assessment. Both offshore means remain positive while the other three, all inshore,
remain neutral.

o Two annual values from the MA spring trawl survey are negative (2022, 2024), the first
negative observations since 2008.

o Note that the ME/NH survey encounter rates (spring and fall) are still high within a
narrow range relative to other surveys.

o Five of six annual values are not available for 2020 due to COVID-19 sampling
restrictions, and one is not available for 2023 due to vessel issues.

e Ventless trap survey indices show marginal improvements since the stock assessment (Table 4
and Figure 4).

o Updated status for one five-year mean improved from neutral to positive (SA 513
males), while three remain neutral and four remain negative.

o Although categorical status for updated means show marginal improvement, the actual
mean values declined for six of the eight indicators (all but SA 513).

o Statuses are variable across the stock with no clear latitudinal pattern.

o Theindicators for SA 513 have been more stable through time than the indicators for
the other three areas.

o The first positive annual values since 2020 were observed in 2024 (SA 513 males).

e The combined recruit index stabilized at lower levels in 2024 following a decline from 2018-2023
(Figure 5).

o The 2024 combined index value (2022-2024 average) is 0.56 which represents a 44%
decline from the index peak in 2017 (2015-2017 average abundance of 1.00).

o Allindividual indices contributing to the combined index show similar patterns across
years.

Georges Bank (GBK)

Overall, Georges Bank indicators are unchanged since the stock assessment. Note that there are no YOY
or VTS indicators for this sub-stock area.

e Trawl survey recruit abundance indicators are unchanged since the stock assessment (Table 5
and Figure 6).
o Both updated five-year means remain neutral.
o 2024 values are the highest annual values for their time series since the early 2000s.
o No values are available for 2020 due to COVID-19 sampling restrictions and the spring
value is not available for 2023 due to vessel issues.
e Trawl survey encounter rates are unchanged since the stock assessment (Table 6 and Figure 7).
o The updated means both remain positive.
o The annual values are at time series highs for both seasons in 2024.



O

No values are available for 2020 due to COVID-19 sampling restrictions and the spring

value is not available for 2023 due to vessel issues.

Southern New England (SNE)

Overall, Southern New England indicators show continued unfavorable conditions since the stock
assessment. Most updated indicators are at or near time series lows.

e YOY conditions are unchanged since the stock assessment (Table 7 and Figure 8).

O
o
O

Updated status for the five-year means both remain negative.

No YOY have been caught during the MA survey for the last ten years.

The CT/ELIS YOY index presented in previous assessments and Data Updates is no longer
updated due to survey changes in response to decreased catch rates. The index was last
updated in 2021 and had a negative status reported during the stock assessment (2019-
2021 average).

e Trawl survey recruit abundance indicators are unchanged since the stock assessment (Table 8

and Figure 9).

o
o

Updated status for the five-year means all remain negative.

Annual values for four of eight indicators are at time series lows in 2024, including two
that observed no recruits (MA fall and CT fall).

Six of eight annual values are not available for 2020 due to COVID-19 sampling
restrictions and the spring value is not available for 2023 due to vessel issues.

e Trawl survey encounter rates are unchanged since the stock assessment (Table 9 and Figure 10).

@)
@)

Updated status for the five-year means all remain negative.

Annual values for three of eight indicators are at time series lows in 2024, including one
that observed no lobsters of any size (MA fall).

Six of eight annual values are not available for 2020 due to COVID-19 sampling
restrictions and the spring value was not available for 2023 due to vessel issues.

e Ventless trap survey indices show slight deterioration since the stock assessment (Table 10 and
Figure 11).

@)

Updated status for one five-year mean deteriorated from neutral to negative, while
three remain negative.

Rl annual values in 2024 show relatively large increases for both sexes.

It is important to note that the ventless trap survey has only taken place during depleted
stock conditions coinciding with an adverse environmental regime, so interannual
variability can be misleading without the context of a longer time series encompassing
varying stock conditions.



Tables and Figures

Table 1. GOM abundance indicators: YOY indices. Figure 1. GOM abundance indicators: YOY indices.
YOUNG-OF-YEAR INDICES VEGT
ME MA
Survey .
511 512 | 513East | 513 West | 514
1981 o5
1982
1983 oo
1984
1985
1986 '
1987 .
1988
1989 1.64 s
1990 0.77
1991 1.54 00
1992 ME 513 East
1993 28 Status
1994 § 20 O Positive
1995 0.02 S5 v :g;gg‘ve
1996 0.05 0.47 2.,
1997 0.05 0.46 > Percentile
1998 0.00 0.14 Qos — o5th
1999 0.04 00 © T5th
2000 0.00 0.10 0.13 WE 513 West
2001 0.24
2002 o
2003 1.75 1.22 0.75
2004 1.75 0.67 1.02 os
2005 2.40 1.12 1.06
2006 1.57 1.08 0.45
2007 2.23 1.30 1.27 oo
2008 1.27 1.10 0.33 MAS14
2009 1.51 0.48 0.17
2010 1.25 0.63 0.44 1.0 o
2011 2.33 0.90 0.58
2012 05
2013 0.12 0.00
2014 o
2015 0.42 0.03 0.00 " ee0 1960 2000 2010 2020
2016 0.14 Year
2017 0.23
2018 0.22
2019
2020 1.06 0.33 0.19
2021 0.38 0.28 0.28
2022 0.71 0.42 0.11
2023 1.43 0.57 0.22
2019-2023 0.27 0.56 0.90 0.41 0.17
mean
2024 050 | 0.82 1.15 0.59 0.08
ZOanOe-:z24 0.28 | 0.60 0.95 0.44 0.18
25th 0.16 | 0.18 0.51 0.23 0.08
median 0.22 0.34 1.26 0.63 0.33
75th 0.43 0.60 1.60 1.09 0.67




Table 2. GOM abundance indicators: trawl survey
recruit abundance.

Figure 2. GOM abundance indicators: trawl survey
recruit abundance.

NEFSC NEFSC

RECRUIT ABUNDANCE (SURVEY)
Abundance of lobsters 71 - 80 mm CL (sexes combined)
NEFSC ME/NH MA 514
Spring Spring Fall Spring Fall

1981 638 | 484

1982 2.74

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989 448 | 751

1990 611 | 1536

1991

1992

1993

1994 759 | 13.77

1995 150 | 3.73 454 | 1212

1996 078 | 474 309 | 1210

1997 207 | 385 459 | 6.46

1998 164 | 266 450 | 7.47

1999 151 | 311 429 | 873

2000 484

2001 1.09 928  17.81 1.58

2002 114

2003 078 1065 1832 196  0.66

2004 2.75 55 1229 246 130

2005 095 [JEEEA 2.11

2006 223 [ERE 1830 [

2007 WM 065 1591 1682 077 161

2008 100 | 247 | 1788 | 3161 [ENTEM 6.12

2009 222 | 225 | 2472 | 3267 8.88

2010 138 | 246 3735 BN 939

2011 467 | 543 | 3925 | 4609 | 524 | 1504

2012 512 | 310 | 3655 | 3712 | 303 | 1130

2013 489 | 817 | 3450 | 3786 | 483 | 12.20

2014 520 | 970 | 5079 | 4195 | 335 | 7.06

2015 654 | 818 | 3851 | 6799 | 705 | 17.91

2016 604 | 1021 | 5083 | 6007 | 1361 | 17.41

2017 704 | 602 | 4842 | 4813 | 7.85 | 13.58

2018 635 | 625 | 4277 | 5584 | 525 | 2560

2019 752 | 352 | 4637 | 5085 | 1069 | 1459

2020 | | <] 34.65

2021 464 | 369 | 3286 | 3219 | 639 | 1016

2022 535 | 379 | 2278 | 2486 | 861 | 6.27

2023 762 | 2508 | 3209 | 451 | 878
20::;:23 58 | 465 | 3177 | 3493 | 755 | 995

2024 406 | 580 | 33.11 | 40.73 6.28
2020-2024

oo 469 | 522 | 2846 | 3200 | 554 | 7.87

25th 042 | 147 | 1772 | 2037 | 273 | 430

median 111 | 261 | 2336 | 3267 | 430 | 7.53
75th 223 | 382 | 3907 | 4402 | 505 | 11.90

Spring

ME/NH

Spring

MA 514

Fall

204

0-

1990 2000 2010 2020 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020

Year

Status

Q Positive
O Neulral
¥ Negative

Percentile
— 25th
- 75



Table 3. GOM abundance indicators: trawl survey
encounter rate.

SURVEY LOBSTER ENCOUNTER RATE

Proportion of postive tows

NEFSC ME/NH MA 514
Survey
Spring Spring | Fall | Spring | Fall

1981 0.45 086 | 073
1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990 08 | 095
1991 087 | 094
1992 093 | 077
1993 044 | o041 097 | 082
1994 045 | 042 100 | 093
1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001 056 0.88  0.86

2002 076 | 094 | 095

2003 0.69 092 085

2004 F 036 089 086

2005 077 MEESEM 095

2006 072 | 060 [EB

2007 072 | 043

2008 08a | 049 XD 08 | 075
2009 082 | 063 | 098 | 092 | 089 | 087
2010 085 | 078 | 098 | 09 | 087 | 098
2011 083 | 074 | 099 | 096 | 089 | 085
2012 08 | 078 | 098 | 098 | 091 | 095
2013 087 | 073 | 100 | 093 | 09 | 09
2014 09 | 071 | 100 | 099 | 079 | 09
2015 093 | 069 | 100 | 096 | 098 | 095
2016 094 | 075 | 100 | 096 | 096 | 097
2017 08 | 082 | 099 | 094 | 084 | 098
2018 08 | 077 | 098 | 096 | 084 | 090
2019 083 | 071 | 099 | 095 | 085 | 092
2000 | ><7["><7|"><"| o9 ]
2021 09 | 075 | 100 | 091 | 086 | 090
2022 079 | 076 | 098 | 090 0.85
2023 080 | 096 | 091 | 085 | 083

2019-2023
oan 084 | 075 | 098 | 093
2024 088 | 075 | 098 | 095
2020-2024

oon 085 | 077 | 098 | 093

25th 043 | 038 | 093 | 089 | 078 | 072
median 060 | 044 | 098 | 094 | 086 | 086
75th 084 | 062 | 099 | 096 | 093 | 095

Encounter Rate

Figure 3. GOM abundance indicators: trawl survey

encounter rate.
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Table 4. GOM abundance indicators: ventless trap Figure 4. GOM abundance indicators: ventless trap
survey abundance. survey abundance.

VENTLESS TRAP ABUNDANCE
Abundance of lobsters > 53 mm CL
511 512 513 514

51 511

Female Male

Surve
y Female | Male |(Female | Male |Female | Male |Female | Male

1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999 .
2000 0+ — O
2001 514 514
2002 Female Male
2003 54
2004 4
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012 10.94 7.63 12.06 9.43 11.43 7.70 5.21 4.51
2013 11.17 7.95 11.91 8.64 9.35 6.45
2014 10.41 6.63 11.95 8.03 7.74 4.94 3.15
2015 8.50 4.64 10.41 7.67 8.56 5.45 4.01 3.15
2016 14.61 9.15 14.39 10.72 10.77 7.49 4.78 3.55
2017 11.71 7.07 11.64 8.50 8.46 5.52 3.38 2.45

Status

: : O Positive
04 ' 0+ . @ Neutral
513 513 ¥ Negative

Female
12

S ﬁm

61 w
34 : 24

Percentile

— 26th
== 75th

Ventless Trap Abundance

‘LDI
"
T T T T . D-I T T T T
1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020
Year

2019-2023
mean
2024 5.99 4.36

2020-2024
mean

7.93 5.60

6.53 4.82

25th 5.66 3.92 6.87 5.36 6.59 4.94 2.74 2.40
median 8.70 6.52 11.12 8.03 7.74 5.48 3.26 2.54
75th 11.17 7.63 11.91 8.50 9.35 6.34 3.61 3.21




Combined
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Figure 5. GOM recruit abundance indices aggregated into a combined index (top) and presented individually.
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Table 5. GBK abundance indicators: trawl survey

recruit abundance.

RECRUIT ABUNDANCE (SURVEY)
Abundance of lobsters 71 - 80 mm
CL (sexes combined)

NEFSC
Survey 3
Spring Fall
1981 0.07 0.30
1982 0.19 0.42
1983 0.17 0.19
1984 0.01 0.33
1985 0.12 0.06
1986 0.56 0.67
1987 0.45 0.57
1988 0.09 0.40
1989 0.14
1990 0.46 0.33
1991 0.08 0.31
1992 0.16 0.64
1993 0.49 0.23
1994 0.68 0.12
1995 0.00 0.22
1996 0.66 0.16
1997 0.76 0.92
1998 0.72
1999 0.60 0.29
2000 0.31 0.24
2001 1.26 0.37
2002 0.79 0.64
2003 0.32 0.18
2004 0.11 0.20
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
zo:a;::zs 0.15 0.22
2024 0.25 0.45
2020-2024
mean 0.21 0.32
25th 0.07 0.14
median 0.13 0.19
75th 0.45 0.32

Recruit Abundance

Figure 6. GBK abundance indicators: trawl survey
recruit abundance.
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Table 6. GBK abundance indicators: trawl survey Figure 7. GBK abundance indicators: trawl survey

encounter rate. encounter rate.
SURVEY LOBSTER ENCOUNTER NEFSC NEFSC
RATE Spring Fall
1.00 T | 1.00 Status
Proportion of postive tows o : O Positive
& 0.754 075+ B Neutral
NEFSC 5 ¥ Negative
Survey . £ 050
Spring Fall 3
1981 0.26 0.52 ,_.EJ 0254 Percentile
1982 023 | 043 Yool -
1983 0.20 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020
1984 Year
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001 0.26 0.47
2002 0.28 0.57
2003 0.26 0.43
2004 051
2005 0.17 0.56
2006 0.26 0.57
2007 0.25 0.46
2008 0.30 0.52
2009 0.33 0.55
2010 0.36 0.63
2011 0.30 0.69
2012 0.35 0.58
2013 0.33 0.66
2014 0.37 0.61
2015 0.27 0.59
2016 0.45 0.55
2017 0.40 0.56
2018 0.29 0.59
2019 0.36 0.57
2020
2021 0.41 0.48
2022 0.34 0.62
2023 0.73
2019-2023
mean 0.37 0.60
2024 0.46 0.76
2020-2024
mean 0.40 0.65
25th 0.19 0.39
median 0.25 0.47
75th 0.30 0.56

11



Table 7. SNE abundance indicators: YOY indices. Figure 8. SNE abundance indicators: YOY indices.

YOUNG-OF-YEAR INDICES
Survey MA RI
1981
1982
1983
izzg Status
1986 g O Positive
1987 _tg =} Neutra_\l
1988 g ¥ Negative
1989 by
1990 1.13 6 Percentile
1991 1.45 3 — 25ih
1992 0.63 -- 75th
1993 0.51
1994 1.21
1995 0.17 0.34
1996 [ o35
1997 0.08 0.96
1998 0.28 0.54
1999 0.06 0.91
2000 0.33 0.28 : : : : :
2001 011 0.72 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020
2002 0.11 0.25 Year
2003 [ oo
2004 0.06 0.40
2005 0.17 0.54
2006 0.22 0.44

2019-2023
mean

2020-2024
mean
25th 0.00 0.14
median 0.06 0.34
75th 0.17 0.63
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Table 8. SNE abundance indicators: trawl survey Figure 9. SNE abundance indicators: trawl survey

recruit abundance. recruit abundance.
RECRUIT ABUNDANCE (SURVEY) == Py
Abundance of lobsters 71 - 80 mm CL (sexes combined) Spring Fall
NEFSC MA RI cr
Survey
Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring | Fall Spring Fall
1981 017 | 140 | 065
1982 113 | 115 | o010
1983 061 | 112 | 009 —
1984 131 | o042 6.80 —
1985 305 | 165 | 034 3.93
1986 028 | 092 | 017 | 020 | o091 | 128 | 277 | 576
1987 154 | 096 | 026 | 017 | 079 | 314 | 293 | 686
1988 123 | 100 | 024 | 016 | 047 | 405 | 185 | 488
1989 257 | 014 | 043 | 091 | 326 | 48 | 5.28 g Status
1990 106 | 163 | 229 | 031 | 217 | 269 | 689 | 774 & @ nomer
1991 0.47 0.98 1.18 0.87 477 3.10 | 10.83 | 10.32 5 RI RI ¥ Negalfve
1992 030 | 157 | 010 | o057 | o062 | 197 | 1031 | 1065 | Z _
1993 102 | 061 | 025 | os2 | 781 | 829 | 778 | 1518 | & Porcentie
1994 033 | 069 | 095 | 042 | 100 | 388 | 507 | 1151 | = e
1995 093 | 114 | 003 | 133 | 450 | 1213 | 11.20
1996 062 | 376 | 040 | 032 | 160 | 655 | 11.37 | 11.08
1997 262 | 249 | 145 | 012 | 258 | 610 | 1542 | 24.99
1998 122 | 184 | 109 | 011 | 163 | 324 | 2406 | 1272
1999 374 | 121 | o075 | 019 | 171 | 207 | 2457 | 1296
2000 112 | 217 | os6 | 013 | 154 | 1.8 | 1337 | 827
2001 060 | 086 | 018 1077 | 7.41
2002 248 | 065 0.00 807 | 275
2003 055 | 067 ) 000  0.29 352 | 4.08 o
2004 043 | 056 ) 0.00 148 | 238 | 337
2005 0.22 ! ) 0.00
2006 0.29 . 3 d 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 1950 1980 2000 2010 2020
2007 0.30 ] 8 0.00 ] Year
2008 0.32 ! 0.01
2009 010 024 [
2010 016 EEYCEEEEYT o.1s
2011 003 046 000 042
2012 YAl 0.70 Al o2 EN
2013 00s 032 [HEEH Ml 0.6
2014 Wyl o045 004 000 002
2015 000 017 007 [EE o.05
2016 047 005 [NORE
2017 Yl | 013 | o1c EET
2018 005 027 002 001 0.8
2019 004 029 001
ESNEESEESE
043 001 000 027
015 000 000  0.09
014 000 001 007
2019-2023
oan 025 001 001 024
007 005 000 002
2020-2024
ean 020 002 000 0.4
25th 015 | 051 | 008 | 002 | 042 | 078 | 123 | 116
median 038 | 08 | 016 | 010 | 091 | 165 | 293 | 448
75th 111 | 131 | o041 | 019 | 162 | 307 | 1020 | 981
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Table 9. SNE abundance indicators: trawl survey
encounter rate.

SURVEY LOBSTER ENCOUNTER RATE

Proportion of postive tows

Figure 10. SNE abundance indicators: trawl survey
encounter rate.

NEFSC NEFSC

Spring Fall

NEFSC MA RI CcT
Survey

Spring Fall | Spring Fall | Spring Fall | Spring Fall
1981 026 | 067 | 038 | 015 | 049 [ 041
1982 035 | 052 [ 028 | 021 0.44
1983 018 | 043 0.16
1984 044 | 040 | 0.18 063 | 076
1985 029 | 047 | 051 | 0.22 057 | 069
1986 022 | 040 | 039 | 039 | 064 | 046 | 067 | 061
1987 019 | 041 | 028 | 018 | 035 | 047 | 063 | 076
1988 017 | 046 | 039 | 021 | 049 | 055 [ 065 [ 066
1989 018 | 053 | 050 | 033 | 052 | 057 | 075 | 063
1990 018 | 063 | 066 | 044 | 064 | 053 | 073 | 076
1991 020 | 056 | 041 | 040 | 077 | 069 | 081 | 077
1992 029 | 048 | 051 | 023 | 041 | 057 [ 077 | o068
1993 0.20 054 | 027 | 050 | 071 | 073 | 075
1994 0.17 ] 051 | 020 | 058 | 057 | 073 | 074
1995 051 | 044 | 013 | 055 | 067 [ 077 | 068
1996 057 | 030 | 016 | 079 | 076 | 066 | 078
1997 043 | o045 | 021 | 075 | 071 | 071 | o081
1998 054 | 054 | 013 | 059 | 055 | 08 | om
1999 ) 041 | 021 | 076 | 059 | 078 | 079
2000 0.23 0.45 068 | 063 | 081 | 073

0.28

2019-2023
mean

2020-2024
mean

25th
median
75th

0.17 0.40
0.19 0.44
0.23 0.52

0.21
0.34
0.44

0.08
0.16
0.21

0.32
0.51
0.60

0.41
0.49
0.57

0.52
0.65
0.73

0.52
0.64
0.74

Encounter Rate
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Table 10. SNE abundance indicators: ventless trap
survey abundance.

Figure 11. SNE abundance indicators: ventless trap
survey abundance.

VENTLESS TRAP ABUNDANCE
Abundance of lobsters > 53 mm CL 3 EE
Female
538 539
Survey
Female Male Female Male 0 I YVl
1981 8
982 c Status
1983 8 3y
: o 2 Ko
1985 g ¥ Negative
1986 a 539 539
1987 g Female Male
1988 @ : Percentile
1989 B b Teb S o A e S | — 25
1990 = - 75th
1991 2
1992
1993 :
1994 0+ T T T T T : 0+ T T T T T :
1995 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020
1996 Year
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006 2.36 2.64 3.76 3.57
2007 1.84 2.64 4.59 3.60
2008 0.99 1.36 4.57 4.18
2009 2.39 1.99 4.61 3.62
2010 337 255
2011 2.25 2.71 2.96 2.43
2012 2.03 271 3.35 2.66
2013 90
2014 0.38 0 8
2015 0.84 0 2.48 9
2016 2.70 3.00 2.83 2.15
2017 1.90 1.51 1.94
2018 0.90 1.59 3.45 2.81
2019 1.08 6 2.63 2.14
2020 1.46 1.86 2.60 2.13
2021 1.36 1.58 89
2022 0.4 0.48 86 6
2023 0.50 0.6 4 4
2019-2023 0.96 6 84
mean
2024 0.68 0.8 2.51 2.23
2020-2024
0.88 08 0 86
mean
25th 0.90 1.33 2.48 1.94
median 1.87 1.79 3.35 2.55
75th 2.28 2.66 3.76 3.57
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Appendix: Data Update Data Changes
Ventless Trap Survey (Update through 2024)

Strata areas used to calculate ventless trap survey abundance indicators from the stratified random
survey design as well as to weight observations in the model-based index used in the GOM combined
recruit index changed marginally since the previous Data Update. This change was due to the transition
from the retired rgdal R package to the modern replacement sf R package to calculate strata areas from
shapefiles with strata spatial polygons. The transition resulted in similar trends over time within each
time series, and less than 2% change from index values in the previous Data Update for areas with no
data changes (see Rhode Island data changes below).

Northeast Fisheries Science Center (Update through 2024)

Updated indicators presented here for the NEFSC trawl survey are based on changes to the treatment of
survey data developed during the 2025 stock assessment. This includes the removal of many survey
strata in SNE that rarely captured lobster over the entire time series, removal of one strata in GBK that is
no longer surveyed by the new survey vessel, and the use of gap-filling techniques to address cases
where individual strata were unsampled in an otherwise mostly complete survey. Details of these
changes are included in the 2025 stock assessment.

Additionally, as a general caveat, we recognize that the vessel change in 2009 for the federal trawl
survey creates a bias in the trawl survey encounter rates across all regions. The NEFSC calibration study
indicated that the new trawl vessel and gear catch more lobsters than previously. By extension, it is also
more probable for lobsters to be present in a trawl than previously. While a calibration is applied to the
recruit abundance to account for this, a similar calibration for encounter rates has not been developed.
Thus, we expect encounter rates for the federal trawl survey are biased high, relative to the earlier time
period, starting in 2009.

Rhode Island (Update through 2024)

The 2023 settlement survey abundance index value for Rhode Island has been modified to account for a
calculation discrepancy between the state database and the coastwide data warehouse. The trajectory
of the index remains the same, with recent values being the lowest in the time series. Additionally,
minor QA/QC adjustments were made in the database to identify traps that should be excluded from
analyses. Any index value adjustments were minor and produced no change in the indicator status
throughout the time series.

Rhode Island (Update through 2023)

A slightly more conservative method for identifying traps to exclude from the VTS data set was adopted
during the 2024 Data Update (terminal data year of 2023). For example, some traps with a hole in the
funnel or side head were excluded whereas they were not in previous years. The table below compares
the number of traps retained for index calculation between the 2024 Data Update and 2023 Data
Update.

Vear 2023 Data 2024 Data
Update Update
2006 852 851
2007 848 848
2008 864 864
2009 804 804
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2010 858 857
2011 858 858
2012 834 830
2013 839 836
2014 832 825
2015 854 846
2016 831 817
2017 833 831
2018 846 839
2019 858 850
2020 836 826
2021 864 851
2022 861 815

The only change in conditions the data change causes is for 2019 and 2020 annual values for both sexes
which change from negative conditions during the 2023 Data Update to neutral conditions during the
2024 Data Update. The terminal five-year means are negative for both sexes during both Data Updates.

Maine (Update through 2022)

During the 2023 Data Update (terminal data year of 2022), a few errors were found in the upload
process where data was not uploaded correctly and treated in a consistent manner as the assessment.
For the Fall 2021 ME/NH Trawl Survey, the sex of sampled lobsters did not upload correctly, leading to 7
tows being excluded in error. These data have now been corrected and included. During the 2020
assessment, the stock assessment team, in consultation with survey staff, determined that a very large
outlier tow in the Spring 2014 ME/NH Trawl Survey should be excluded from the assessment. However,
this outlier tow was not excluded in the 2022 Data Update. It was excluded for the 2023 Data Update,
consistent with the stock assessment. For the Maine settlement survey, data for 2013 was not uploaded
completely and this has now been corrected.

Massachusetts (Update through 2022)

Following the 2022 Data Update (terminal year of 2021), an error was discovered in the data pull for the
SNE VTS index that did not filter the frequency of trawl hauls per month in historical data to match the
reduced sampling frequency in data since the footprint reduction (see below; reduced to 1 haul/month).
This error was corrected in the data pull for the 2023 Data Update.

Massachusetts (Update through 2021)

Following the 2021 Data Update (terminal data year of 2020), there was a reduction in the spatial
coverage of the SNE VTS (Statistical Area 538) due to reduced participation. This change necessitates
dropping out data collected during earlier years from areas no longer sampled to calculate an index
from a consistent survey footprint, resulting in changes to the indices. Note that the updated index
increased slightly in scale (the reduced footprint excludes most of the interior of Buzzards Bay), but the
pattern over time is generally consistent with the previous index.

Rhode Island (Update through 2021)

Some changes to the SNE VTS Statistical Area 539 (RI) data occurred between the 2021 Data Update
(terminal data year of 2020) and 2022 Data Update (terminal data year of 2021). Upon further QA/QC in
site or sample location, strata classification for select stations over time were rectified. Data as such
were updated to reflect these changes during the 2022 Data Update.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: American Lobster Management Board
FROM: American Lobster Technical Committee

DATE: January 20, 2026
SUBJECT: GOM/GBK Lobster Management Strategy Evaluation Development

Background

The 2025 American Lobster Benchmark Stock Assessment was presented to the Commission’s
American Lobster Management Board (Board) at the 2025 Annual Meeting. The assessment
found that the terminal three-year (2021-2023) average reference abundance of the Gulf of
Maine/Georges Bank stock had declined 34% from the time series highs of the previous (2020)
assessment. Abundance fell below the Fishery/Industry target, indicating potential for
degradation of economic conditions of the lobster industry, but remained above biological
reference points indicating the stock is not depleted. Exploitation just exceeded the
exploitation threshold, indicating that overfishing was occurring. Abundance status is the
primary metric for management advice. Exploitation status (and its interpretation) is less
certain and is provided as an extra safeguard against sudden increases in exploitation that may
not be explained by decreasing reference abundance.

Given these results, the assessment did not recommend immediate management action in
terms of regulatory changes but strongly recommended that the Board immediately initiate a
Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) for the GOMGBK stock. The goals of the MSE process
would be to clearly identify management objectives (across all stakeholders), to better
understand socioeconomic status and concerns, and to identify potential management tools
that will have buy-in from industry and prevent further declines towards biological thresholds.
This recommendation is similar to a recommendation from the 2020 stock assessment but is
emphasized here given the changing trends in abundance observed during the current
assessment.

In response to the assessment findings and recommendations, the Board tasked the Lobster
Technical Committee (TC) at the Annual Meeting to refresh guidance on initiating a MSE for
American lobster at the Commission’s 2026 Winter Meeting. This guidance was requested to
assist the Board in considering how MSE could be of use for lobster fisheries management. The
TC met via webinar two times following the Annual Meeting to develop the following guidance.

MSE Guidance

As first steps toward the development of a GOMGBK lobster MSE, the TC provides two
recommendations consistent with those provided to the Board in 2021 following the 2020 stock
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assessment?. First, the TC recommends forming a steering committee for scoping and
coordinating all parts of an MSE process, including the process to elicit management objectives
from a variety of stakeholders as a first step. The TC recognizes the highly interdisciplinary
nature of MSE and the need for additional expertise outside of the TC to successfully guide a
lobster MSE. The TC recommends that representation on the steering committee include Board
members, TC members, Commission staff, members of the Commission’s Committee on
Economics and Social Sciences, industry stakeholders (preferably those with experience
participating in the fisheries management process), and members of the Commission’s
Assessment and Science Committee or Management and Science Committee with past
experience in MSE. To be effective, the number of people in the steering committee should be
limited to approximately a dozen members. A steering committee could be populated through
a call for nominations and approved via Board action.

Second, the TC recommends initiation of a formal process to develop management goals and
objectives for the future of the GOMGBK lobster fisheries. The steering committee would be
responsible for the design and development of this process, but the TC believes a successful
process would include a series of meetings, including meetings at local scales (e.g., state
management zones and/or LCMAs) and at a regional stock wide scale. The spatial scale,
number, and sequence of meetings would be developed by the steering committee.
Management objectives developed through such a process would be used to develop an MSE,
with consideration of what is feasible with available data and modeling capabilities. Until
management objectives are clearly established for the future of the fishery, the TC believes
further details of a MSE, including timelines and costs, will be uncertain.

The TC emphasizes that such a management objectives process is a necessary precursor to
initiating an MSE but does not commit the Board to pursuing an MSE. Outcomes of such a
management objective process will be beneficial no matter the direction the Board ultimately
takes on MSE for lobster. The costs incurred for this process will include funding for a
professional facilitator or team of facilitators and meeting costs. The TC believes contracting a
professional third-party facilitator to lead stakeholder meetings will be critical to ensure
discussions are respectful and productive and that the outcomes of the meetings have higher
potential to be useful to future management. The cost of hiring a facilitator will depend on their
role, which could range from only facilitation of regional meetings to participation in the
development and planning of the process (with guidance from the steering committee) in
addition to facilitation of regional and local meetings. Based on similar processes that have
recently been undertaken by the Commission and other agencies, the TC estimates facilitation
costs for the proposed management objectives process would fall in the range of $40,000
(facilitation only) to $100,000 (process development and facilitation of all workshops).

1 Technical Committee Memo: LobsterTCReport ManagementStrategyEvaluation April2021.pdf
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MEMORANDUM

TO: American Lobster Management Board
FROM:  American Lobster Advisory Panel
DATE: January 20, 2025

SUBJECT: Advisory Panel Input on 2025 Benchmark Stock Assessment

The American Lobster Advisory Panel (AP) met via webinar on January 12, 2026 to review the 2025
Benchmark Stock Assessment and Peer Review Report and provide input to the Management Board on
the assessment findings and state of the fishery. Tracy Pugh, Technical Committee Chair, summarized
the 2025 Benchmark Stock Assessment and Peer Review Report for the AP.

