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MEETING OVERVIEW 

 
Coastal Pelagics Management Board 

August 5, 2026 
11:15 a.m.– 12:15 p.m. 

 
Chair: Erika Burgess (FL) 

Assumed Chairmanship: 5/26 
Technical Committee Chair:   
Cobia: Angela Giuliano (MD) 

Spanish Mackerel: Vacant 

Law Enforcement Committee 
Rep: Capt. Scott Pearce (FL) 

Vice Chair: 
Vacant 

Advisory Panel Chair: 
Craig Freeman (VA) 

Previous Board Meeting: 
February 4, 2026 

Voting Members: 
RI, NY, NJ, DE, MD, PRFC, VA, NC, SC, GA, FL, SAFMC, NMFS (13 votes) 

 
2. Board Consent 

• Approval of Agenda 
• Approval of Proceedings from February 2026 

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

4. 2027 Total Harvest Quota and Recreational Measures (11:30-11:45 a.m.)  Final Action 
Background 

• The current total harvest quota (commercial and recreational) and recreational measures 
for Atlantic cobia expire at the end of 2026.  

• Atlantic Cobia Addendum II established a lengthened specifications setting timeline and a 
new regional recreational allocation framework allowing the Board to set specifications 
and recreational measures for up to five years at a time.  

• The Cobia Technical Committee (TC) met in June to discuss available data, complete the 
recreational harvest target evaluation which found all regions to be under their respective 
soft targets, and formulate recommendations for the 2027 total harvest quota and 
recreational measures (Briefing Materials).  

Presentations 
• Overview of Addendum II Provisions by C. Tuohy 
• Technical Committee Report by A. Giuliano 

Board action for consideration at this meeting 
• Approve total harvest quota and recreational measures for 2027.  
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5. 2027 Stock Assessment for Atlantic Cobia (11:45-11:55 a.m.)   
Background 
• A stock assessment for Atlantic cobia began in early 2026 with anticipated completion and 

peer review in 2027.  
• The Commission is leading the assessment process (Data, Methods, and Assessment 

Workshops) and the SouthEast Data Assessment, and Review (SEDAR) will coordinate a Peer 
Review Workshop in Spring 2027 (SEDAR 107).  

• The Cobia TC and Stock Assessment Subcommittee (SAS) met four times in early 2026 in-
person and virtually to conduct the Data Workshops (Briefing Materials). 

• The Methods Workshop is scheduled for September 2026 in Raleigh, NC.  

Presentations 
• Update on stock assessment by A. Giuliano 

 
6. Atlantic Cobia Fishery Management Plan Review (11:55 a.m.-12:05 p.m.)  Action 
Background 
• State Compliance Reports were due on July 1, 2026. 
• The Plan Review Team reviewed each state report and compiled the annual FMP Review 

(Supplemental Materials). 
• Rhode Island, New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, Potomac River Fisheries Commission, and 

Georgia have requested de minimis status.   

Presentations 
• Overview of the Atlantic Cobia FMP Review Report by E. Franke 

Board action for consideration at this meeting 
• Accept 2026 FMP Review and State Compliance Reports for the 2025 Fishing Year for 

Atlantic Cobia. 
• Approve de minimis requests. 

 
7. South Atlantic Fishery Management Council Update on Spanish Mackerel (12:05-12:10 p.m.)  
Background 
• The South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC) has been considering how to 

respond to recommendations from the 2024 Mackerel Port Meetings as well as the most 
recent Spanish mackerel stock assessment (SEDAR 78). 

• The SAFMC decided to postpone action until the revised MRIP time series is available and 
until the 2027 SEDAR stock assessment is complete. 

• In June 2026, the SAFMC passed a motion to initiate an amendment to address a fishing year 
change for Spanish mackerel (in response to discussion about harvest balance between 
North Carolina and Florida) and prohibit tournament sales for king mackerel (Briefing 
Materials). 

Presentations 
• SAFMC update on Spanish mackerel by C. Curtis 

 
 

https://safmc.net/king-and-spanish-mackerel-port-meetings/


Sustainable and Cooperative Management of Atlantic Coastal Fisheries 

8. Elect Vice Chair (12:10-12:15 p.m.)  Action    
Background 
• The vice chair seat is currently empty.  

Board actions for consideration at this meeting 
• Elect Vice Chair 

 
9. Other Business/Adjourn (12:15 p.m.) 



 

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

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

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

3. Move to approve the Terms of Reference for the 2027 Atlantic Cobia Stock Assessment and Peer 
Review (Page 4). Motion by Doug Haymans; second by Jason McNamee. Motion approved by consent 
(Page 4).  

4. Move to approve the Atlantic Cobia FMP Review for the 2024 fishing year, state compliance reports 
and de minimis requests for Rhode Island, New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, Georgia and Florida (Page 
11). Motion by John Clark; second by Joe Grist.  Motion passes (Page 11). 

5. Move to approve the Spanish Mackerel FMP Review for the 2023 and 2024 fishing years, state 
compliance reports and de minimis requests from Rhode Island, New Jersey, Delaware, and Georgia 
(Page 14). Motion by Roy Miller; second by Doug Haymans.  Motion passes (Page 14). 

6. Move to approve Sara Pace of North Carolina and Chris McDonough of South Carolina to the Spanish 
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by unanimous consent (Page 19).   

7. Move to approve Robert Hale of Georgia to the South Atlantic Species Advisory Panel (Page 19). 
Motion by Doug Haymans; second by Dave Sikorski.  Motion passes (Page 19). 

8. Move to elect Erika Burgess as Vice Chair (Page 19). Motion by Ben Dyar; second by Dave Sikorski.  
Motion passes by unanimous consent (Page 19). 

9. Move to adjourn by consent (Page 20). 
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The Coastal Pelagics Management Board of the 
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 
convened in the Jefferson Ballroom of the 
Westin Crystal City Hotel, Arlington, Virginia, via 
hybrid meeting, in-person and webinar; 
Wednesday, February 4, 2026, and was called 
to order at 10:00 a.m. by Chair Robert E. Beal.   
 

CALL TO ORDER 

CHAIR ROBERT E. BEAL:  Good morning, 
everyone.  I would like to call the meeting of the 
Coastal Pelagics Management Board to order.  
My name is Bob Beal; I am the stand-in Chair for 
this meeting, Spud Woodward was not able to 
join in person and he asked me to step in as 
Chair.  I am happy to do that.   
 
Spud is online, so he is listening and will be 
hopefully participating in the meeting.  It’s just 
tricky to chair a meeting from Georgia rather 
than in the room here.  That is why I am sitting 
up in front of the room instead of Spud.  With 
that we’ll get up and running for the Coastal 
Pelagic Board.  I would like to go to Toni first, to 
announce all the commissioners that are 
participating virtually in this meeting rather 
than in the meeting room.  Toni, go ahead. 
 
MS. TONI KERNS:  We have Emerson Hasbrouck 
from New York, I have Brian Turner from North 
Carolina, Carrie Kennedy from Maryland, Spud 
Woodward from Georgia, Malcolm Rhodes from 
South Carolina, and John Carmichael is not here 
today, and Emilie remind me who the NOAA rep 
is.  No one from NOAA on today, okay there we 
go. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Great, thanks, Toni.   
 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

CHAIR BEAL:  Moving along to the Board 
consent items.  Are there any changes or 
additions or subtractions to the Board agenda?  
Not seeing any; any objection to approving the 
agenda as drafted?  All right; the agenda stands 
as it is.  If anything comes up under Other 

Business as the meeting goes along, we can add 
that towards the end of the meeting. 
 

APPROVAL OF PROCEEDINGS 

CHAIR BEAL:  Any comments or edits to the 
proceedings from October of 2024 for this Board?  
Not seeing any hands, those proceedings are 
approved.   
 
Is there any public comment at this time for the 
Coastal Pelagics Board, either in the room or 
online?  I see no hands in the room, and no hands 
online, so we’ll keep moving right along.   
 

REVIEW AND CONSIDER APPROVAL OF 2027 
ATLANTIC COBIA STOCK ASSESSMENT TERMS OF 

REFERENCE 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  The first action item for the Board to 
consider is the Approval of the 2027 Atlantic Cobia 
Stock Assessment Terms of Reference and Angela 
Giuliano is going to present those.  Whenever 
you’re ready, Angela.  Thanks for being here. 
 
MS. ANGELA GIULIANO:  I’ll be reviewing the Draft 
Terms of Reference for the upcoming Cobia Stock 
Assessment.  Just as some background, this stock 
assessment was initially started back in 2024 
through SEDAR 95.  While we had gotten that 
assessment underway and were in the middle of 
the Data Workshop, the assessment was paused 
due to the availability of a lead analyst.  That 
assessment has remained paused until this year.   
 
The assessment will be restarting here in early 
2026, with an anticipated completion and Peer 
Review in 2027.  Whereas the previous assessment 
was going through the SEDAR process entirely, this 
current version of the assessment will be 
coordinated through ASMFC for the Data, Methods 
and Assessment Workshops and SEDAR will be 
coordinating the Peer Review Workshop and 
Report. 
 
