
 

 

 
 
 
 

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 
 

Approved February 3, 2026 

 



 
Proceedings of the American Lobster Management Board – October 2025 

 

 
 

TABLE OF CONTENT 

 
Call to Order by Chair Renee Zobel ............................................................................................................................ 1 

Approval of Agenda .................................................................................................................................................... 1 

Approval of Proceedings from August 5, 2025 ........................................................................................................... 1 

Public Comment ......................................................................................................................................................... 1 

Consider 2025 American Lobster Benchmark Stock Assessment .............................................................................. 1 
     Presentation of Stock Assessment Report ............................................................................................................. 1 
     Presentation of Peer Review Panel Report .......................................................................................................... 12 
     Consider Acceptance of Benchmark Stock Assessment and Peer Review Report for Management Use ........... 19 
     Consider Management Response, if necessary ................................................................................................... 19 

Consider Reports from Gulf of Maine States on Industry Surveys and Meetings .................................................... 23 

Update on Joint Council Omnibus Alternative Gear Marking Framework ............................................................... 27 

Consider Approval of Fishery Management Plan Reviews and State Compliance for American Lobster and Jonah 
Crab for the 2024 Fishing Year ................................................................................................................................. 28 

Elect Vice-Chair ......................................................................................................................................................... 30 

Other Business .......................................................................................................................................................... 30 
     LCMA 5 Season Opening ...................................................................................................................................... 30 

Adjournment ............................................................................................................................................................ 30 

 

 

 

 



 
Proceedings of the American Lobster Management Board – October 2025 

ii 
 

INDEX OF MOTIONS 
 

1. Approval of agenda by consent (Page 1). 
 

2. Approval of Proceedings of August 5, 2025 by consent (Page 1).  
 

3. 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).  

4. 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). 

5. 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). 

6. 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).   

7. 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). 

8. Move to adjourn by consent (Page 31). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 
Proceedings of the American Lobster Management Board – October 2025 

iii 
 

ATTENDANCE 
 

Board Members 

Carl Wilson, ME (AA) 
Steve Train, ME (GA) 
Rep. Allison Hepler, ME (LA) 
Renne Zobel, NH (AA) 
Doug Grout, NH (GA) 
Dennis Abbott, NH, proxy for Sen. Watters (LA) 
Dan McKiernan, MA (AA) 
Raymond Kane, MA (GA) 
Sarah Peake, MA, proxy for Rep. Armini (LA)  
Jason McNamee, RI (AA) 
David Borden, RI (GA) 
Eric Reid, RI, proxy for Sen. Sosnowski (LA) 
Matthew Gates, CT (AA) 

Robert LaFrance, CT, proxy for B. Hyatt (GA) 
John Maniscalco, NY, proxy for M. Gary (AA) 
Scott Curatolo-Wagemann, NY, proxy for E. 
Hasbrouck, NY (GA) 
Joe Cimino, NJ (AA) 
Jeff Kaelin, NJ (GA) 
Adam Nowalsky, NJ, proxy for Sen. Gopal (LA) 
John Clark, DE (AA) 
Roy Miller, DE (GA) 
Michael Luisi, MD, proxy for L. Fegley (AA) 
Joe Grist, VA, proxy for J. Green (AA) 
Mike Pentony, NMFS

(AA = Administrative Appointee; GA = Governor Appointee; LA = Legislative Appointee) 
 

Ex-Officio Members 
 
Tracy Pugh, Technical Committee Chair Rob Beal, Law Enforcement Committee Rep. 

Staff 
 
Bob Beal 
Toni Kerns 
Tina Berger 
Madeline Musante 

Caitlin Starks 
Tracy Bauer 
James  Boyle 
Chelsea Tuohy 

Emilie Franke 
Katie Drew 
Jeff Kipp 
Samara Nehemiah

  



 
Proceedings of the American Lobster Management Board – October 2025 

1 
 

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.  I 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, I 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 I apologize if I 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 LCMA5 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, I am the owner and 
operator of the fishing vessel Skilligalee, been 
fishing for almost 50 years.  I wrote the letter for 
changing our seasons, and I 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, I 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. 
DR. TRACY PUGH:  This is a little bit long, it is 
actually kind of difficult to condense the giant stock 
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assessment into a presentation, so bear with 
me.  I 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 I 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 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.   
 