Advisory Panel Attendance: Lanny Dellinger (RI), Joe Fiorentino (NJ), Sonny Gwin (MD), Eric Lorentzen
(MA), Grant Moore (MA), Jeff Putnam (ME), Sooky Sawyer (MA), John Whittaker (CT)

Staff: Caitlin Starks, Jeff Kipp, Tracy Pugh (TC Chair)

Other Attendees: Renee Zobel, David Borden, Raymond Kane, Josh Carloni, Nick Hagler, Heidi
Henninger, Kevin Guiney, Frank Macalik

The American Lobster Advisory Panel (AP) met via webinar on January 12, 2026 to review the 2025
Benchmark Stock Assessment and Peer Review Report and provide input to the Management Board on
the assessment findings and state of the fishery. Tracy Pugh, Technical Committee Chair, summarized
the 2025 Benchmark Stock Assessment and Peer Review Report for the AP.

The AP discussed and asked questions about the assessment results, data, and methods. The comments
provided by the AP are summarized below. These do not reflect consensus agreements, but rather
individual perspectives.

Lanny Dellinger (NY) commented that he sees some issues with the assessment with regard to the
Southern New England (SNE) stock. He noted that predator species (e.g., scup, black sea bass) are well
above their management targets in the region and the large numbers of predators are doing damage to
the lobster stock. He stated that there are no federal estimates for striped bass in the offshore area, and
it seems like there are high numbers. He also noted that there have been significant losses of habitat for
lobster production in major estuaries due to nitrogen reduction, and the decline of kelp and rockweed
has lowered lobster productivity. Policies for habitat management and predator fishery management
are in conflict with a healthy lobster resource. For these reasons it does not make sense to restrict the
lobster fishery in SNE. Tracy Pugh noted that the assessment team tried to account for predation
through using different natural mortality rates in the assessment model. Lanny Dellinger noted it could
be useful for the Habitat Committee to consider these issues.

Sonny Gwin (MD) commented that the lobster effort below the Delaware Bay is really only from three
fishermen. Any more regulations would mean nothing is left for those fishermen. He noted that he has
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been fishing off of Ocean City for over 30 years and is seeing more small lobsters now than ever. Divers
down there are also seeing an abundance of lobsters.

John Whittaker (CT) stated that there is hardly any effort in Area 6. He wonders if making cuts to the
fishery would make any difference because effort is so low. He also commented that he thinks fishing
bait is providing food for the remaining lobsters in the area, and removing bait by cutting fisheries could
negatively impact the population.

Grant Moore noted that since the assessment found that overfishing is not occurring in SNE, the
recommendation to further reduce fishing mortality with additional measures for that stock would be
hard for the industry to swallow. He also commented that unless enforcement improves, additional
regulations will not be successful. He stated that the lobster management plan is great, and that a lot of
effort could be removed if the current regulations were fully enforced.

With regard to the GOM/GBK stock, Jeff Putnam asked for clarification on the recruit-dependency
indicators and why high recruit-dependency would be negative for the fishery. Tracy Pugh explained
that high recruit-dependency means the fishery is vulnerable to decreases in settlement; if settlement
and recruitment decline, landings, which are dependent on recruits, will be depressed.

Jeff Putnam also noted that it is important to recognize regional differences within the stocks when
thinking about management. He said some areas are quite stable and the future looks healthy, whereas
other areas seem to have issues. In contrast to the southern areas of Maine, the areas where he fishes
are seeing fewer predators and colder water temperatures, which are encouraging. So it needs to be
considered how regulations may have different effects in different areas. In Maine they have also lost
fishermen through the entry/exit ratios with much fewer licenses than there used to be, and trips may
be down as well.

Eric Lorentzen commented that consideration of regulations should be tabled until the new right whale
rules come out in a few years to see how those interact with conservation efforts for the lobster stock. If
there are more closed areas to the lobster fishery for the whales that will serve as lobster conservation
too.

Grant Moore concluded the meeting by stating that he is looking to step down as Chair, and asked the
advisors present to consider taking on the role.
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MEMORANDUM

January 13, 2026

To: American Lobster Management Board
From: Tina Berger, Director of Communications

RE: Advisory Panel Nomination

Please find attached a new nomination to the American Lobster Advisory Panel — Joe
Fiorentino, a recreational diver from Pennsylvania. He replaces Jack Fullmer on the Panel. While
Mr. Fiorentino resides in Pennsylvania, New Jersey supports his nomination as a New Jersey
representative. Please review this nomination for action at the next Board meeting.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (703) 842-0749 or
tberger@asmfc.org.

Enc.

cc: Caitlin Starks

M25-116
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American Lobster Advisory Panel

Maine (4)

Jon Carter (comm/pot)

333 Main Street

Bar Harbor, ME 04609
Phone: (207)288-4528
CARTERLOB@GMAIL.COM
Appt. Confirmed: 5/30/96
Appt. Reconfirmed 7/26/00
Appt. Reconfirmed 1/2/06
Appt Reconfirmed 5/10
Confirmed Interest: 10/21

Christopher Welch

339 Alfred Road
Kennebunk, ME 04043
Phone: 207.205.2093
littleskeet@ymail.com
Appt. Confirmed: 8/2/22

Eben Wilson (commercial inshore/offshore
trap)

5 Lincoln Street

PO Bix 87

East Boothbay, ME 04544

207.380.6897

ebensail@gmail.com

Appt Confirmed 1/25/22

Jeff Putnam (commercial inshore - out to 20
miles - trap)

107 Littlefield Road

Chebeague Island, ME 04017

207.650.3327

Putnamijeff543@gmail.com

Appt Confirmed 1/25/22

New Hampshire (2)

Robert Nudd (comm/inshore pot)
531 Exeter Road

P.O. Box 219

Hampton, NH 03842

Phone (eve): (603)926-7573
LOBSTAMAN@MYFAIRPOINT.NET
Appt. Confirmed: 10/30/95
Appt. Reconfirmed 9/15/99
Appt. Reconfirmed 1/2/06

Appt Reconfirmed 5/10
Confirmed Interest: 9/21

James A. Willwerth (comm./trap)
10 Mill

Hampton Falls, NH 03844

Phone (day): (603) 765-5008
Phone (eve): (603) 926-3139
JAW080257@comcast.net

Appt Confirmed 10/22/12

Massachusetts (4)

Arthur Sawyer Jr. (comm pots)

368 Concord Street

Gloucester, MA 01930

Phone: (978)281-4736

FAX: (978)281-4736

sooky55@aol.com

Appt. Confirmed: 1/29/01

Appt. Reconfirmed 1/2/06; 5/10; 9/15; 8/18
Confirmed Interest: 9/21

Grant Moore (comm/offshore pot)
4 Gooseberry Farms Lane
Westport, MA 02790

Phone (day): 508.971.2190

Phone (eve): 508.636.6248

FAX: 508.636.5789
grantmoore55@gmail.com

Appt. Confirmed 11/2/15

Appt. Reconfirmed 8/18
Confirmed Interest: 9/21

Todd Alger (recreational diver)
7 Holly Street

Hingham, MA 02043

Phone: 339.236.0736
Todd.alger@gmail.com

Appt. Confirmed: 8/2/22

Eric Lorentzen (comm/inshore/offshore pot)
173 Spring Street

Hull, MA 02045

Phone: 774.217.0501
ericreedlorentzen@gmail.com

Appt. Confirmed: 8/2/22
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American Lobster Advisory Panel

Rhode Island (2)

Lanny Dellinger (comm./pot)
160 Snuffmill Road
Saunderstown, Rl 02874
Phone (day): (401)932-5826
Phone (eve): (401)294-7352
lad0626@aol.com

Appt Confirmed 2/21/06
Appt Reconfirmed 5/10

Vacancy (comm/offshore pot)

Connecticut (2)
John Whittaker (comm./pot)

37 Spring Street

Groton, CT 06340

Phone (day): (860)287-4384
Phone (eve): (860)536-7668
FAX: (860)536-7668
whittboat@comcast.net
Appt Confirmed 2/21/06
Appt Reconfirmed 5/10
Confirmed Interest: 9/21

Vacancy (comm pot)

New York (2)

George Doll (comm/inshore pot)
70 Seaview Avenue

Northport, New York 11768
Phone: (631)261-1407

FAX: (631)261-1407

Appt. Confirmed: 11/29/00
Appt. Reconfirmed 1/23/06
Appt Reconfirmed 5/10

James Fox (comm/pot)

152 Highland Drive

Kings Park, NY 11754
Phone: (631)361-7995
jcfox22 @verizon.net

Appt. Confirmed: 10/16/01
Appt. Reconfirmed 1/23/06
Appt Reconfirmed 5/10

New Jersey (2)

John Godwin (processor)

1 Saint Louis Avenue

Point Pleasant Beach, NJ 08742
Phone: 732.245.0148

FAX: 732.892.3928
JOHN@POINTLOBSTER.COM
Appt Confirmed 11/2/15

Joe Fiorentino (rec diver)
40 Beechwood Ct
Bangor, PA 18013
Phone: 610.704.2687
joefdive@gmail.com

Maryland
Earl Gwin

10448 Azalea Road

Berlin, MD 21811

Phone: (401) 251-3709

Email: sonnygwin@verizon.net
Appt confirmed 11/1/15
Confirmed Interest: 9/21



mailto:lad0626@aol.com
mailto:whittboat@comcast.net
mailto:jcfox22@verizon.net
mailto:JOHN@POINTLOBSTER.COM
mailto:joefdive@gmail.com
mailto:sonnygwin@verizon.net

,

© STATEs ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION

a0 AT

Advisory Panel Nomination Form

A
i"oﬂt o

< 5
#,Es =5 “*\

This form is designed to help nominate Advisors to the Commission's Species Advisory Panels. The
information on the returned form will be provided to the Commission’s relevant species management board or
section. Please answer the questions in the categories (All Nominees, Commercial Fisherman,
Charter/Headboat Captain, Recreational Fisherman, Dealer/Processor, or Other Interested Parties) that
pertain to the nominee’s experience. If the nominee fits into more than one category, answer the questions for
all categories that fit the situation. Also, please fill in the sections which pertain to All Nominees (pages 1
and 2). In addition, nominee signatures are required to verify the provided information (page 4), and
Commissioner signatures are requested to verify Commissioner consensus (page 4). Please print and
use a black pen.

Fotm submitted by Joseph Fiorentino __ State: New Jersey
(your name)
Naine o Nommifae: Joseph Fiorentino
Address: 40 Beechwood Ct
Bangor, Pennsylvania 1801
City, State, Zip: anger, Penmsyivania 1813
Please provide the appropriate numbers where the nominee can be reached:
10) 704-2687
Phone (day): (10} 704208 Phone (evening):
EAX. Email- joefdive@gmail.com
FOR ALL NOMINEES:
1. Please list, in order of preference, the Advisory Panel for which you are nominating the above person.
1 Lobster
2.
3.
4,
2. Has the nominee been found in violation of criminal or civil federal fishery law or regulation or convicted
of any felony or crime over the last three years?
yes no 7,&
3. Is the nominee a member of any fishermen’s organizations or clubs?
X
yes no

If “yes,” please list them below by name.
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Vice-Chairman for NJ Council of

Divers and Clubs, Neptune, NJ

What kinds (species ) of fish and/or shellfish has the nominee fished for during the past year?
Lobster Sea Bass

Striped Bass Blackfish

Flounder (Fluke)

What kinds (species ) of fish and/or shellfish has the nominee fished for in the past?
Same as above

FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERMEN:

1.

2.

3.
4.

How many years has the nominee been the commercial fishing business? !ﬂé years

Is the nominee employed only in commercial fishing? yes no

What is the predominant gear type used by the nominee?

What is the predominant geographic area fished by the nominee (i.e., inshore,
offshore)?

FOR CHARTER/HEADBOAT CAPTAINS:

1.

2,

How long has the nominee been employed in the charter/headboat business? 15{@. years
Is the nominee employed only in the charter/headboat industry?  yes no

If “no,” please list other type(s)of business{es) and/occupation(s):

How many years has the nominee lived in the home port community? years

If less than five years, please indicate the nominee’s previous home port community.
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FOR RECREATIONAL FISHERMEN:

1. How long has the nominee engaged in recreational fishing? H5 years
2. Is the nominee working, or has the nominee ever worked in any area related to the
fishing industry? yes no _-

If “yes,” please explain.

FOR SEAFOOD PROCESSORS & DEALERS:

1. H:rv long has the nominee been employed in the business of seafood processing/dealing?
j years
2. Is the nominee employed only in the business of seafood processing/dealing?
yes no If “no,” please list other type(s) of business(es) and/or occupation(s);
PRl
3 How many years has the nominee lived in the home port community? years

If less than five years, please indicate the nominee’s previous home port community.

FOR OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES:

1 How long has the nominee been interested in fishing and/or fisheries management? "f iy years
2 Is the nominee employed in the fishing business or the field of fisheries management?
yes no X

If “no,” please list other type(s) of business(es) and/or occupation(s):

m l';-k\(\ Cni \fxa.rM g, xxtf

P

FOR ALL NOMINEES:
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In the space provided below, please provide the Commission with any additional information which you feel
would assist us in making choosing new Advisors. You may use as many pages as needed.

St c‘\‘sto\‘)v\m

Nominee Signature: xc?zz " Date: 12/22/2025

Joseph Fiorentino
Name:

(please print)

COMMISSIONERS SIGN-OFF (not required for non-traditional stakeholders

State Director State Legislator

Governor's Appointee
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Joe Fiorentino

| am an active New Jersey SCUBA diver since 1978, with extensive experience in spearfishing
and legally hand-harvesting lobster. Through decades of diving, | have gained a unique, first
hand perspective on lobster habitat, behavior, and broader underwater environmental
conditions that are not visible from the surface. Regular in-water observation allows me to
notice changes in habitat, population presence, and ecosystem health over time. | believe this
direct long-term undetrwater experience would be a valuable complement to the scientific and
fishery perspectives represented on the Lobster and Jonzh Crab Advisory Panel.

| have a bachelor degree in Environmental Studies. My career has been working in the field
hazardous waste management and environmental consulting, from which | recently retired.

This is my YouTube Channe! link, To date | have created 41 short videos documenting recent
SCUBA diving trips to New Jersey shipwrecks.

https:.//www.youtube.com/@joefiorenting4551



NEW JERSEY MARINE FISHERIES COUNCIL
501 EAST STATE STREET, 3RD FLOOR
P.O. BOX 420 Mail Code 501-03
TRENTON, NJ 08625-0420
609-292-7794
609-984-1408 FAX

COUNCIL MEMBERS

PATRICK DONNELLY, ACTING CHAIRMAN
ELEANOR A. BOCHENEK
RICHARD HERB
BARNEY HOLLINGER
GREG HUETH

JEFF KAELIN

WALTER JOHNSON III
JOE RIZZO

ROBERT R. RUSH, JR
JOHN TIEDEMANN
KEVIN WARK

July 23, 2025

Joseph Fiorentino
40 Beechwood Court
Bangor, PA 18013

Dear Joseph Fiorentino,

In July 2025, the New Jersey Marine Fisheries Council (MFC) reviewed and accepted your
application to become an advisor or to renew your membership to the Council committee(s)
specified below.

e Lobster/Jonah Crab

You stated authorization to represent the following organization(s) for the above committees:

e NJ Council of Divers

Advisors are appointed for a three-year term, so your term as an advisor will expire on July 31,
2028. There is no limit on the number of terms an individual may serve; however, there is no
automatic reappointment. Following a three-year term, advisors must submit another application
in order to be considered for reappointment to each committee. Please note that membership
cannot be renewed until the term is approaching expiration. Any applications submitted for non-
expiring terms were not reviewed and must be submitted near the time of expiration.

As described in the Marine Fisheries Council Administrative Guidelines, advisors are expected
to contact constituents from their region/organization/fishery before an advisory meeting so that
they can provide input from the community they represent, rather than their own personal
viewpoint. In addition, the Council recently approved new guidelines for advisors which state
that:

Commiittee advisors are expected to uphold the mission and responsibilities of the
Council. Any advisor who is issued a marine fisheries violation will be given a warning.
A second violation will result in the advisor being removed from their advisory position



for all committees, and they will be ineligible to serve as an advisor for any committee
for three years from the date of the violation. New applicants who have received a
violation in the last three years will be ineligible to serve as an advisor for any
committee until three years from the date of the violation.

Please visit the NJDEP Fish and Wildlife website for the following additional information:

MFC Administrative Guidelines
https://dep.nj.gov/wp-content/uploads/njfw/mfc guidelines.pdf

MFC Committee Advisor Membership
htips.//dep.nj.gov/wp-content/uploads/njfw/mfc-advisory-committees.pdf

Thank you for your interest in serving as a committee advisor and I look forward to working
together. Please do not hesitate to contact Bureau of Marine Fisheries staff, via email
(marinefisheriescouncil@dep.nj.gov) or phone (609-748-2020), with any questions.

Sincerely,
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Patick F. Donnelly, DMD
Acting Chairman
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

Winter Flounder Management Board

February 3, 2026
11:15a.m. —-12:15 p.m.

Draft Agenda

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

1. Welcome/Call to Order (B. Hyatt) 11:15 a.m.

2. Board Consent 11:15a.m.
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from January 2023

3. Public Comment 11:20 a.m.

4. Review 2025 Management Track Assessments for Gulf of Maine and Southern  11:30 a.m.
New England/Mid-Atlantic Stocks of Winter Flounder (P. Nitschke/T. Wood)
e Consider Management Response, If Necessary Possible Action

5. Set 2026-2028 Specifications (7. Bauer) Final Action 11:50 a.m.
e Review Technical Committee Recommendations (R. Balouskus)
e Review Advisory Panel Report

6. Consider Fishery Management Plan Review and State Compliance for the 12:05 p.m.
2024 Fishing Year (T. Bauer) Action

7. Elect Vice-Chair Action 12:10 p.m.

8. Other Business/Adjourn 12:15 p.m.

This meeting will be held at The Westin Crystal City (1800 Richmond Highway, Arlington, VA; 703.486.1111)
and via webinar; click here for details

Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries
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MEETING OVERVIEW

Winter Flounder Management Board
February 3, 2026
11:15a.m.-12:15 p.m.

Chair: Technical Committee Chair: LEC Representative:
William Hyatt (CT) Rich Balouskus (RI) Keith Williams
Vice Chair: Advisory Panel Chair: Previous Board Meeting:
Vacant Bud Brown January 31, 2023

Voting Members: ME, NH, MA, RI, CT, NY, NJ, NMFS, USFWS (9 votes)

2. Board Consent
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from January 2023

3. Public Comment — At the beginning of the meeting public comment will be taken on items
not on the agenda. Individuals that wish to speak at this time should use the webinar raise
your hand function and the Board Chair will let you know when to speak. For agenda items
that have already gone out for public hearing and/or have had a public comment period
that has closed, the Board Chair may determine that additional public comment will not
provide additional information. In this circumstance, the Board Chair will not allow
additional public comment on an issue. For agenda items that the public has not had a
chance to provide input, the Board Chair may allow limited opportunity for comment. The
Board Chair has the discretion to limit the number of speakers and/or the length of each
comment.

4. Review 2025 Management Track Assessments for Gulf of Maine Winter Flounder and
Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder (11:30 — 11:50 a.m.) Possible Action
e The Gulf of Maine and Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder
Management Track Assessments were completed and peer-reviewed in Fall 2025.
e The Gulf of Maine winter flounder stock biomass status remains unknown and not
experiencing overfishing. The Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic winter flounder
stock is not overfished and not experiencing overfishing.

Presentations
e 2025 Management Track Assessment for Gulf of Maine winter flounder by P. Nitschke
e 2025 Management Track Assessment for Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic winter
flounder by T. Wood

Board Actions for Consideration
e Consider management response, if necessary

5. Set 2026-2028 Specifications (11:50 a.m.— 12:05 p.m.) Final Action

e InJanuary 2023, the Winter Flounder Management Board (Board) set status quo
specifications for state waters for the 2024-2025 fishing years.

e In December 2025, the New England Fishery Management Council (NEFMC) took final
action on 2026-2030 fishing years specifications in Framework Adjustment 72, which
includes the Gulf of Maine (GOM) and Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic (SNE/MA)
winter flounder stocks.




e Although the NEFMC approved specifications for 2026-2030 fishing years for the
GOM and SNE/MA winter flounder stocks, the Commission’s Addendum Il to
Amendment 1 of the Winter Flounder Fishery Management Plan only allows
specifications to be set for up to three years.

e The Technical Committee (TC) met on January 6% to review the GOM and SNE/MA
stock assessments, recent fishery performance, and federal specifications approved
by the NEFMC. After reviewing these items, the TC recommended no changes to the
state water specifications for the 2026-2028 fishing years (Briefing Materials).

e The Advisory Panel (AP) met on January 12t to discuss current management issues
and provide input on state water specifications for the 2026-2028 fishing years. The
AP also recommended no changes to the state water specifications for the 2026-2028
fishing years (Briefing Materials).

Presentations
e Overview of NEFMC 2026-2030 Fishing Years Specifications, Current State Waters
Management Measures, and Advisory Panel Summary by T. Bauer
e Technical Committee Summary by R. Balouskus

Board Actions for Consideration
e Consider GOM and SNE/MA winter flounder specifications for the 2026-2028 fishing
years

6. Consider Fishery Management Plan Review and State Compliance for the 2024 Fishing
Year (12:05 - 12:10 p.m.) Action
e Winter flounder state compliance reports are due on December 1.
e The Winter Flounder Plan Review Team (PRT) has reviewed state reports and
compiled the annual FMP Review. New Jersey has requested continued de minimis
status for their commercial fishery (Briefing Materials).

Presentations
e 2024 FMP Review for Winter Flounder by T. Bauer

Board Actions for Consideration
e Consider approval of the 2024 FMP Review, state compliance reports, and New
Jersey’s de minimis request for their commercial fishery

7. Elect Vice-Chair

8. Other Business/Adjourn



Winter Flounder Technical Committee Task List
Activity Level: Low

Committee Overlap Score: Low

Committee Task List

e There are no on-going tasks for this Winter Flounder TC at this time
e Annual state compliance reports are due December 1

TC Members

(Richard Balouskus, RI DEM — Chair), Tony Wood (NEFSC), Paul Nitschke (NEFSC), Dr. Robert
Pomeroy (UCONN), Tara Dolan (MA DMF), Jared Lamy (NHFG), Tyler Harris (NJ DEP), Paul
Nunnenkamp (NYS DEC), David Ellis (CT DEEP), Joseph Myers (ACCSP)
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The Winter Flounder 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, January 31, 2023, and was called to
order at 1:45 p.m. by Chair Bill Hyatt.

CALL TO ORDER

CHAIR BILL HYATT: Good afternoon, folks. This
meeting of the Winter Flounder Management
Board is called to order. My name is Bill Hyatt;
I’'m the Governor’s appointee from Connecticut,
and the current Chair of this Board.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
AND APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS

CHAIR HYATT: The first two items of business
are Approval of the Agenda and Approval of the
Proceedings from February, 2021.

Does anybody have any edits to either of those
items? Seeing none; both the agenda and the
proceedings from February, 2021 are approved
by consent.

PUBLIC COMMENT

CHAIR HYATT: Next item on the agenda is
Public Comment. Is there anybody in the room
who would like to make a comment on
something that is not on the Winter Flounder
agenda for today? Seeing no hands; is there
anybody online? Allan Butler, go ahead.

MR. ALLAN BUTLER: No, I'm good.

REVIEW OF THE 2022 MANAGEMENT TRACK
ASSESSMENT FOR GULF OF MAINE AND
SOUTHERN NEW ENGLAND/MID-ATLANTIC
STOCKS OF WINTER FLOUNDER

CHAIR HYATT: The next item on the agenda is
Review of the 2022 Management track
Assessment for Gulf of Maine and Southern
New England/Mid-Atlantic Stocks of Winter
Flounder. We’'ll have a presentation that is by

Paul Nitschke and a presentation by Tony Wood.
Paul, | believe you’re first, going ahead with the Gulf
of Maine.

GULF OF MAINE

MR. PAUL NITSCHKE: Good afternoon. I'll be giving
a quick summary of the Gulf of Maine Winter
Flounder Management Track Assessment, which
was reviewed this last September. This was a Level
2 assessment. Keep in mind this is an empirical
approach now for Gulf of Maine, based on 30 plus
centimeter Survey Area-Swept estimates, so it’s a
fairly simple approach.

Quick overview here. As | said, it’s a Level 2
assessment. Stock status is unknown for
overfished, because this method doesn’t really have
a way of evaluating that. Overfishing is not
occurring. The stock is not in the rebuilding plan,
since this stock was never declared overfished.

In terms of uncertainties, there are uncertainties
with the missing 2020 surveys, due to COVID. This
is a bigger uncertainty here, because this
assessment now is 100 percent based on the
surveys. This uncertainty around the survey Qs.
The Qs here are basically the efficiency estimates
for the surveys for the Area-Swept calculations.
There is more uncertainty around the state surveys,
since we don’t really have any experiments on
efficiency for state survey gear. There is
uncertainty around the rejected analytical model,
which based from the past just basically says that
we don’t really understand a lot of the population
dynamics for this stock, due to the failure of that
model.

This continues somewhat into the empirical
approach as we build up this time series. It still
doesn’t seem to be responding as we would expect
it, so there are no big questions around the
population dynamics. In terms of review of
comments, the reviewers suggested that you use
the 75 percent of the exploitation rate, at 40
percent for catch advice, using the average of the
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2021 fall 21, 2021 spring and 2022 spring
surveys. That’s basically where the catch advice
came from.

In terms of changes, there was a revision done
to the survey Q, based on updated information
from Miller et al. He re-estimated the Qs and
some updated modeling. The Qs efficiency
estimate was revised up from 0.71 t0 0.81 in
the fall survey, and from 0.62 to 0.7 in the
spring. Keep in mind the efficiency increases,
that means the biomass estimate will decline.

The Gulf of Maine stock was historically the
smallest of the three-winter flounder stock. I'm
not sure if that is no longer the case, things
have changed a bit since early on in the time
series. The Gulf of Maine stock is mostly
located in Area 514 off Massachusetts; Cape
Cod Bay, Mass Bay, Stellwagen Bank are
important fisheries.

Over 95 percent of the stock is in this small
area. This is a longstanding slide, just showing
some of the history here. Just to remind
everyone, analytical models failed in GARM llI,
also at SARC 52, due to the retrospective
pattern. There is a large conflict, basically
between the large reduction in the catch over
time, with little change in the survey indices and
little change in the size of the age structures.

We don’t really understand the dynamics of
what is going on with this stock. That seems to
have continued with a simple approach as we
build up this time series. Here are the survey
trends, the raw survey trends. On top is the
Northeast Fishery Science Center Bottom Trawl
Survey. In the middle is the Mass DMF Survey,
and on the bottom is the Maine/New
Hampshire Survey. You can see that the indices
are relatively flat in all over the longer time
series.

They did bounce around quite a bit, but overall,
there is not much real change over the decades.
Perhaps more recently, there is a little bit of a
hint of an increase. This is a positive sign.
Hopefully that trend continues, but we’re

probably too early to make a strong judgment on
that. Here are the trends in catch over time. You
can see there has been a very large reduction in
catch. The recreational fishery was a major
component of the removals in the 1980s.

That declined very quickly into the 1990s. The
commercial catch was more of a gradual decline,
and more recently over the last three years were
down near record lows, in terms of catch. Catchis
very low. This assessment is now just simply based
on the 30 plus Area-Swept to calculate biomass.
We have to use three different surveys, because we
don’t have a single survey that covers the entire
stock. We basically use three surveys with
nonoverlapping strata. The new survey covers the
offshore strata in parts of Massachusetts inshore,
and Maine/New Hampshire covers the inshore area
for the north, and the Mass DMF covers the shallow
square that the Bigelow can’t sample off the coast
of Massachusetts. The exploitable biomass is now
defined as the 30 plus centimeter biomass index per
tow, multiplied by this expansion factor, which is
simply the total survey area divided by the total
footprint times Q.

Q here you can think of as efficiency of the gear.
Exploitable biomass is sensitive to this assumption,
so it’s an important assumption to make. But
exploitation rate then is simply the catch over that
30 plus centimeter biomass estimate. The
biological reference points are based on the yield
per recruit analysis, some at elect ratio recruit bio
or F40. (NOTE FROM TRANSCRIBER: Audio unclear.)

Here is some work that Tim Miller updated, in terms
of the efficiency experiment. This was based on the
twin trawl study comparing the relative catches of
the Bigelow versus a more efficient flat net, done
on a vessel that can tow both nets at the same time.
We can get some idea of that relative efficiency of
the Bigelow gear. Tim updated the calculations of
Q, of the efficiency taking into account the
day/night differences, and also length effects. You
can see the day/night effects are pretty different.
Then during the day, you can see there was a length
effect.
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Here are the estimates from the spring on top
and the fall on the bottom. Different colors
represent the proportion in each survey. In the
spring you can see there is a greater proportion
of the stock in the inshore areas in the state
surveys, since more of the stock is inshore
spawning during that time.

Originally, we had more confidence in the fall
estimates, because there were some concerns
that fish could be inside the estuaries, and you
could be missing those fish in the spring. Also,
we have better information on the Bigelow
efficiency. There was a little more confidence in
the fall. However, regardless about those facts,
both estimates are very similar between the
spring and fall.

Here basically, the lines here are the total
estimates from the bar graph. You can see that
the spring/fall estimates are very similar. More
recently there is an increase, those last three
points at the end here in the biomass estimates,
and we are basically using the average of those
three points for the catch advice.

There are some signs of hope here, and
hopefully this continues into the future, and
perhaps there is a response to the low catches
at this point. Here are the Area-Swept
estimates over time on the left. This is from the
fall survey. You can see that it doesn’t really
correspond to the exploitations on the right.
The exploitation rates have been far below the
overfishing definition, which is that dotted line
on the top, for the entire time series. It doesn’t
seem to be responding overall to what we think
as low exploitation rates.

But, perhaps here at the end of the time series
there is the beginning of a response. Hopefully
that continues and it’s just not a year effect
going forward. Here is another way of looking
at that response. You can see how the
response has been going in the wrong direction
under low exploitation rates from the beginning
of the time series. More recently, things have
turned around and it seems like biomass is

increasing. But perhaps that is due to where the
catches are and where the exploitation rates are at
the end of the time series. This is the time series
for the catch advice coming out of this, mostly this
in empirical approach, you can see how the catch
advice does bounce around when assessments
come in. However, all the catch advice has been
relatively high compared to the catches.

You can see the catch trend over time has been
declining, and is far below the catch advice. It
doesn’t appear that quotas are very constraining for
the stock, as the catches continue to decline, even
though the quotas have been higher. | don’t know
if you want me to answer questions now.

CHAIR HYATT: Thank you, Carl, thank you for that
presentation. Yes, we would take a few questions
now before we roll into the Southern New
England/Mid-Atlantic presentation. Any questions
for Paul? I've got one, Emerson.

MR. EMERSON C. HASBROUCK: Thank you, Paul, for
your presentation. | had a question on the Q
estimates. Each of those three different gear types,
I’'m guessing, has a different catchability, right?
Were they averaged together? When | say the
three different gear types | mean the three different
surveys.

| guess it’s a two-part question. One is, for those
three surveys, each of those trawl gears have their
own catchability, and if it is different from the
others, then the Q that you presented, is that an
average of the three, or how did you compute that
Q, the catchability?