This is similar to how some other Commission 
species are handled, such as menhaden and red 
drum.  However, as part of the new SEDAR process 
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and just the length of time that it’s been, the 
assessment has been renumbered for SEDAR to 
now be SEDAR 107.  Back in December of 2025, 
the Board approved the Stock Assessment 
Subcommittee membership for the cobia 
assessment, and so that is listed here on the 
slide, as well as the staff contacts. 
 
Given the length of time and the restart of the 
assessment, the Technical Committee and Stock 
Assessment Subcommittee did meet in 
December to develop an updated draft terms of 
reference for Bord consideration.  These were 
fairly similar to what was approved previously, 
it was mainly converting it from the CR format 
into the Commission format. 
 
One thing to note is that there are actually two 
sets of TORs that were in the meeting materials.  
The first is the Assessment Terms of Reference, 
which give direction to the Stock Assessment 
Subcommittee, as they are preparing the 
assessment as well as the Peer Review Panel.  
These TORs basically mirror each other, so 
when I go through the following slides, I’m just 
going to read the assessment TORs and not the 
Peer Review Panel ones. 
 
The first TOR is to identify the relevant 
ecosystem influences on the stock, including 
impacts to range shifts and/or expansions.  
Consider findings as appropriate when 
addressing other TORs.  Report how the 
findings were considered under impacted TORs.  
The second Term of Reference is to investigate 
all available life history data, including but not 
limited to age, reproductive characteristics, 
stock structure and natural mortality. 
 
Describe the spatial and temporal distribution 
of the data and characterize the uncertainty 
and error.  Also discuss the strength and 
weaknesses of the data sources when justifying 
inclusion or elimination of datasets.  The third 
TOR is to investigate available fishery 
independent and dependent datasets, again 
characterizing precision, accuracy and 
uncertainty for any available abundance indices, 

as well as commercial and recreational landings and 
discards. 
 
Include the estimation of length and age 
distribution of landings and discards, and discard 
mortality is feasible.  As part of this TOR, we also 
are instructed to review the new MRIP estimates of 
catch and effort for use in the assessment if 
available, and again, discuss the strengths and 
weaknesses of the available data sources and justify 
inclusion for elimination of the datasets.  The fourth 
Term of Reference is to develop models used to 
estimate population parameters such as fishing 
mortality and abundance and reference points, and 
analyze model performance.  Provide comparisons 
between the current assessment and the prior 
benchmark assessment SEDAR 58, where feasible.  
This includes providing model diagnostics, 
sensitivity analyses, retrospective analysis of the 
model results and a historical retrospective. 
 
TOR 5 is to update or redefine biological reference 
points.  For example, point estimates are proxies of 
BMSY, SSBMSY, FMSY and MSY.  Define stock status 
based on reference points where possible and 
compare these reference points from this 
assessment with what is known about the general 
life history of the exploited stock.   
 
Compare and contrast the reference points and 
time series estimates in this assessment with values 
from the previous benchmark SEDAR 58 as feasible, 
and comment on the impacts of changes in data 
assumptions for assessment methods on estimated 
population conditions.  TOR 6 is if a minority report 
has been filed to explain the majority reasoning 
against adopting the approach suggested in that 
report. 
 
A minority report should explain the reasoning 
against adopting the approach suggested by the 
majority.  TOR 7 is to develop detailed short- and 
long-term prioritized lists of recommendations for 
future research, data collection and assessment 
methodology.  TOR 8 is to recommend timing of the 
next benchmark assessment and any intermediate 
update, if necessary, relative to the biology and 
current management of cobia. 
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This last TOR, TOR 9 is specific to the Peer 
Review Panel, directing them to prepare a peer 
review report summarizing their evaluation of 
the stock assessment and addressing each peer 
review Term of Reference as part of that it 
requires them to complete and submit their 
report within four weeks of the Workshop 
conclusion.  Those are the TORs extracted by 
the Technical Committee and Stock Assessment 
Subcommittee for the upcoming benchmark 
and I can now take any questions from the 
Board about them. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Before we get to questions, I just 
want to announce that there is a NOAA 
representative participating in the meeting 
now, they just logged in, Rick De Victor from the 
Southeast Regional Office is online.  We’re all 
set with NOAA representation.  Questions on 
the Terms of Reference.  Jason. 
 
DR. JASON McNAMEE:  Thanks, Angela, good 
trip through the TORs there.  I had a quick 
question, actually if we could flip back to TOR 1.  
I wonder, this is the ecosystem influences and I 
just was curious as to how, you might not have 
had a chance to talk about this yet, because I 
know we’re early in the kind of revamping of all 
of this. 
 
It’s going to be just like a little report, like when 
we were doing black sea bass they had this ESP 
report.  Is it that kind of thing or is it going to be 
more integrated with the actual modeling, or is 
it just going to be maybe like a paragraph or 
two in the report that says what you looked at.  
I’m just curious about how this one kind of will 
play into the product that we see at the end. 
 
MS. GIULIANI:  At a minimum, I think it will be a 
literature review with some sort of summary.  I 
think the ability to incorporate it into the 
modeling really will depend on what model we 
end up going with, given the data limitations, as 
well as what data are available.  At this point 
not too much information to offer, but it is 
definitely something to be thinking about with 

cobia, given the range of expansion shift of the 
stock. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Other questions or comments on the 
Terms of Reference?  Jason, again. 
 
DR. McNAMEE:  If no one else is going to ask 
another question, I will.  This is just given like some 
of the background with the model for cobia.  I think 
there is like a candidate model people are thinking 
about using.  I wondered, and I think there is like 
limited resources here, so I’m not expecting we’re 
going to be running like six different models or 
anything like that. 
 
But I am concerned, I think there were concerns 
about convergence of the model or the model 
working the last go around.  I wondered, there is a 
strategy that, I think we used it here at the 
Commission as well, but certainly with the Feds 
where you have like, I don’t think we call it the 
same name, but there was a time we were calling it 
the Plan B model. 
 
It’s just sort of like a simple version in the 
background, so you are not left with nothing in the 
end, if your kind of main model doesn’t work.  Is 
that something that is being considered?  Is it like 
in, could you assume TOR 5, maybe, which is the 
one that talks about the models, if that is being 
contemplated, or if not if it could be. 
 
MS. GIULIANO:  The hope is to continue using the 
BAM model, the Beaufort Assessment Model, which 
has been used in the past.  Cobia is kind of in a 
weird situation between being a full benchmark 
versus an update.  One of the limitations from last 
time when the assessment was getting started was 
concern over the index that was used last time, 
which was from the Southeast Region Headboat 
Survey, and whether we can update that with 
changes to the fishery. 
 
I think getting an index, developing an index is 
probably one of the first priorities there, and then 
yes, I know last time we had talked about 
potentially having some data limited options for 
modeling.  But with the current iteration of our new 
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SAS, we have not gone over those with the 
details.  They came up before, we’ll see where 
the current group ends up. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  One of the other things that this 
assessment is relying on is the new recalibrated 
MRIP data that we can do FES estimates.  We’re 
not exactly sure when that will be available.  
You know we heard, “we’re still under review” 
yesterday when Richard Cody gave a 
presentation.   
 
But we’re hoping it will be summer, whatever 
exactly that might mean, that we get that data.  
That might be a bottleneck.  Any other 
comments or questions on Terms of Reference?  
Dr. McNamee, are you good?  Is there a motion 
to approve these terms of reference?  I think 
there is a motion drafted that will go up on the 
board momentarily.  Mr. Haymans. 
 
MR. DOUG HAYMANS:  I move to approve the 
Terms of Reference for the 2027 Atlantic Cobia 
Stock Assessment and Peer Review.   
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Is there a second to that motion?  
Dr. McNamee, thank you.  Any justification or 
discussion?  I’ll start with you, Doug, in case 
there is any. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  No, I thought we had good 
discussion of the terms from Jason, and I have 
no issues with them, move forward. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Jason says he’s all set as well.  Any 
other comments or any objection around the 
table to approving these Terms of Reference?  
Not seeing any; they stand approved, thank 
you.   
 
REVIEW NEXT STEPS AND TIMELINE FOR COBIA 

MANAGEMENT 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  That brings us to the Next Steps in 
the Timeline for Cobia Management.  Now 
where do we go from here in the short term 
while we wait for the assessment to get 

completed?  Emilie is going to give a presentation 
on that. 
 

PRESENTATION OF SPECIFICATION SETTING 
PROCESS, RECREATIONAL MANAGEMENT 
MEASURES, AND CONFIDENCE INTERVAL 

APPROACH 
 
MS. EMILIE FRANKE:  The purpose of this 
presentation is to remind the Board sort of where 
we are, what is coming up with cobia management 
in the next year, and some of the timing 
considerations and challenges to keep in mind.  Just 
sort of as an overview here, so coming up this year 
the Board may consider new specifications for 2027 
and potentially beyond that, and also consider 
recreational management measures for 2027 and 
potentially beyond that. 
 
A couple things to keep in mind is the revised MRIP, 
when that is available and what the impacts of that 
may be.  Also, the timing of the stock assessment, 
which is anticipated to inform measures in 2028.  
Some of the challenges there with the timing lining 
up.  Then kind of in the background just a reminder 
of the confidence interval approach, which is 
something that the Board can use if the Board 
would like. 
 