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, 
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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 US 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.    
 
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 
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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. 
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 
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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. 
 
I 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 
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 
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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 
dependency, the upper left here is Area 521, which 
is the Outer Cape Cod Area and then the upper right 
is 562, the bottom left is   526, and then 525.   
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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 
biomass on the right we have recruits.  These are all 
because of the fall surveys. 
 
Again, I 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 
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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 
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 
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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. 
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 
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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 
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. 
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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 I 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, I 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 
decline, and that is based on some of the other 
projections that we run.  That is everything I 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. I 
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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; I 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.  I 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, I 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. 
 
I 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.  I 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 
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 
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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 I 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 I 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.  I 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 
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 
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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 I 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 I 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.   
 
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.   
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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 I 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.  I 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.  I 
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 I 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 I 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 
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.  I 
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 
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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 I haven’t shown but are in the 
document, or in any of those surveys.  You 
know then we revisit that recommendation.  I 
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 
question is, yes, I 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:  I 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?  I 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 I 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 I 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.  I 
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.  I think this is directed, well it could 
be to either of you, I think.  I was kind of thinking 
about the changepoint and regime shift discussions 
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 I wondered, what I didn’t pick up 
on was whether or not that model has some of 
these state space attributes in them.  I think in my 
mind the concern about these changepoints and 
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being able to, like you only know the rearview 
mirror piece of it, and you don’t know where 
you are currently, I think. 
 
State space you kind of add in these random 
effects, you can solve that problem a little bit in 
it, also I 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?  I 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, I 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.  I thought the 
review and the exchange with the SAS was 
fantastic.  I went down to the Peer Review, and 
the collegial exchanges that I witnessed were 
invigorating to see the conversations going.   
 
It is 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, I 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.   
 
I 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.  I 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, I 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; I 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 
where the fishery has already observed that for a 
number of years.  I think we’ve got to like figure out 
how to move those two together, and I 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, I will reiterate what you 
said about the positive way in which this 
assessment and review occurred.  It was a pleasure 
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to be a part of, and I think it was an exceedingly 
collegial exercise.  I certainly enjoyed being a 
part of this, and I hope the SAS also found the 
reviews to be helpful for them. 
 
I 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.  I 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.  I 
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 question of, is that a bad thing or 
not?  I think there is that third exploitation 
abundance and reference point.  That does start to 
support the school, I 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:  I 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 I 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 I am trying 
to remember history before me.  But essentially the 
previous assessments and I 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. 
 
I think if I’m remembering correctly, the estimates 
for, yes 10% I think suggested that Southern New 
England could never be overfished, and the 
estimates for the Gulf of Maine indicated that 
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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.  I think that some of this is coming down 
to some of the uncertainties we have about 
growth and natural mortality.  I 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.  
I 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, I 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.  I 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, I 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, I think there are a 
number of things I 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.  I move to 
accept the 2025 American Lobster Benchmark 
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.   
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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, I 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. 
 
I 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.  I do have a draft motion around 
that that I 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:  I believe they have the motion 
here.  I 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 I 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 
XXVII and set aside the potential for gauge 
increases, at least for now.  I 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 I 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, I 
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.  I 
don’t know that we could do projections for 
effective exploitation.  I might have to punt that 
over to Jeff. 
 
MR. KIPP:  We could relate, sort of use an F in 
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, I 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 
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turn this around, or have the Board find a way 
to do that.  Thank you for the consideration. 
 
DR. PUGH:  I 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.  I 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 I 
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:  I think there is a little bit of a 
difference, Jeff, between your request and the 
motion we currently have on the board.  I just 
want to make sure that that clears up that 
confusion.  Carl’s motion is separate from what 
you are requesting. 
 