MR. NITSCHKE: | mean that is one of the major
sources of uncertainty. We only have efficiency
estimates on the Bigelow gear type from the
experiment. We don’t have any information on
what the equivalency is for Mass DMF survey gear
and the Maine/New Hampshire survey gear.

With the lack of that information, we’re basically
assuming the same Qs from the Bigelow on those
surveys. Even though those survey gears are

different. That’s one of the reasons why | have a
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little more confidence in the fall estimates,
when a greater proportion of the population is
in the Offshore NMFS Survey. Does that answer
your question?

MR. HASBROUCK: Thank you.

SOUTHERN NEW ENGLAND/MID-ATLANTIC

CHAIR HYATT: Okay, we have no other
guestions in the room and none online, so at
this point we’ll move on to the Southern New
England/Mid-Atlantic Stock Management Track
Assessment. Tony Wood.

MR. ANTHONY WOOD: Thanks very much. |
just want to confirm that people can hear me
still okay.

CHAIR HYATT: Great. This is a review of the
Southern New England Winter Flounder
Assessment from last year. This stock went
through the spring management track schedule,
so it was reviewed in June, a little earlier than
Gulf of Maine. Just a little history. The last
assessment for this stock was the 2020
management track updates, the multispecies
groundfish updates. The current model at that
time was the statistical catch at age, Ages 1
through 7 plus, and years through 2019. The
reference points at that time, the one | would
like to point out here and just note. The
biomass reference point of about 12,000 metric
tons. That is going to come back a little later.
The stock status at the time, it was overfished,
but overfishing was not occurring.

For data that goes into the assessment there,
the data structure, model structure, model
type, nothing in that regard changed for this
update. It was a very straightforward update.
The major changes for this management track,
and what caused it to be a Level 3 assessment,
were changes to how the reference points were
calculated, but again, | will get to that later.

But everything else was consistent with how the
operational assessments have been run for the

past decade or so. Commercial landings for this
assessment. From 1981 to 2019 came from our AA
tables, and from 2020 to 2021 from our new catch
accounting and monitoring system. These are
stratified by market category quarter, or half year.

Commercial discards are based on our standardized
bycatch reporting methodology, and the
recreational information that goes into this
assessment comes from MRIP. Again, the 2020 and
2021 commercial landings are from our new catch
accounting and monitoring system, and the rest
comes from our old AA table algorithm, 2020
landings were 120 metric tons, and 2021 landings
were 87 metric tons.

These are the lowest in the time series, and are
down around the levels of when there was a bit of a
moratorium for the species in 2009 to 2012. The
time series average for commercial landings is 2,800
metric tons. A lot of these plots are similar to what
you’ve seen in the Gulf of Maine. Things seem to
have fallen of the cliff.

Commercial discards are mainly from trawl and
scallop drudge fisheries, 2021 commercial discards
were 122 metric tons, with a time series average of
about 400 metric tons. For recreational
information, the recreational component for this
stock used to be pretty important. Now it’s almost
nonexistent.

Two thousand Twenty-One recreational landings
were 5.1 metric tons, they were well below the
time series average. But these two recreational
plots | have the old MRIP information, so the
uncalibrated information prior to the MRIP
calibration proposed in 2017-ish, and the blue is the
new information.

The blue is the information that is currently going
into the assessment. For recreational discards,
2021 recreational discards were 1.1 metric tons,
again, very much lower than they used to be, and
much lower than the time series average. For total
catch the 2021 total catch was 216 metric tons.
The total catch components here are mostly made
up of commercial landings and commercial discards
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now, with the two recreational components
much reduced from historical levels. For survey
information going into this assessment, we have
the Northeast Fishery Science Center Surveys,
winter, spring and fall. The NEAMAP spring,
Mass DMF spring, Rhode Island and Connecticut
spring surveys, New Jersey Ocean and River
Trawl Survey, URI Graduate School of
Oceanography Trawl Survey, and then two Age
0 recruitment surveys from Massachusetts and
Connecticut. These are the regional surveys.
The Science Center Surveys and the NEAMAP
Surveys, scaled to their means, showing fairly
similar trends in decline from the late nineties,
early 2000s to now. This one is kind of a
jumble, but again, they all show generally the
same trend, but the catch has shown drastic
declines from historical levels.

These are all of the local state trawl surveys
that are in the assessment. Then for the two
Age 0 survey indices, they’re both pretty flat,
except for the Connecticut, which has really
dropped off in the past decade or so. The
biological information is consistent with what
came out of the last benchmark in 2011 for this
stock.

Natural mortality is set at 0.3. Maturity
information comes from Massachusetts DMF
spring survey maturity data. And again, it’s
carryover from the last benchmark. These input
values were retained for this, and previous
operational assessments. For a final model
configuration, we have a single fleet going into
the model, with commercial and recreational
landings and discards.

There are three selectivity blocks, with a fourth
flat top selectivity on the selectivity block.
Twelve survey indices, and then a single penalty
on the numbers in the first year. Two thousand
Twenty-One biomass estimates, 4,600 metric
tons for total biomass, and about 3,300 metric
tons for spawning stock biomass.

Two thousand twenty-one F, 0.061, almost the
lowest in the time series. Recruitment has been

pretty low, and much lower than historical levels for
the past decade and a half, 2021 recruitment was at
4.4 million fish. For retrospective patterns, the
retrospective bias has actually decreased a little bit
since the previous operational assessment, and it’s
considered a minor retrospective, so there is no
retro adjustment going into stock status
determination for this stock.

Reference points, our SPR 40 percent, but F 40
percent is 0.265, based on yield per recruit SPR
analyses. This is where the major change was for
this go around. The current biomass reference
point methodology uses recruitment from the
entire time series, or prior to this assessment it did.
Based on comments from the Commission, the
Councils, SSCs et cetera, and just realizing that
current productivity of this stock is probably not
able to match historical productivity levels.

We decided to move to a more recent stanza for
recruitment that is more reflective of the current
stock productivity. You can see looking at the
median values for different subsets of the time
series, previously being fed into the projections, to
determine that biomass reference point, the
median from the entire time series is 15,000 metric
tons. If we switch to some more recent stanza, a 20
year and a 10 year, we drastically lower that median
of the recruitment values that are being used in the
projections.

Trying to find some support for making this
decision, we looked at research that Rich Bell and |
have done, looking at estuarine winter water
temperatures, and how the mean of the index that
we came up with has moved above a 5-degree level,
which is a level that has been shown in the
literature to be detrimental to recruitment events
in a given year, if an estuary has a temperature at or
above this level. In the past 10 years the index that
we came up with has traveled above this level 4
times. In the past 20 years it’s traveled above this
level about 6 times. But you can just see the
general trend of warming from this temperature
index over time, and how it’s potentially effecting
the productivity in this stock. The final thing that
we looked at, which | didn’t show here, it gets
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pretty technical. But a quantitative analysis
using a recursive partition regression tree did
end up splitting our productivity time series and
our recruitment time series at about the 20-
year mark.

The temperature index has crossed over the 5-
degree level 6 times in the past 20 years, 4
times in the past 10. It is possible if we see
some stable or cooler winter temperatures, we
could achieve some of those middle levels of
recruitment from the early 2000s. For this
assessment we proposed and did use the last 20
years of recruitment for the biomass reference
point projection.

For updated reference points, the fishing
mortality in 2021 was 0.61, and the SSB in 2021
was 3,300 metric tons. Our new fishing
mortality reference point at 40 percent is 0.265,
and our SSB and MSY reference point is 3,300
metric tons, down from what | pointed out
earlier at about 12,000 metric tons.

Half of that is our threshold, and then MSY is
currently sitting at about 1,000 metric tons.
We’re currently at 101 percent of the target
biomass, realizing that we have not changed
our perception of the stock, we’ve just moved
the goalpost. Our status has changed. The
stock is now not overfished and overfishing is
not occurring. There is no retrospective
adjustment necessary. | think that’s it. Are
there any questions?

CHAIR HYATT: Thank you, Tony. Any questions
for Tony specific to the Southern New
England/Mid-Atlantic stock of winter flounder?
There are no hands in the room, is there
anybody online? Nobody online, so great, we’ll
move on to the next item on the agenda. Paul,
Tony, thank you for those excellent
presentations, excellent although not exactly
encouraging, but thank you very much.

SET SPECIFICATIONS FOR 2024-2025

CHAIR HYATT: Next item on the agenda is to set
the 2024/’25 specifications. Tracey is going to
provide an overview, then we'll go into review the
Technical Committee recommendations, review the
Advisory Panel Report, then we’ll have some
opportunity for questions. Then there is a motion
that’s been prepared by staff that will be put up for
your consideration. Tracey, why don’t you take it
away.

MS. TRACEY BAUER: Good afternoon, everyone. |
will be reviewing a couple of items under this
agenda item. First, | will be taking you through an
overview or summary of the New England Fishery
Management Council Winter Flounder
Specifications for Fishing Year 2023 through 2025.
Then | will be moving into a little brief summary of
the Addendum lll specifications process. Then | will
hand over the presentation to Rich, the TC Chair,
who will give a summary of the TC
recommendations.

Then | will provide the AP report summary, and
lastly, we’ll move into Board action. After the two
management track stock assessments that Tony and
Paul just reviewed were accepted for management
use, the Council met this past December to set
specs for federal waters for fishing years 2023
through 2025, through the approval of Framework
65. There is a tentative date of May 1st for
implementation for this Framework 65. | have a
table here which displays the total ACL and the
groundfish set ACL for this past year, 2022, and the
upcoming ACL for fishing years 2023 through 2025
as set in Framework 65, so you can compare the
two. The total ACL increased by 60 percent for the
Gulf of Maine stock, and 37 percent for the
Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic stock
compared to the previous year.

They were adjusted up as a reflection of the results
of the 2022 management track stock assessments.
Moving into the state subcomponents, this table
displays the state subcomponents for each of the
stocks that can be found in Framework 65. The
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state subcomponent is comprised of both the
recreational and commercial catch.

The commercial portion of the state
subcomponent is caught by vessels that do not
hold federal northeast multispecies permits,
and the recreational portion is based off of
MRIP estimates of recreational catch. The state
subcomponent is an estimate of catch that was
accepted in the upcoming years from state
waters, and is determined by the average catch
from the most few recent years.

The state subcomponent is not an allocation,
and so there is no accountability measures
associated with the state waters
subcomponent, meaning there is no pound for
pound payback if the state water
subcomponent is exceeded. Looking at the
table, you can see that the 2023 through 2025
Gulf of Maine and Southern New England/Mid-
Atlantic state subcomponents were revised
downwards from the 2022 value, to reflect
recent fisheries trends.

In both cases the five-year average of catch was
used to determine what the state
subcomponent would be. They used the five-
year average as opposed to two-yar average,
just to better account for the variability in
landings in recent years, as at least the past
couple years, as you saw from the previous
presentation, they’ve been very low.

Moving into a little summary, or a reminder
about the Addendum Ill step process. It’'s been
a couple of years since you guys have looked at
this. | think it was back in 2021. As a reminder,
Addendum Ill, which was approved in 2013, to
revise the state specs setting process, so that
recreational and commercial measures may be
set for up to 3 years. This was to better align
with the federal waters step process. The
Commission measures that are subject to
change.

As you can see up on the screen are trip limits,
trigger trip limits, size limits, season, area

closures. Then the rec measures, size limit, bag
limits and seasons. I'll have slides of these later if
you want to see it again, but this is a table showing
the commercial winter flounder regulations as they
are today, and they have not been changed since
2014. You can see the differing regulations
between the Gulf of Maine winter flounder and the
Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic winter
flounder through the stock unit column.

Here we have the current recreational winter
flounder regulations listed by state for both the Gulf
of Maine stock and the Southern New England/Mid-
Atlantic stocks, with their differing creel limits of 8
for Gulf of Maine and 2 for Southern New
England/Mid-Atlantic, a net size limit across the
board of 12 inches. Then you can see in a lot of the
Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic they have
seasonal closures. | think we’re going to move past
this here, is that correct, Mr. Chair. Yes, so we’re
going to jump right into the Technical Committee
meeting summary, if Rich is available.

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE REPORT

MR. RICHARD BALOUSKUS: I’'m Rich Balouskus; I'm
a biologist for the state of Rhode Island. | work on
winter flounder, and I've taken over the Chair this
year for the TC from Paul Nitschke, who has been
running this for quite some time. But as he has ten
other stocks to work on, we thought we would give
him a break on this.

The TC met last week, or a couple weeks ago on the
11th, and we started off the conversation by
acknowledging this increase in federal catch advice
through the New England Fishery Management
Council, as well as that change in stock status for
the Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic stock from
overfished to not overfishing.

Honestly, you know we started the conversation
thinking that at least there was a possibility that we
may be discussing potential increases in the mix as
we go on. That said, it was equally noted that for
the change in stock status, first up in New England,
that despite those changes, as Tony said, we really
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have no change in our perception of how that
stock looks overall.

You know on that note, these surveys across
the board for both stocks have seen either
declines, or are really remaining honestly near
detection levels. You know we have those
couple slight increases most recently in the Gulf
of Maine stock, but certainly not enough data
to suggest a trend of any sort to recovery.

As was noted, even with the extraordinarily low
rates of fishing mortality that we’ve had for
quite some time, we’ve not really seen a
measurable rebound in either of the stocks. It's
pretty well understood that climate and natural
mortality might be hindering that recovery. We
chatted on this topic for quite some time, and
worked our way to unanimous agreement for
status quo for both stocks moving forward, for
both commercial and recreational limits as they
stand now.

There was some discussion moving forward
about how we’ll go about potentially figuring
out decreases moving forward. But as of now,
status quo felt like the right move. Then finally,
the group as a whole was thinking about this, as
well as in consultation with Tony and Paul that
status quo is probably our best technical advice
moving forward, as a bridge to the 2026
research track stock assessment, where we plan
to incorporate a significant amount more of
climate data into modeling.

That is very hopefully going to give us some
more insights into the trends for both Gulf of
Maine and Southern New England stock moving
forward. The summary, it was a very productive
meeting, a lot of back and forth, but as noted
the TCis recommending status quo for both
stocks, commercial and recreational.

ADVISORY PANEL REPORT

MS. BAUER: Thanks, Rich. | will be taking over
the AP meeting summary. Bud Brown was not
able to make it today due to a work obligation.

I'll be covering that for him. Four AP members met
on January 12, a day after the TC met to discuss
some of the same things. They looked at the
specifications from the New England Fishery
Management Council, current fishery management
issues, and provided some research
recommendations. | will start off with the
recommendations related to the specs, and then
management measures specifically. One advisor
recommended a moratorium in the Gulf of Maine
and Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic stocks.
One advisor recommended allowing at least some
catch for the following benefits that he listed on
where it minimizes dead discards, and allows for
biological data to continue to be collected on catch,
which is something we wouldn’t really have if there
was a moratorium.

Then another advisor saw merits to both
recommendations. One advisor commented that
the winter flounder fishing season in the Southern
New England/Mid-Atlantic region should be limited
again. The Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic
region’s recreational season was expanded by
Board action in 2014. It used to be a 60-day
recreational open season before that.

In addition, these two advisors said there should be
some, well two advisors expressed support for all
states in the Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic
and Gulf of Maine region to adopt a commercial
and recreational spawning season closure. They
had also recommended that this closure be
consistent among states, in terms of dates, and that
all states adopt this.

Moving into some more general concerns and
recommendations that they discussed. There were
some general concerns, of course, about the
continued low abundance of winter flounder in the
Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic and Gulf of
Maine regions. One advisory commented on that
the low rates of reproduction may not be able to
overcome the high rate of natural mortality that
winter flounder is currently experiencing.

The AP also had a few research recommendations.
Two advisors were concerned that the way stock
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assessments are currently conducted aren’t
capturing the potential differences between
localized sub stocks, and recommended further
research into the genetic structure of winter
flounder. Another AP member expressed
concern that discards from observer data are
being misreported, and recommended that
discard and discard mortality in state waters
should be further investigated.

Winter flounder discards in state waters are
currently calculated for only federal observer
data, and so these data are more uncertain
than federal discard numbers. This advisor had
recommended that states should not only rely
on the federal observer program to calculate
the discards, but instead invest in other systems
that calculate discard and discard mortality.
With that | think we can take any questions.

CHAIR HYATT: Thank you, are there any
guestions, any questions on the overview, any
guestions on the Technical Committee
recommendations or the Advisory Panel report?
No hands in the room, any hands online? We
have no questions, and at this point in time |
believe we've got a prepared motion that we
can put up that reflects the Technical
Committee’s recommendation.

We'll put that up for consideration and see if
anybody is willing or interested in making that
motion. Okay, so here is a motion prepared by
staff. Is there anybody on the Board who is
willing to make that motion? Conor, do we
have a second? Justin. Okay, Conor, would you
like to speak to the motion, please?

DR. CONOR McMANUS: Yes, | think the
rationale the Technical Committee has put forth
is pretty sound that our perception on the stock
has not quite changed, even with the changes in
the reference points, and how the projections
have been done. |think the status quo
approach is warranted for the time being.
Thanks.

CHAIR HYATT: Justin, do you have anything to
add? All set, so we’ve got a motion. Move to
approve status quo commercial and recreational
Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic and Gulf of
Maine winter flounder measures for the 2024 -
2025 fishing years. Motion by Dr. McManus,
second by Dr. Davis. Is there any discussion?
Emerson.

MR. HASBROUCK: | will support this motion. |
mean all we did really was we changed the
reference points, and therefore we have instant
underfishing, even though spawning stock biomass
has not really changed. For that reason, | would
support this motion.

CHAIR HYATT: Thank you, Emerson, is there any
other comments? Anything online or anything
from the public? Seeing none; is there any
objection to this motion? Any abstentions? The
motion passes by unanimous consent.

CONSIDER THE FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN
REVIEW AND STATE COMPLIANCE FOR THE
2021 FISHING YEAR

CHAIR HYATT: Next item on the agenda is to
Consider the Fishery Management Plan Review and
State Compliance for the 2021 Fishing Year. Tracey.

MS. BAUER: | will be presenting on the Winter
Flounder FMP Review for the 2021 fishing year.
Fishery performance and the assessment for all the
information were already touched on by Paul and
Tony, so I’'m not going to rehash any information.
I’'m going to keep this short and sweet. This is the
abbreviated presentation of the recommendations
of the PRT.

Generally waiting for things to the plan
requirements under Amendment 1. Under
Amendment 1 the states of Massachusetts, Rhode
Island and New York are required to conduct annual
surveys of juvenile recruitment, to develop an
annual juvenile abundance index for winter
flounder. In addition, the states of Massachusetts,
Rhode Island and Connecticut and New Jersey are
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required to conduct annual trawl surveys, to
develop an index of spawning stock biomass.

All states except for New Jersey have resumed
normal operation of their sampling programs by
2021. New Jersey did not conduct their ocean
trawl program sampling in 2021, due to COVID
protocols, but normal operations resumed in
2022. Overall, survey indices, as you saw, with
the previous presentations, remain below
average in those Southern New England/Mid-
Atlantic area.

For state compliance, no inconsistencies were
found among the states, with regard to the FMP
requirements. The PRT recommends approval
of state compliance reports and de minimis
status for New Jersey’s commercial fishery,
which they requested this year. Any research
recommendations can be found in the FMP
review document, or in the stock assessment
reports. Like | said, short and sweet. Are there
any questions?

CHAIR HYATT: Any questions for Tracey?
Seeing none in the room, any online? None
online, and so once again we do have a motion
that’s been prepared by staff, a motion to
approve the fishery management plan review, if
we can have that up there and see if anybody
on the Board is interested in making the
motion. Emerson.

MR. HASBROUCK: Yes, I'll make the motion, do
you want me to read it into the record?

CHAIR HYATT: Yes, please.

MR. HASBROUCK: Move to approve the Winter
Flounder Fishery Management Plan Review for
the 2021 fishing year, state compliance
reports, and de minimis status for New Jersey
commercial fisheries.

CHAIR HYATT: Do we have a second? Eric Reid.
We’ve got a motion by Mr. Hasbrouck, a second
by Mr. Reid. Move to approve the Winter
Flounder Fishery Management Plan Review for

the 2021 fishing year, state compliance reports, and
de minimis status for New Jersey commercial
fisheries. Is there any discussion? Nothing online.
Is there any objection to this motion, any
abstentions? Motion passes by unanimous
consent.

REVIEW AND POPULATE THE ADVISORY PANEL

CHAIR HYATT: item that we have on the agenda is
Review and Populate the Advisory Panel. We have
a nomination from Tina.

MS. TINA L. BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. |
present for your consideration and approval the
nomination of Allan Butler from Massachusetts.
He’s a recreational angler to the Winter Flounder
Advisory Panel.

CHAIR HYATT: We have a motion made by Dan
McKiernan, second by Justin Davis Thank you, do
we have a second? Any discussion. New motion,
yes. Sorry, Justin seconds it. Okay, thank you. Do
we have any discussion? Nothing in the room,
anything online? Move to approve Allan Butler of
Massachusetts to the Winter Flounder Advisory
Panel.

Is there any objection? Are there any abstentions?
Motion passes by unanimous consent. At this
point that brings us to the end of the agenda.

ADJOURNMENT

CHAIR HYATT: Is there any other business to come
before the Winter Flounder Management Board?
Seeing none; meeting is adjourned. Thank you.

(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 2:35 p.m.
on Tuesday, January 31, 2023)
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This assessment of the Gulf of Maine Winter Flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus) stock is a management
track assessment of the existing 2022 area-swept management track assessment (NEFSC, 2022). Based on the
previous assessment the biomass status is unknown but overfishing was not occurring. This assessment updates
commercial and recreational fishery catch data, research survey indices of abundance, and the area-swept estimates
of 30+ cm biomass based on the fall NEFSC, MDMF, and MENH surveys.

State of Stock: Based on this updated assessment, the Gulf of Maine Winter Flounder (Pseudopleuronectes
americanus) stock biomass status is unknown and overfishing is not occurring (Figures 1-2). Retrospective
adjustments are not possible with this area-swept assessment. Biomass (30+ cm mt) in 2024 was estimated to be
4,537 mt (Figure 1). The 2024 30+ cm exploitation rate was estimated to be 0.044 which is 19% of the overfishing
exploitation threshold proxy (Enrsy prozy = 0.23; Figure 2).

Table 1: Catch and status table for Gulf of Maine Winter Flounder. All weights
are in (mt) and FEpyy is the exploitation rate on 304+ cm fish. Biomass is
estimated from survey area-swept for non-overlaping strata from three different
fall surveys (MENH, MDMF, NEFSC) using an updated ¢ estimate of 0.79
based on the wing spread from the sweep study (Miller et al., 2023).

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Data
Recreational discards 2 1 1 1 1 0
Recreational landings 42 51 43 39 61 23
Commercial discards 8 7 15 16 13 14
Commercial landings 102 79 118 8 117 161
Catch for Assessment 155 138 177 142 192 198
Model Results
304+ cm Biomass 2,672 NA 5,195 5,469 4,714 4,537
Eru 0.058 0.034 0.026 0.041 0.044

Table 2: Comparison of reference points estimated in an earlier assessment and
from the current assessment update. An E4qy exploitation rate proxy was used
for the overfishing threshold and was based on a length-based yield per recruit
model from the 2011 SARC 52 benchmark assessment.

2022 2025
Enrsy proxy 0.23 0.23
Busy Unknown Unknown
MSY (mt) Unknown Unknown
Owverfishing No No

Overfished Unknown Unknown

Projections: Projections are not possible with area-swept based assessments. Catch advice was based on 75% of
E409%(75% Ensy proxy) using the most recent two year average (2023 and 2024) of the fall area-swept estimates
assuming q=0.79 based on the wing spread which was updated using the average efficiency from 2009-2024 from
the sweep experiment (Miller et al., 2023). Note that the 2022 management track assessment used the average of
2021 and 2022 spring and fall 2021 fall 30+ cm area-swept biomass to develop catch advice since the 2020 surveys
were not available due to disruptions in sampling related to the COVID pandemic. However, catch advice (OFLs
and ABCs) from the 2020 management track assessment were based on the average of the last two years of the fall
surveys to make better use of the available new information and to help stabilize the catch advice. This
management track returns to this approach. Updated 2023-2024 two-year fall 30+ cm area-swept average biomass

2025 Management Track Assessment Gulf of Maine Winter Flounder draft working paper for peer review only
1



(4,626 mt) implies an OFL of 1,064 mt based on the Ej;sy proxy and a catch of 798 mt for 75% of the Fprsy
proxy.

Special Comments:

e What are the most important sources of uncertainty in this stock assessment? Explain, and describe
qualitatively how they affect the assessment results (such as estimates of biomass, F, recruitment, and
population projections).

The largest source of uncertainty with the direct estimates of stock biomass from survey area-swept
estimates originate from the survey gear catchability (q). Biomass and exploitation rate estimates are
sensitive to the survey q assumption. However, this 2024 update does incorporate the use of a re-estimated q
through an average estimate of efficiency from 2009-2024 fall and 2009-2025 spring (¢=0.79 fall and q=0.71
spring) from the sweep study for the NEFSC survey. This updated q assumption (0.79) results in a slightly
higher estimates of 30+ biomass (4,537 mt in 2024) relative to the 2022 estimate q=0.81 assumption (4,453
mt in 2024) for the fall surveys. More uncertainty is associated with the efficiency in state surveys due to the
lack of sweep studies. Therefore, higher confidence is given to the fall survey estimates which possess a higher
proportion of the stock in the more offshore NEFSC survey. Another magjor source of uncertainty with this
method is that biomass based reference points cannot be determined and overfished status is unknown.

e Does this assessment model have a retrospective pattern? If so, is the pattern minor, or major? (A major
retrospective pattern occurs when the adjusted SSB or Fg,; lies outside of the approximate joint confidence
region for SSB and Fgy;

The model used to determine status of this stock does not allow estimation of a retrospective pattern. An
analytical stock assessment model is not currently available for Gulf of Maine Winter Flounder. The previous
analytical model was determined to be no longer valid to be used for stock status determination at SARC 52
(2011) due to concerns with a strong retrospective pattern. Models for this stock have difficulty reconciling the
apparent lack of a relationship between a large decrease in the catch with little change in the indices and age
and/or size structure over time.

e Based on this stock assessment, are population projections well determined or uncertain? If this stock is in a
rebuilding plan, how do the projections compare to the rebuilding schedule?

Population projections are not available for area-swept assessments and stock biomass status of Gulf of
Maine Winter Flounder is unknown. This stock was never declared as overfished. Catch advice from
area-swept estimates tend to vary with interannual variability in the surveys. A two-year average of the most
recent fall surveys is used to help stabilize the biomass estimates and catch advice. The fall survey is also
thought to be a better estimate of the exploitable biomass due to concerns of missing fish within the estuaries
during the spawning late winter/early spring season.

e Describe any changes that were made to the current stock assessment, beyond incorporating additional years
of data and the effect these changes had on the assessment and stock status.
The assumption on q changed from 0.81 to 0.79 for the fall and from 0.70 to 0.71 for the spring using
information from the updated average q’s from the NEFSC surveys (Miller et al., 2023).

e If the stock status has changed a lot since the previous assessment, explain why this occurred.
The overfishing status of Gulf of Maine Winter Flounder has not changed. Overfished status remains
unknown.

e Provide qualitative statements describing the condition of the stock that relate to stock status.

Gulf of Maine Winter Flounder has relatively flat survey indices with little change in the size structure
over time. There have been large declines in the commercial and recreational removals since the 1980s. This
large decline over the time series does not appear to have resulted in a clear response in the stock’s size
structure within the catch and surveys nor has it resulted in a change in the survey indices of abundance.
Howewver, there have been some general more recent increases in the fall and the spring area-swept biomass
estimates. If increasing biomass trends continue then perhaps this is the beginning of a response to time series
lows in exploitation rates.
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e Indicate what data or studies are currently lacking and which would be needed most to improve this stock
assessment in the future.

Direct area-swept assessments could be improved with additional studies on state survey gear efficiency.
Quantifying the degree of herding between the doors and escapement under the footrope and/or above the
headrope for state surveys is needed to improve the area-swept biomass estimates. Studies quantifying winter
flounder abundance and distribution among habitat types and within estuaries could improve the biomass
estimate. However, development of state space analytical models that incorporate process error which can
account for conflicting data trends may ultimately be needed to improve our understanding and more
appropriately quantify the stock population dynamics.

e Are there other important issues?

The general lack of a response in survey indices and age/size structure are the primary sources of concern
with catches remaining far below the overfishing level. However, recent increases in the overall biomass
(2021-2024) could perhaps be the beginning of a response to removals being at record lows over the last few
years (2019-2024 average = 167 mt). If recent increases in biomass is a response to the low catches then
continuation of keeping the catch near recent levels may result in further increases in biomass.
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Figure 1: Trends in 304 cm area-swept biomass of Gulf of Maine Winter
Flounder between 2009 and 2024 from the current assessment based on the
fall (MENH, MDMF, NEFSC) surveys.
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Figure 2: Trends in the exploitation rates (Epyy;) of Gulf of Maine Winter
Flounder between 2009 and 2024 from the current assessment based on the fall
(MENH, MDMF, NEFSC) surveys and the corresponding Frpreshold (Eamsy
prozy=0.23; horizontal dashed line).
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Figure 3: Total catch of Gulf of Maine Winter Flounder between 2009 and 2024
by fleet (commercial and recreational) and disposition (landings and discards).
A 15% mortality rate is assumed on recreational discards and a 50% mortality
rate on commercial discards.
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Figure 4: Indices of biomass for the Gulf of Maine Winter Flounder between 1978
and 2025 for the Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC), Massachusetts
Division of Marine Fisheries (MDMF), and the Maine-New Hampshire (MENH)
spring and fall bottom trawl surveys. NEFSC indices are calculated with gear
and vessel conversion factors where appropriate. The approximate 90% lognor-
mal confidence intervals are shown.
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This assessment of the Southern New England Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus)
stock is a management track assessment update of the existing benchmark assessment (NEFSC 2011), and follows
management track updates in 2015, 2017, 2020, and 2022. In each assessment since the benchmark, except for
2022, the stock was overfished, but overfishing was not occurring (NEFSC 2015, 2017, 2020, 2022). In the 2022
management track, stock status changed to not overfished due to a change in the recruitment stanza used to
calculate biological reference points. The current assessment updates commercial fishery catch data, recreational
fishery catch data, research survey indices of abundance, and the analytical ASAP assessment models and reference
points through 2024. Additionally, stock projections have been updated through 2028.

State of Stock: Based on this updated assessment, the Southern New England Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder
(Pseudopleuronectes americanus) stock is not overfished and overfishing is not occurring (Figures 1-2).
Retrospective adjustments were not made to the model results. Spawning stock biomass (SSB) in 2024 was
estimated to be 2,787 (mt) which is 89% of the biomass target (3,114 mt), and 179% of the biomass threshold
(SSBrhreshold = 1557 (mt); Figure 1). The 2024 fully selected fishing mortality was estimated to be 0.048 which is
21% of the overfishing threshold (Fyssy = 0.233; Figure 2).

Table 1: Catch and status table for Southern New England Mid-Atlantic Winter
Flounder. All weights are in (mt), recruitment is in (000s), and Fp,y is the
fishing mortality on fully selected ages (ages 4 and 5). Model results are from
the current updated ASAP assessment.