But just a reminder of what that is, and it is sort of 
in the background if needed.  First on specifications.  
The current specifications for cobia expire at the 
end of this year, the end of 2026.  The total angler 
harvest quotas for both sectors are 80,112 fish.  
This is the same quota that has been in place since 
2020. 
 
With these specifications expiring, the Board would 
consider new specifications for at least next year, 
2027.  Per the new Addendum, the Board can set 
specifications for up to 5 years, so potentially up to 
2031 if the Board would like.  One timing thing to 
keep in mind, as I mentioned, is the stock 
assessment, which is anticipated to be complete to 
inform quota levels in 2028.  Just sort of keeping in 
mind when that stock assessment may become 
available. 
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The Cobia TC as in past specification cycles will 
plan to meet this year, sometime prior to the 
summer meeting to discuss any TC 
recommendations on the total harvest quota 
for 2027.  However, as was discussed at the last 
time the Board met, there is a bit of a challenge 
in that we have very limited information to 
inform these 2027 specifications.  Projections 
from the last cobia stock assessment only 
extended through 2024.   
 
We’re in the same data limited situation the 
Board was in a couple years ago when the 
Board was considering these current 2024 to 
2026 specs.  Just sort of a reminder that the TC 
is going to have very limited information to 
work with there.  The next thing coming down 
the pipe this year is the Regional Recreational 
Measures.  When the Board sets specifications, 
that triggers an evaluation of average 
recreational harvest against the harvest targets, 
to determine any changes to the recreational 
measures.  As a reminder, we are now in this 
regional framework.  We have our northern 
region, which is Rhode Island through Virginia, 
and the southern region, which is North 
Carolina through Georgia.  For any evaluation, 
the evaluation only includes years that have 
been under the same recreational management 
measures. 
 
Management measures did change last year in 
2025 for the northern region.  That means that 
when we do this evaluation at the end of this 
year, there is only going to be one year of data, 
2025, to include in that evaluation to determine 
what measures would be next year.  That is sort 
of the big challenge there, that the Board had 
identified at the last meeting. 
 
Then a couple other things to think about here 
as well.  We have this revised MRIP time series, 
and that revised time series could potentially 
change the allocation percentages between the 
two regions.  The regional allocations are based 
on landings from 2014 to 2023, and the FMP 
does allow the Board to update those allocation 

percentages via Board vote, if those underlying 
MRIP data are updated. 
 
The Board anticipated the MRIP time series might 
be updated, so the Board has the ability to 
recalculate the 2014 to 2023 landings, to potentially 
update those allocation percentages.  Depending on 
the timing of the release of these MRIP data, there 
could be time to update those allocations and 
regional targets in time for this year’s evaluation to 
inform 2027 measures. 
 
That is sort of one factor to keep in mind.  The next 
again is the stock assessment.  Again, anticipated to 
inform 2028 management, so if the stock 
assessment leads to a new harvest quota in 2028 
this would also update those regional harvest 
targets for 2028.  Then there would be another 
evaluation to inform 2028 measures, so potentially 
there could be two evaluations for changes to 
recreational measures in two consecutive years. 
 
In the past the Board has actually encountered this 
challenge of having two evaluations of recreational 
measures and making changes two years in a row.  
Back in 2023, the Board was doing an evaluation for 
2024.  However, the Board was anticipating things 
might change again in 2025 with the new 
allocations. 
 
In that situation at the time, the Board did task the 
TC with evaluating the impact of staying status quo 
for that one year in 2024.  Then making the changes 
then later in 2025, once things were updated with 
the allocations.  That is what happened.  The Board 
did decide to keep status quo in ’24, and then 
reevaluate things in ’25 after those reallocations. 
 
Just a reminder of a similar situation the Board was 
in a couple years ago.  Then finally, the last thing I 
want to cover.  Again, this is sort of in the 
background in the FMP available to the Board if the 
Board desired is the confidence interval approach.  
The confidence interval approach allows the Board 
to change the method for these recreational 
harvest evaluations. 
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Currently we’re comparing the average harvest 
across years to the target.  Alternatively, this 
provision that would allow the Board to instead 
compare the 95% confidence intervals around 
those harvest estimates to the target, to 
determine if any reductions need to be taken.  
I’m not going to get into the details any further 
than that, but last time the Board met the TC 
did take a look at what that approach might 
look like as applied to data a couple years ago.  
But the TC noted that more Board discussion 
would be helpful here.  The Board agreed more 
discussion would be helpful, but it was a little 
unclear sort of how to proceed and exactly 
what questions to ask.  Again, we have the 
challenges of thinking about this confidence 
interval approach. 
 
At the same time, we’re thinking about 
specifications and the timing of the revised 
MRIP and the stock assessment, so a lot kind of 
going on in the next few years.  Just looking 
ahead from a staff perspective.  Just looking 
ahead from a staff perspective.  Before the 
2026 meeting, as I mentioned, the summer 
meeting.  The TC will plan to meet to discuss 
any recommendations for the 2027 quota. 
 
Then in the summer meeting the Board would 
consider at least the 2027 quota.  Again, the 
Board could consider setting additional years as 
well.  Then by the annual meeting, there would 
be a TC report on the evaluation of the regional 
harvest against the targets for the Board to 
consider 2027 rec measures. 
 
Then as revised MRIP become available, we’ll 
keep the Board updated on what potential 
regional allocations might look like with the 
new revised MRIP data.  Then next year we will 
anticipate the stock assessment report.  From a 
staff perspective this is what the year ahead is 
looking like.  If there are any Board questions or 
guidance on these TC tasks coming up, today 
would be helpful to discuss that.  But happy to 
take any questions. 
 

CHAIR BEAL:  Great, thanks, Emilie.  Obviously, 
there are a lot of moving parts there, a lot of 
challenges and timing issues with the recalibration 
of MRIP data and the pending stock assessment, 
and Technical Committee work and just a lot of 
moving parts.   
 
The question and the goal of this conversation is 
one, to make sure the entire Board fully 
understands everything that Emilie just said, and if 
you have any questions this is a great time to ask 
those.  Then the second part is what guidance if any 
does this Board want to provide to the Technical 
Committee for additional analysis to inform some of 
these pending decisions that the Board will be faced 
with.   
 
With that explanation, are there any questions on 
what Emilie said and timing and all these moving 
parts?  I think this may be a cascading thing.  The 
first question may lead into about ten more.  Are 
there any questions, or does everyone fully 
understand what Emilie said?  Doug, you look like 
you are reluctantly thinking about it. 
 
MR. HAYMANS:  No, I have a comment. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Okay, go ahead, a comment is great. 
 

PROVIDE GUIDANCE TO COBIA TECHNICAL 
COMMITTEE ON UPCOMING TASKS IF NEEDED 

 
MR. HAYMANS:  Just based on the number of 
moving parts, I’m perfectly content with status quo 
where we are through the 2028 assessment.  I 
would think what you’ve got laid out there is fine.  
But I don’t have a burning desire to reallocate or 
bump the quota right now.  That is just from my 
perspective. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Other thoughts.  Jason. 
 
DR. McNAMEE:  A question.  I’m thinking a little bit 
about, you said two things, thank you for the 
presentation first.  Then you said two things in 
there that I’m wondering.  I’m trying to like put 
them together.  The first is, so we had consistent 
measures and then we didn’t have consistent 
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measures.  It’s only one year that we have that 
information on. 
 
How does that connect in with the confidence 
interval approach?  Where does the confidence 
interval come from?  Maybe I’m not kind of 
thinking of the data correctly.  But I’m just 
having trouble thinking about, like what would 
the confidence intervals be, based on if we’re 
only looking at a single year of information? 
 
MS. FRANKE:  For the confidence interval 
approach, in the FMP it is laid out in that if the 
majority of years you’re looking at, if the 
confidence interval is above the target, then 
you would need a reduction.  Obviously, if 
we’re just looking at one year of data it seems 
like it would just be what is happening in that 
one year, you know where is the target relative 
to that confidence interval.   
 
Similar to if you keep the average approach 
would we just stick to sort of one year of data 
that we’re looking at.  The FMP never really got 
into the scenario of what if we only have one 
year of data.  I think when the FMP was 
originally developed, you know there was an 
assumption that there would be at least a 
couple years under the same management 
regime.  But because of all the timing challenges 
these past two years, these ended up sort of 
out of alignment with all these timing aspects. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Other comments or questions?  
Yes, Ben. 
 
MR. BEN DYAR:  Kind of a comment and then 
maybe some questions.  I kind of second Doug’s 
comment, looking at what we see now.  We’ve 
talked about management whiplash in the past, 
going from what we’ve had, at least in South 
Carolina, standards that have been set for quite 
a while, and then all of a sudden, they changed 
them, and then potentially in the very next year 
changed them again. 
 
There are obviously concerns there, especially 
with our legislative process and trying to change 

those things in South Carolina through that without 
having a Commission.  I don’t know when that 
comes into play.  But it’s not until summer that we 
need to really make that decision.  But just wanted 
to get that on the record.   
 