MR. KAELIN:  It is.  I was just trying to illustrate a 
question that I had in my mind about what the 
effects of setting aside the potential gauge 
increase was.  If it doesn’t fit here, I don’t know, 
maybe it doesn’t, but anyway, you know what is 
on my mind.  I was in the lobster fishery myself 
for a long time.   
I 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, I 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 I 
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.  I 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? 
 
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.  I don’t know if you can 
put this together, I would be impressed, but it’s 
begging the question, I 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 
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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 I 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, I think Jeff Kipp has a 
clarifying question. 
 
MR. KIPP:  Yes, I just wanted to clarify.  You 
mentioned you wanted to see the changes in 
exploitation.  But I 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, I 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 up in a 
lot of different areas, I understand.  I 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 I 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.  I 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.  I 
guess I am a little concerned it just kind of popped, 
you know doing that immediately, like right now 
let’s start.  I would like to see what we’ve worked 
on.  I think there may have even been a white paper 
that was produced or something akin to that. 
What I 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.  I don’t think I need a motion for that, but 
just offer it as a suggestion. 
 
CHAIR ZOBEL:  Yes, I will check width staff.  I don’t 
think you need a motion either, and everyone is 
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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.  I think 
we will be going from north to south here, if I 
recall correctly.  Get the first slide up and then I 
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.  I 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. 
 
We’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 I think this is a theme that you’ll 
hear from all three states. 
 
These are, I 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 
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, 
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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.  There is 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?  That is 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.  
I 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 I 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. 
 
I 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 
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. 
 



 
Proceedings of the American Lobster Management Board – October 2025 

25 
 

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:  I 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 I cough a little bit during 
this call, but I do have a drink here I 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.  In terms 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 I 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, 
LMA2 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. 
 
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.  But in LMA1 again, similar 
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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 LMA2 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. 
 
LMA3 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.  I 
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. 
 
CHAIR ZOBEL:  John Clark. 
 
MR. CLARK:  That was very interesting, the results.  I 
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. 
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CHAIR ZOBEL:  David Borden. 
 
MR. DAVID V.D. BORDEN:  To John’s point, it’s 
not only black sea bass it’s scup.  I 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.  I 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.  I can address that later, and I would be 
happy to address that later.   
 
CHAIR ZOBEL:  I can state that we’ve heard a 
number of different species listed as concerns 
over predation in our area, and I 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?  I mean my 
understanding in some of the north New 
England states v-notching rates have declined, 
and that has been from biological sampling.  I 
don’t know, maybe Carl, if that is erroneous, 
Carl, please correct my erroneous infraction. 
 
DR. WILSON:  I don’t think we’ve gone, at least 
in our moving around with the responses.  I 
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 I 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.  I 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.   
 
I 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; I am going to go to 
Caitlin for this next item. 
 

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 
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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 RFI 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.  I think 
with that we’ll have a quick update from Mike 
Pentony on that RFI. 
 
MR. MICHAEL PENTONY:  Thanks, Caitlin.  I wish 
I was there with you in person, but alas not to 
be.  I 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 I 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 I am going to go back to 
Caitlin for a review of the FMP reviews for lobster. 
 
MS. STARKS:  I 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, I think you all have been at meetings 
every quarter for the last year talking about 
Addendum XXX through XXXII, so I 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 
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 
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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.  I 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.  I 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, I 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.  I think 
the intention is to get a sense of how we can maybe 
redistribute the different needs by state, in order to 
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.   
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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, I 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, I 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 I 
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 I 
know it’s something that the lobstermen from 
all of LCMA5, New Jersey, Delaware and 
Maryland are interested in making this season 
change.  I assume that this has to be done by 
Federal Rule, since it is in Federal water, so I 
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, I 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, I think back in 2012, 2013 
timeframe.   
 
I 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 I 
wanted to explicitly address.  I 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. 
 

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 I will take a motion to 
adjourn, Steve Train, seconded by Doug Grout.  We 
are adjourned, thank you very much. 
 
(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m. on 

Monday, October 27, 2025) 