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Data
Recreational discards 13 3 2 4 2 3 1 3 3 2
Recreational landings 39 61 10 10 0 9 5 33 16 2
Commercial discards 82 125 101 108 127 47 117 98 83 89
Commercial landings 654 519 515 337 212 120 87 84 35 76
Catch for Assessment 787 708 629 460 342 179 210 219 136 169

Model Results
Spawning Stock Biomass 5,289 4,471 4,035 3,906 3,615 3,486 3,566 3,203 2,747 2,787
Frun 0.145 0.155 0.147 0.115 0.086 0.045 0.059 0.066 0.043 0.048
Recruits 4,633 4,462 2,718 3,995 2,284 2,334 2,517 3,394 4,553 6,211

Table 2: Comparison of reference points estimated in the 2022 management
track assessment and from the current assessment update. Fjgo was used as
a proxy for Fjsy and an SSBjgy proxy was calculated from a long-term
stochastic projection drawing from the cumulative distribution function of em-
pirical recruitment from 2002 to 2024. Recruitment estimates are median values
of the time-series from 2002 to 2024. 90% CI are shown in parentheses.

2022 2025
Fyrsy proxy 0.265 0.233
SSBuysy (mt) 3,314 3,114 (2,180 - 4,515)
MSY (mt) 1,025 910 (642 - 1,317)
Median recruits (000s) = 4,752 4,633
Overfishing No No
Owverfished No No

Projections: Short term projections of biomass were derived by sampling from a cumulative distribution function
of recruitment estimates from 2002 to 2024. The annual fishery selectivity, maturity, and mean weights at age used
in the projection are the most recent 5 year averages. Catch in 2025 was estimated at 194 (mt) by the NEFMC
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Groundfish Plan Development Team. The model exhibited a minor retrospective pattern in F (Mohn’s rho = -0.11)
and SSB (Mohn’s rho = 0.09) so retrospective adjustments were not applied in the projections.

Table 3: Short term projections of total fishery catch and spawning stock
biomass for Southern New England Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder based on
a harvest scenario of fishing at Fi;gy prozy between 2026 and 2028. Catch in
2025 was estimated to be 194 (mt). 90% CI are shown in parentheses next to
SSB estimates.

Year Catch (mt) SSB (mt) Fruu
2025 194 2,991 (2,478 - 3,549) 0.049
Year Catch (mt) SSB (mt) Fruu
2026 961 3,456 (2,839 - 3,963) 0.233
2027 922 3,243 (2,773 - 3,799)  0.233
2028 902 3,128 (2,630 - 3,940) 0.233

Special Comments:

e What are the most important sources of uncertainty in this stock assessment? Explain, and describe
qualitatively how they affect the assessment results (such as estimates of biomass, F, recruitment, and
population projections).

One important source of uncertainty is the estimate of natural mortality based on longevity, which is not
well studied in Southern New England Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder. Natural mortality affects the scale of
the biomass and fishing mortality estimates. Natural mortality was adjusted upwards from 0.2 to 0.3 during
the last benchmark assessment (2011), assuming a mazimum age of 16. Since the 2011 benchmark, numerous
fish older than 16 have been sampled by the NEFSC survey, as old as age 20. There is still uncertainty in the
true max age of the population and the resulting natural mortality estimate. A full re-evaluation of natural
mortality, including testing model estimation within a state-space model framework, is on-going as part of a
graduate research project.

Other sources of uncertainty include the length distribution of the recreational discards. The recreational
discards are a small component of the total catch, but the assessment suffers from very little length
information used to characterize the recreational discards. For this assessment a cumulative discard length
distribution over all years was used to characterize the recreational discards. Reduced sampling of recreational
fishery information could be an issue for this assessment moving forward.

The population projections are sensitive to the recruitment model chosen, as well as the temporal period
selected from which recruitment estimates are drawn. In addition, recruitment and natural mortality are both
likely to be dependant on environmental conditions, which can not be explored within the ASAP framework.
Investigations of environmental covariates within a state-space model framework are ongoing.

e Does this assessment model have a retrospective pattern? If so, is the pattern minor, or major? (A major
retrospective pattern occurs when the adjusted SSB or Fr,y; lies outside of the approximate joint confidence
region for SSB and Fgy;

The retrospective patterns for both Fpyy (Mohn’s tho = -0.11) and SSB (Mohn’s tho = 0.09) are minor
and a retrospective adjustment in 2024 was not required.

e Based on this stock assessment, are population projections well determined or uncertain? If this stock is in a
rebuilding plan, how do the projections compare to the rebuilding schedule?

Population projections for Southern New England Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder are uncertain, and
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project higher than realized SSB from the model.

The stock was recently in a rebuilding plan with a rebuild date of 2023. The projections and BRP
calculations for the 2022 assessment update used a truncated stanza for recruitment, incorporating values from
2002-2021 (last 20 years). Previous assessments had used the entire time-series of recruitment, with historical
recruitments that were well beyond the current productivity of the stock. The truncated recruitment stanza
used in the 2022 management track led to a much reduced biomass target and as a result the overfished status
of the stock changed. While the perception of the stock did not change, the stock was considered rebuilt by the
2023 deadline.

e Describe any changes that were made to the current stock assessment, beyond incorporating additional years
of data and the effect these changes had on the assessment and stock status.

No changes were made to the data structure, model settings or assumptions for this assessment. Data
were updated through 2024 and the model was run.

e If the stock status has changed a lot since the previous assessment, explain why this occurred.

The stock status of Southern New England Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder has not changed since the
previous management track update.

e Provide qualitative statements describing the condition of the stock that relate to stock status.

The Southern New England Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder stock shows an overall declining trend in SSB
over the time series, with the current estimate (2,787 mt) at the second lowest in the time series. Estimates
of fishing mortality have been declining since 2015 and the current value (0.048) is among the lowest of the
time-series. Recruitment has remained low and steady over the past decade with a slight increase at the end of
the time series. The 2024 estimate of 6.2 million fish is slightly above the average since 2002 (6.1 million).

e Indicate what data or studies are currently lacking and which would be needed most to improve this stock
assessment in the future.

The Southern New England Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder assessment could be improved with additional
studies on mazximum age, as well as improved recreational discard length information. In addition, further
inwvestigation into the localized struture and genetics of the stock is warranted. Finally, a future shift to
WHAM could provide the ability to model environmental factors that may influence recruitment and
mortality, and help develop more informed population projections.

e Are there other important issues?

During the 2022 management track assessment, an important and impactful change was made to the
stanza of recruitment used in the projections. The new recruitment stanza used the last 20 years of estimates
(2002-2021) for both short term projections, and to estimate the biomass target (SSBarsy ) from a long term
(100 year) projection. This was a shift from previous assessments that used the entire time-series of
recruitment (1981-present), which included historical recruitment estimates that were overly optimistic for the
recent stock size and productivity. Some of the early recruitment estimates are 20 times the levels seen in
recent years. This adjustment was supported by guidance from previous peer review panels, with the main
recommendation from the 2020 management track review being:

"The Peer Review Panel notes, as had been done in previous reviews, that recruitment had been declining
throughout the period and was currently very low. As for several other stocks under the purview of the
NEFSC' it would be helpful to evaluate if the previously observed high recruitment are possible; i.e., is it simply
a matter of building back SSB and recruits will follow, or are there other factors at play. If the productivity of
the resource(s) has decreased, it would be helpful to adjust reference points accordingly. This would be unlikely
to change fisheries yield much but would be more realistic in terms of setting expectations.’

It is also important to recognize that extensive work has been carried out to evaluate the effects of the
environment on recruitment for Southern New England Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder. Two assessment
models that include environmental covariates have been developed: an environmental ASAP model (Bell et al.
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2018) and the transition of this environmental model into the state space Woods Hole Assessment Model
(WHAM). Research should continue to move to one of these alternative models for management. To help
bridge the gap until environmentally linked reference points can be developed, a time-series of winter mean
estuary temperature is being used as support to select an appropriate time period of recruitment for the
projections and reference points.
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Figure 1: Trends in spawning stock biomass of Southern New England Mid-
Atlantic Winter Flounder between 1981 and 2024 from the current (solid line)

and previous (dashed line) assessment and the corresponding SSBrhreshold (5

SSBusy proxy; horizontal dashed line) as well as SSBrarget (SSBarsy proxy;
horizontal dotted line) based on the 2025 assessment. The approximate 90%
lognormal confidence intervals are shown.
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Figure 2: Trends in the fully selected fishing mortality (Fry;) of Southern New
England Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder between 1981 and 2024 from the cur-
rent (solid line) and previous (dashed line) assessment and the corresponding
Frireshotd (Fasy = 0.233; horizontal dashed line) based on the 2025 assess-
ment. The approximate 90% lognormal confidence intervals are shown.
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Figure 3: Trends in Recruits (000s) of Southern New England Mid-Atlantic
Winter Flounder between 1981 and 2024 from the current (solid line) and pre-
vious (dashed line) assessment. The approximate 90% lognormal confidence
intervals are shown.
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Figure 4: Total catch of Southern New England Mid-Atlantic Winter Floun-
der between 1981 and 2024 by fleet (commercial, recreational) and disposition
(landings and discards).
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Figure 5: Indices of biomass for the Southern New England Mid-Atlantic Winter
Flounder between 1981 and 2024 for the Northeast Fisheries Science Center
(NEFSC) spring and fall bottom trawl surveys, the MADMF spring survey, the
CT LISTS survey, the RIDFW Spring Trawl survey, the NEAMAP Spring Trawl
survey, and two young of the year (YoY) surveys from MADMF and CTDEEP.
Where available, the approximate 90% lognormal confidence intervals are shown.
Slashes through the solid line indicate a hole in the survey time series.
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Winter Flounder Technical Committee
Meeting Summary

Webinar
January 6, 2026

Technical Committee Members: Rich Balouskus (Chair, RI), Paul Nunnenkamp (NY), Tony Wood
(NEFSC), Ben LaFreniere (ME), Tyler Harris (NJ), David Ellis (CT), Paul Nitschke (NEFSC), Tara
Dolan (MA)

ASMFC Staff: Tracey Bauer, Joe Myers

The Winter Flounder Technical Committee (TC) met via webinar to review the Gulf of Maine
(GOM) and Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic (SNE/MA) stock assessments, commercial and
recreational fishery trends, and federal specifications for fishing years 2026-2030 approved by
New England Fishery Management Council (NEFMC). Addendum Ill to Amendment 1 to the
Interstate Fishery Management Plan for the Inshore Stocks of Winter Flounder allows the
Winter Flounder Management Board to set specifications for up to 3 years at a time. Therefore,
the Winter Flounder Technical Committee focused on recommendations for management
measures for fishing years 2026-2028.

Fishery Performance and Stock Status

The Winter Flounder TC began by reviewing fishery performance and stock status information
for both the GOM and SNE/MA stocks. Both the GOM and SNE/MA winter flounder catch
(commercial and recreational landings and discards) remained low through 2024.

Based on the 2025 assessment, the GOM stock biomass status is unknown and overfishing is
not occurring. Biomass (30+ cm mt) in 2024 was estimated to be 4,537 mt. The 2024 30+ cm
exploitation rate was estimated to be 0.044 which is 19% of the overfishing exploitation
threshold proxy (0.23). Overall, indices of GOM winter flounder abundance have not
demonstrated any positive response to the large declines in commercial and recreational
removals since the 1980s. However, there has been some more recent increases in the fall and
the spring area-swept biomass estimates, which may be the beginning of a response to time
series low in exploitation rates.

The SNE/MA stock is not overfished and overfishing is not occurring in 2024. The SNE/MA stock
biomass (SSB) in 2024 was estimated to be 2,787 mt which is 89% of the biomass target (3,114
mt), and 179% of the biomass threshold (1,557 mt) for an overfished stock. This change in stock
status is due to a change in the years of recruitment estimates that were used to complete the
projections to estimate biological reference points. Instead of drawing upon the entire time
series of recruitment estimates, the projections now only use recruitment estimates since 2002
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(2002-2024). The winter flounder stock is most likely not capable of achieving the high levels of
recruitment prior to 2000; therefore, using a truncated recruitment time series better reflects
the current state of the stock. Despite a change in stock status, the perception of the stock has
not changed; trends in survey indices and model estimates all continue to indicate the stock is
in poor condition.

Federal Specifications Approved by the NEFMC

Table 1 displays the sub-ACLs and corresponding state sub-components for both the GOM and
SNE/MA stocks that were approved in Framework Adjustment 72 by the NEFMC at their
December 2025 meeting. A comparison of the 2025 to the 2026 fishing year federal groundfish
sub-ACLs reveals that the GOM sub-ACL was adjusted up by 9% and the SNE/MA sub-ACL was
adjusted down by 14% to reflect the results of the 2025 management track stock assessments.
The state sub-component is an estimation of what the state recreational and commercial
fisheries will harvest each year based on status quo state regulations; it is not an allocation. The
commercial portion of the state sub-component is caught by vessels that do not hold federal
Northeast multispecies permits, and the recreational portion is based on calibrated Marine
Recreational Information Program catch estimates. There are no accountability measures
associated with the state waters sub-component, meaning there is no payback if the state
waters sub-component is exceeded. The federal output control system requires an assumption
of state water catches to estimate the sector quotas. Table 1 displays the state sub-components
for both the GOM and SNE/MA stocks were adjusted to reflect average catch for the years
2022-2024. In the case of the GOM state sub-component this represents a 7% decrease, and for
the SNE/MA state sub-component this represents a 2% increase.

Table 1. GOM and SNE/MA Specifications and State Sub-component Average Catch.
Sub-ACLs
FY26 | FY27 | FY28 | FY29 | FY30
Stock (mt) | (mt) | (mt) (mt) | (mt)
GOM 660 | 660 660 660 660
SNE/MA 381 399 417 417 417

State Sub-component
FY26 | FY27 | FY28 | FY29 | FY30 2022-2024
Stock (mt) | (mt) | (mt) | (mt) | (mt) | average catch (mt)
GOM 96 96 96 96 96 94.4
SNE/MA 25 27 28 28 28 25.5

Technical Committee Recommendations

The TC did not recommend any changes to the state waters specifications for the 2026-2028
fishing years. The commercial and recreational measures listed in Tables 2 and 3 have been in
place since 2014. The TC discussed whether any adjustments were needed to regulations for
the GOM and SNE/MA stocks separately. However, it was noted the most recent 2025
management tracks did not change our perception of the two stocks from the last assessment
in 2022.



GOM Winter Flounder Stock

The TC expressed no concern with commercial and recreational measures remaining status
guo. Massachusetts recently implemented (as of September 2024) a conservation equivalency
program that allows participants to possess and land up to 1,000-lb of GOM winter flounder
caught over two consecutive fishing days with each day subject to the 500-Ib per day limit. The
TC briefly discussed the uncertainty of how this program could incentivize targeting of winter
flounder and impact Gulf of Maine commercial catch. Massachusetts is continuing to monitor
participation in this program, and will be reporting results in their annual compliance reports. It
was noted no analysis has been completed to estimate how much catch may increase as a
result of this program.

SNE/MA Winter Flounder Stock

The TC agreed to recommend status quo commercial and recreational management measures.
TC members from all the SNE/MA states highlighted continued low utilization rates in their
respective states and low abundance in all surveys. Several TC members also noted they had
not heard any interest to liberalize measures from commercial or recreational fishermen in
their states.

The TC spent time discussing how 223% and 133% of the state sub-component was caught in
2022 and 2023, respectively; however, in 2021 and 2024, only 34% and 29% of the state sub-
component was caught. The TC discussed why catch has been so highly variable, largely due to
highly variable MRIP data with high PSEs. However, as the state sub-component catch has
consistently remained a very small portion of the overall ABC for SNE/MA winter flounder, it is
currently not concerning if catch exceeds the amount allocated in the state sub-component.
Additional discussion by the TC on the inherent issues with estimating state sub-component
catch can be found under the last section, “Other Comments”.

Lastly, a TC member noted the TC previously recommended management of the SNE/MA stock
should remain status quo until results are available from the research track assessment.
However, the winter flounder research track has been put on hold for the foreseeable future,
so now there will be no new information to evaluate whether changes are needed to winter
flounder management as previously planned for.

Other Comments

In addition to the above recommendations, the TC would like to remind the Board the
challenges of the current management system of both SNE/MA and GOM winter flounder, and
encourages discussion of this issue by the Board and Council.

Currently, the federal output control-based management requires accounting for all removals,
including assumptions of state water removals, to estimate the ACLs in the federal groundfish
fishery. The NEFMC'’s Groundfish PDT makes an initial estimate what state water fishery catch is
likely to be in the future (state sub-component) for the specifications. However, the Groundfish
PDT does not know what potential changes ASMFC will make since their call is held well before
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the Board meeting, so they have been basing their recommendations on the average of recent
catches in state waters with the underlining assumption that there will be little to no change in
current state waters measures. As a result, the state sub-component has continued to decline
with declining state waters harvest, regardless of any increases in the sub-ACL on the federal
side due to recent management track assessment results. In addition, if the TC ever
recommends and the Board approves a liberalization of measures for either winter flounder
stock in the future, the process for how the NEFMC might incorporate the Board’s decision into
their previously approved sub-ACLs is unclear, and has not yet been established.

The TC encourages future discussion on whether adjustments need to be made to the current
state waters specifications process to improve the communication and collaboration for the
management of these two winter flounder stocks.

Table 2. Commercial Fishery Winter Flounder Regulations.

except for fyke nets)

Feb 20 — Oct 31 (Fyke net)

Stock Size Seasonal Closure Min. Mesh
State Unit Limit Trip Limit (dates inclusive) Size
Maine GOM 12" 500 lbs May 1 —June 30 6.5”
New Hampshire GOM 12" 500 lbs April 1 —June 30 6.5”
GOM 12" 500 lbs Open all year 6.5”
Massachusetts
SNE/MA 12" 50 Ibs Open all year 6.5”
Rhode Island SNE/MA 12" 50 Ibs Open all year 6.5”
Connecticut SNE/MA 12" 50 lbs or 38 fish March 1 — April 14 6.5”
New York SNE/MA 12" 50 lbs June 14 — Nov 30 (for all 6.5”
gear besides fyke nets,
pound and trap nets)
New Jersey SNE/MA 12" 38 fish June 1 —Nov 30 (all gear 6.5”




Table 3. Recreational Fishery Winter Flounder Regulations.

Creel Size Seasonal Closure
State Stock Unit Limit Limit (dates inclusive)
Maine GOM 8 12" Open all year
New Hampshire GOM 8 12" Open all year
GOM 8 12” Open all year
Massachusetts
SNE/MA 2 12" January 1- February 28
Rhode Island SNE/MA 2 12" January 1 — February 28
Connecticut SNE/MA 2 12" January 1 - March 31
New York SNE/MA 2 12" May 31 — March 31
New Jersey SNE/MA 2 12" January 1 — February 28
Federal Waters GOM & Unlimited 12” Open all year
SNE/MA
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Winter Flounder Advisory Panel
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January 12, 2026

Advisory Panel Members: Allan Butler (MA), Art Defrancisco (CT), David Goethel (NH), Charles
Witek (NY)

ASMFC Staff: Tracey Bauer

Public: Paul Rollinson, Paul Nitschke, Tara Dolan, Tyler Harris, Michael Keller, Vinny Makfinsky,
Tony Wood, Steve

The Winter Flounder Advisory Panel (AP) met via webinar on January 12, 2026 to review the
Gulf of Maine (GOM) and Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic (SNE/MA) stock assessments,
provide recommendations for fishing years 2026-2028 specifications for state waters, and to
comment on any other current fishery management issues of concern.

Specifications Recommendations

Two advisors recommended status quo commercial and recreational management measures
for FY2026-2028 based on the available information. It was noted that managers and the AP
would be able to reassess winter flounder regulations in only three years if any changes are
needed. Several advisors agreed recreational fishermen are no longer targeting winter
flounder, particularly in the SNE/MA area, so any changes to the recreational regulations may
not matter. In New York, shops have stopped carrying bait in April, most party boats are no
longer targeting them, and most anglers aren’t putting their boats in the water until May. For
Gulf of Maine winter flounder, biomass estimates have been generally stable in the last 10
years, potentially indicating the stock has stabilized after years of overexploitation, which
matched an advisor’s on-the-water observations. The advisor from Massachusetts noted that
anglers in Cape Cod Bay have had the most success recently, but it was difficult to find winter
flounder on the North Shore this past spring.

General Comments & Research Recommendations
e One advisor, who is also a member of the Northeast Traw! Advisory Panel, noted there
have been recent improvements in estimating catchability in the NEFSC’s Northeast
Trawl Survey; the improved estimates of catchability were incorporated in the 2025
management track for Gulf of Maine winter flounder. The advisor recommended similar
work be conducted to update the catchability estimates of the state surveys used in the
Gulf of Maine winter flounder assessment.
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An advisor shared his observations of an expansion of Gulf of Maine winter flounder size
classes, especially larger fish. The advisor noted this may not necessarily mean the age
structure is also expanding, but does potentially indicate something within their
environment may be changing, such as increased prey, leading to increased growth
rates.

The AP discussed different types of natural mortality which may be impacting winter
flounder’s, particularly SNE/MA winter flounder, ability to recover. For example, the AP
raised concerns about the impacts predation by birds, seals, and striped bass may be
having on the population. The AP expressed interest in additional research to
incorporate ecosystem approaches in winter flounder management and to improve
estimates of natural mortality, especially changes through time.

The AP discussed recent research that found that the number of young-of-year winter
flounder which survive their first year is very low, and lower than estimates from
previous studies. Advisors expressed general frustration with the lack of answers on
how to ensure winter flounder survive to maturity, and continued low biomass.

An advisor reiterated his recommendation from the AP’s January 2023 meeting that
managers need take a second look into stocking as a potential path forward for winter
flounder. The AP discussed considerations to increase the success of any future stocking
efforts, such as location of and size at release.

The AP also discussed the need for an assessment specific to winter flounder in Long
Island Sound.
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. Status of Fishery Management Plan

Date of FMP Approval Original FMP (October 1988)
Amendments Amendment 1 (November 2005)
Addenda Addendum | (May 1992)

Addendum Il (February 1998)

Addendum | to Amendment 1 (May 2009)
Addendum Il to Amendment 1 (October 2012)
Addendum Il to Amendment 1 (May 2013)

Management Units Three stocks units: Gulf of Maine (GOM), Southern New
England/ Mid-Atlantic (SNE/MA), and Georges Bank (GBK).
Commission participates in management of GOM and
SNE/MA stocks.

States with Declared Interest Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
Connecticut, New York, New Jersey

Active Boards/Committees Winter Flounder Management Board, Advisory Panel,
Technical Committee, Plan Review Team

The Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (Commission) and the New England Fishery
Management Council (Council) manage winter flounder in state and federal waters. The
Commission participates in the management of two inshore winter flounder stocks: 1) the Gulf
of Maine (GOM) stock, which consists of waters north of Cape Cod; and 2) the Southern New
England/Mid-Atlantic (SNE/MA) stock, which consists of waters south of Cape Cod to the
Delaware-Maryland border. The decision to consider only inshore stocks of winter flounder was
based upon the Commission’s focus on fisheries in state waters, and the differences in
biological characteristics from the offshore stock in Georges Bank.

Interstate Fishery Management Plan (1988)

The Commission authorized development of the first Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for
Winter Flounder (Pseudopleuronectes americanus) in October 1988. The purpose of the plan
was to: 1) address management of inshore stocks of winter flounder; and 2) prominently
consider habitat and environmental quality as factors affecting the condition of the resource.
The original FMP and Addendum | called for reductions in fishing mortality on winter flounder.
It allowed states the flexibility to achieve those reductions based on the life history
characteristics of the particular stocks inhabiting each region. Implementation of the plan
required cooperation between state fishery management agencies, NOAA Fisheries, the
Council, and the Commission.
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Although all states submitted plans that were approved by the Winter Flounder Management
Board (Board), results from a 1995 stock assessment concluded that none of the states
achieved a fishing mortality rate corresponding to F3o. Subsequent analyses in early January
1997 indicated that fishing mortality on a coastwide basis was slightly higher than the F3ptarget
for the SNE/MA stock complex. Fishing mortality in the GOM stock was presumed to be higher
than in the SNE/MA stock, and the spawning stock biomass was estimated to be at a low level,
indicating that the GOM unit might be in greater need of rebuilding than the SNE/MA unit.

In February 1998, the Board approved Addendum Il to the FMP. Addendum Il adjusted the
implementation schedule for management measures by the participating states and called for

plans to reach the target fishing mortality goal for rebuilding (Fao).

Amendment 1 (2005)

In May 1999, the Board acknowledged that it was necessary to update the Interstate FMP for
Inshore Stocks of Winter Flounder through an amendment. The original plan and addenda did
not prove successful in rebuilding inshore winter flounder populations. In addition, the FMP did
not reflect the goals and objectives of the Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management
Act (ACFCMA), which was established in 1993 after the original FMP was approved. The Board
further noted that an upcoming stock assessment would likely provide new information on the
status of winter flounder stock complexes. After the assessment was completed in late 2002,
the Commission began development of Amendment 1 in February 2003.

Amendment 1 to the Interstate FMP for Inshore Stocks of Winter Flounder, approved in
November 2005, replaced all previous Commission management plans. It focused on joint
management of winter flounder between the Commission and Council, and was designed to
rebuild and maintain spawning stock biomass at or near target biomass levels. In addition,
Amendment 1 prioritized restoration and maintenance of essential winter flounder habitat.

Amendment | required a minimum size limit of 12 inches for commercial and recreational
fisheries for both GOM and SNE/MA stock units. Recreational creel limits were ten (10) fish in
the SNE/MA stock area and eight (8) fish in the GOM. There were no required closed
recreational seasons in the GOM, while a closed season of 20 days during March and April was
required in SNE/MA. The 60-day open season for recreational winter flounder fishing could be
split into no more than 2 blocks. States were required to implement a minimum size of 6.5
inches square or diamond mesh for the cod-end in both GOM and SNE/MA inshore waters.
Additionally, a 100-pound trip limit was required if smaller mesh was being used in the
SNE/MA. This “mesh trigger” was intended for the landing of a small amount of winter flounder
as bycatch in small-mesh fisheries.

Addendum | to Amendment 1 (2009)

Addendum | was approved in May 2009, following the 2008 GARM IlI stock assessment which
indicated that the SNE/MA spawning stock biomass was only 9% of the target and the GOM
stock was likely to be overfished and experiencing overfishing. For the GOM commercial
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fishery, Addendum | established a maximum possession limit of 250 pounds per vessel. This
limit was estimated to reduce 2006-2007 harvest levels by 31% for state water fishing vessels.
For the GOM recreational fishery, Addendum | required states to implement regulations to
reduce fishing mortality by 11% from the average of 2006-2007 levels. This 11% reduction was
estimated to reach Fusy. States were allowed to achieve reductions through possession limits,
seasons, or a combination of both, and also had the option to submit conservation equivalency
proposals to achieve the necessary reductions through alternative management measures,
subject to approval by the Board.

For SNE/MA, Addendum I’'s management measures were designed to reach the lowest fishing
mortality (F) rate possible with minimal economic and social impacts. The Addendum also
sought to reduce dead discards and prevent an influx of effort into state waters. Non-federally
permitted commercial vessels were allowed to possess a maximum of 50 pounds of winter
flounder. This F rate was projected to reduce harvest by 65%, and was intended solely to allow
for bycatch. Recreational fishermen were permitted to possess a maximum of two (2) winter
flounder from inshore waters of the SNE/MA stock area. This bag limit was established with the
expectation that it would reduce harvest by 46%.

Addendum Il to Amendment 1 (2012)

In response to updated stock status information and federal action to substantially increase the
GOM winter flounder state waters subcomponent, the Board initiated Addendum Il to
Amendment 1 of the Winter Flounder Interstate FMP. This Addendum changed commercial and
recreational management measures for the state waters component of the GOM stock only.
Specifically, it increased the maximum possession limit for non-federally permitted commercial
vessels to 500 pounds. It also removed the 11% reduction in F for the recreational fishery and
allowed states the option to open their recreational fishing season year-round.

Addendum Ill to Amendment 1 (2013)

Addendum lll established an annual specification process to set commercial and recreational
management measures for the GOM and SNE/MA fisheries. Each year, with advice from the
Winter Flounder Technical Committee, the Board can adjust trip limits, size limits, and seasons
for the commercial fishery; the Board can also adjust size limits, bag limits, and seasons for the
recreational fishery. The Addendum enables the Commission to quickly respond to federal
actions and changes in the winter flounder fishery.

Il. Status of Stocks
The most recent peer reviewed stock assessment for all three winter flounder stocks was
conducted by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center in 2025. These management track stock

assessments included data through 2024.

Gulf of Maine
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The 2025 management track stock assessment determined that GOM winter flounder stock
biomass status is unknown and overfishing is not occurring. 2024 biomass (30+ cm) was
estimated to be 4,537 metric tons (mt) and the exploitation rate was estimated to be 0.044,
which was 19% of the overfishing exploitation threshold proxy (Figures 1 & 2). The assessment
noted that there have been significant declines in commercial and recreational removals since
the 1980’s. As catches continue to remain far below the overfishing level, the general lack of a
response in survey indices and age/size structure has been a primary source of concern.
However, recent increases in the overall biomass (2021-2024) could potentially be the
beginning of a response to record low removals. Significant sources of uncertainty include the
reliance of estimates of stock biomass on survey gear catchability and that biomass-based
reference points cannot be determined. This 2025 management track did however incorporate
a re-estimated catchability based on a sweep study for the NEFSC survey. (Source: Gulf of
Maine Winter Flounder 2025 Assessment Update)

Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic

The SNE/MA management track assessment indicates the stock not overfished and overfishing
is not occurring. However, spawning stock biomass has shown an overall declining trend in SSB
over the time series, with the current estimate (2,787 mt) at the second lowest in the time
series (Figure 3). The current SSB is 89% of the biomass target and 179% of the biomass
threshold (Figure 4). Estimates of fishing mortality have been declining since 2015, and the
current value (0.048) is among the lowest of the time series. Recruitment, an important
indicator of the stock’s ability to rebuild, has remained low and without trend in the last
decade, with a slight increase at the end of the time series (Figure 5). During the 2022
management track assessment, the recruitment stanza was changed to use only the
recruitment estimates since 2002 instead of the entire time series to make projections. The
current stock size and productivity mean many of the historic recruitment estimates are nearly
impossible to achieve, making the adjusted recruitment stanza more realistic. The lower
median recruitment estimate from this shortened recruitment stanza in the long term
biological reference point projection results in a much-reduced biomass target. While stock
status has changed, the perception of the stock has not, and model results, continued low
harvest, and fishery independent survey indices all reveal a poor stock condition for SNE/MA
winter flounder. (Source: Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder 2025
Assessment Update)

lll.  Status of the Fishery

Stockwide

Across all stocks (GOM, SNE/MA, and GBK), the winter flounder fisheries are a fraction of their
historic productivity. Specifically, commercial and recreational landings have declined since the
early 1980s (Table 1, Figure 6). Landings are reported for the 2024 calendar year unless
otherwise stated.


https://asmfc.org/resources/stock-assessment/2025-gulf-of-maine-winter-flounder-management-track-assessment/
https://asmfc.org/resources/stock-assessment/2025-gulf-of-maine-winter-flounder-management-track-assessment/
https://asmfc.org/resources/stock-assessment/2025-southern-new-england-mid-atlantic-winter-flounder-management-track-assessment/
https://asmfc.org/resources/stock-assessment/2025-southern-new-england-mid-atlantic-winter-flounder-management-track-assessment/
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Commercial landings peaked at 18,279 mt (40.3 million lbs) in 1981, the highest since 1950, but
have generally declined throughout the 1990’s and 2000’s. In 2024, commercial landings were
859.7 mt (1.89 million Ibs), a 130% increase from 2023 landings of 372.9 mt (0.82 million Ibs). A
majority of the landings were taken in Massachusetts (98%; Table 2). It is important to note
that management action has impacted yearly landings as annual catch limits increased in 2011
and 2012, and a moratorium was in place for the SNE/MA stock between May 2009 and April
2013. (Landings source: NMFS, State Compliance Reports)

Recreational harvest was 25.2 mt (0.055 million Ibs) in 2024, a 66% decrease from 2023 harvest
of 75.2 mt (0.16 million lbs; Table 1). These recent recreational harvest values represent a
significant decrease from the 17,535 mt (38.6 million Ibs) caught in 1981. In 2024,
Massachusetts comprised the majority of coastwide recreational winter flounder landings, at
77.1%. Generally, the percentage standard error (PSE) values around each state’s recreational
data are very high (>50) and indicate very imprecise estimates (Landings source: MRIP).