Then kind of following up on Jay’s comment.  
According to FMP, I understand the confidence 
interval.  When can the Board determine that, at 
any time?  Like when would we want to time that 
along with the stock assessment, and also one you 
did clear up, a very large concerns about using 
confidence intervals.  But just curious about when 
the timing of that would be. 
 
MS. FRANKE:  For the confidence interval approach.  
The Board can vote at any time to switch to that 
approach, so there is no sort of constraints on when 
the Board can do it.  It is essentially the Board at 
any time can determine, you know we don’t think 
the average approach is appropriate anymore.  We 
would like to switch to doing the confidence 
interval approach.  At any time, the Board can 
decide to do that. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Yes, Jesse.   
 
MR. JESSE HORNSTEIN:  Yes, I support waiting to 
change stuff until we have more information.  But I 
also think it’s important that the TC looks at any 
potential issues with maintaining status quo for the 
next couple years, so we have something to be 
more comfortable with, with that decision if we do. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Dr. McNamee. 
 
DR. McNAMEE:  I appreciate the comment that 
Jesse just made, and so I was kind of wondering, 
have there been like some indicators that we can 
look at?  I know there is just generally speaking not 
a ton of data.  We don’t have like trawl surveys and 
things like that for cobia.   
 
But to get to what Jesse just said, having some 
indicators that we can look at I think would be 
helpful to give us some comfort.  I am in alignment 
here.  There are so many things like fundamental 
things like data that are changing, that it will be 
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really hard to make an informed judgment on 
how to move. 
 
But I mean if we saw troubling signal in 
something in what we have available to us, I 
think it is something we would want to 
consider.  I don’t have anything specific for you, 
maybe like an MRIP CPUE type of an index or 
something like that would be valuable.  But 
anything that the Technical Committee can kind 
of put their hands on and show as, here is what 
is available.   
 
Don’t put too much stock in this one.  It’s not a 
stock assessment; it’s just an indicator.  Like we 
understand all of that.  But just to give us 
something to kind of look at to get some 
confidence.  We’re okay.  We can kind of pitch 
this out a little while longer before we have 
better information to make judgments on.  That 
is what I’m hoping we could get.   
 
MR. FRANKE:  The last time I mentioned that a 
couple years ago when the Board tasked the TC 
with looking at what is the impact if we just 
stayed status quo for a year before we changed 
things.  I believe the TC looked at essentially 
just realized harvest against what the 
projections used as the assumed removals and 
sort of compared that and provided an analysis 
to the Board.  I think the TC could do the same 
thing looking at realized harvest.   
 
Outside of that I don’t think there are really 
many other indicators.  But from what it sounds 
like you said, Jesse, Ben and Doug, it sounds like 
there is interest in the TC doing a similar 
analysis this time to look at what the impact if 
you stayed status quo for 2027, and waited for 
the assessment to change recreational 
measures.  It sounds like there is support for 
that.  I think the TC would have that on their list 
of analyses for later this year. 
 
As far as timing for that, I think we would 
actually bring that back at the annual meeting, 
so the summer meeting would be focused on 
the total harvest quota levels, and then at the 

annual meeting you would come back and say, 
based on that total harvest quota, if we looked at 
just 2025 what would that look like.  If we set status 
quo what would that look like?  Maybe we could be 
done in time for the summer meeting with both, 
we’ll have to see.  But either the summer or annual 
meeting for all of these things. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Other comments or questions on that 
path forward and the timing of that?  I thought 
Emilie was going to volunteer for the spring 
meeting, since she will be out on maternity leave 
and she can task everybody else with doing work 
while she’s enjoying a new extended family.  Is 
there anything else on this issue?   
 
The TC, Angela are you comfortable with the 
tasking?  Okay, so we’ll go forward with that and as 
the meeting goes along if there is something you 
guys think of, we can come back to this, we have 
time if we start a day early.   
 
CONSIDER APPROVAL OF ATLANTIC COBIA FISHERY 

MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW AND STATE 
COMPLIANCE FOR THE 2024 FISHING YEAR 

 
CHAIR BEAL:  Moving along we’ll go to the FMP 
Review of State Compliance for Atlantic Cobia.  
Emilie, please. 
 
MS. FRANKE:  I will get into the FMP Review for 
cobia.  Just starting with Status of the FMP.  Again, 
we’re working under Amendment 1, Addendum I 
and the most recent Addendum II that moved us to 
that recreational regional management framework.  
I mentioned you’ve had the same total harvest 
quota for cobia in place since 2020.   
 
The allocation of that quota is 96% to recreational, 
4% to commercial.  We’re focused on the FMP 
Review for fishing year 2024.  In 2024 there were no 
management changes so things were the same as 
the prior couple of years.  Just as a reminder, there 
are no cobia monitoring requirements in the FMP. 
 
For the commercial fishery, it’s managed with the 
coastwide commercial quota, again 4% of that 
overall total quota.  There are minimum size limits, 
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2 fish per person possession limit, and a 6 fish 
per vessel maximum.  Then we also have a 
commercial closure trigger, so for all those non 
de minimis states. 
 
If all those landings reach the specific trigger, 
then the fishery is closed and the states have a 
30 days’ notice for that closure.  For the 2024 
recreational fishery, we’re still under the state-
by-state allocations at that time, so we have 
those non de minimis states again have a 
minimum size limit.  The season and vessel 
limits vary by state, but there is a maximum six-
fish per vessel and a one-fish per person bag 
limit.   
 
Then for all the de minimis states that’s from 
Maryland northward, states could either choose 
to match their nearest non-de minimis state, so 
Maryland and the Potomac River matched 
Virginia and then Rhode Island through 
Delaware implemented the sort of standard de 
minimis measures, which were a lower 
minimum size and a one-fish vessel limit. 
 
Again, last year we switched over to the 
regional framework, but the northern region 
did have to take a reduction.  They increased 
their minimum size, have a two-fish vessel limit.  
Just a reminder, that did happen last year, but 
today we are focused on the 2024 fishing year.  
Status of the Stock, Angela just went over this, 
but again, this last assessment was a while ago, 
had a terminal year of 2017, indicated the stock 
at the time was not overfished and overfishing 
was not occurring.  We have our new 
assessment anticipated to be complete next 
year, with a terminal year of 2025.  As far as 
status of the fishery, in 2024 total landings 
across both sectors were about 1.7 million 
pounds.  That broke down into almost exactly 
what the allocation is, about 4% commercial, 
96% recreational. 
 
This was about a 40% decrease from 2023, and 
this was driven by a decrease in recreational 
landings in ’24.  On the commercial side things 
actually slightly increased from ’23, ’24 

commercial landings were about 70,546 pounds.  
The commercial quota was not exceeded and the 
fishery did close on December 18, based on that 
closure trigger. 
 
Then Virginia and North Carolina comprised the 
majority of commercial cobia landings, over 96%.  
As you can see here this is commercial landings over 
time.  That black line the last few years that is the 
commercial quota.  You can see landings have been 
relatively stable, sort of hovering right around that 
quota. 
 
On the recreational side, in ’24 landings were about 
54,000 fish or about 1.6 million pounds.  Again, this 
was a decrease by about 45% from 2023.  It was the 
lowest harvest since 2017.  The harvest was 
obviously well below the coastwide quota, which is 
about 77,000 fish and also well below the ten-year 
average harvest as well. 
 
Sort of aligning with that decreasing harvest, you 
could see directed trips also decrease by about 
21%.  Live releases, about 80% of the 2024 catch 
was released alive.  Here you can see recreational 
harvest and then again, the last few years you can 
see that from the quota.  We tend to see this we 
had some high years where we exceeded the quota 
interspersed with some lower years we were below, 
or in the case of 2025, well below the quota. 
 
By state in 2024 Virginia harvested the vast majority 
with the other states comprising less than 10% 
each.  North Carolina did specifically note that their 
harvest estimates for ’23 and ’24 were very low, 
compared to prior years.  They noted that 
historically the primary weight of cobia typically 
would arrive in late May, be around for about six 
weeks. 
 
But the past few years it seems like cobia have been 
migrating to the Chesapeake Bay much earlier, so 
they have been available in North Carolina waters 
for a much shorter period of time.  South Carolina’s 
2024 estimate was also very low compared to prior 
years, and it was their lowest since 2017. 
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As a reminder, there were federal fisheries 
closures in 2016 and 2017.  Generally, the PRT 
continues to emphasize that there are a lot of 
factors influencing these changes in harvest 
from year to year, including the stock 
distribution in both    north to south, 
inshore/offshore, the state regulatory changes 
and effort.   
 
As far as PRT comments and recommendations, 
the PRT found no inconsistencies in 
implementation of the FMP.  As far as de 
minimis on the recreational side, Rhode Island, 
Delaware, Maryland and Florida all request and 
do qualify for de minimis.  On the commercial 
side, Rhode Island, New Jersey, Delaware, 
Maryland, Georgia and Florida all request and 
do qualify for de minimis.  The PRT notes that 
multiple states, especially in the Mid-Atlantic, 
could potentially exceed de minimis thresholds 
over the next few years if cobia landings do 
continue to increase in the Mid-Atlantic.  As I 
mentioned, some years landings are quite high 
in some of these states, some years they are 
quite low.  What this means is on the 
commercial side if you become a non de 
minimis state, then you have to submit weekly 
in-season landings reports to the Commission 
that we monitor toward that commercial 
closure.   
 
On the recreational side the de minimis 
designation actually no longer has any impact, 
because we’ve moved to that regional 
management framework.  All the states in a 
region have the same measures, so there is no 
differentiation between de minimis measures 
and non de minimis measures there. 
 
The PRT just notes that this new assessment is 
really important.  It can add several years of 
data, 2018 through 2025, so that will capture 
the recent trends of the increased landings in 
the Mid-Atlantic, particularly in Virgina and the 
transition to commission only management.  
The PRT emphasizes the importance of 
incorporating the new revised MRIP into the 
assessment.  Happy to take any questions. 

CHAIR BEAL:  Any questions on the FMP Review or 
PRT comments on state compliance?  Yes, Roy 
Miller, please. 
 
MR. ROY W. MILLER:  Thank you, Emilie, for the 
summary.  What was the de minimis threshold, in 
terms of recreational landings percentage? 
 
MS. FRANKE:  For recreational it’s less than 1% of 
the coastwide landings for 2 out of the past 3 years.  
For commercial it is less than 2%. 
 
MR. MILLER:  If I may follow up.  Just out of 
curiosity, Maryland was 3%, does that mean they 
are likely to go off de minimis? 
 
MS. FRANKE:  That’s a good question.  In 2024 
Maryland was 3% and Angela can speak more to 
this, but the MRIP estimates for Maryland the prior 
years, ’23 and ’22 I think were both 0.  I think 
Maryland is one of the examples of the difficulty of 
capturing cobia landings through MRIP.  Obviously, 
cobia is being caught in Maryland, but Maryland has 
had a couple of 0 MRIP estimate years so it’s hard 
to say what that’s going to look like. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Emilie, I’ll take Chair’s prerogative and 
ask a question.  Florida is qualified for de minimis 
for recreational and commercial fisheries; however, 
they are not part of the management unit that 
ASMFC manages, which is the Florida/Georgia line 
northward up to Rhode Island.  Does this Board 
need to grant them de minimis, and does that 
provide a benefit to Florida? 
 
MS. FRANKE:  My understanding is that because 
Florida has been on this Board and they do catch 
cobia, but they catch a different stock, the Gulf 
stock.  Essentially, Florida submits their compliance 
report every year that says we have caught 0 
Atlantic cobia, and so it’s sort of an administrative 
step to send out that compliance report, but they 
are part of the Gulf stock. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  All right, great, thank you that’s 
helpful.  Any other questions or comments?  Not 
seeing any; is there a motion to approve the FMP 
Review and de minimis requests?  John Clark.  I 
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think a motion will come up on the board 
momentarily. 
 
MR. JOHN CLARK:  Move to approve the 
Atlantic Cobia FMP Review for the 2024 fishing 
year, State Compliance Reports and de minimis 
requests from Rhode Island, New Jersey, 
Delaware, Maryland, Georgia and Florida.    
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Okay, thank you, John, is there a 
second to the motion?  Joe Grist, thank you.  
Any comments on the motion?  I don’t know, 
John, if you have any justification. 
 
MR. CLARK:  No, I think it was all well explained 
by Emilie. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Any objection to approving the 
FMP Review and de minimis requests?  Not 
seeing any; this motion stands approved.  I 
think one administrative thing we may want to 
consider.  Does it make sense and is it worth the 
burden to Florida to submit a State Compliance 
Report saying they didn’t catch an Atlantic cobia 
group and they are part of the Gulf group.   
 
Is that necessary for this Board to see that every 
year, or it just an assumption based on where 
the line is drawn in this FMP?  I don’t know if 
Florida has a comment on that or if any other 
Board members.  I’m just looking to take away a 
burden from Florida, because it really doesn’t 
serve a lot of value to this Board.  I don’t know, 
Jeff, if you have a comment please go ahead.   
 
MR. JEFFREY RENCHEN:  It’s not much of a 
burden for us to submit this report, and it keeps 
us involved as well, in case the stock boundaries 
were to change.  It kind of keeps an eye on that 
as well.  It doesn’t really create much of a 
burden to add that to this point of view, 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Thank you, Jeff.  Yes, Toni. 
 
MS. KERNS:  I think, and staff can evaluate this.  
You can even continue to send us in your 
compliance report thing you have 0 harvest.  
But I actually don’t think we need for you to ask 

for de minimis, because you’re not in the 
management unit at this time.  Obviously, if that 
were to change ever, we can make that change.   
 
But because you’re not in the management unit, 
you are not obligated to move forward any of the 
regulations.  Therefore, you’re getting de minimis 
for nothing that I am aware of.  That part doesn’t 
really make sense to me, but we can evaluate it and 
then get back to you and Erika. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Yes, one option may be that Florida 
continues to submit the reports as they are, and 
then in the FMP Review we note; Florida submitted 
a report and didn’t catch any cobia from the 
Atlantic group, and leave it at that.  Then maybe we 
don’t have to go through the de minimis process for 
Florida.  But we can think about that, I’m not 
pushing it away.  Ben, do you have a comment? 
 
MR. DYAR:  I didn’t know if they’re declared 
interest, is there a requirement to provide some 
type of documentation of harvest and catch to that 
peer review, number one, and then number two, I 
mean obviously it would be something different, 
wouldn’t want to put extra burden if not necessary, 
but as Jeff commented, it’s really not a big lift, and 
especially with the upcoming conversations we 
were having regarding kind of declared interest in 
voting rights, privileges and things like that, see how 
that kind of comes out to change something now 
preemptive to that.  I would just maybe suggest 
maybe stay in the course.  If it’s not a big lift and it's 
not a big deal, that would just come back to my two 
cents. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Yes, that is a fair comment.  Thanks, 
Ben.  Joe, did you have your hand up? 
 
MR. CIMINO:  Just I was hoping to get maybe an 
update on the stock boundaries, like knowing that 
an assessment is coming up.  Just getting a feel for 
where that exploration has been and where it may 
go in the near future. 
 
MS. FRANKE:  Yes, so part of the last assessment 
SEDAR 58, there was a Full Stock ID Workshop 
conducted through SEDAR.  The recommendation 
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coming out of that workshop was to have that 
boundary at the Florida/Georgia line.  For this 
assessment there is not a full workshop, so 
there is no sort of plan to change the stock 
boundary. 
 
You know the Terms of Reference do include a 
review of any new data, specifically I know 
there has been some acoustic counting, so 
these would have been published in the past 
few years, just sort of update the background 
on that stock ID and to discuss any uncertainty 
and things like that.  But through this 
assessment the stock boundary would not 
change. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Anything else on this topic before 
we go into Spanish mackerel FMP Review?  All 
right, not seeing any.  
 
CONSIDER APPROVAL OF SPANISH MACKEREL 

FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW AND 
STATE COMPLIANCE FOR THE 2023 AND 2024 

FISHING YEARS 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Emilie, if you could present the 
Spanish mackerel FMP Review and States 
Compliance Reports, please. 

 
MS. FRANKE:  Switching gears to Spanish 
mackerel.  Today we’re looking at the FMP 
Review for the past two years, so 2023 and 
2024 fishing years.  As far as the FMP, there 
haven’t been any management changes at the 
Commission level since 2011; that was the 
Omnibus Amendment.   
 
The management unit is Rhode Island through 
Florida, only the Atlantic Coast of Florida, with 
the exception of Connecticut.  Similar to cobia, 
there are no Spanish mackerel monitoring 
requirements in the FMP.  The FMP is managed 
through complementary management with the 
South Atlantic Council, and Council staff will be 
providing an update on Council activity right 
after this presentation. 
 

There are some differences between the Federal 
and Interstate Spanish mackerel FMPs.  The Board 
has been briefed on these and the Board has noted 
in the past that the Board would discuss these 
differences the next time the Board takes any sort 
of Spanish mackerel action.  The recreational fishery 
and commercial fishery are both managed using a 
minimum size limit.   
 
There is also a creel limit for the rec fishery and 
some gear restrictions for both sectors.  Then the 
commercial fishery is subject to daily trip limits.  
New York through Georgia is a daily 3500-pound 
trip limit.  Florida is a little bit different, sort of a 
step-down approach, depending on how much of 
the quota has been taken.  Status of the stock, the 
last Spanish mackerel assessment was completed in 
2022, with a terminal year of 2020.  It indicated the 
stock was not overfished and not experiencing 
overfishing, based on a three-year average fishing 
mortality.  The assessment team noted that in the 
terminal year of the assessment the fishing 
mortality rate was above the threshold.  If that 
higher fishing mortality rate were to continue, it’s 
possible the stock could fall into an overfishing 
status. 
 
I’ll get into sort of the stats here for ’23 and ’24, just 
a reminder that all the landings in the FMP are 
calendar year, and again, any Florida landings are 
Atlantic coast only. In ’23 and ’24 total landings, in 
’23 was about 8 million pounds, in ’24, 8.2 million 
pounds – pretty similar.  Comprised of about 
between 33 to 36% commercial, 64 to 67% 
recreational. 
 