Gulf of Maine

Commercial landings of GOM winter flounder have substantially declined since the early 1980s,
with recent landings being roughly 10% of harvest levels in the 1980s. From 1964 through the
mid-1970s, commercial landings were near 1,000 mt. Productivity peaked at nearly 2,793 mt in
1982, and steadily declined to 141 mt in 2010 and has remained low. In 2024, commercial
landings in the GOM winter founder stock were 161 mt. The 2024 estimate for total commercial
discards is 14 mt (Source: NEFSC 2025).

Recreational landings have declined significantly since their peak in the 1980s. During 2024, the
estimate for recreational harvest in the GOM was 23 mt. Recreational dead discards make up a

small portion of catch and were estimated at 0 mt for 2024 (NEFSC 2025).

Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic

Commercial landings of SNE/MA winter flounder generally declined throughout the time series
from 1964 to 2024, with periodic peaks and dips. After reaching a historical peak of 11,977 mt
in 1966 and then declining through the 1970s, total U.S. commercial landings again peaked at
11,176 mt in 1981. After 1981, SNE/MA commercial landings declined to 2,159 mt in 1994 and
then increased to 4,672 mt in 2001. Commercial landings have decreased since the 2001 peak.
Landings in 2024 were 76 mt, and total commercial discards was estimated to be 89 mt (Source:
NEFSC 2025).

Recreational landings of SNE/MA winter flounder peaked in 1984 and have declined
substantially since. During 2024, the estimate for recreational harvest in the SNE/MA stock was
2 mt. Recreational discards in 2024 were estimated at 2 mt (NEFSC 2025). The principal mode
of fishing is private/rental boats, with most recreational landings occurring during May and
June (Source: MRIP).

IV. Status of Research and Monitoring
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Amendment 1 to the Interstate Fishery Management Plan for Winter Flounder requires the

following research and monitoring activities by certain states:

e Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and New York are required to conduct annual surveys of
juvenile recruitment to develop an annual juvenile abundance index.

e Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, and New Jersey are required to conduct annual
trawl surveys to develop an index of spawning stock biomass.

In 2024, states with a declared interest in the winter flounder FMP conducted the fisheries-
independent surveys summarized below.

Maine

Maine Department of Marine Resources (MEDMR) conducts spring and fall bottom trawl
surveys in cooperation with the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department (NHFG). The
Maine-New Hampshire (MENH) Inshore Trawl Survey collects length, weight, maturity stage,
and age samples for winter flounder. In 2024, 4,081 winter flounder were caught with 357
taken for maturity samples during the spring survey. There has been an increasing trend in
winter flounder mean catch and weight in the spring survey, with mean weight at its highest
index to date, almost tripling since 2021. In 2024, the analysis of a backlog of 7,585 winter
flounder otoliths that had been collected since 2002 was completed. Age-length keys and other
ageing statistics are in the process of being created, with hope of publishing findings in 2026. In
the fall survey, 4,034 winter flounder were caught, but none were taken for maturity samples.
Winter flounder mean catch and weight have varied over time, but indices have remained
greater than the time series average since 2021, particularly in terms of weight.

New Hampshire

NHFG conducts an annual seine survey of juvenile fish in its estuaries from June through
November. Winter flounder encountered in the survey during 2024 ranged in size from 2.3 to
18.9 cm total length with a mean of 6.23 cm total length. The survey produces an index of
relative abundance for each species encountered using a geometric mean catch per seine haul.
The 2024 index value (0.65) for winter flounder increased from 2023 but is below the average
(1.08) since 1997; the index has been highly variable. In addition, NHFG has worked with
MEDMR since the fall of 2000 to conduct an inshore trawl survey off Maine and New
Hampshire. Winter flounder are regularly caught in this survey.

Massachusetts

The Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries (MA DMF) has conducted a biannual trawl
(spring and fall) survey covering MA territorial waters since 1978, except for in 2020 due to the
COVID-19 pandemic. For the GOM, fall survey abundance and biomass increased from 2023 to
2024, and percent occurrence remained the same at 100%. However, spring survey biomass
and abundance decreased from 2023 to 2024, while percent occurrence remained the same. All
indices were above their time series mean except spring biomass and abundance. The spring
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GOM indices depict a declining trend through about 2010, followed by an increasing trend since
then. The fall indices’ trends are more variable around the mean but show a steadily increasing
trend post-2000. Percent occurrence of winter flounder in the GOM surveys is very high;
routinely 100% with few exceptions in the spring and generally 90-100% in the fall.

For SNE, all indices decreased from 2023 to 2024 except for percent occurrence in the spring.
All 2024 indices were still below their time series means. The spring indices depict a steadily
declining SNE stock since the beginning of the time series, while the fall indices’ trends have
generally declined but are more variable around the mean. Percent occurrence of winter
flounder in the SNE surveys is much lower than the GOM, with the spring averaging 83% and
the fall only 36%, and both showing overall declining trends. Typically, the spring indices are
thought to be more representative for inshore surveys when winter flounder undertake
seasonal migrations to spawn.

From June 12 —July 3, 2024, MA DMF conducted the 49* Nantucket Sound Estuarine Winter
Flounder Young-of-the-Year (YOY) Seine Survey. The survey covers six Nantucket Sound
estuaries on the south side of Cape Cod: Great Pond, Waquoit Bay, Cotuit Bay, Lewis Bay, Bass
River and Stage Harbor. The 2024 pooled (all estuaries combined) winter flounder YOY index
(0.201 YOY / m?) is a decline from 2023 and below the timeseries mean of 0.245 YOY/m?.

To enhance habitat understanding, DMF continued its eDNA research in 2024, building on an
initial 2021-2022 pilot study with the Gloucester Marine Genomics Institute (GMGI). To build
on the initial pilot study, a dual eDNA-fyke net survey was initiated in Waquoit Bay in 2023 and
continued in 2024 to provide eDNA validation and direct observation of winter flounder
spawning status. Four fyke nets were monitored weekly from December to April, with all
flounder measured, assessed for reproductive status, tagged if above 12 inches, and released
alive. Biweekly water samples were collected from 13 stations for eDNA analysis by GMGI.
Catch peaked in January—February, aligning with active spawning, but sharply declined in
March—April. In summer 2024, DMF collected eDNA samples during its YOY seine survey in
Waquoit Bay in July, archiving samples for later analysis. eDNA analysis of 2024 Waquoit Bay
samples and submission of a manuscript detailing the initial eDNA pilot study are both planned
for 2025.

In 2024, DMF Fisheries Research and Monitoring continued to track movements of adult winter
flounder and document immigration, emigration, and residence time inside the Boston Harbor
estuary and movements around northern Massachusetts state and federal waters. Adding to
the 151 tagged Boston Harbor winter flounder, researchers conducted two tagging trips on
Gloucester and Scituate Massachusetts-based commercial fishing vessels and tagged an
additional 98 winter flounder. A 19-receiver array in Boston Harbor and a 40-receiver costal
array was maintained throughout the year. This array, along with Marine Fisheries Large Pelagic
Program’s array, provided comprehensive coverage of Massachusetts state waters and was
instrumental in tracking year-round movements of adult winter flounder. This information will
also be valuable to help inform future winter flounder time of year restrictions and will be used
as leverage to obtain future funding.



DRAFT FOR BOARD REVIEW

Rhode Island

Rhode Island Division of Marine Fisheries (RI DMF) conducts five surveys to monitor juvenile
and adult winter flounder in its state waters; spring and fall seasonal trawl surveys, a monthly
trawl survey, a Narragansett Bay juvenile finfish seine survey, a coastal pond seine survey, and a
coastal pond winter flounder spawning stock survey. The seasonal demersal trawl survey
samples 42 fixed and random stations in the spring and fall. The spring seasonal trawl survey
had a 2024 catch per unit effort (CPUE) of 2.55 winter flounder per tow. The survey’s values
remain very low and well below the time series median. The fall seasonal trawl survey had a
2024 CPUE of 0.34 winter flounder per tow, which is the lowest value of the time series thus
far. The monthly demersal trawl survey samples 13 fixed stations each month. CPUE from this
survey in 2024 was 0.83 winter flounder per tow; the index remains very low and well below
the time series median. The Narragansett Bay juvenile finfish seine survey samples 18 stations
once a month from June through October. The 2023 CPUE was 0.3 winter flounder per seine
haul, which was the lowest index value in the time series. The coastal pond seine survey
samples 24 stations in 8 coastal ponds from May through October. The 2024 survey had a CPUE
of 5.6 winter flounder per seine haul. The survey index remains low and below the time series
median. The coastal pond winter flounder spawning stock survey samples 6 stations with fyke
nets from January to May in Potter and Ninigret Pond. The 2024 survey had a CPUE of 4.0
winter flounder per fyke set, which is a slight increase from 2023, and near the time series
median. The overall trend in winter flounder abundance for all surveys indicates continued low
abundance of this species in Rhode Island waters.

Connecticut

Winter flounder have been monitored through the Long Island Sound Trawl Survey (LISTS) since
1984. Spring and fall surveys are conducted each year. The 2024 LISTS spring (April-May) index
(geometric mean fish/tow) for all ages of winter flounder was 2.18, the fifth lowest value in the
40-year time series (lowest value = 0.76 in 2017). Similarly, the 2024 spring index for age-4+
winter flounder was 0.41, the fourth lowest value in the time series. Connecticut Department of
Energy and Environmental Protection also conducts a fall estuarine seine survey that provides
an index of abundance for young-of-year winter flounder. The geometric mean fish/tow in 2024
was 0.53, which increased 47.2% from the previous year.

New York

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation has been conducting a small
mesh trawl survey targeting juvenile finfish since 1987. The weekly survey runs from May
through October in Peconic Bay using a small mesh sixteen-foot semi-balloon shrimp trawl. In
2024, the YOY CPUE of winter flounder from June through July was 1.29, the highest CPUE of
YOY since 2011. Two age-1 winter flounder were caught in 2024. No age 2+ winter flounder
were caught during 2024.

The Department also conducts a seine survey in western Long Island bays, which has been
ongoing since 1986, using a 200-foot % inch mesh seine. Sampling is conducted at multiple
stations twice a month within Jamaica Bay, Manhasset Bay, Little Neck Bay, Hempstead Harbor,
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and Oyster Bay from May through October. Winter flounder catch per seine for all ages,
aggregated for all 5 bays, was 3.816 for 2024. 846 of the total 851 winter flounder caught were
YOY, and 5 were age-1+.

New Jersey

The Bureau of Marine Fisheries has conducted an Ocean Trawl| program in nearshore ocean
waters since 1988. Winter flounder are most abundant in New Jersey during April, and data
from this survey cruise are used to develop an index of relative abundance in New Jersey
waters. Otolith samples have been collected from the Ocean Trawl Survey’s April cruise from
1993 to 2018, and all cruises since 2022. Age structures were collected from 112 winter
flounder in 2024.

V. Status of Management Measures and Issues

The Winter Flounder Management Board set status quo specifications for the 2023-2025 fishing
years. The recreational and commercial regulations listed in Tables 3 and 4 have remained
consistent since 2014. The TC’s 2018 commercial measures analysis indicates the SNE/MA
region is essentially a bycatch fishery. Any further restriction in measures would likely increase
regulatory discards and have a limited impact on fishing mortality. The Board intends to
continue to work collaboratively with the Council to determine the best path forward in
improving understanding of the biology of the winter flounder stock and determining the right
management approach for this depleted stock.

Conservation Equivalency

There is currently one conservation equivalency plan in effect, for the Massachusetts GOM
commercial winter flounder fishery, which was approved by the Board in 2024. Massachusetts’
Groundfish Consecutive Daily Trip Limit Pilot Program, initiated in September 2024, allows
participants to possess and land up to 1,000-lb of GOM winter flounder caught over two
consecutive fishing days with each day subject to the 500-Ib per day limit, with the goal of
improving the economic viability of the state groundfish fisheries in this area. The program
requires fishermen to hold a limited entry state waters groundfish permit and an annually
issued Letter of Authorization (LOA). Other program requirements include no more than one
limit is taken in a single day, and completion of a DMF-issued logbook of trip level catch. The
FY2024 program had a requirement that catch from the first day must be stored in a container
sealed shut with a DMF-issued tag; however, starting in FY2025, conditions were slightly
modified to no longer require each day’s catch to be sealed with a DMF issued tag but still to be
clearly and accurately labeled. The Winter Flounder Plan Review Team will continue to monitor
and evaluate this program through Massachusetts’ annual compliance reports.

VI. Implementation of FMP Compliance Requirements and De Minimis

10
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De Minimis

Amendment | allows a state to be granted de minimis status if their fishery constitutes less than
1% of the coastwide commercial or recreational landings for the preceding three years for
which data are available. A state that qualifies for de minimis status based on their commercial
landings will qualify for exemptions in the commercial fishery only, and a state that qualifies for
de minimis based on their recreational landings will qualify for exemptions in their recreational
fishery only. States that apply for and are granted de minimis status are exempted from
biological monitoring/sub-sampling activities for the sector for which de minimis has been
granted.

Request for de minimis status

New Jersey has requested de minimis status for its commercial fishery. New Jersey commercial
landings have remained well below 1% of coastwide landings for the years 2022-2024, which
meets the de minimis criteria.

State Compliance

All the states with a declared interest in the management of winter flounder have implemented
commercial and recreational regulations that are consistent with ASMFC’s Winter Flounder
FMP (Tables 3 and 4).

VIl. Research and Monitoring Recommendations

The 2025 Management Track Stock Assessments noted several data needs that would improve
future population estimates.

Gulf of Maine

e Additional studies on state survey gear efficiency

e Additional studies quantifying winter flounder abundance and distribution among habitat
types, especially within estuarine environments

e Consider applying year specific catchability estimates instead of averaging the full time
series

¢ Develop a state space analytical model to incorporate process error

Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic

e Additional studies on maximum age

e Improved recreational discard length information

e Investigation of localized structure/genetics of the stock

e Shift to the state space Woods Hole Assessment Model (WHAM) could provide the ability
to model environmental influences on recruitment and mortality, and help develop
more informed population projections

VIIl. Plan Review Team Comments and Recommendations

11
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e The PRT finds that all states implemented regulations consistent with the Winter Flounder
FMP.

e The PRT recommends several questions be added to the winter flounder compliance
report template for all states to help the PRT track how often overages occur on
commercial trips:

Gulf of Maine

o [Insert State] commercial fisherman reported landing winter flounder on [x
number of trips] trips, with [x number of trips] trips catching exactly 500 pounds
of winter flounder in 2025.

o [Insert State] commercial fisherman reported landing more than 500 pounds of
winter flounder on [x number of trips] trips, with a combined overage of [x]
pounds in 2025.

o No commercial fishing trips in [Insert State] exceeded 500 pounds of winter
flounder in 2025.

Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic

o [Insert State] commercial fisherman reported landing winter flounder on [x
number of trips] trips, with [x number of trips] trips catching exactly 50 pounds
of winter flounder/38 fish in 2025.

o [Insert State] commercial fisherman reported landing more than 50 pounds of
winter flounder/38 fish on [x number of trips] trips, with a combined overage of
[x] pounds/fish in 2025.

o No commercial fishing trips in [Insert State] exceeded 50 pounds of winter
flounder/38 fish in 2025.

e The PRT has the following comments and/or recommendations regarding Massachusetts’

CE program:

o The PRT recognizes the FY2024 Massachusetts compliance report only reports on
the performance of the program for a portion of year, as the program was not
implemented until September 2024, so there is interest on how it will perform in
its first full year.

o Inthe future, it may be useful to consider the types of socioeconomic data that
could be gathered to evaluate a CE program’s performance. For example,
socioeconomic data could be helpful to determine if Massachusetts’ CE program
is meeting the goals and objectives put forward by Massachusetts in their CE
proposal. The proposal stated: “DMF is making this request as a Conservation
Equivalency proposal on socio-economic and fleet greening grounds. The intent
of the pilot program is not to increase landings, such as a trip limit increase
would achieve, but to allow the fleet to achieve the current level of landings
more efficiently, both from a cost and emissions standpoint.”

o The PRT expressed some concern with Massachusetts dropping FY2024’s
requirement for each day’s catch to be sealed with a DMF issued tag, instead
requiring each day’s catch to be “clearly and accurately labeled”. Following the
meeting, Massachusetts clarified why the change was being made and that they
did not anticipate additional enforcement issues resulting from this change. Daily

12
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limits can still be adequately monitored and enforced through segregation,
labeling, and review of logbook information.

13
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http://www.asmfc.org/uploads/file/638e651b2022_FLW_SNEMA_RPT.pdf
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Figure 1. Estimates of exploitable biomass (30+ cm) for Gulf of Maine winter flounder between
2009 and 2024 as estimated from the fall MENH, MDMF, and NEFSC trawl surveys. (Source:
2025 Assessment Update of Gulf of Maine Winter Flounder)
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Figure 2. Gulf of Maine winter flounder exploitation rate between 2009 and 2024. The dashed
line represents the corresponding F-Threshold from the 2025 assessment. (Source: 2025

Assessment Update of Gulf of Maine Winter Flounder)
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Figure 3. Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic winter flounder spawning stock biomass between
1981 and 2024. The solid line represents results of the current assessment and the dashed line
represents results from the previous assessment. The horizontal dotted line is the SSB-target
and the horizontal dashed line is the SSB-threshold based on the 2025 assessment. The 90%
confidence intervals are shown in grey. (Source: 2025 Assessment Update of Southern New
England Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder)
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Figure 4. Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic winter flounder fishing mortality between 1981

and 2024. The solid line represents results of the current assessment and the dotted line
represents results from the previous assessment. The horizontal dashed line is the F-threshold
based on the 2025 assessment. The 90% confidence intervals are shown in grey. (Source: 2025
Assessment Update of Southern New England Mid-Atlantic Winter Flounder)
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Figure 5. Southern New England/Mid-Atlantic winter flounder trends in recruits (000s) between

1981 and 2024. The solid line represents results of the current assessment and the dotted line
represents results from the previous assessment. The 90% confidence intervals are shown in
grey. (Source: 2025 Assessment Update of Southern New England Mid-Atlantic Winter
Flounder)
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Commercial and recreational winter flounder landings.

Commercial and Recreational Winter Flounder Landings
Sources: State Compliance Reports, ACCSP, MRIP 2025
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Table 1. Coastwide commercial and recreational landings of winter flounder.
Source: ACCSP, MRIP.

Year | Commercial Landings (Ibs) | Recreational Landings (Ibs) | Total Harvest (lbs)
1981 40,281,800 38,658,240 78,940,041
1982 34,287,800 30,800,886 65,088,685
1983 33,762,300 20,270,442 54,055,083
1984 32,259,500 33,619,053 65,878,553
1985 24,169,500 36,044,271 60,236,129
1986 17,551,600 16,910,804 34,462,404
1987 19,900,600 18,267,160 38,263,989
1988 18,558,400 16,152,719 34,724,190
1989 15,403,400 11,984,077 27,388,876
1990 15,375,295 7,388,964 22,764,259
1991 16,755,114 5,879,856 22,634,970
1992 14,232,802 2,952,663 17,185,467
1993 11,618,074 3,556,271 15,184,307
1994 7,934,950 2,918,614 10,855,524
1995 8,869,168 2,752,809 11,621,978
1996 10,489,726 4,533,524 15,023,249
1997 11,774,996 3,369,650 15,164,882
1998 11,213,153 2,861,094 14,077,436
1999 10,219,341 3,323,925 13,543,267
2000 12,876,176 5,190,358 18,066,533
2001 15,274,384 2,961,872 18,236,255
2002 12,955,503 1,611,635 14,567,138
2003 12,986,593 1,967,619 14,954,212
2004 10,854,383 1,118,236 11,972,618
2005 8,074,650 575,650 8,650,300
2006 6,149,946 1,087,320 7,237,266
2007 5,882,975 677,000 6,559,975
2008 5,158,100 787,911 5,946,010
2009 4,877,566 715,732 5,593,298
2010 3,452,445 600,397 4,052,841
2011 4,593,883 805,448 5,399,331
2012 5,238,701 427,191 5,665,892
2013 6,054,017 191,785 6,245,801
2014 4,375,270 415,101 4,790,371
2015 3,752,672 336,896 4,089,568
2016 2,561,793 203,185 2,764,978
2017 2,347,429 428,764 2,776,587
2018 1,976,173 223,355 2,199,529
2019 1,286,817 87,074 1,373,891
2020 1,078,525 140,609 1,219,134
2021 991,501 112,676 1,104,177
2022 692,503 178,908 871,411
2023 822,502 165,969 988,471
2024 1,895,633 55,668 1,951,321
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Table 2. 2024 Winter flounder commercial landings and recreational harvest (A + B1) by weight
(Ibs) by state. “C” denotes confidential landings. (Source: State compliance reports, ACCSP, and
MRIP)

Commercial Recreational

State Pounds | Percent | Pounds | PSE | Percent
Maine C C 4,793 75.3 8.6%
New Hampshire 2,377 0.13% 2,420 | 57.9 4.3%
Massachusetts | 1,858,478 98.04% 42,941 | 68.4 | 77.1%
Rhode Island 26,988 1.42% 170 62.7 0.3%
Connecticut 2,782 0.15% 797 103.9] 1.4%
New York 1,842 0.10% 1,594 | 829 2.9%
New Jersey C C 2,953 | 57.8 5.3%
Maryland C C 0 - 0.0%

Total 1,895,633 55,668
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Table 3. Commercial winter flounder regulations.

Stock Size Seasonal Closure | Recruitment SSB Min. Mesh | De minimis
State Unit Limit | Trip Limit | (dates inclusive) | Assessment | Assessment Size Request
Maine GOM 12" 500 Ibs April 1 - N/A N/A 6.5” No
June 30
New GOM 12" 500 Ibs April 1 - N/A N/A 6.5” No
Hampshire June 30
GOM 12" 500 lbs Open all year N/A Bottom Trawl 6.5” No
Survey
May, Sept
Massachusetts - (May, Sept)
SNE/MA 12" 50 lbs Open all year YOY Seine | Bottom Trawl 6.5” No
Survey Survey
(June) (May, Sept)
Rhode Island SNE/MA 12" 50 lbs Open all year Narragansett | Bottom Trawl 6.5” No
Bay Juvenile Surveys
Finfish Survey
Connecticut SNE/MA 12" 50 Ibs March 1 - YOY Fall Long Island 6.5” No
or April 14 Estuarine Sound Trawl
38 fish Seine Survey Survey
New York SNE/MA 12" 50 Ibs June 14 - Small Mesh N/A 6.5” No
Nov 30 (for all | Trawl Survey,
gear besides fyke | Seine Survey
nets, pound and
trap nets)
New Jersey SNE/MA 12" 38 fish June 1 —Nov 30 N/A Ocean Trawl 6.5” Yes
(all gear except Survey

for fyke nets)

Feb 20 - Oct 31
(Fyke net)
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Table 4. Recreational winter flounder regulations.

Creel Size Seasonal Closure
State Stock Unit Limit Limit (dates inclusive)
Maine GOM 8 12" Open all year
New Hampshire GOM 8 12" Open all year
GOM 8 12” Open all year
Massachusetts
SNE/MA 2 12" January 1- February 28
Rhode Island SNE/MA 2 12" January 1 — February 28
Connecticut SNE/MA 2 12" January 1 — March 31
New York SNE/MA 2 12" May 31 — March 31
New Jersey SNE/MA 2 12" January 1 — February 28

24




From: ASMFC

To: Comments
Subject: [New] [External] New public comment for 2026 Winter Meeting
Date: Wednesday, January 7, 2026 7:33:35 PM

2026 Winter Meeting

Action Title
2026 Winter Meeting
Action URL
https://asmfc.org/events/2026-winter-meeting/
Name
STEVE Haasz

Email

shaasz@comcast.net
State

New Jersey
Comment

When are we going to be allowed to fish for more winter flounder you will never know how many fish
there are in the sandy hook nj raritan bay nj area if you leave it at only 2 fish. not to many people would
fish for 2 | think we should bring it back up to at least 5 fish per person.not only that but | think this is why
are fisheries for summer flounder has been depleting in this area.we go out in march for winter flounder
putting in chum log which atracks multiple species of fish.ever since you dropped it down to 2 fish
knowone is putting chum in the water.which is keeping fluke,weakfish bluefish and other fish from coming
in to these areas,to prove my point when the peanut bunker had a massive die off about 8yrs ago when
they needed 2 40yd dumpsters to cleanup keansburg beach .directly after that the fluke followed the
dead peanut to the area and the fluke where all over the place.at this point we are loosing fluke in these
bays and and rivers not only that but now spearing and killies are dis appearing. | geuss if you feed the
fish they will come .not chum no fish.thus is what | believe is destroying the Raritan Bay sandy hook bay
and shrewsbury area fishing.just remember you wouldn't go to a restaurant that has no food so why
would fish go where there's no food

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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From: ASMFC

To: Comments
Subject: [New] [External] New public comment for 2026 Winter Meeting
Date: Thursday, January 15, 2026 11:47:57 AM

2026 Winter Meeting

Action Title
2026 Winter Meeting
Action URL
https://asmfc.org/events/2026-winter-meeting/
Name
STEVE Haasz
Email
shaasz@comcast.net
State
New Jersey
Comment

Bring winter flounder 5 fish per person in nj you have no real evaluation of what's going on if knowone is
fishing for them

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

Spiny Dogfish Management Board

February 3, 2026
1:15-2:15 p.m.

Draft Agenda
The times listed are approximate; the order in which these items will be taken is
subject to change; other items may be added as necessary.
1. Welcome/Call to Order (J. Cimino) 1:15 p.m.

2. Board Consent 1:15 p.m.
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from May 2025

3. Public Comment 1:20 p.m.

4. Discuss Spiny Dogfish Accountability Measures Possible Action 1:30 p.m.
e Review Actions by NEFMC and MAFMC on the Spiny Dogfish Accountability
Measures Framework (J. Didden)
e Consider Complementary Commission Action (J. Boyle)

5. Set Specifications for 2026/2027 and 2027/2028 Fishing Years 2:00 p.m.
(J. Boyle) Final Action

6. Elect Vice-Chair Action 2:10 p.m.

7. Other Business/Adjourn 2:15 p.m.

The meeting will be held at The Westin Crystal City (1800 Richmond Highway, Arlington, VA; 703.486.1111)
and via webinar; click here for details.

Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries
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MEETING OVERVIEW

Spiny Dogfish Management Board
February 3, 2026

1:15 - 2:15 p.m.
Chair: Joe Cimino (NJ) Technical Committee Chair: | Law Enforcement Committee
Assumed Chairmanship: 8/25 Vacant Rep: Jack Chapin (MA)
Vice Chair: Advisory Panel Chair: Previous Board Meeting:
Vacant Vacant May 5, 2025
Voting Members:
ME, NH, MA, RI, CT, NY, NJ, DE, MD, VA, NC, NMFS (12 votes)

2. Board Consent
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from May 2025

3. Public Comment — At the beginning of the meeting, public comment will be taken on items
not on the agenda. Individuals that wish to speak at this time must sign-in at the beginning of
the meeting. For agenda items that have already gone out for public hearing and/or have had a
public comment period that has closed, the Board Chair may determine that additional public
comment will not provide additional information. In this circumstance, the Chair will not allow
additional public comment on an issue. For agenda items that the public has not had a chance
to provide input, the Board Chair may allow limited opportunity for comment. The Board Chair
has the discretion to limit the number of speakers and/or the length of each comment.

4. Discuss Spiny Dogfish Accountability Measures (1:30 - 2:00 p.m.) Possible Action

Background
e In December 2025, the MAFMC and NEFMC took final action on a framework adjustment
to the federal Spiny Dogfish FMP, which proposes several changes to overage
accountability measures. The framework will be submitted to NOAA Fisheries for review
and rulemaking (Briefing Materials).

Presentations
e Review Actions by NEFMC and MAFMC on the Spiny Dogfish Accountability Measures
Framework by J. Didden
e Consider Complementary Commission Action by J. Boyle

Board Actions for Consideration
e Consider complementary action

Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries




5. Set Specifications for the 2026/2027 and 2027/2028 Fishing Years (2:00 - 2:10 p.m.) Final
Action

Background
e The Accountability Measures Framework also recommended a commercial quota of
9,197,675 pounds for the 2026/2027 and 2027/2028 fishing years (Briefing Materials).

Presentations

e Review Council-Recommended Federal Quota for the 2026/2027 and 2027/2028 Fishing
Years by J. Boyle

Board Actions for Consideration
e Approve specifications for the 2026/2027 and 2027/2028 fishing years

6. Elect Vice-Chair Action

7. Other Business/Adjourn

Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries




DRAFT PROCEEDINGS OF THE

ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION

SPINY DOGFISH MANAGEMENT BOARD

The Westin Crystal City
Arlington, Virginia
Hybrid Meeting

May 5, 2025

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the Spiny Dogfish Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.



Draft Proceedings of the Spiny Dogfish Management Board — May 2025
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These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the Spiny Dogfish Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting



Draft Proceedings of the Spiny Dogfish Management Board — May 2025

INDEX OF MOTIONS
Approval of agenda by consent (Page 1).
Approval of Proceedings of February 4, 2025 by consent (Page 1).

Move to approve Technical Addendum | to Addendum VI, effective immediately (Page 2). Motion by
John Clark; second by Eric Reid. Motion passes by unanimous consent (Page 2).

Move to adjourn by consent (Page 2)

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the Spiny Dogfish Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.



Draft Proceedings of the Spiny Dogfish Management Board — May 2025

ATTENDANCE

Board Members

Megan Ware, ME, proxy for C. Wilson (AA) William Hyatt, CT (GA)

Renee Zobel, NH, proxy for C. Patterson (AA) Jesse Hornstein, NY, proxy for M. Gary (AA)
Doug Grout, NH (GA) Joe Cimino, NJ (AA)

Dennis Abbott, NH, proxy for Sen. Watters (LA) Adam Nowalsky, NJ, proxy for Sen. Gopal (LA)
Nichola Meserve, MA, proxy for D. McKiernan (AA) John Clark, DE (AA)

Raymond Kane, MA (GA) Roy Miller, DE (GA)

Sarah Ferrara, MA, proxy for Rep. Armini (LA) Michael Luisi, MD, proxy for L. Fegley (AA)
Jason McNamee, RI (AA) Pat Geer, VA, proxy for J. Green (AA)

David Borden, RI (GA) Rep. Brian Turner, NC (LA)

Eric Reid, RI, proxy for Sen. Sosnowski (LA) Allison Murphy, NMFS

Matt Gates, CT, proxy for J. Davis (AA)

(AA = Administrative Appointee; GA = Governor Appointee; LA = Legislative Appointee)

Staff
Bob Beal Caitlin Starks James Boyle
Toni Kerns Chelsea Tuohy Katie Drew
Tina Berger Emilie Franke Jeff Kipp
Madeline Musante Tracy Bauer Samara Nehemiah

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the Spiny Dogfish Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.