On the commercial side both years, landings were 
about 2.7/2.8 million pounds.  Only three states 
have directed Spanish mackerel commercial 
fisheries; that’s Florida, North Carolina and Virginia.  
In commercial landings you saw a peak in 2021, 
followed by lower levels the past three years.  This 
was largely driven by decreases that we saw in 
Florida, which I’ll touch on in a little bit. 
 
Another sort of thing to note is that Virginia’s 
commercial landings for the past six years have 
been higher than their landings in the previous 
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decade.  Virginia noted there are a lot of factors 
here, one of which is their extended drift 
net/gill net program that has become a new 
licensed fishery in the state as of last year. 
 
There is also a lot to think about in terms of fish 
availability, such as when are the Spanish 
mackerel moving into the Bay and if those fish 
are available.  Here are the commercial landings 
over time.  Again, you can clearly see that peak 
in ’21, and the past three years landings have 
been at a bit of a lower level. 
 
On the recreational side, landings in ’23 and ’24 
were between 5.2 and 5.5 million pounds.  
Again, this is a decrease from the peak in 2021, 
but above the ten-year average.  Florida and 
North Carolina account for the majority of 
landings.  As far as live releases, we saw a 
decrease in 2023 and then again in 2024. 
 
These live releases comprised between 40 to 49 
percent of the catch those two years.  Here you 
can see the recreational landings in blue, and 
then the number of fish released alive in red.  
Again, you can clearly see that peak in 2021 and 
then the lower levels the past three years.  A 
couple of state-specific notes here. 
 
North Carolina did flag is MRIP estimates from 
2024.  Their 2024 harvest estimates were much 
higher than their ten-year average, 77% higher 
in weight.  Their release estimates were about 
30% higher than the ten-year average.  North 
Carolina noted this 2024 value seems to be 
unusually high, and diverging from anecdotal 
observation we noted potentially it was skewed 
by a limited number of intercepts in 2024. 
 
They also noted their PSEs for 2024 were a little 
bit higher than PSEs in prior years.  As far as 
some of the comments about the decreases 
we’ve seen in Florida.  Florida noted that there 
have been increases in areas that have been 
closed to vessels associated with space 
launches, and so that has prevented access to 
fishing areas and that has potentially 
contributed to the decrease in effort and 

decrease in landings.  Then during the port 
meetings conducted by the South Atlantic Council, 
Florida stakeholders noted several concerns, 
including concerns about shark depredation, water 
quality, weather conditions in federal water, the 
potential of fish shifting more northward, being less 
available, and changing effort dynamics, all 
impacting the Florida Spanish mackerel fisheries. 
 
As far as the PRT comments and recommendations.  
All states in ’23 and ’24 did implement management 
consistent with the FMP except for one 
inconsistency that has since been addressed.  The 
Potomac River Fisheries Commission had not 
implemented the daily commercial trip limits of 
those 3500 pounds.   
 
After they received notification of this, they were 
able to implement that within a couple of months, 
so that is now effective.  Then as far as de minimis, 
if a state has their 3-year average of total landings is 
less than 1% of the coastwide total they receive de 
minimis status.  Rhode Island, New Jersey, Delaware 
and Georgia all request and do qualify. 
 
I will note for this FMP there is no specific de 
minimis difference in the regulations, and there are 
no monitoring requirements, there is no difference 
in monitoring requirements either.  PRT 
recommendations, just some recommendations to 
better understand regional dynamics and sort of 
paying attention to any changes in catch by region. 
 
To better understand the life history components, 
sort of in conjunction with the stock assessments 
and to fully utilize available state data, especially 
trying to get some more data from Virginia 
northward.  Proceed to investigate discard mortality 
and environmental drivers affecting the 
distribution, and also social and economic drivers 
affecting effort.  These are all things that were 
brought up at the Council’s port meetings.  Then 
again, continue coordination between the 
Commission and the Council to address any 
differences in the FMP.  Happy to take any 
questions. 
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CHAIR BEAL:  Any questions on the Spanish 
mackerel presentation?  Yes, Joe Grist. 
 
MR. JOSEPH GRIST:  I noted you made call-out 
of my drift/gillnet fishery, which is 
predominantly targeting Spanish mackerel.  I 
don’t think I would call that a substantial fishery 
for cobia.  I think overall they just sent back to 
me about 500 pounds of cobia in 2025 or the 
300 in 2024.  I think compared to overall 
landings that is pretty insignificant numbers.  
It’s definitely not targeting cobia; I’m not sure 
whey that got called out.  I’m sure it had 
something to do with our report and we’ll look 
into it. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Great, thanks, Joe.  Comments or 
questions.  Not seeing any; is there a motion to 
approve the FMP Review and de minimis 
requests?  Roy Miller, there will be a motion 
coming up momentarily. 
 
MR. MILLER:  Move to approve the Spanish 
mackerel FMP Review for the 2023 and 2024 
Fishing Year, State Compliance Reports and de 
minimis requests from Rhode Island, New 
Jersey, Delaware and Georgia.   
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Is there any second to that?  Doug 
Haymans, thank you.  Any justification, Roy, or 
pretty self-explanatory? 
 
MR. MILLER:  Pretty self-explanatory. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Any objection to the approval of 
the motion that is on the board?  Not seeing 
any that motion stands approved.  Thank you, 
Emilie, for both of those reports and that brings 
us to Spanish mackerel, an update.  Spanish 
mackerel Council activity for the Soth Atlantic 
Council.  Christina Wiegand, Council staff is 
online, and we’re ready to go whenever you 
are, Christina, thanks for being here. 
 
 
 
 
 

UPDATE FROM SOUTH ATLANTIC FISHERY 
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL ON SPANISH MACKEREL 

COUNCIL ACTIVITY 
 
MS. CHRISTINA WIEGAND CURTIS:  Thank you so 
much.  For those who don’t know me, my name is 
Christina Weigand Curtis, I’m the Fisheries Social 
Scientist with the Council, and the lead for the 
Coastal Migratory Pelagics FMP.  I was asked to just 
briefly brief you all on where the Council stands in 
terms of Atlantic Spanish mackerel management. 
 
If you all remember way back in 2024 now, the 
South Atlantic Council did a series of mackerel port 
meetings all up and down the coast, and the 
purpose of these meetings was to sort of 
acknowledge that there were significant changes 
happening in the king and Spanish mackerel 
fisheries, and try to get a holistic view of those 
fisheries by working with stakeholders in all of these 
communities. 
 
I’m not going to go over that full report today, but 
there is a link to it on the Council’s website and on 
the presentation.  That process wrapped up at the 
end of 2024, beginning of 2025, and we presented 
the Council with the results of that at their March 
2025 meeting, going over sort of individual themes 
seen in each state, as well as similarities and 
differences seen up and down the coast.   
 
The Council requested that that would go to their 
Mackerel/Cobia Advisory Panel first and then to 
have staff bring back detailed information on 
specific regulatory measures that the Council could 
take in June of 2025.  We brought this information 
to the Mackerel AP.  They discussed the 
Mackerel/Cobia Report.  They were also provided a 
sort of refresher on the SEDAR 78 stock assessment 
and details on revisions to the FMP Goals and 
Objectives.   
 
They provided comments on all three of those 
things, but the important thing here is that the 
Advisory Panel did pass a motion recommending 
that the Council request an update of the Spanish 
mackerel overfishing limit and ABC 
recommendations based on the results of that new 
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FES Pilot Study before implementing any new 
catch levels, specifically those coming out of 
SEDAR 78.   
 
That AP report was provided to the Council at 
their June 2025 meeting, and in particular 
response to that motion from the AP, they 
decided to postpone work to address those 
Spanish mackerel catch levels coming from 
SEDAR 78 until the results of that FES Pilot 
Study were received and could be incorporated 
into an updated stock assessment.  They also 
requested that we work with the Science Center 
to see if we could move the next Spanish 
mackerel stock assessment to occur sooner in 
the schedule.   
 
With regard to recommendations from port 
meetings, there was a desire to sort of wait 
until we had a new Spanish mackerel stock 
assessment and catch level recommendations.  
There was some discussion about sort of 
looking at recommendations from port 
meetings from the regulatory standpoint, but as 
of right now that work is not currently 
prioritized on the Council’s workplan. 
 
August 2025 the SEDAR Steering Committee did 
meet and did agree to sort of rejiggle the 
schedule a little bit to get the Spanish mackerel 
stock assessment a little bit earlier, so Spanish 
mackerel will now be occurring before the 
vermillion snapper stock assessment.  It’ 
schedule to start in 2027. 
 
If everything is on schedule things would go to 
the Council.  That would go to the Council 
probably late 2027, early 2028.  In December 
the Council did get that updated presentation 
on the FES Pilot Study.  I’m not going to go into 
that in detail here, other than just to note that 
the tentative plan is to have full MRIP estimates 
for Wave 1 in 2027, and the Council really noted 
the importance of having those recalibrated FES 
data available as soon as possible. 
 
We remain sort of cautiously optimistic that 
recalibrated data will be able to go into the 

Spanish mackerel stock assessment by its start in 
2027.  With that there is nothing related to Spanish 
mackerel that is currently on the Council’s 
workplan.  Again, they would be looking to sort of 
address Spanish mackerel, as well as 
recommendations from port meetings once we 
have results from this upcoming stock assessment 
scheduled to begin in early 2027.   
 
With that I am happy to take any questions.  I also 
just wanted to say thank you for all of the work that 
the state agency reps and staff and Commission 
staff did to help make the mackerel port meetings 
endeavor such a success.  I know John Carmichael 
has passed along our appreciation before, but since 
I’m the one here today, I wanted to sort of reiterate 
how much we appreciated all of the support during 
that process. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Great, thank you, Christina, and we 
will also return the thanks to you and the Council 
for making the effort to go beyond the South 
Atlantic Council’s jurisdiction and get perspectives 
from participants in the fishery north of North 
Carolina, so thank you for that.  Any questions on 
process and progress with the South Atlantic 
Council.  Chris Batsavage. 
 
MR. CHRIS BATSAVAGE:  Thank you, Christina, for 
the update.  Based on this timeline with your 
Spanish mackerel assessment, hopefully being done 
by 2027 and South Atlantic Council considering the 
results of that assessment for an amendment.  
What do you think the timeline would be for that 
amendment to be complete, because I suspect it’s a 
pretty long list of issues that could be addressed in 
that amendment.  Then I’ll probably have a follow 
up. 
 
MS. CURTIS:  Thanks, Chris, that’s a great question.  
I think it will ultimately depend on how the Council 
decides to sort of package addressing catch levels 
from the stock assessment, versus some of the 
things that came out of the port meetings.   
 
If they decide to move forward with two separate 
amendments, catch level implementation could 
move quite a bit faster than maybe some of the 



 
Draft Proceedings of the Coastal Pelagics Management Board – February 2026 

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

16 
 

port meeting recommendations that could be a 
little bit controversial, would require a more 
detailed amendment, likely one where we have 
to collaborate with the Gulf.  That would sort, 
timing will ultimately depend on how the 
Council packages things, if they keep catch 
levels and port meetings separate or if they 
wrap it all into one large amendment. 
 
MR. BATSAVAGE:  Thank you, that sounds like a 
logical strategy, kind of breaking this up with 
the other items outside of catch levels taking a 
little more time, I suspect.  I think it’s probably 
worth considering how that workload is divvied 
up even amongst the councils and with this 
Board.   
 
I think this is the ninth time we’ve gotten a 
Spanish mackerel management update from the 
South Atlantic Council since 2019.  There are 
some longstanding issues that need to be 
addressed sooner rather than later.  You know 
kind of thinking through the timeline you just 
gave; we could be looking at the early 2030s 
before this is all finalized. 
 
Considering that much of the Spanish mackerel 
fishery is a state waters fishery along most of its 
range, as this goes on, I think this Board and the 
South Atlantic Council needs to think about 
what items might be better addressed in an 
ASMFC FMP as opposed to trying to tackle all of 
that into a joint council FMP. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Great, thanks, Chris.  Appreciate 
that.  Other comments or questions on Spanish 
mackerel?  Jason. 
 
DR. JASON McNAMEE:  Just to chime in and 
support what Chris was just talking about.  You 
know he and I talked a little bit about this and 
the arc has been long and continues on this 
species.  I think the idea would be to maybe 
kind of convene a little bit and see how to piece 
these things out.   
 
What might make sense for the Commission to 
take on and leverage their nimbleness of the 

Commission relative to the regional councils, just to 
kind of start to turn the ship here a little bit, and 
correct some of the issues that have been identified 
for a really persistent period of time here.  That 
don’t seem egregious, but just need some 
correction.  I just wanted to support Chris, and I like 
the idea of trying to help supplement what is going 
on at the federal level with some state action as 
well. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Just as a reminder, and Emilie can fill 
in the blanks here.  There are a number of 
differences between the interstate and federal 
fishery management plans for Spanish mackerel.  I 
think there is a seasonal issue in the recreational 
side, maybe commercial as well.  What happens 
when the quotas are landed in state waters.  You 
know federal waters close and some states close, 
some step down to 500 pounds.  We’ve got 
different gear types that are allowed, a couple other 
things.  The question is, how does this Board and 
what is the timing of this Board’s interest in 
proceeding on and resolving some of those 
differences between the state and federal FMPs.  
Are there things that identify through the Soth 
Atlantic Council that this Board might be able to 
help them out with.  
 
I surely don’t want to get ahead of the South 
Atlantic Council on this, and clearly especially in 
federal waters.  But if there is something that the 
Commission can do, as Jason said, the nimbleness 
of the Commission to help out the South Atlantic 
Council maybe is a good conversation to have.   
 
It will be interesting to hear what other folks think 
about that, and Christina, feel free to chime in if 
there is the best venue to have that conversation on 
what pieces of this ASMFC could tackle to help out 
the Soth Atlantic Council.  Any thoughts around the 
table, then Christine, I’ll go back to you and ask you 
if you have any thoughts.  David Borden. 
 
MR. V.D. BORDEN:  I’m must kind of curious.  In 
terms of the problems, you’re noting on the 
regulatory side.  Are these more a case of the 
regulations not complementing each other or not 
being identical? 
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MS. FRANKE: Not being identical, but I guess it 
would be up for the Board’s interpretation of 
whether or not they think they are 
complementary.  I’ll say one example is when 
the quota is caught, federal water close, states 
are not required to close on the commercial 
side.  Some states have voluntarily in the past 
decided to implement a lower trip limit, other 
states have not.  That is sort of one of the 
bigger differences. 
 
MR. BORDEN:  Okay, thank you, Emilie. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Other thoughts.  Yes, Chris 
Batsavage. 
 
MR. BATSAVAGE:  I think that is probably one of 
the biggest issues that should be addressed at 
some point, at least through the ASMFC FMP is 
what to do when the commercial ACL is 
reached.  I know that’s an issue that SERO has 
raised, they have ACLs for a reason, federal 
waters close, but the landings keep coming in, 
even under lower trip limits, because that is 
where the fishery occurs.   
 
Just in terms of dividing up the workload, 
considering this is a largely state waters fishery 
for the commercial fisheries, is maybe looking 
at trip limits, at least in the northern zone.  A 
3500-pound trip limit is really not constrained, 
and I think that kind of exacerbates some of the 
ACL overages that we’ve seen in the northern 
zone. 
 
Just because it’s very controversial and time 
consuming, we may want to consider looking at 
the allocation differences between the northern 
and southern zones for the commercial fishery.  
I think that’s tied in with the other items that 
South Atlantic Council is hoping to address.  You 
know it could draw out just that portion of the 
FMP pretty long.  That is something that isn’t 
really reliant on an updated stock assessment 
or updated FES estimates.  It’s just looking at 
whatever amount is the commercial fishery, 
how is that distributed along the coast from 
now Southern New England down to Florida. 

CHAIR BEAL:  Jeff, go ahead, please. 
 
MR. RENCHEN:  Yes, I understand the desire to kind 
of move forward on some of these items, but I also 
don’t want to get ahead of the Council and prefer, 
you know there is likely to be a lot of different 
changes, and we prefer to kind of handle this 
altogether, instead of trying to get ahead and do 
like a couple things here and there if we could.  My 
preference would be just to wait until the Council 
kind of moves forward, before we move forward.  
That’s all I got. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Great, thanks, Jeff, that is good input.  
Not seeing any other hands around the table I’ll go 
back to Christina.  What is your perspective from 
Council staff? 
 
MS. CURSTIS:  I think these are really worthwhile 
conversations to have.  I think it would certainly be 
beneficial to have it sort of expressed from the 
Commission’s desire to move forward with actions 
related to Spanish mackerel that are not tied to the 
recreational catch levels in an updated stock 
assessment. 
 
I’m not sure our Council is as aware of the 
Commission’s desire to start moving forward on 
some of this.  I think if that desire could be made 
clear, the Council might reconsider some of their 
priorities.  From a staff standpoint, I think we would 
still want to be heavily involved in discussions 
related to this.   
 
I would just sort of note, not to always bring it back 
to port meetings, but they are sort of a wealth of 
information there on some of the issues that I’ve 
been hearing you guys discuss; things like trip limits 
and how to slow catch in the northern zone 
commercially is something we talked about at 
length when we were with stakeholders in Virginia, 
as well as Maryland and New Jersey.  I think that 
report in particular could really paint a path forward 
for some of these issues. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Thank you, Christine, that is definitely 
helpful.  Yes, Chris. 
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MR. BATSAVAGE:  The timing is key on this.  
Although myself is interested in getting things 
moving sooner rather than later, maybe the 
decision point on this Board takes on some of 
these items as opposed to the South Atlantic 
Council taking on all these items is when the 
stock assessment is completed and presented 
to the South Atlantic Council.  
 
I think that would maybe be the point where 
the South Atlantic Council in conjunction with 
the Gulf Council is on the clock for addressing 
these items at the federal level.  Maybe then as 
a Board we can discuss with those councils on 
what might make more sense to handle through 
ASMFC as opposed to indicating an action now 
while the stuff is underway, and we find we 
have a disconnect again.   
 