Draft Proceedings of the Spiny Dogfish Management Board — May 2025

The Spiny Dogfish 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, May 5, 2025, and was called to order
at 3:15 p.m. by Chair Pat Geer.

CALL TO ORDER

CHAIR PATRICK GEER: Good afternoon,
everybody. My name is Pat Geer; | am the
Administrative Proxy for the Commonwealth of
Virginia, and | am the Chairman of the Spiny
Dogfish Board today. Welcome, everybody,
happy Cinco de Mayo to everybody. Everyone
is all excited about that, I'm sure.

We have Kurt Blanchard and the ASMFC Law
Enforcement Partner is somewhere in the
room, if there are any questions to Law
Enforcement, and our expert, James Boyle to
my right. Before we get started, Bob has an
announcement.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ROBERT E. BEAL: Yes, just
before the Board gets started, | want to
introduce a new commissioner from North
Carolina, Representative Brian Turner is in the
back corner, waving his hand. He is the new
Legislative Commissioner from North Carolina,
appointed, | don’t know, Wednesday or
Thursday of last week, and re-wracked your
schedule and came up here for the next couple
days.

Please welcome him here, and welcome,
Representative Turner. | should have done the
same introducing Carl at the last meeting, but
Carl seems to have been around so long and
I've known him forever, so my apologies, Carl,
for not introducing you at the beginning of
Lobster meeting. With that, it’s all yours.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

CHAIR GEER: Welcome aboard, Sir. Okay, first
item on the agenda today is the approval of the

agenda. Are there any changes or modifications to
the agenda? Hearing none the agenda is approved
by consent.

APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS

CHAIR GEER: Approval of the proceedings from the
February, 2025 meeting. Are there any
modifications, changes or updates to that? Hearing
none; consent approval. Is there anybody here for
public comment? Anybody in the audience or
online? None online, moving right along. We're
going to try to, we do have one. Mr. Fletcher, you
have the mic.

PUBLIC COMMENT

MR. JAMES FLETCHER: This dogfish management
plan does not include the male stock that stays
offshore outside of 200 fathoms, and all of the
numbers that we’re dealing with, because there has
been no survey out there, are highly suspect.
Before the Commission gets in and puts in
poundage quotas, can somebody please explain to
an old person.

If you’ve never done a survey where the fish are,
you have information for satellite tags where the
fish stay. Can somebody tell me how we set a
qguota, because the science is not science. We are
not harvesting what are out there. By not doing
that, those fish, the male fish, have not been
harvested since the Russians left in the seventies.

They are putting pressure on all of our other stocks.
Can the management board or whoever try to help
industry get some male fishery going? | thank you
for your time, United National Fishermen’s
Association, | appreciate you letting me speak.
Thank you, Sir.

CHAIR GEER: Thank you very much, Mr. Fletcher. Is
there anyone else? Not seeing any, we’re going to
move on. We’re on to Item 4, which is Consider the
Technical Addendum. There were a couple of
language changes, and it was one mistake in one of
the coordinates that needed to be corrected. I'll
give the floor to James at this time.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the Spiny Dogfish Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.
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CONSIDER TECHNICAL ADDENDUM I TO SPINY
DOGFISH ADDENDUM VII FOR FINAL
APPROVAL

MR. JAMES BOYLE IV: Yes, this should be a
pretty quick presentation. At the winter
meeting in February, the Board approved
Addendum VII, with aims to reduce Atlantic
sturgeon bycatch by prohibiting overnight
soaks, by state spiny dogfish permit holders
using certain gillnet mesh sizes in specific times
and areas off of Maryland and Virginia.

However, Addendum VIl inadvertently had a
typo in the coordinates for one of the areas,
and did not include text from our Final Rule
published by NOAA Fisheries that specifies
which end of the mesh size range should be
included in the management measure.
Therefore, staff has drafted a Technical
Addendum to correct those errors.

For the first issue, there was a mistake in the
longitude of the northwestern point of the

Delaware and Maryland bycatch reduction area.

Instead of reading 75 degrees, 60 minutes west,
the longitude should be 75 degrees, 6 minutes
west. The correct value is displayed in decimal
form in Figure 1, which is included in both
Addendum VIl and in the federal action, 75. 1
degrees.

The second issue is regarding the mesh size
range. The Final Rule published by NOAA
Fisheries specifies that the range is “equal to or
greater than 5.25 inches, and less than 10
inches.” Whereas Addendum VI just says
between 5 1/4 and 10 inches.

Since the stated objective of Addendum VIl is to
maintain consistency with the federal action, if
approved the technical addendum will correct
the error in the coordinates of the Delaware
and Maryland Bycatch Reduction Area and
replace the text in Section 3 with the language
on the slide, which clarifies that the range
includes the 5.25 inch and excludes 10-inch
mesh. With that, the Board action to consider

today is the approval of the Technical Addendum,
and I’'m happy to take any questions.

CHAIR GEER: Any questions for James? Thank you,
James. Hearing none, do we need a motion for
this? John.

MR. JOHN CLARK: Sure, | was just waiting for it to
go up. Move to approve Technical Addendum 1 to
Addendum VII, effective immediately.

CHAIR GEER: Second by Eric Reid. Any discussion
on the motion? Okay, I'll read the motion in. Move
to approve Technical Addendum | to Addendum VIl
effective immediately. Motion by Mr. Clark;
seconded by Mr. Reid. Is there any opposition to
this motion? Hearing none, approved
unanimously. Anything else on the agenda? Okay,
James is going to give an update on the
Implementation Plan, I'm sorry.

MR. BOYLE: It’s not on the agenda, but just a quick
update on the Implementation Plans for Addendum
VII. We received plans from both Maryland and
Virginia before the Technical Addendum putting
issues in the Technical Addendum were raised.
We're just waiting on one more update from the
Virginia implementation Plan, and I'll send out an e-
mail for the Board to approve them once we have
that.

ADJOURNMENT

CHAIR GEER: Is there any Other Business to come
before this Board today? Hearing none; is there any
opposition to adjourn? So moved, this meeting is
adjourned.

(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 3:22 p.m. on
Monday, May 5, 2025)

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the Spiny Dogfish Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.
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Mid-Atlantic and New England Councils Take Joint Action on Spiny
Dogfish Framework

The Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council and New England Fishery Management Council took
final action at their respective December 2025 meetings on a framework adjustment to the Spiny
Dogfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP). The framework sets specifications for the 2026-2027 fishing
years and proposes several changes to accountability measures. The framework will be submitted to
NOAA Fisheries for review and rulemaking.

ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES

Currently, the Spiny Dogfish FMP requires pound-for-pound payback of any Annual Catch Limit (ACL)
overages as an accountability measure. Under the revised measures adopted through this framework,
ACL overages would be calculated using a 3-year average of total catch from all sources compared to a
3-year average of ACLs. In addition, payback amounts would depend on biomass levels as follows:

e At or above target biomass: No payback would be required for ACL overages. However, the
Councils would still consider management adjustments during the next specifications cycle to
prevent future overages.

e At or below 75% of target biomass: Full, pound-for-pound paybacks would be required and
deducted from the next available single-year ACL. If the stock becomes overfished, full
paybacks would be required until the stock is completely rebuilt.

o Between 75% and 100% of target biomass: The payback amount would be calculated on a
sliding, linear scale based on biomass level (for example, a 50% payback would be required
when the stock is at 87.5% of the target biomass).

These changes are intended to better align accountability measures with stock status and reduce
unnecessary economic impacts from variable landing limits and discards when the stock is healthy.

2026-2027 SPECIFICATIONS

The 2023 Management Track Assessment indicated that the spiny dogfish stock was neither overfished
nor experiencing overfishing in 2022. Although the stock is experiencing lower annual productivity,
stock levels were slightly above the biomass target in 2022. Projections suggest the stock could be
around 113% of its target biomass in the 2026 calendar year.

The Councils voted to maintain the current Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) limit of 7,626 metric tons
(16.8 million pounds) for the 2026 and 2027 fishing years. This ABC is slightly below the overfishing
limits (OFLs) for 2026 and 2027 and is aligned with advice from the Mid-Atlantic Council’s Scientific and



Statistical Committee (SSC). After accounting for expected discards, the commercial quota for both
years would be 9.2 million pounds, a slight reduction from the 2025 quota of 9.3 million pounds. No
changes were recommended to other management measures, including the federal trip limit of 7,500
pounds.

Spiny Dogfish Specifications for FY 2026-2027

Specifications 2026-27 (pounds) 2026-27 (mt)
Overfishing Limit (OFL) 17,822,148 8,084
Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) 16,812,432 7,626
Canadian Landings 8,818 4
Domestic ABC 16,803,614 7,622
Annual Catch Limit (ACL) 16,803,614 7,622
Management Uncertainty Buffer 0.0% 0.0%
Amount of Buffer 0 0
Annual Catch Target (ACT) 16,803,614 7,622
U.S. Discards 7,359,022 3,338
Total Allowable Landings (TAL) 9,444,592 4,284
U.S. Recreational Landings 246,917 112
Commercial Quota 9,197,675 4,172

Additional information about this action can be found here.
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Draft Agenda

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

Welcome/Call to Order (J. Hornstein) 2:30 p.m.

Board Consent 2:30 p.m.
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from October 2025

Public Comment 2:35 p.m.
Update on Convention on the International Trade of Endangered Species 2:45 p.m.
(T. Kerns)

Technical Committee Report on Board Tasks (K. Bonvechio) 2:55 p.m.

e Review of Aquaculture Plan Provisions
e Review of Florida Young of Year Survey

Other Business/Adjourn 3:30 p.m.

The meeting will be held at The Westin Crystal City (1800 Richmond Highway, Arlington, VA; 703.486.1111)
and via webinar; click here for details.
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MEETING OVERVIEW

American Eel Management Board
February 3, 2026

2:30-3:30 p.m.
Chair: Jesse Hornstein (NY) Technical Committee Chair: Law Enforcement Committee
Assumed Chairmanship: 10/25 Kim Bonvechio (FL) Rep: Rob Beal (ME)
Vice Chair: Advisory Panel Chair: Mitch Previous Board Meeting:
VACANT Feigenbaum (PA) October 28, 2025

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

2. Board Consent
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from October 2025

3. Public Comment — At the beginning of the meeting, public comment will be taken on items
not on the agenda. Individuals that wish to speak at this time must sign-in at the beginning of
the meeting. For agenda items that have already gone out for public hearing and/or have had a
public comment period that has closed, the Board Chair may determine that additional public
comment will not provide additional information. In this circumstance, the Chair will not allow
additional public comment on an issue. For agenda items that the public has not had a chance
to provide input, the Board Chair may allow limited opportunity for comment. The Board Chair
has the discretion to limit the number of speakers and/or the length of each comment.

4. Update on Convention on the International Trade of Endangered Species (2:45-3:00 p.m.)

Background
e The twentieth meeting of the Conference of the Parties (CoP20) of the Convention in
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) convened
November 23 to December 5 in Samarkand, Uzbekistan.
e At the CoP, the Parties adopted a Resolution On Trade, Conservation And Management Of
Anquillid Eel Species and rejected a proposal to include the genus Anguilla in Appendix II.

Presentations
e Update on CITES by T. Kerns

5. Technical Committee Report on Board Tasks (3:00-3:30 p.m.)

Background

e The Board tasked the Technical Committee (TC) with reviewing the criteria in Addendum V
related to site selection for aquaculture harvest under a Board approved plan for glass eel
aquaculture to determine if changes to the language or interpretation of these criteria
should be considered.

e Florida submitted a proposal to discontinue the young-of-year (YOY) sampling survey. In
October, the Board tasked the TC with evaluating the utility of continuing the Florida glass
eel survey and its contribution to the Commission’s management and assessment.
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e The TC met several times to discuss these tasks and develop recommendations to the
Board (Briefing Materials).

Presentations
e Technical Committee Report by K. Bonvechio

6. Other Business/Adjourn (3:30 p.m.)
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American Eel
Activity level: Medium
Committee Overlap Score: Medium (SAS overlaps with BERP, Atlantic herring, horseshoe crab)

Committee Task List

e TC-Board Task: Evaluate Floria Young-of-Year survey utility for assessment and
management

e TC-July 2026 review of Maine’s aquaculture proposal
e SAS —Summer 2026: Begin work for 2027 Stock Assessment Update
e TC-September 1%: Annual compliance reports due

TC Members: Danielle Carty (SC, TC Chair), Alexis Park (MD), Bradford Chase (MA), Caitlin Craig
(NY), Casey Clark (ME), Chris Adriance (DC), Chris Wright (NOAA), Ingrid Braun (PRFC), Jennifer
Pyle (NJ), Jordan Zimmerman (DE), Troy Tuckey (VIMS), Jim Page (GA), Kevin Molongoski
(USGS), Kimberly Bonvechio (FL), Mike Porta (PA), Patrick McGee (RI), Robert Atwood (NH),
Sheila Eyler (USFWS), Tim Wildman (CT), Todd Mathes (NC), Caitlin Starks (ASMFC)
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INDEX OF MOTIONS
Approval of agenda by consent (Page 1).
Approval of Proceedings of August 5, 2025 by consent (Page 1).

Move to approve American Eel FMP Review for the 2024 fishing year, state compliance reports, and
de minimis status for Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, District of Columbia, and Georgia
for yellow eel (Page 3). Motion by Heather Corbett; second by Steve Train. Motion approved by
unanimous consent (Page 3).

Move to direct the American Eel Technical Committee to evaluate the utility of continuing the Florida
glass eel survey and its contribution to the Commission’s management and assessment of the
American eel stock, and report back to the Commission at the next American Eel Management Board
meeting so the Board can consider exempting Florida from the glass eel survey compliance
requirement (Page 4). Motion by Erika Burgess; second by Doug Haymans. Motion approved by
unanimous consent (Page 6).

Move to adjourn by consent (Page 7).
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The American Eell Management Board of the
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
convened in the Ballroom East/West via hybrid
meeting, in-person and webinar; Tuesday,
October 28, 2025, and was called to order at
10:00 a.m. by Chair Kris Kuhn.

CALL TO ORDER

CHAIR KRISTOPHER M. KUHN: Good morning,
everyone. Welcome to the Atlantic States
Marine Fisheries Commission American Eel
Board. I'm calling this meeting to order. I'm
Kris Kuhn the Administrative Proxy for
Pennsylvania and current Chair of the American
Eel Management Board. This will be my last
meeting as Chair, and our Vice-Chair, Jesse
Hornstein from New York will be taking over at
the next Board meeting.

The Technical Committee Chair remains vacant.
Our Advisory Panel Chair is Mitch Feigenbaum
from Pennsylvania, and our Law Enforcement
Committee representative here to my left is
Rob Beal from Maine. I’'m joined at the front
table by Caitlin Starks of the Commission, and
we have a half an hour to consider two agenda
items, as well as hear public comments, and
consider any new business if there is any. Let’s
go ahead and get started, but before we do we
have a message from Toni.

MS. TONI KERNS: | just want to let the Board
know that Rick is online for Fish and Wildlife
Service.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

CHAIR KUHN: All right, thanks for that, Toni. To
begin this morning’s meeting is first the consent
item, approval of the agenda. Are there any
proposed modifications to the agenda? All
right, seeing none do we have any hands
online? The agenda is approved by consent.

APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS

CHAIR KUHN: The next consent item is approval of
the proceedings from the August 2025 American Eel
Management Board. Are there any edits to the
proceedings from the August Board meeting? Not
seeing any here in the room, any hands online? Not
seeing any; the August 2025 proceedings are
approved by consent.

PUBLIC COMMENT

CHAIR KUHN: Moving on to public comments. Are
there any members of the public either here or
online that would like to make comments
pertaining to items that are not on today’s agenda?
All right, not seeing any and there are no hands
online, so we’ll go ahead and jump right in. Moving
to Item Number 4 on the agenda, which is to
Consider Approval of the Fishery Management Plan
Review and State Compliance for the 2024 Fishing
Year. Caitlin Starks is going to lead us off with a
presentation. Caitlin, we’re ready for your
presentation.

CONSIDER APPROVAL OF FISHERY MANAGEMENT
PLAN REVIEW AND STATE COMPLIANCE FOR 2024
FISHING YEAR

MS. STARKS: I'll go over the American eel FMP
Review for the 2024 fishing year. I'll start with the
status of the FMP then the status of the stock,
status of the fishery, compliance review and the
Plan Review Team’s recommendation, as well as de
minimis requests. To start, these are the FMP and
addenda provisions that apply to all states with eel
fisheries.

All states are required to implement a young of year
survey and maintain regulations as strict or stricter
than what was in place before the FMP was
implemented. The FMP and addenda also require
trip level CPUE data reporting, allow for developing
a sustainable fishery management plan in order to
deviate from the fishery management plan
requirements, and also provide an aquaculture
allowance of 200 pounds of glass eel per state with
Board approval.
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For any alternative fishery management plan
the state must scientifically demonstrate it will
not increase the overall fishing mortality. For
glass eel fisheries the FMP includes the
maximum tolerance of 25 pigmented eel per
pound of glass eel harvest. It establishes
Maine’s glass eel quota, which has been 90,688
pounds since 2015, and it requires daily trip
level reporting.

Maine does this through their electronic
monitoring program, which allows them to
track landings from harvester to dealers and
export. Maine is also required to collect data
from the life cycle survey for all life stages.
Then Addendum VI was approved in May, and
this maintains the Maine glass eel quota, but
there have been no other changes to the FMP
requirements for glass eels.

For yellow eel the FMP requires a minimum size
of 9 inches and a 1/2 inch by 1/2-inch minimum
mesh size on eel pots. Addendum Il required a
recreational bag limit of 25 eels per day with an
allowance of 50 fish per day for for-hire
captains and crew. Addendum IV established
the coastwide commercial harvest cap for
yellow eel, which was updated by Addendum V
and also established the 10% overage per year
per management.

| just want to note here that the commercial
harvest cap will decrease to 518,821 pounds
starting in 2025 under Addendum VII. For silver
eels the FMP established a closure from
September 1st through December 31st, during
which no eel take is allowed except for from
baited traps or pots and spears. The Delaware
River was granted an exemption from this
requirement, but it is restricted to only 9
permits.

There have been no other changes recently to
these requirements. Maine is currently the only
state with an aquaculture plan and the first year
of that was 2019 and in 2024 200 pounds were
harvested for aquaculture in Maine, and Maine
has submitted proposals for 2025 and 2026,

which were approved for 200 pounds of glass eel,
and they continue to allocate that to American
Unagi.

Stock status for eel is based on the benchmark stock
assessment, that was peer reviewed in 2022 and
accepted for management in 2023, and the
assessment concluded the stock remains depleted
or at or near historically low levels due to a range of
factors. It also noted that the yellow eel abundance
has continued to decline since the last stock
assessment, and it does not provide an overfishing
or overfished status for eel. The board responded
to the assessment results through Addendum ViI,
which lowered that coastwide cap for yellow eel.
This graph shows the abundance index from the
benchmark assessment for yellow eel would be
upper and lower 95% confidence intervals. These
are the annual landings estimates dating back to
1950 for eel. The coastwide cap is shown by the
dashed blue lines starting in 2013 when it was
established through 2024, and next year we will see
that decrease in the cap from Addendum VII.

Commercial landings in the FMP Review are from
state compliance reports and so they are still
considered preliminary, but for 2024 the coastwide
yellow eel landings were about 284,000 pounds,
which is a 3.8% decrease from 2023 and that is 31%
of the current coastwide harvest cap. Landings
from Maryland make up 70% of that harvest and
the next highest harvest come from New Jersey,
with 11% in New York with 6% together accounting
for 87% of the coastwide total.

For glass eel Maine harvested 9,634 pounds of glass
eels in 2024 and South Carolina also has a glass eel
fishery, but their harvest is confidential. The PRT
reviewed the state compliance reports and they
found no issues with implementation of the glass
eel requirements. Regarding yellow eel provisions,
the PRT noted that New York has now implemented
regulations for a minimum mesh size that are
consistent with the requirements of Addendum llI,
resolving the issue that was raised last year.

For silver eel the PRT continued to note two minor
issues that have been addressed in previous years
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reports, which are that Delaware and Florida
have not implemented regulations preventing
the harvest of eels from pound nets from
September 1st through December 31st, but
neither state is aware of any active pound net
fishery.

Then the PRT noted one issue with regard to
reporting, which is that in the compliance
report this year Rhode Island did not provide
the CPUE for commercial harvest, harvest by life
stage or harvest by gear type, which are
required under Addendum lll. Then as of
Addendum VII, to qualify for de minimis status
for eel, a states average landing for the
preceding three years must be under 1% for a
particular life stage.

The de minimis requests this year are from New
Hampshire, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, D.C.,
and Georgia, and they all qualify for de minimis
status for yellow eel. The PRT recommends the
Board approve these de minimis requests. Then
additional recommendations from the PRT are
that the Board should reevaluate the
requirements that the states provide estimates
on the percent of harvest that goes to food
versus bait, as noted in previous years, just
given this information is not currently used.

The PRT continues to recommend the
Commission and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service work together to annually compare the
domestic landings data to export data for
American eel across all life stages. That wraps
up the FMP Review, so the Board action for
consideration is to approve the FMP Review for
the 2024 fishing year for eel, state compliance
reports and de minimis status requests. | can
take any questions.

CHAIR KUHN: Are there any questions for
Caitlin? Any hands online? Assuming there is
no Board discussion, if there is any let’s
entertain it now. All right; do we have anyone
prepared to make a motion? Heather Corbett.
Second Steve Train.

MS. HEATHER CORBETT: Move to approve
American Eel FMP Review for the 2024 fishing
year, state compliance reports, and de minimis
status for Massachusetts, New Hampshire,
Pennsylvania, District of Columbia, and Georgia for
yellow eel.

CHAIR KUHN: Okay, apparently, I'm really trying to
stick to our 30 minutes and go right past reading
the motion into the record, so now I'll take a
second. Steve Train. Steve, any comments? No,
alright, let’s go ahead and try and do this easy way.
Is there any opposition to the motion? All right,
seeing none; the motion passes by consent.

CONSIDER FLORIDA PROPOSAL TO DISCONTINUE
YOUNG-OF-YEAR SAMPLING

CHAIR KUHN: Moving on to Item Number 5, which
is to Consider Florida’s Proposal to Discontinue
American eel Young-of-Year Sampling and for that |
will turn it over to Erika Burgess, who is going to
provide us with an overview of the proposal. Erika,
the floor is yours.

MS. ERIKA BURGESS: Thank you, Mr. Chair, and |
will be brief, as brief as | can for the sake of the time
of the meeting, and I’'m happy to elaborate on
anything if there are questions. As Caitin just
reviewed, the FMP requires states to conduct
annual young of year sampling, and there was a
change to that requirement in Addendum VII, but
that was only to remove length and pigment survey
requirements.

Florida is requesting that the Board consider an
exemption to our state for the glass eel survey and
I'll present why. We have limited eel young of year
sampling locations in our state, based on the nature
of our coastline and lack of restriction areas or
checkpoints for eels. In the last two decades we've
identified only one location in our entire state
where we could possibly get glass eels, that is up at
Guana River Dam, which was put in place for a
waterfowl impoundment just north of Saint
Augustine, Florida.
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All of the locations in our state the eels have
grown past the glass eel stage by the time they
reach that. We’ve determined that passive gear
does not effectively sample glass eels and we
have instead looked into and are funding and
doing other eel sampling for other life stages
doing various methods.

When FWC chose to stop doing the glass eel
surveys directly, we contracted the University of
North Florida to do the annual sampling. In that
time period catches have declined to less than
20 individuals per year. That brings the cost for
each individual sample to over $700.00. We
have as an agency decided not to renew that
contract with the University of North Florida
and reallocated those funds to other American
eel research in our state to collect information
on age and growth, parasites and yellow eel
movement.

We are requesting that the Board consider an
exemption, but not straight out today. I'll offer
a motion instead to ask the TC to evaluate
Florida’s request and to provide the Board their
determination on the utility of Florida’s glass
eel survey before the Board makes a final
decision on that. We will in the meantime
continue to survey other eel life stages in
Florida, using those funds to support eel
research.

The University of North Florida has let us know
that they would like to voluntarily continue
some sampling, but it’s not guaranteed and it
won’t happen at the levels it happened
previously. They will be seeking funds
elsewhere to do that research at the University.
That wraps me up, so I'll pause for questions.

CHAIR KUHN: Any questions for Erika? John
Clark.

MR. JOHN CLARK: Thank you for the
presentation, Erika. Just curious, when you say
Florida is a huge state and I'm just wondering
how that could be the only spot to sample glass
eels, when we’ve seen in recent years there has

been a huge amount of glass eel smuggling coming
out of the Dominican Republic, other spots in the
Caribbean. Is it something where you can say that
Florida has looked for other spots and just not
found any place that it’s just a matter of access?

MS. BURGESS: Kim Bonvechio has been the lead on
our eel research with the Fish and Wildlife Research
Institute. She served on the Technical Committee
for 20 years. She has thoroughly investigated the
entire state looking for points, and because we
don’t have much barriers to fish passage there is
not a good single-point site to collect glass eels.

MR. JOHN CLARK: If I can just follow up for a
second. I'm just curious, because as | said, it’s a big
area. Have you seen, has it got anything to do with
the currents there? I’'m just wondering how they
could get so many of them in the Caribbean and yet
they are not going into Florida at that point.

MS. BURGESS: I’'m not an expert on the Caribbean,
so | can’t answer that, John.

CHAIR KUHN: All right, any more questions for
Erika? Any discussion on her presentation? | think |
heard, Erika, you’re ready to make a motion. Could
you read that into the record?

MS. BURGESS: Yes, | would like to move to direct
the American Eel Technical Committee to evaluate
the utility of continuing the Florida glass eel survey
and its contribution to the Commission’s
management and assessment of the American eel
stock, and report back to the Commission at the
next American Eel Management Board meeting so
that the Board can consider exempting Florida
from the glass eel survey compliance requirement.

CHAIR KUHN: Second by Doug Haymans. Doug,
would you like to provide any further rationale?

MR. DOUG HAYMANS: No, | just am supporting
Florida’s motion, having lived there for a number of
years. | understand their issue and am willing to
support it.
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CHAIR KUHN: All right, is there any discussion
on the motion? John Clark.

MR. CLARK: | certainly understand Florida’s
situation there. | was on the Technical
Committee years ago with Kim, and | know the
effort she put into find glass eels there. As we
know going back to when this requirement
went into the FMP back in, what was it 2000,
1999, many states have wanted to get
exempted from the glass eel samplings. Before
we go down this route, if we are to approve a
motion like this, | would like to add to it, or |
think we should add to it as a Board some
requirement that Florida, you know as Erika
said, Florida has said they will continue these
other yellow eel sampling programs. But | think
it needs to be actually put into writing that that
is part of their requirement is to continue the
other. I’'m just curious as to whether Florida
would accept the motion to be amended to
require some of the other sampling, they said
they would do.

CHAIR KUHN: Caitlin, you have a question?

MS. STARKS: | guess | just want to clarify Mr.
Clark’s intention here. Would your preference
be to amend this motion or to have the
Technical Committee report back on this, and
then if the Board considers exempting Florida,
based on that Technical Committee guidance,
make sure in that motion it would include a
requirement to continue alternative sampling.

MR. CLARK: Right, I'm sorry, yes, I’'m getting
ahead of myself here, because this is simply to
have the TC look at that. | would say that at
that point, just to put it on the record that |
would just like to see if the Board would, maybe
we don’t need a motion to do so, but just that
the Board acknowledge that Florida will be
required to do some eel sampling if the TC says
the glass eel sampling can be discontinued.

CHAIR KUHN: Saw another hand, Matt Gates.

MR. MATTHEW GATES: Erika, thanks for that
presentation. I'll support the motion on the board.
| think is the right way to proceed with a request to
discontinue monitoring is to have the scientific
community evaluate it. Thanks, nice job.

CHAIR KUHN: Is there any other further discussion
on the motion? All right; at this time, | will go to the
public to see if there are any comments on the
motion.

MR. MITCH FEIGENBAUM: My hand is up, Mitch
Feigenbaum.

CHAIR KUHN: Yes, Mitch, your hand is up.

MR. FEIGENBAUM: Yes, thanks Erika for the
presentation and my complements also to Kim
Bonvechio, who | know has been working hard for
two decades on eel science in Florida. | know the
motion wouldn’t have been made or this request
wouldn’t be made unless she really was unable to
find suitable locations.

My main comment is that | would appreciate if the
Technical Committee could communicate with the
Advisory Panel for input before making any final
recommendations to the Board. The AP had serious
discussion about the issue about the continuance of
YOY surveys when at the last addendum | believe
there was even a recommendation by the TC to
scale back or eliminate the YOY surveys altogether,
and the AP had strong feelings about that.

But we do understand that if you can’t find the glass
eels it’s pretty hard to do a survey. |did want to
very quickly comment. It's my understanding that
some state young of year surveys are not geared
towards glass eels, or at least in the past some of
the YOY surveys were actually targeting Year 1
pigmented fingerlings. | do wonder if that would be
a possibility for Florida to think about. Finally, I just
want to remind the Commissioners that years ago
Wilson Laney of the Fish and Wildlife Service, when
eel stock concerns were really a hot issue at ASMFC.
He and others worked together to make proposals
suggesting that rather than having statewide YOY
surveys going forward that the Board consider the
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possibility of creating really just two, three or
four, small handful of coastwide surveys, you
know representative of different regions.

| think that we would be well served to have
three or four young of year surveys that are
really robust bringing in big numbers or able to
catch good numbers per year, rather than a
greater number of surveys that may be of lesser
quality. These are topics we would be happy to
talk; | know the AP would like to share its
thoughts with the AP and we will appreciate
that opportunity.

CHAIR KUHN: Okay, thank you, Mitch. Mitch
indicated that he would like the AP to be
involved in the review of this proposal. If that is
to occur, the Board would need to direct the AP
to do so. Do we need a motion on that? Is
there anybody in opposition? We don’t need a
motion on it, but is there any opposition to
having the AP weigh in on this proposal?

Seeing none; so, we can move to, | believe a
decision point on this proposal. Are there any
oppositions to the proposal? All right, the
motion passes by consent. That wraps up our
business on the agenda.

OTHER BUSINESS

CHAIR KUHN: Is there any other business to
come before the American Eel Board today?
John Clark.

MR. CLARK: It’s not really other business, | was
just wondering if we can get an update on
what’s going on with the CITES process.

CHAIR KUHN: Yes, Caitlin.

CITES UPDATE

MS. STARKS: Nothing new has happened since
our last meeting. The CITES meeting is still
scheduled for November/December of this
year, at which point they will consider whether
to list American eel under CITES Appendix Il or
really any appendix at this point. We do not

have an indication from the U.S. on its vote on that,
so | can’t really provide any additional updates until
later on. There was a comment period, if this is part
of your interest, on whether or not.

MR. CLARK: If | could just interrupt for a second,
Caitlin. That is the part | was curious about. Who
votes? How many nations vote on the CITES
proposal? Is this going to be a big operation?

MS. STARKS: All of the parties to CITES, but | do not
know how many exactly there are. There are only
two countries that are not parties to CITES is what
Toni is saying, so a lot. | guess | will add that the
proposal that was put forward by the EU did include
a delay in when the listing would go into effect, so it
wouldn’t be immediate, it would be, | believe 18
months | think, was the delay that they had in their
proposal. If they did approve the EU proposal as is,
it wouldn’t be until 2027 that it would go into place.

CHAIR KUHN: I’'m going to go online to Mitch
Feigenbaum.

MR. FEIGENBAUM: Yes, | see the time, I'll be really
quick. Ijust wanted to share on this topic. Caitlin is
being a little bit modest. Since the last ASMFC
meeting the Fish and Wildlife Service actually had a
public session to take comment on the CITES
proposal. As good fortune would have it, Caitlin
was the first person in D.C. to put her name on the
list to speak that day, and | was second.

Although the input session was geared to multiple
species of flora and fauna that are being proposed
for CITES listing, in fact the first 10 or 15 minutes of
public comment from Caitlin and | were devoted
singularly to the question of eel populations, and
we definitely had the attention of the new Fish and
Wildlife Service Director, as well as his two chiefs
that were accompanying him at that meeting.

| definitely feel that Caitlin did a great job conveying
the views of the Commission, and | was glad to be
there to hear that and to offer some views myself.
We really, | feel did a great job educating the
Service in a short period of time about the
importance of this issue. Well done, Caitlin.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Eel Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.
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CHAIR KUHN: Thanks for that update, Mitch,
and appreciate Caitlin and Mitch’s participation
in the comment period. Back to John Clark, one
more comment.

MR. CLARK: If | could just make another real
brief question. | just wondered if Maine could
give us an update on the American Unagi
bankruptcy and how that will affect the
aquaculture plan going forward.

MS. MEGAN WARE: | don’t have any
information to share, John. | probably know
just as much as you do from the news, sorry.

ADJOURNMENT

CHAIR KUHN: All right, so | think that wraps up
the business to the American Eel Management
Board here this morning. Do we have a motion
to adjourn? Doug Grout. Second, Ray Kane.
Okay, We're not quite adjourned yet. | was just
made aware that we have a hand online that
may speak to John Clark’s question. Sara
Rademaker.

MS. SARA RADEMAKER: Sara Rademaker with
American Unagi. Just an update, as far as
American Unagi. We're proceeding with a sale
of the company and the business is continuing
operations. | expect under new ownership that
applications under the company will continue
for the aquaculture quota.

CHAIR KUHN: All right, thank you, Sara. We
had a motion to adjourn and a second, so this
meeting is now adjourned.

(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 10:30
a.m. on Tuesday, October 28, 2025)

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the American Eel Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: American Eel Management Board
FROM: American Eel Technical Committee
DATE: January 19, 2026

SUBJECT: Technical Committee Guidance on Interpretation of Addendum V Aquaculture Site
Selection Criteria

Background

The American Eel Fishery Management Plan (FMP) allows for states and jurisdictions to develop
Plans to allow glass eel collection for aquaculture purposes. Under an approved Aquaculture
Plan, states and jurisdictions may harvest a maximum of 200 pounds of glass eels annually from
within their waters for use in domestic aquaculture facilities. Addendum V added the following
language to the aquaculture plan provisions related to the selection of sites for aquaculture
harvest:

“Site selection for harvest will be an important consideration for applicants and
reviewers. Suitable harvest locations will be evaluated with a preference to
locations that have:

1. Established or proposed glass eel monitoring;

2. Are favorable to law enforcement; and

3. Watershed characteristics that are prone to relatively high mortality rates.

Watersheds known to have features (ex. impassible dams, limited area of upstream
habitat, limited water quality of upstream habitat, and hydropower mortality) that would
be expected to cause lower eel productivity and/or higher glass eel mortality will be
preferred targets for glass eel harvest. This is not an exclusive requirement, because there
will be coastal regions with interest in eel aquaculture where preferred watershed
features do not occur or are not easily demonstrated. In all cases, the applicant should
demonstrate the above three interests were prioritized and considered.”

The Board tasked the American Eel Technical Committee (TC) with reviewing the criteria in
Addendum V to determine if changes to the language or interpretation of these criteria should
be considered.

Recommendations

The TC does not recommend any changes to the FMP provisions for Aquaculture Plans.
However, the TC provided the following guidance for interpreting the site selection criteria
when evaluating proposed plans and making recommendations for Board approval.

M26-02
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With regard to Criterion 1, the TC notes that the consideration of glass eel monitoring
efforts in site selection may vary depending on whether a site proposed for aquaculture
harvest also has commercial glass eel harvest. In sites where glass eel commercial
harvest is already occurring, there could be concerns about that harvest impacting
monitoring efforts. Thus, aguaculture site selection should also take the location of
monitoring efforts into account, and vice versa. In some cases, it may be preferable for
glass eel monitoring to occur at an alternative location.

Regarding Criterion 3, Addendum V states, “watersheds known to have features (ex.
impassible dams, limited area of upstream habitat, limited water quality of upstream
habitat, and hydropower mortality) that would be expected to cause lower eel
productivity and/or higher glass eel mortality will be preferred targets for glass eel
harvest.” The TC added that watershed characteristics that are prone to relatively high
mortality or that otherwise make the watershed unlikely to produce large numbers of
adult eels could also include steep gradients, multiple dams, or a small drainage area.

Overall, aquaculture proposals should include clear descriptions of how each of the
Addendum V criteria were considered and prioritized in selecting harvest sites.

The intent of the Addendum V language was not that all three criteria must be met for
the TC to recommend approval of a proposed Aquaculture Plan, but the information
provided in the Plan with regard to these criteria will be considered and used to inform
TC recommendations.
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American Eel Technical Committee Meeting

December 15t 2025
1:00 pm —3:00 p.m.

Technical Committee Attendance: Kim Bonvechio (FL), Ingrid Braun-Ricks (PRFC), Brad Chase
(MA), Casey Clark (ME), Caitlin Craig (NY), Sheila Eyler (USFWS), Corinne Flora (NY), Shakira Goff
(VA), Matt Lee (NH), Todd Mathes (NC), Pat McGee (RI), Kevin Molongoski (USGS), Jim Page
(GA), Alexis Park (MD), Eddy Perri (USFWS), Mike Porta (PA), Jen Pyle (NJ), Troy Tuckey (VIMS),
Ellen Waldrop (SC), Tim Wildman (CT), Chris Wright (NOAA), Jordan Zimmerman (DE)
Commissioners in Attendance: Erika Burgess (FL), Jesse Hornstein (NY, Board chair)

AP Member Attendance: Mitch Feigenbaum (AP Chair)

Staff: Caitlin Starks (FMP Coordinator), Samara Nehemiah (stock assessment scientist)

Discussion of Aquaculture Plan Criteria

The Board tasked the Technical Committee (TC) with reviewing the criteria for selecting
aquaculture harvest sites in Addendum V. In reviewing the Maine aquaculture plan in July 2025,
the TC felt some of these criteria were not met and that some of the language should be
reviewed. C. Clark of ME suggested that some of the language of the criteria as written may not
apply to Maine because there is already a commercial glass eel fishery in place. ME noted that as
a state they would still want to see recommendations kept coastwide but made some
suggestions on the criteria.

C. Starks noted that there are two options for addressing any concerns with the current
Addendum V language: 1) modify the language in the addendum, which would require a new
addendum, would be a longer process, and may not be necessary at this stage; or 2) develop a
TC memo that outlines how the TC recommends these criteria be evaluated in various scenarios.
There was large support for a memo instead of an addendum process, and the TC agreed to
draft a memo that clarifies the interpretation of the criteria in the addendum for the Board to
consider at its February meeting.

Criterion 1

ME recommended that criterion 1 (establish glass eel monitoring) be removed entirely for all
proposals for consistency. The TC discussed this suggestion and S. Eyler and B. Chase expressed
opposition to removing criterion 1. S. Eyler noted that this was an important criterion for
evaluating NC’s aquaculture harvest and that it provides an opportunity to collect more
information in scenarios where there is not a lot of information already. She suggested allowing
for caveats but not to remove this criterion entirely. B. Chase noted that the language of
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‘preference’ in Addendum V was intended to allow for exemptions and highlighted the need for
monitoring if states want to establish new harvest.

S. Eyler suggested that the criterion could note that glass eel monitoring should occur in the
jurisdiction covered by an aquaculture plan. So, if the state is already doing monitoring, then
nothing additional needs to be done.

There was also some discussion on what indices could be used for monitoring. M. Lee asked if
harvest in a system could be used in lieu of monitoring program to understand effects of
aquaculture. C. Clark thinks it could potentially be done but would require some further thought
and discussion. In the case of ME, most harvest for aquaculture is taken after the commercial
harvest, so there may not be a direct relation.

Criterion 2

ME recommended criterion 2 remain as is. This was generally supported and the TC did not have
much discussion on this criterion.

Criterion 3

ME suggested the following language for criterion 3: “Watershed characteristics that are prone
to relatively high mortality or that otherwise make the watershed unlikely to produce large
numbers of adult eels. Characteristics could include steep gradient, multiple dams, or small
drainage area.” This language suggests that high mortality of glass eels would lead to fewer adult
eels.

It was also noted that they see a lot of mortality through cannibalism in ME. B. Chase agreed
with the suggestions for criterion 3 put forth by C. Clark. He also noted that it could be
worthwhile to include language to suggest that one or two of these criteria can be relaxed if a
plan can demonstrate that harvest won’t have future impacts on stock recruitment.

T. Mathes provided an example for NC’s previous proposal, which was initially held to strict
criteria. In their proposal, they provided information on water quality and distance of water
bodies, among other variables. T. Tuckey suggested that future proposals be clear on why there
are high mortality rates in that system.

Other discussion

TC members also discussed the utility of YOY monitoring across states including the
management decisions that are made due to the YOY samples. J. Zimmerman asked whether
there is any information or support that can be put in the memo that help the Board and the TC
understand how monitoring helps drive management decisions. C. Clark suggested that fishery-
independent monitoring helps ME understand the bigger picture regarding eel population more
than harvest information. He suggested it helps inform seasonal changes (e.g., temperature) and
how that may affect glass eels at specific locations, and helps understand harvest impacts
through comparisons of locations with and without harvest. Overall, C. Clark noted ME’s
monitoring program is representative of the entire state dynamics, but that these programs
could be site-specific depending on the conditions of the system they operate in.



B. Chase noted that MA’s YOY surveys are fit into sampling for other surveys so that there is no
additional cost. He thought their survey did have value as a signal of recruitment failure and has
become an index of abundance in stock assessment. T. Tuckey also noted that in many of the
years throughout most surveys’ time series, programs have been monitoring eels under very low
abundance regime. Therefore, we do not have information about what recruitment looks like
when abundance is high and this should be kept in mind for long-term monitoring. Additionally,
the stock assessment shows that recruitment is highly variable along the coast and there is value
to having numerous sites along the coast to be able to understand coast wide trends.

Some members expressed interest in developing clarification on the monitoring requirements
going forward. Additionally, M. Feigenbaum noted that if the TC should have conversations
about the viability of the YOY surveys, the AP would like to participate in those conversations.

Consider Florida Proposal to Discontinue Young-of-year Sampling

K. Bonvechio gave a presentation on FL’s proposal to discontinue the YOY sampling. FL has only
one sampling site in NE FL (Guana River) that is free flowing at high tide, and she noted they only
collect glass eel with active gears (e.g., dip netting every 30 min) rather than passive gears. FL had
some concerns with the utility of this sampling program as they typically catch much fewer eels
than other states (<20 eels a year). Therefore, it was suggested that their catch rates may not
provide an accurate estimate of recruitment. Due to the high costs per eel, FL has prioritized
funding sampling efforts for other eel life stages that could potentially be more useful for
management. They noted that the University of North Florida (UNF), who conducts the survey,
did secure outside funds for the 2026 sampling season but this is not a guaranteed funding
source.

FL noted that they conduct other surveys (e.g., electrofishing surveys) that target other life
stages, which are provided to the stock assessment subcommittee annually, but their surveys
have not previously been considered in the stock assessment. E. Burgess added that there is a
strong financial strain right now and FWC’s evaluation is that there are better ways to invest their
money in eel monitoring.

There were some concerns raised about potentially losing this survey as it is the most southern
YOY survey along the coast. B. Chase noted that the index from this survey performed well in the
power analysis during the last benchmark but also recognized there is a high cost to FWC to
continue. A. Park would like to see the survey continued because of location of the survey and
because it could reflect more trends that are affecting this region that should be explored.

The TC also recognized that there are some reasons to discontinue the survey. Some TC members
recognized that it is difficult for a state to justify continuing a survey that isn’t producing
significant results. Additionally, members recognized that the high cost per eel may be
unsustainable without understanding the utility of the survey. GA noted that they also had a
survey that was ineffective, which they decided to discontinue for a more productive survey.
However, S. Eyler noted that surveys that see 0’s in their catches are not necessarily
unproductive and could highlight a trend in the area. J. Zimmerman was concerned about the
implications of coastwide monitoring requirements if the TC were to support ending a survey in



one state. TC members were interested in how FL's electrofishing surveys could be used to
replace information lost by the YOY survey.

Overall, TC members felt they needed more time to evaluate FL’s data given that it performs well
in the power analysis. Members suggested that the TC should look at the stock assessment
contributions and management use of Florida’s surveys compared to all coastwide YOY surveys.
B. Chase suggested the TC evaluate the stock assessment report to evaluate the impacts of the
coastwide surveys. Additionally, TC members suggested a data prioritization exercise to help
states better prioritize their sampling efforts going forward.

The TC decided to meet again to continue the discussion on this task and develop a
recommendation on FL’s YOY survey. Thus, the TC noted that it will not have a recommendation
at the February meeting.

Discuss Sampling Changes at Gardy’s Millpond

T. Tuckey discussed changes to YOY sampling at Gardy’s Millpond after a dam breach. The pond
now has two entry points for the glass eels. T. Tuckey asked for guidance on how to continue
sampling at this site as they have 25 years of data and wanted suggestions on whether they
should seek out another site along the Potomac River. However, it was noted that finding an
alternative site would be difficult.

The TC discussed the benefits of retaining this site, given the long time series. TC members
suggested looking for correlations of new two-entry site dynamics with historical data. It was
also suggested to install eel ramps below both "spillways". Overall, there was consensus to
maintain the data stream at this location, but to make note of the changes to the system and
potential survey impacts.

Elect TC Chair and Vice Chair

The TC elected K. Bonvechio as Chair with no opposition. K. Bonvechio will serve in this role until
the end of 2027.

There were no nominations for Vice Chair. C. Starks will follow up with TC members regarding
nominations for this position.

Next Steps

C. Starks will schedule a follow-up meeting in January 2026 to look at FL data and YOY surveys.
At this meeting the TC will look at the data considered in benchmark assessment, how data
sources were used in the assessment, how surveys rank compared to other YOY surveys, and
how similar YOY surveys are to other surveys in the region.

The TC will develop a memo regarding the aquaculture criteria. C. Starks will draft the memo and
send it to the group with a meeting summary. The TC will aim to have edits back by January 9™,
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American Eel Technical Committee Meeting

January 13™, 2026
9:00 a.m.—-12:00 p.m.

Technical Committee Attendance: Kim Bonvechio (Chair, FL), Alexis Park (MD), Brad Chase (MA),
Caitlin Craig (NY), Casey Clark (ME), Chris Adriance (DC), Chris Wright (NOAA), Eddie Perri (FWS),
Jen Pyle (NJ), Jim Page (GA), Jordan Zimmerman (DE), Kevin Mongoloski (USGS), Matt Lee (NH),
Mike Porta (PA), Pat McGee RI), Shakira Goffe (VA), Sheila Eyler (FWS), Todd Mathes (NC),
Wendy Morrison (NOAA)

Commissioners in Attendance: Erika Burgess (FL)

Staff: Caitlin Starks (FMP Coordinator), Samara Nehemiah (stock assessment scientist)

Public: Jason Dotson, Jeff Renchen

The Technical Committee (TC) met via webinar to continue addressing a Board task. The Board
directed the TC to evaluate the utility of continuing the Florida glass eel survey and its
contribution to the Commission’s management and assessment of the American eel stock, and
report back to the Commission at the next American Eel Management Board meeting so the
Board can consider exempting Florida from the glass eel survey compliance requirement.

Discussion of Florida YOY Survey

After reviewing information on the Florida YOY survey available from the 2023 stock assessment,
the TC asked questions about the survey to better understand the site suitability, issues, and
limitations, as well as other sampling efforts in the state that capture American eel.

FL noted that they have made extensive efforts to improve the YOY survey by trying other gears,
searching for alternative sites, but there are not any other viable options. They also commented
that sampling and collecting age data in other areas across the state is showing a healthy age
composition for yellow eels, which does not align with the trends in the YOY survey showing very
low numbers of recruits for a number of years. While the persistent low catches in the YOY
survey are suggestive of recruitment failure, other monitoring efforts do not agree with that,
which raises concerns about the ability of the YOY survey to accurately capture trends in
recruitment. FL expressed that they believe the long-term statewide electrofishing efforts
combined with age data would provide a better understanding of eel recruitment than the YOY
survey.

The TC discussed that the FL electrofishing data were reviewed for the stock assessment, but not
used for analysis due to sampling issues, but it was not clear what those issues were. To evaluate
whether these data could be used as suggested by FL, the TC agreed that it would be helpful to
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ask for input from the Stock Assessment Subcommittee (SAS). FL noted that they have a
standardized protocol for the sampling, and additional years of data that may improve the
usefulness of the dataset, along with age data.

One TC member pointed out the criteria for determining whether fishery independent data can
used in the stock assessment, which include that surveys should operate with gear that is capable
of catching American eel, and only surveys that operate during a time and place where American
eels are available for capture should be considered. The criteria also note that examining the
precision or proportion of zero catches of American eels in a survey can be tools for evaluating
this. Thus, the TC recommended that the YOY survey be analyzed for the proportion of zero
catches to compare it to this criterion.

Ultimately, the TC expressed concern with discontinuing the YOY survey without gaining any
other information. The TC agreed the following next steps should be completed before a decision
is made as to whether the YOY survey should be discontinued:

e Gather input from the SAS on the Florida surveys, including
o Utility of the FL YOY survey in terms of variability and power, and in comparison to
other surveys
o Impacts of not having the FL YOY survey data for future assessments
o FL electrofishing and age data and why they were not used in the recent
assessment
o Whether electrofishing data and age data can be used in the future to assess
recruitment; what could be done to improve the survey for eel assessment use
e Analyze the YOY time series to calculate the proportion of zero catches of American eels

It was noted that the YOY sampling will occur this season, conducted by the University of North
Florida (UNF). UNF has agreed to follow the state’s monitoring protocol for consistency, but the
amount of effort may be reduced. It was also noted that a stock assessment update is scheduled
for 2027, and as part of that process the SAS could do a deeper investigation of all YOY datasets
and develop recommendations for how they could be considered in the next benchmark stock
assessment.

While YOY surveys are evaluated in the stock assessment and used to understand local trends in
recruitment, they are not currently used for the development of fishery regulations in the
Commission’s management program.

Elect Vice Chair
The TC elected Jen Pyle as Vice Chair with no opposition.
Next Steps

S. Nehemiah will work with the SAS to complete a data request to Florida for their full YOY and
electrofishing datasets for eel. C. Starks will schedule a meeting with the SAS to review the FL
data and comment on possible methods for evaluating recruitment or abundance at other life
stages.



Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

Executive Committee

February 4, 2026
8:00-10:00 a.m.

Draft Agenda

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

A portion of this meeting may be a closed session for Committee members
and Commissioners only.

1. Welcome/Call to Order (D. McKiernan)

2. Board Consent
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Meeting Summary from October 2025

3. Public Comment

4. Update from the Declared Interests and Voting Privileges Work Group (R. Beal)
5. Staff Recommendation on Notifying “Actions” on Meeting Agendas (R. Beal)

6. Legislative Update (A. Law)

7. CARES Update (R. Beal)

8. Future Annual Meetings Update (L. Leach)
e November 8 — 12, 2026 — Newport, Rhode Island
e 2027 — South Carolina
e 2028 — Massachusetts
e 2029 - Pennsylvania

9. Other Business

10. Adjourn

This meeting will be held at The Westin Crystal City (1800 Richmond Highway, Arlington, VA; 703.486.1111)
and via webinar; click here for details

Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries


https://asmfc.org/events/2026-winter-meeting/

Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

Coastal Pelagics Management Board

February 4, 2026
10:15-11:45a.m.

Draft Agenda

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

1. Welcome/Call to Order (R. Beal) 10:15 a.m.

2. Board Consent 10:15 a.m.
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from October 2024

3. Public Comment 10:20 a.m.

4. Review and Consider Approval of 2027 Atlantic Cobia Stock Assessment 10:30 a.m.
Terms of Reference (A. Giuliano) Action

5. Review Next Steps and Timeline for Atlantic Cobia Management 10:50 a.m.
e Presentation of Specification Setting Process, Recreational Management
Measures, and Confidence Interval Approach (E. Franke)
e Provide Guidance to Cobia Technical Committee on Upcoming Tasks If Needed

6. Consider Approval of Atlantic Cobia FMP Review and State Compliance for the 11:20a.m.
2024 Fishing Year (E. Franke) Action

7. Consider Approval of Spanish Mackerel FMP Review and State Compliance for 11:25 a.m.
the 2023 and 2024 Fishing Years (E. Franke) Action

8. Update from South Atlantic Fishery Management Council on Spanish Mackerel 11:30 a.m.
Council Activity (C. Wiegand)

9. Review and Populate Spanish Mackerel Plan Review Team Membership 11:35 a.m.
(E. Franke) Action

10. Review and Populate Advisory Panel Membership (T. Berger) Action 11:40 a.m.
11. Elect Vice-Chair Action 11:45 a.m.
12. Other Business/Adjourn 11:45 a.m.

The meeting will be held at The Westin Crystal City (1800 Richmond Highway, Arlington, VA; 703.486.1111) and via
webinar; click here for details.

Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries
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MEETING OVERVIEW

Coastal Pelagics Management Board
February 4, 2026
10:15-11:45a.m.

Chair: Spud Woodward (GA) | Technical Committee Chair: Law Enforcement Committee
Assumed Chairmanship: 1/24 | Cobia: Angela Giuliano (MD) Rep: Capt. Scott Pearce (FL)
Spanish Mackerel: Vacant

Vice Chair: Advisory Panel Chair: Previous Board Meeting:
Vacant Craig Freeman (VA) October 22, 2024

Voting Members:
RI, NY, NJ, DE, MD, PRFC, VA, NC, SC, GA, FL, SAFMC, NMFS (13 votes)

2. Board Consent
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from October 2024

3. Public Comment — At the beginning of the meeting, public comment will be taken on items
not on the agenda. Individuals that wish to speak at this time must sign-in at the beginning of
the meeting. For agenda items that have already gone out for public hearing and/or have had a
public comment period that has closed, the Board Chair may determine that additional public
comment will not provide additional information. In this circumstance, the Chair will not allow
additional public comment on an issue. For agenda items that the public has not had a chance
to provide input, the Board Chair may allow limited opportunity for comment. The Board Chair
has the discretion to limit the number of speakers and/or the length of each comment.

4. 2027 Stock Assessment for Atlantic Cobia (10:30-10:50 a.m.) Action

Background

e A stock assessment for Atlantic cobia will begin in early 2026 with anticipated completion
and peer review in 2027.

e The Commission will lead the assessment process (Data, Methods, and Assessment
Workshops) and the SouthEast Data Assessment, and Review (SEDAR) will coordinate a Peer
Review Workshop (SEDAR 107).

e The Cobia Technical Committee (TC) and Stock Assessment Subcommittee (SAS) met in

December 2025 to develop draft terms of reference for Board consideration (Briefing
Materials).

Presentations
e Draft Terms of Reference by A. Giuliano

Board action for consideration at this meeting
e Approve the Terms of Reference for the 2027 Cobia Stock Assessment.

Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries




5. Next Steps and Timeline for Atlantic Cobia Management (10:50-11:20 a.m.)

Background

e With 2024-2026 Atlantic cobia specifications expiring at the end of this year and with the
upcoming stock assessment and revised MRIP data, there are potential management actions
and timelines for the Board to consider in the coming months (Briefing Materials).

e Perthe FMP, new harvest specifications for 2027 must be set by the 2026 Annual Meeting.
The Board can set specifications for up to five years.

e Perthe FMP, regional recreational landings are evaluated against recreational harvest
targets at the same time as the specification process.

e Other considerations include the stock assessment timeline, which is anticipated to inform
2028 management measures, and the revised MRIP time series expected in 2026, which
could change the current regional recreational allocations.

e Addendum Il also includes a provision allowing the Board to switch from the current rolling
average approach to a confidence interval approach for evaluating recreational harvest
against targets, if desired by the Board.

Presentations
e Overview of Next Steps and Timeline for Atlantic Cobia Management by E. Franke

Board guidance for consideration at this meeting
e Guidance to the Technical Committee on upcoming tasks if needed.

6. Atlantic Cobia Fishery Management Plan Review (11:20-11:25 a.m.) Action

Background
e State Compliance Reports were due on July 1, 2025.
e The Plan Review Team reviewed each state report and compiled the annual FMP Review
(Briefing Materials).
e Rhode Island, New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, Georgia, and Florida have requested and
meet the requirements for de minimis.

Presentations
e Overview of the Atlantic Cobia FMP Review Report by E. Franke

Board actions for consideration at this meeting
e Accept 2025 FMP Review and State Compliance Reports for the 2024 Fishing Year for
Atlantic Cobia.
e Approve de minimis requests.

7. Spanish Mackerel Fishery Management Plan Review (11:25-11:30 a.m.) Action

Background
e State Compliance Reports were due on October 1, 2024 and October 1, 2025.
e The Plan Review Team reviewed each state report and compiled the FMP Review for both
years (Briefing Materials).
e Rhode Island, New Jersey, Delaware, and Georgia have requested and meet the
requirements for de minimis.

Presentations
e Overview of the Spanish Mackerel FMP Review Report by E. Franke

Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries



Board actions for consideration at this meeting
e Accept 2025 FMP Review and State Compliance Reports for the 2023 and 2024 Fishing Years
for Spanish Mackerel.
e Approve de minimis requests.

8. Update from South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (11:30-11:35 a.m.)

Background
e The South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC) has been considering how to
respond to recommendations from the 2024 Mackerel Port Meetings as well as the most
recent Spanish mackerel stock assessment (SEDAR 78).
e InJune 2025, the SAFMC decided to postpone action until the revised MRIP time series is
available and to consider whether the next stock assessment could occur sooner on the
SEDAR schedule (Briefing Materials).

Presentations
e Update from SAFMC by C. Wiegand

9. Spanish Mackerel Plan Review Team Membership (11:35-11:40 a.m.) Action

Background
e Sara Pace from North Carolina and Chris McDonough from South Carolina have been
nominated to the Spanish Mackerel Plan Review Team (PRT).

Presentations
e Nominations by E. Franke

Board actions for consideration at this meeting
e Approve PRT nominations.

10. South Atlantic Species Advisory Panel Membership (11:40-11:45 a.m.) Action

Background
e Robert Hale from Georgia has been nominated to the South Atlantic Species Advisory Panel

Presentations
e Nomination by T. Berger

Board actions for consideration at this meeting
e Approve Advisory Panel nomination.

11. Elect Vice Chair (11:40-11:45 a.m.) Action

Background
e Spud Woodward’s chairmanship is ending in February 2026.
e The vice chair seat is currently vacant.

Board actions for consideration at this meeting
e Elect Vice Chair

12. Other Business/Adjourn (11:45 a.m.)

Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries
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Coastal Pelagics (Cobia and Spanish Mackerel)
Activity level: Moderate

Committee Overlap Score: Moderate

Committee Task List

e Cobia TC —develop recommendation for 2027 specifications; address evaluation
of recreational harvest against regional targets to inform 2027 recreational
measures

e Cobia SAS — Conduct 2027 stock assessment

e Cobia TC/PRT —July 1: Compliance Reports Due

e Spanish Mackerel TC/PRT — October 1: Compliance Reports Due

Technical Committee Members:

Cobia TC: Angela Giuliano (MD, Chair), Nichole Ares (RI), Zachary Schuller (NY), Jamie Darrow
(NJ), Catherine Wilhelm (VA), Melinda Lambert (NC), Justin Yost (SC), Chris Kalinowsky (GA),
Christina Wiegand (SAFMC), Michael Larkin (SERO)

Spanish Mackerel TC: Reuben Macfarlan (RI), Zachary Schuller (NY), Jamie Darrow (NJ),
Devon Scott (DE), Harry Rickabaugh (MD), Ingrid Braun-Ricks (PRFC), Catherine Wilhelm (VA),
Sara Pace (NC), Keyaira Morgan (SC), Jeff Renchen (FL), Christina Wiegand (SAFMC)

Plan Review Team Members:
Cobia PRT: Angela Giuliano (MD), Chris McDonough (SC), Emilie Franke (ASMFC)

Spanish Mackerel PRT: JA MacFarlan (RI), Chris Davis (VA), Sara Pace (NC nominee), Chris
McDonough (SC nominee), Britney Hall (GA), Marina Owens (FL), Christina Wiegand (SAFMC),
John Hadley (SAFMC), Emilie Franke (ASMFC)

Stock Assessment Subcommittee Members:

Cobia SAS: Amy Schueller (NOAA), Nichole Ares (Rl), Angela Giuliano (MD), Kevin Weng
(VIMS), Brad Johnson (NC), Justin Yost (SC), Jimmy Kilfoil (SC), CJ Schlick (SC/ASMFC)
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INDEX OF MOTIONS
Approval of agenda by consent (Page 1).

Approval of Proceedings of August 2024 by consent (Page 1).

Move to approve the Cobia Technical Committee methodology for developing recreational management
options to meet the northern region reduction. States in the northern region will select a set of measures
for 2025-2026 and submit implementation plans for Board consideration by January 1, 2025. States in the
northern region must implement the new measures by April, 1, 2025. If states in the northern region
cannot come to a consensus on which measures to implement, a virtual Board meeting will be scheduled
to select measures. (Page 12). Motion by Pat Geer; second by Joe Cimino. Motion passes by consent with 3
abstentions (SC, GA, FL) (Page 13).

Move to adjourn by consent (Page 18).
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The Coastal Pelagics Management Board of the
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
convened in the Capitol Ballroom via hybrid
meeting, in-person and webinar; Tuesday,
October 22, 2024, and was called to order at
12:30 p.m. by Chair Spud Woodward.

CALL TO ORDER

CHAIR SPUD WOODWARD: I’'m going to go
ahead and call the meeting of the Coastal
Pelagics Management Board to order. For
those of you that are online, this is Spud
Woodward; Georgia’s Governor’s Appointee
Commissioner and current chair of the Coastal
Pelagics Management Board.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

CHAIR WOODWARD: Our first item of business
is Approval of the Agenda. Are there any
modifications or suggested additions to the
agenda? Seeing none; we'll consider the
agenda accepted by unanimous consent.

APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS

CHAIR WOODWARD: You also have the
proceedings from the August, 2024 meeting of
this Board. Are there any corrections, edits,
modifications to those minutes? Any
opposition to accepting those minutes that are
presented? Seeing none; we’ll consider those
accepted by unanimous consent.

PUBLIC COMMENT

CHAIR WOODWARD: At this time, we open up
for public comment on any items for this Board
that are not on the agenda. Is there any public
comment from any one in the room? | don’t
see any, anybody online? We don’t have
anybody online, so we’ll move “along.”

UPDATE ON SEDAR 95 STOCK ASSESSMENT
FOR ATLANTIC COBIA

CHAIR WOODWARD: Our next item is an update
on SEDAR 95, which is our Planned Stock
Assessment for Atlantic Migratory Group Cobia,

and I’'m going to turn that over to Pat Campfield.

MR. PATRICK A. CAMPFIELD: This will be quick. Is
there a file we can put up, or should we just skip
that? In short, the Cobia Stock Assessment through
the SEDAR process had started, was scheduled for
completion about a year from now, November of
2025. On the pro side, a number of data webinars,
a look at life history data indices, removals occurred
over the summer.

Showing progress and perhaps new analytical or
modeling possibilities for getting creative with the
Cobia Stock Assessment. However, the lead
analysist from the National Marine Fisheries Service
and Southeast Science Center that was assigned to
cobia changed jobs and left NMFS, and so obviously
that puts a stop to the next steps in the assessment
to begin the cobia risk analyses.

In short, the bottom line is, the assessment will be
delayed at least a year, to be finished in late 2026 if
we wait for a new analyst from NMFS, with advice
to you all, to the management board in early 2027.
We recognize this is a significant delay, but with the
loss of that lead analyst we’re in a bit of a fix. |
think that’s all, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Any questions for Pat? Joe
Cimino.

MR. JOE CIMINO: More of a comment. We have
several species that are highly recreational
dependent, and as we talked about with black
drum, you know the importance of aligning these
assessments with the new MRIP data. | really don’t
see any value in pushing this assessment ahead of
newly calibrated peer reviewed MRIP estimates. |
realize that puts us in a hell of a spot, because |
think the terminal year of the last assessment was
'17,18.

We might potentially be looking at a decade out
from the terminal year of the last assessment. With
that said, | would fully support not fully going
through the assessment to peer review, until we get
the recalibrated MRIP estimates. But if there is
anything that the TC or Stock Assessment
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Subcommittee could recommend, as a way to
kind of gauge where we are in the effort of this
fishery, and provide some management
guidance. | would fully support that as well.

MS. EMILIE FRANKE: | guess just to respond to
that a little bit. | think the TC could, we’ll have
to meet in 2026 to talk about the 2027 through
up to 2031 specs, and in the past the TC has
requested additional projections based on the
old assessment from NOAA, but they weren’t
able to provide any. The TC could talk about
maybe any analyses they could do in the
interim, but | think it might be pretty limited.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Yes, | think everybody
shares your frustration, Joe. | know that the
demand seems to always exceed capacity. You
know we created a pretty high demand process
here, and feeding it with timely, trustworthy
information seems to be a challenge across the
board. This one, unfortunately, seems to be
falling into the same trap. | guess a question |
have is, do we have any idea of when it will be
staffed back up and the machine will go back to
turning again?

MR. CAMPFIELD: In communicating with Eric
Williams at the Southeast Center in the last
couple of weeks, they are going to put an
announcement out, he said in about a month.
But we'll see how it goes from there. | think
Eric’s suggestion was about a year from now,
fall of 2025 is when they would be hired.

Trained up familiar with BAM and some of the
other models that have been used for cobia
before. We might be able to plug into the
assessment process. That would be the earliest.
He also provided a caveat that it could take
another six months after that, depending on
who they hire.

CHAIR WOODWARD: What's our latest forecast
for the FES bias study results, if possible, | guess
changes in catch estimates from the past. Do
you have anything on that? I’'m trying to get at
what Joe is talking about. If we hit the pause

button, how long is that pause going to be, and
when would it be realistic for this Board to expect
updated stock status information and
corresponding catch level recommendations? I'm
not going to hold you to it, I’'m not going to make
you sign anything, I’'m just curious.

MR. CAMPFIELD: Others around the room may
have more authority, certainly from NMFS, and my
understanding is that pilot study will be finished
late 2026. Is that right? Again, that will be a while
before the essentially changed NMRIP numbers are
out.

CHAIR WOODWARD: | guess what it comes down
to, what is the comfort level in something like this.
We don’t have control over a lot of it, but what is
our comfort level in terms of, and as Emilie was
saying, | think your TC is going to struggle, the
information that they would be using to make
projections is getting pretty doggone stale. It's
going to be of questionable value.

We may not have a lot of choice in this matter, but
we may just be left at status quo for a while. But |
guess we’ll just see how this proceeds, and if we can
get anything that helps us have a better context for
where we are and where we need to be going, we'll
certainly try to do it. Any further questions of
comments on this? Lynn.

MS. LYNN FEGLEY: It might be in a side, but | know
we talked around the Policy Board or the Executive
Committee about the issues, sort of globally with a
dearth of stock assessment scientists. I’'m just kind
of wondering if there was any inkling, do we have
people coming out, are they going to get good
applicants? | mean I’'m just curious as it happens, if
we’re finding people to come up and take these
jobs.

MR. CAMPFIELD: I'll answer delicately that at least
for the Commission Stock Assessment Scientists, we
have a well-known pipeline or recruitment, various
universities, and population dynamics modeling labs
that we recruit from. It's been successful to date. |
think all of the stock assessment enterprises on our
coast and around the country pull from similar
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locations. But there is a pipeline, it’s not overly
abundant, but it exists.

CHAIR WOODWARD: All right, John Carmichael.

MR. JOHN CARMICHAEL: Then on the FES, we
got a presentation at the September Council
meeting and MRIP says they are still on track to
anticipate having the calibrated data finalized
spring of ‘26, so completing the study, doing the
analysis, and then calibrating things as they
need to. They are saying early 26 hopefully.

It sounds like the timing of this assessment
might be so close that you decide to wait and
get that new information in there. | mean if
they’re not going to have someone ready to
even start on it until ‘25, | would suspect the TC
and others would at least want to advance the
terminal year over where it is now, you don’t
want to go into the assessment three or four
years behind.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Jay.

DR. JASON McNAMEE: Yes, so the timing of the
recreational information. I’'m not kind of
factoring that in here, but | wonder, so Lynn’s
comment | thought was a good one, and |
wondered, has there been an attempt, so if
somebody left at NOAA there is potentially a
little slack in the budget there. | was
wondering, could NRP be put out to one of
these universities, just to have an assessment
done in the interim here. They can usually
operate pretty quickly, if you kind of set the
parameters up that way. Just trying to get
creative here. That’s a long time to go without
an assessment, and to use projections that are
that old is not great.

MR. CAMPFIELD: Yes, thanks for the creative
suggestion and idea, Jay. That has worked for
other stock assessments. | think we did that in
a similar fashion for weakfish a number of years
ago. | guess the question is, who pays for it. |
don’t know if we want to get into that this
afternoon.

But we did ask leadership within the Southeast
Science Center, and at least for their responsibilities
they said they are fast tracking this replacement
using their funds for those kinds of stock
assessment positions. That avenue has been
answered. But we haven’t explored it at the
Commission level for a variety of reasons.

CHAIR WOODWARD: 1 do have an offering plate up
here we can circulate around with the sign-in sheet
if folks want to make a donation. It’s a relevant
guestion, and I think back to Lynn’s comments is,
it’s not only the lead scientist, but it’s all the
supporting, you know cast of characters it takes to
pull off a SEDAR or one of those. | mean that’s the
other limiting factor is that additional supporting
capacity. Those folks are working at pretty high-
capacity demand too. We've set up a high demand
system, and we continue to struggle to feed it.

It means you’ve got to make difficult priority
decisions. | know it’s certainly the federal, that’s
the case, when you're dealing with multiple species.
| guess we’ll see if the Science Center is actually
able to get somebody on staff expeditiously, and
this timeline that John described, kind of it may just
sync itself up and we may be left not in a desirable
position, but in a necessary position, like the
aggregate of circumstances. Any, Bob.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ROBERT E. BEAL: Justa
guestion. Based on this conversation, we’ll go back
and try to find some options. Is it a better outcome
for the Board if we do wait until the recalibrated
FES numbers are out and the new data is out in the
spring, or if there is an option, | don’t know a
contractor or something in the interim, should we
pursue that?

In other words, what is a better outcome? The
concern is if we pursue a contractor of some sort,
and | don’t know where the funding comes from,
and that is completed, and that is before the new
data comes out through FES, then are we delayed,
pick a number, three years, until our next shot at
this? I'm just trying to sort of figure out what road
you want staff to go down, to try to make
something happen.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the Coastal Pelagics Management Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.



Draft Proceedings of the Coastal Pelagics Management Board — October 2024

| know there are pros and cons both ways,
obviously. Waiting until 27, you know a decade
out from the last read we had on the stock is a
long time. | don’t want to push really hard on
SEDAR to try to find another assessment
person, or something, to get this done early,
but then the Board is frustrated, because we
don’t have the new data in there. Just trying to
figure out which one we should chase down as
staff.

CHAIR WOODWARD: | think we’re all struggling
with that, because first of all, we don’t know for
sure when the FES bias study results and those
calibrations are actually going to be delivered,
so that is an uncertainty. Then okay, say we
found the resources to do something now.
Well, we’re still going to be plagued with
uncertainty, because of the time that has lapsed
between the last assessment and the terminal
years and all that. | guess the real question is, if
you find the resources you do something now,
you get results, you get catch level
recommendations, and then you may be facing
changing them a year later, you know based on
updated catch information.

Do you hitch your wagon to the Science Center,
hope they do the best they can, and we get it as
quick as we can. Then if we have to go back
and do something based on new data, then it
may fall to us to find the resources to do the
update to the assessment, in order to make
sure that we have the most current
information. I’'m kind of thinking maybe that,
but | will certainly defer to the Board. Lynn, and
then I'll go to Jay.

MS. FEGLEY: Somebody more steeped in
assessments, correct me if I'm not thinking
about this right. But it seems to me that given
the length of time, and this is a benchmark
assessment. It seems that the right thing to do
is do whatever we can to get the benchmark
completed, because if the methodology is
approved and the methodology is correct, then
once the updated estimates move through, it
seems as though an update could occur.

We don’t know what the recalibration is going to
look like. Maybe it will result in some sort of scaling
effect, | don’t know. But it seems like a benchmark
is a big deal. Maybe the better idea would be to get
it going, and then when those new data come in, it
might be a simpler matter just to run an update.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Jay, then I'll go to Doug.

DR. McNAMEE: I'm on Team Lynn on this one. |
was having the same thought; you know there is an
attribute here to kind of creating the assessment.
We could be kind of prescriptive there, if we think
we could confer with the Science Center. If there is
like a type of assessment that they are sort of
targeting in their assessment enterprise.

We could say that that is the type of assessment
that we want, and there is this attribute of it getting
built ahead of time, which the tool would then be
available moving forward. Then we can also
explicitly ask for explorations, with regard to the
recreational data. There is this sentiment that there
may be some bias one way or the other.

We put a term of reference in the RFP to say, we
want you to look into that, confer with the folks at,
I’'m blanking on the acronym, but the folks that run
MRIP, and kind of get a sense of hey, which way is
the bias on a species like this would you think?
Then have the person test in that direction, so we
get kind of a sense of the effect of that, but also
then, whatever the data looks like, it can just get
plugged in later. | like the idea of kind of pushing
forward if there is a way to do it.

CHAIR WOODWARD: All right, Doug, then I'll go to
you, Justin.

MR. DOUG HAYMANS: | guess my question goes
back several commenters. Just to clarify, we’re not
married to the Southeast Regional Center being the
lead, right? | mean if there is capacity within a state
or the Council or anywhere else, we’re not married
to the feds, waiting for them to hire somebody
before we can restart, right? Is there a reason why
it has to be feds?
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MR. CAMPFIELD: That has been the pattern
historically for cobia and Spanish mackerel,
menhaden notably for the Southeast Center,
but it is up to you all. It’s up to the Board and
the Commission to decide if you want to
deviate from that. Also, in the context of the
number of stock assessments that you all in the
states, and our assessment staff already
support. That is a heavy workload already, so it
has to be really thought through if you want to
add another assessment and take it out of the
NMEFS realm.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Yes, and I’'m going to play
the devil’s advocate here. If we release the
Science Center from this partnership, then we
might not ever get it back. | think it may be
important that we try to hold the line as much
as we can, and get them to continue to
contribute in support of our activities. But |
guess at some point you have to make the hard
decision; you know is that limiting to the point
that it’s putting us in an untenable position?
Joe.

MR. CIMINO: | don’t think we are at it, but one
of the added expenses would be to go to that
extent that we have done a few times of
actually paying for an independent peer review
and paying those folks for their time and all
that. It adds up quickly. | guess I’'m going to ask
Pat. I'm going to ask you a question here.

| see this somewhat as a data poor species,
right? | think if we did add fisheries
independent data, we probably could have used
some of that just as guidance, even without an
updated assessment. We don’t really have that.
You mentioned that things were getting started.
Do you have a feel of where this can go? To
me, | wasn’t even sure we would be passing
peer review, so | very, very much appreciate Jay
and Lynn’s comments.

| mean if we know we’re almost at a nonstarter,
you know we don’t have a great comfort level
of what we can do. | think we should be
exploring what to do, but to go all the way and

pull that trigger, and then say, a year later we get
the data that we need. I’'m not sure how
comfortable | am in that. Did you get far enough as
a group to say, what comfort level do you have on
an assessment that should be able to pass peer
review?

MS. ANGELA GIULIANO: Having been a member of
the Stock Assessment Subcommittee, | can say that
we had reviewed the available fishery dependent
data. One of the big hurdles with this assessment is
going to be an Index of Abundance. In the past they
had used the Headboat Survey, which even in the
last assessment they had to remove the last two
years because of the federal fishery closures. The
Science Center indicated we shouldn’t use that
survey going forward. We had been exploring a
couple alternatives.

The lead sort of index at that time was probably on
MRIP fishery dependent index, if we could
somehow figure out some modification to account
for technology increase and people through time
there has definitely been a growing interest and
ability to target these fish. That was about where
we were when we got the notice from the Center. |
think if we can develop an index, probably a similar
model to what was run last time could be
accomplished. If not, we would be exploring some
more data poor options.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Follow up, Joe?

MR. CIMINO: Yes, thank you, follow up. In that
case, if what we’re talking about is kind of like an
MRIP CPUE or some sort of MRIP based index. |
would say | would be happy to wait for the
recalibrated MRIP to get a full-on peer review, but
use that MRIP Index as guidance in the meantime,
and have that presented, maybe even a desktop
peer review by some folks like we’ve done with red
drum in the past as some guidance. | hate to put
forth all the effort and then a year down the line
say, well now we’ve got the recalibrated MRIP
estimates.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Bob, are you clear on that? It
sounds like we circled back around to, we’re sort of
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going to wait and see what happens with the
Science Center with their staffing. | mean we
are basically at a total standstill until that
person comes onboard. Basically, we're at a
standstill. It sounds like it’s going to be
important to know what we’re dealing with, in
terms of the inputs. | did see another hand.
Dan, go ahead.

MR. BEN DYAR: My question may not be able
to be answered, but just something to think
about. | know that we’re talking about conflict
of assessments and time limitability to be able
to conduct multiple assessments from even the
Science Center. Are we confident that that is
the only hurdle moving forward to getting it
started again is someone getting rehired, or a
year later from now are we going to find
ourselves potentially having to compete with
other assessments that have been started by
that time?

MR. CAMPFIELD: Thanks, Ben. In short, our
understanding from NMFS and the Southeast
Center is cobia remains a top priority. The
SEDAR Steering Committee, which sets the
schedule there up for the southeast meets
every six months. They will meet again late
winter. That will be the next opportunity to
confirm that, but everything we’ve heard since
the staffing change is that cobia remains a
priority.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Okay, | think we’ve got
general agreement that we'll let this play out as
itis. Just FYI, this Board will probably not need
to meet anytime in the near future. But we can
certainly figure out a proper venue to provide
updates on this, even if it is not a full Pelagics
Board meeting.

Maybe one of our other Policy Board meetings
or something, just keep everybody updated on
this. Everybody comfortable with that? Okay,
very good, we’ll move along.

CONSIDER 2025 ATLANTIC COBIA REGIONAL
RECREATIONAL MEASURES

CHAIR WOODWARD: Our next item is to Consider
the 2025 Atlantic Cobia Regional Recreational
Measures, and I'm going to call on Angela to give a
TC report.

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE REPORT

MS. GIULIANO: The first presentation | have for you
today as mentioned is on Potential Recreational
Management Measures for the Northern Region,
starting in 2025. Going back through time a little
bit. At the last Coastal Pelagics Board Meeting
Addendum Il was approved, and per Addendum |l
rather than managing the catches at a state-by-
state target level, we are now managing the
coastwide recreational harvest between two
regions.

A northern region that includes Virginia north,
which is allocated 68.7 percent of our coastwide
recreational quota, and the southern region, which
is allocated 31.3 percent. Again, these new
allocation harvest targets are under the current
coastwide quota of 76,908 fish on the recreational
side. An additional change with Addendum Il was
that we can now evaluate harvest against the
harvest targets for up to five years of data.
However, given the current regulatory changes that
occurred in 2021, for this we evaluated each
region’s average harvest across 2021 to 2023
against this target to see if reductions were
necessary in 2025.

This table shows first the recreational harvest
targets with the new allocation scheme for the
northern and southern region, starting with the
northern region. The new harvest target is 52,825
fish, based on the 2021 through 2023 average
recreational harvest we are about 10,000 fish over
the target, which means that the northern region
would be required to take a 15.9 percent reduction
to bring us back to the recreational harvest target
level.
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The southern region the recreational harvest
target is now 24,083 fish, and the average
recreational harvest over that 3-year time
period was 23,474 fish. Given that is under
target, the southern region can maintain status
quo management measures, either until a
management change is required with a
reduction or the completion of the CR95 stock
assessment.

In Addendum I, it specifies that in order for us
to implement this 15.9 percent reduction, we
currently within the region have to get all of the
states onto the same size and vessel limit.
However, seasons are allowed to vary across
the coast, due to the migratory nature of cobia
through the summertime.

The FMP also specifies that the minimum size
limit cannot be below 40 inches total length, or
36 inches fork length. If we look at our current
regulations, Delaware, New Jersey, New York
and Rhode Island are currently under the de
minimis regulations that were allowed in the
previous amendment or addendum, so they all
have a 37-inch total length size limit with a 1-
fish vessel limit and are opened all year long.

As an alternative de minimis measure,
Maryland and PRFC have matched Virginia's
regulations, which is a 40-inch total length
minimum size limit with a 2-fish vessel limit,
and a season that is open from June 15 to
September 15. It should be noted here that
Virginia’s regulations also are currently a little
bit more conservative, with only allowing 1 of
those 2 fish per vessel to be over 50 inches.

However, that regulation is not one that was
carried over to Maryland for the Potomac River.
The first step in all of this is basically for the
Technical Committee to develop methods to
address changing either size limits, the vessel
limit, or the season lengths to achieve that
reduction, or some combination of those
options.

As was used for other species as well as cobia in the
past, there is an inclusion we use to combine these
different reduction methods, in order to estimate
what the cumulative reduction would be, and this is
basically done so that we’re not double counting
fish, we’re not saving a fish with a size limit change
as well as the vessel limit change, but only counting
that fish once.

For all of these analyses, the MRIP data was pooled
for 2021, 2022 and 2023, again, because that is the
time period when regulations have been consistent
since the last changes. As | mentioned earlier, the
first thing with Addendum Il is that all states are
required to have at least a 40-inch total length
minimum size limit. That would require that
Delaware through Rhode Island increase their
minimum size from 37 inches total length to at least
40. The Technical Committee considered ways to
try giving credit for this increase in size limit.

But there just really wasn’t enough data. There
were only a handful of fish lengths collected by
MRIP for Delaware through Rhode Island in those
three years, and at least on the initial look at it, all
of the fish were over 40 inches already. There is no
credit given for that as far as we were able to
quantify.

The second part of this then was using the MRIP
length frequencies for all states in the region, or in
this case Virginia through Rhode Island to explore
the various size limit options. We're assuming all
states start at the minimum 40-inch size limit. We
did end up including both imputed and non-
imputed lengths in this analysis, due to sample size
issues again, and a much higher sample size with
using some of those imputed lengths.

These analyses do account for a 5 percent release
mortality for any new discards that occur as the
result of the right change. If the region decides to
implement a 1-fish vessel limit, this ended up
calculating what that reduction would be using the
Maryland and Virginia data. It should be noted here
the Potomac River, for those that aren’t familiar
with it, the landings estimated from that jurisdiction
end up either in Maryland’s estimate or Virginia’s
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estimate, depending on whichever side of the
river someone lands on and they are
intercepted.

Those are covered with just the Maryland and
Virginia MRIP data. But basically, we compiled
the MRIP trip intercept data to determine the
number of fish harvested per vessel trip, and
the number of anglers. When we did this, we
assumed that any trip that had previously
harvested two fish, that trip would still occur,
but they would just now harvest the single fish
and release the other one.

If the Board decides that they would rather
keep the 2-fish vessel limit for Maryland,
Virginia and PRFC, that means that the states
from Delaware through Rhode Island would
increase their vessel limit from 1 fish to 2 fish.
Again, there really wasn’t sufficient MRIP data
to calculate what that increase could be.

We've initially tried using methods used by
North Carolina in the past that had intercepts
where a fish was harvested, as well as released,
and we could now move one of the released
fish over as a harvested fish, but in this case all
of the intercepts if they harvested a fish, they
didn’t release any cobia.

Instead, what we’re presenting to the Board is a
range of options, assuming either a lower
bound where there is no change in the
Delaware through Rhode Island harvest
estimate with this vessel limit change, as well as
a kind of upper bound where we basically just
doubled the harvest that we have observed in
the past.

Then the average between those two would be
an increase of 1.3 percent. All the tables you’ll
see later do use this 2.5 upper bound scenario,
and that is really because it’s kind of a, | don’t
want to say worst case scenario, but it’s the
higher end of what we would expect. There
were really very few differences between using
the upper bound or average when calculating
options. The few that occurred are noted on

the tables when we get there. Lastly, for the season
methods, we calculated season reductions only for
the Maryland/Virginia/PRFC part of the region.
Again, we don’t have sufficient MRIP data for states
Delaware north. If any seasons are implemented in
those states, they are not credited for the
reduction. But again, the Addendum does say that
seasons may differ between states and regions.

Any reduction you see is just per season change
would be Maryland and Virginia only.

Similar to past changes in calculations, for the
Maryland through Virginia season reductions we
calculated that over the three years by individual
harvest date through the Wave, this is a little bit
different than what we do for other species, just
because of the short seasons and pulse nature of
these fisheries. There could be differences in catch
rates, either early in the season or towards the end
of the season.

It often only occurs for part of a Wave when
seasons may be open or fish are available. That’s
what was done for the reductions. As mentioned
earlier when we looked at the vessel limit change of
potentially Maryland through Virginia going to a 1-
fish vessel limit, it overshot that 15.9 percent
reduction.

We did look into the possibility of increasing the
season length to compensate for that. In this case,
we just calculated a daily catch rate based off the
number of days the season was open over that
timeframe. This does however, mean that there is
uncertainty due to those varying daily catch rates.

You know, if you're only adding a few days there are
going to be differences between weekend, week
days, that sort of thing, and this daily rate kind of
average was over all of that uncertainty. Before |
present options, the TC does emphasize the sources
of uncertainty and management considerations that
the Board should be thinking about as you
contemplate which management options to
implement.

The first of that being analysis assumes that fish
availability besides length frequencies, and the
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angler effort are the same in future years as
what we observed in 2021 through 2023. If any
of that changes we could see different results in
the future. Additionally, if cobia’s range
continues to expand, more fish could become
available to those northern states and harvest
an increase despite management measures to
reduce the harvest.

The TC also discussed certain states seeing
larger fish in general, particularly at the
northern part of the range. If some states do
primarily see a larger fish, any sort of maximum
slot limit could limit the available fish for
harvest. As | just mentioned, the season
expansion analysis assumes a constant daily
harvest, due to the lack of recent data outside
the current season, so that adds a little bit of
uncertainty when you’re looking to expand the
season.

The TC also had a long discussion about how
difficult large cobia are to measure on the
vessel, so it’s possible that if you’re having to
get a fish on the boat to check the maximum
size limit or a much higher minimum size limit,
there could be injury to the fish, as well as
resulting increasing dead discards. We also
used the 5 percent discard mortality rate from
the previous assessment, which | do not believe
invoked gaffing. The effect of gaffing may not
be fully captured in our assumed release
mortality rate.

Though it should be noted that at least in the
northern region, where Virginia makes up the
bulk of the harvest, Virginia has had a ban on
gaffing for cobia since 2021. The last thing the
TC wanted to note was regarding Virginia’s
current size limit, which only allows for 1 fish if
the 2-per vessel be over 50 inches.

As | mentioned, Virginia is the only state that
has this rule, and all of the length frequencies
we used for the analysis include this caveat with
the Virginia data. Unsurprisingly, most of the
data is coming out of Virginia, since that is
where most of the harvest is. It is unclear if the

Board would want to implement these criteria for
all states in the region.

If the provision is implemented for the entire
region, there is the potential for anglers to start
high grading. If the provision is removed in favor of
a slot limit, with the 2 fish vessel limit, you know
something like the 2 fish harvested up to 53 inches,
you have 2 large fish. There potentially could be
more harvest of those larger fish.

However, it should be noted that in the years we
looked at for ‘21 through 23, only about a third of
the Maryland and Virginia trips were limiting out at
the vessel level. Overall, it's difficult to quantify
what the impact of this regulation would be on the
rest of the coast. Moving into the tables next after
this slide, all of these management options are
estimated to achieve at least the 50.9 percent
reduction in the northern region. Each option has
three components, the size limit, the vessel limit
and the season for Maryland, PRFC and Virginia
only.

It should be noted this isn’t an exhaustive list, it was
kind of a summary list of what options we thought
were viable, but the Technical Committee can
provide other combinations of size limits and
seasons, if there is something particular the Board is
interested in. Splitting up across two slides, this
first slide, the first option basically is the one that
reduces the vessel limit to 1 fish, and allows for a
slightly expanded fishing season of about one week.
It maintains the 40-inch minimum size limit.

The second option keeps that 40-inch minimum
size, as well as the 2 fish vessel limit that is currently
in place for Maryland through Virginia, but reduces
the season length, either on the front end or the
back end of the 16.7, because if you reduce the
back end to August 25 versus reducing a season in
the beginning of the year at June 30, that is the 24.4
percent reduction.

Options 3 through 4 on this slide increase the
minimum size, as well as reduce the season length.
Then Option 5 raises the minimum size but
maintains the current Maryland through Virginia
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seasons and the current 2-fish vessel limit at 43
inches. On this last slide it gets into all of the
various slot options that the TC considered.

These top four options again, all have the 2-fish
vessel limit and maintain that 40-inch minimum
size limit. The first one is a slot limit needed to
maintain the current season dates, and then the
second through fourth options differ by
adjusting the upper size limit as well as the
seasons. Then these last two options on here
also increase the minimum size limit, as well as
put that maximum size limit on, but are able to
maintain the June 15 through September 15
season for Maryland through Virginia. Those
are the asks of the Technical Committee
prepared for your consideration today, and at
this point | can take any questions on the
methods, though | will say, Emilie will be
presenting timeline, so anything related to that
will come up next.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Thank you, Angela.
Questions for Angela on the TCs evaluation.
Jay.

DR. McNAMEE: Thanks, Angela, great
presentation. As | was reading the memo and
as you’re going through that, I'm like having
flashbacks to the Summer Flounder, Scup, Black
Sea Bass, it’s that kind of trying to cobble
together from scraps of data that you have, and
you guys did a nice job with it, so good job.

| think what | was wondering is, if you explored,
so I'll go back to scup, black sea bass and during
the most recent, | don’t know year, year and a
half, some modeling approaches to doing this
stuff have been investigated, so there is like a
super fancy, the RDM model that they run out
of the Science Center.

Then there was a simpler approach that was
proposed at the same time that just used gam
models. | wondered if you guys had explored,
there may not be enough data for the like the
fancy model, | think there is an updater to run
the gams, your modeling approach. Just to

offer why and suggesting this, you know when you
piece these things together, they actually interact.

You know if you change the bag and change the
season there is like an interaction between those
two things, which when you’re dealing them
separately it’s not accounted for. Maybe you did
account for it. We used to have this little equation
that we would kind of use, but | think a better way
to do it is through a modeling approach that is
integrating everything, so yes, thanks.

MS. GIULIANO: Yes, so currently the way we are
accounting for it is the little equation, which
essentially is looking at the overlap between these
percentages during that overlap. We have not
explored a modeling approach, | know I’'ve heard
that discussed for other species, but that has not
come up on the Cobia TC at this point. It could be
something to look into.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Any other questions for
Angela before | go to Emilie for the timeline. Seeing
none; Emilie, turn it over to you.

CONSIDER OPTIONS FOR NORTHERN REGION
RECREATIONAL MEASURES AND TIMELINE FOR
SELECTING AND IMPLEMENTING FINAL MEASURES

MS. FRANKE: | will just go over the potential
timelines. We had some questions from board
members on how this process would work and what
the timeline would be, so staff put together a
couple of possible timelines for your consideration,
but also this is a Board decision, so if the Board has
other timelines in mind, you know it is up to the
Board.

Again, this is a Board decision for these northern
region measures on when to actually select the
measures and what date in 2025 to implement
those measures. Just also a note, the Board can
specify that these northern region measures would
be in place for ’25 and ‘26, to align with our current
coastwide recreational quota, which is in place
through 2026. This first possible timeline would be
for the Board to actually select the northern region
measures today, and in that case the states in the
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northern region would submit implementation
plans by a specified date, and the Board could
review those implementation plans via e-mail
vote. The next possible timeline, Timeline 2
would be that the Board approve the TC
methodology today.

Then the states in the northern region could
take some time after the meeting today to
coordinate and consider the options, and then if
all the states in the northern region can come
to a consensus on which measures to
implement, the states could submit
implementation plans by a specified date for
the Board to consider via e-mail vote.

This would be if the Full Board was comfortable
with this approach of letting the northern states
come to that agreement outside of a Board
meeting, based on the suite of options from the
TC, and then providing their final
implementation plans to the Full Board. Then
the third possible timeline is similar.

States could take some time after this meeting
to consider the options, however, if the states
in the northern region cannot come to
consensus, then we would need to schedule a
full board meeting via webinar to vote on which
measures to implement for the northern region.
Again, if the Board has other timelines in mind,
that would be a Board decision, so happy to
take any questions.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Questions for Emilie?
With no questions then, Doug.

MR. HAYMANS: | know that we’ve talked about
this at previous meetings, but | want to make
sure | understand. Is conservation equivalency
for those states still in play after they agree on a
common set, or is conservation equivalency off
the table?

MS. FRANKE: Conservation equivalency is off
the table. Yes, as discussed for Addendum I,
you know the objective of this regional

management is to have the consistent vessel

and size limit, so states cannot deviate from
whichever set of options is selected. But the
seasons can vary, of course, but they can’t deviate
from the vessel or size limits.

CHAIR WOODWARD: Follow up, Doug.

MR. HAYMANS: Okay, | thought that was it, but |
wanted to make sure. But go back to that last slide
you had up. | want to make sure | understand what
that slide is saying. It's saying that if the northern
portion of this