I definitely want to avoid that from happening, 
because we’ve had some of those in place for a 
long time now.  Yes, I’m just kind of putting a 
marker out there, as far as when we should 
start working on stuff.  Maybe what makes the 
most sense is just let’s see what the assessment 
brings and then when the South Atlantic Council 
is ready to start working, that’s maybe where 
some parallel work by this Board can be done to 
cover some of that workload. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Other thoughts on that suggestion 
that was just, everyone hang tight until the 
assessment is done, then we can decide how 
both bodies react in a joint conversation with 
the Council and as Jeff said, not get ahead of 
the South Atlantic Council.  Are folks 
comfortable with that timing and that strategy?  
Yes, David Borden.   
 
MR. BORDEN:  For my own edification, how 
long does it take the South Atlantic Council to 
do all regulations and then implement those.  
The real question is, what is a delay in timing 
between the Council finalizing its plan and the 
Federal Government adopting complementary 
regulations?  How many years? 
 

CHAIR BEAL:  Christina, can you tackle that 
question, please? 
 
MS. CURTIS:  Absolutely.  It depends on the 
complexity of the action and how controversial it is.  
I would say for simple catch level changes from the 
Council initiating an amendment to actual 
implementation of those catch levels.  A fairly 
straightforward amendment can be anywhere from 
six months to a year.  When we start talking about 
compliment changes, regional allocation changes 
between, for example, the northern and southern 
zone for Spanish mackerel, which I anticipate to be 
pretty controversial.   
 
That is likely to delay the process, and that can take 
a year or two.  That necessitates from the Council 
standpoint a full plan amendment, which means we 
have to go to both the Gulf and South Atlantic 
Council to get agreement, which can delay the 
process quite a bit.  Then once the Councils have 
agreed and approved the amendment and 
transmitted it to NMFS, I don’t want to speak too 
much on their behalf, but it can be anywhere from a 
couple of months to six months to longer, just 
depending on their workload and staffing concerns. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  You got a thumbs up from David 
Borden, so that’s a thank you.  What are your 
thoughts on this?  Yes, Ben Dyar. 
 
MR. DYAR:  I would just like to say that I support 
that wait until that assessment to have more 
further information and the best path forward 
there.  If that is the joint management or wanting to 
do something.  We’ll have more information at that 
point.  Thank you. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Great, thanks.  Christina, I don’t think 
Spanish mackerel is on your agenda for your March 
meeting in early March.  There is value in me or you 
reporting out this conversation sometime under 
reports to the Council.  More than happy to do it, 
and just talk about the timeline.  I just don’t want 
the Council to think that the Commission is moving 
ahead and getting ahead of them.  If there is value 
in that, I won’t be there in person but I will be 
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participating virtually, so happy to give that 
update if it’s appropriate. 
 
MS. CURTIS:  Thanks, Bob, I appreciate that and 
we’ll pass that along to sort of leadership and 
see if they feel like it’s appropriate to include on 
the March agenda, because you are correct.  
The Mackerel Committee is not on the agenda 
for the foreseeable future until this stock 
assessment gets going. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Great, thanks, anything else on 
this for Spanish mackerel.  All right, not seeing 
any hands around the room or online.  Thanks 
again, Christina, for your participation.  
 

REVIEW AND POPULATE SPANISH MACKEREL 
PLAN REVIEW TEAM MEMBERSHIP 

 
CHAIR BEAL:  We’ll move along to populating 
the Spanish Mackerel Plan Review Team.  
Emilie. 
 
MS. FRANKE:  Yes, so while the Board is 
convened, there is a couple of state updates to 
the representation to the Plan Review Team.  
For North Carolina we have Sara Pace 
nominated to take over the PRT for North 
Carolina and Chris McDonough from South 
Carolina.  This is for the Spanish mackerel PRT.  
We’re looking for the Board to consider 
approval of those nominations, and there is a 
draft motion. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Anyone, Chris Batsavage, a motion 
will be coming up momentarily.   
 
 
MR. BATSAVAGE:  Move to approve Sara Pace 
of North Carolina and Chris McDonough of 
South Carolina to the Spanish mackerel Plan 
Review Team. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Seconded by Ben Dyar, thank you.  
I don’t know, Chris if you have any justification, 
it seems pretty straightforward.  He’s shaking 
his head that he’s all set.  Any objection to 
adding Sara and Chris to the Plan Review Team 

for Spanish mackerel.  Seeing none; thank you, 
they stand approved.  
 
 

REVIEW AND POPULATE ADVISORY PANEL 
MEMBERSHIP 

 
CHAIR BEAL:  That brings us to an addition to the 
Advisory Panel.  Tina or Emilie is going to give that 
presentation.  Tina is up, go ahead, Tina. 
 
MS. TINA L. BERGER:  I would like to offer for the 
Board’s consideration the addition of Robert Hale a 
recreational angler from Georgia to the South 
Atlantic Species Advisory Panel. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Thank you, Tina, Doug, would you like 
to make that motion? 
 
MR. DOUG HAYMANS:  I certainly would.  Move to 
approve Robert Hale of Georgia to the South 
Atlantic Species Advisory Panel. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Is there a second to that?  David 
Sikorski, thank you, and any objection to adding 
Robert Hale to the Advisory Panel?  Seeing none; 
he is approved and now a member of the AP.   
 

ELECT VICE-CHAIR 

CHAIR BEAL:  That brings us to my favorite part, 
election of the Vice-Chair.  I think Ben Dyar may 
have a motion. 
 
MR. DYAR:  I think the plan and the thought here is 
that’s done when nominating someone who is not 
here in person to defend themselves, so with that I 
have the privilege of nominating Erika Burgess as 
the Vice-Chair of the Coastal Pelagics Board from 
Florida.  Thank you. 
 
CHAIR BEAL:  Great, is there a second to that 
motion?  David Sikorski again, thank you.  Any 
objection to having Erika as the Vice-Chair of this 
Board?  Seeing none; congratulations, Erika, 
wherever you may be, you are now the Vice-Chair 
of the Board.  That’s what you get for missing a 
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meeting.  Yes, you can report back that she is 
elected.   
 

ADJOURNMENT 

That actually brings us to Other Business.  Is 
there anything else before this Board that you 
want to tackle on the Coastal Pelagics species 
before we adjourn?  Seeing no hands; this 
Board stands adjourned.  Thank you all for your 
time today. 
 

(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 11:25 
p.m. on Wednesday, February 4, 2026) 
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TO: Coastal Pelagics Management Board 
 
FROM: Cobia Technical Committee 
 
DATE: June 24, 2026  
 
SUBJECT: Recommendation for 2027 Total Harvest Quota and Recreational Management 

Measures for Atlantic Migratory Group Cobia 
 
The Cobia Technical Committee (TC) met via webinar on June 24, 2026 to discuss the 2027 total 
harvest quota, 2027 recreational management measures, and ongoing stock assessment for 
Atlantic migratory group (AMG) cobia.  
 
TC Members in Attendance: Justin Yost (SC DNR), Chris Kalinowsky (GA DNR), Catherine 
Wilhelm (VMRC), Zachary Schuller (NY DEC), Melinda Lambert (NC DMF), Angela Giuliano (MD 
DNR), Nichole Ares (RI DEM), Jamie Darrow (NJ DEP), Michael Larkin (SERO) 
 
ASMFC Staff: Chelsea Tuohy 
 
Others in Attendance: CJ Schlick (SC DNR), Erika Burgess (FL FWC, Chair), Chris Batsavage (NC 
DMF) 
 
2020-2026 Total Harvest Quota 
The current total harvest quota for Atlantic cobia is 80,112 fish, which results in a 
coastwide recreational quota of 76,908 fish and a commercial quota of 73,116 pounds (3,204 
fish)1. This total quota level was first approved in February 2020 for the 2020-2022 fishing 
seasons2 following the Atlantic cobia benchmark stock assessment. In May 2022, based on a 
recommendation from the TC, the Coastal Pelagics Management Board (Board) changed the 
cobia quota timeframe to 2021-2023, thereby, maintaining the harvest quota of 80,112 fish for 
the 2023 fishing season3. This change to the quota timeframe aligned with the timing of new 
recreational measures implemented by some states in 2021 following the change in quota 
allocation per Addendum I to Amendment 1 of the Interstate Fishery Management Plan (FMP) 
for Atlantic Cobia. The TC noted that maintaining this quota level in 2023 carried a low risk 
considering the low projected probability of the stock being overfished (0.25), and considering 
average realized harvest in recent years was below the harvest projections associated with this 

 
1 For the commercial portion of the quota, the average annual coastwide commercial average weight from 2015-17 
(22.8 pounds) was used to convert the commercial quota from numbers to pounds. 
2 January 2020 TC Quota Recommendations and Projections: https://asmfc.org/resources/management-technical-
committee/cobia-technical-committee-report-january-2020/  
3 April 2022 TC Quota Timeframe Recommendation: https://asmfc.org/resources/management-technical-
committee/cobia-technical-committee-report-april-2022/  

http://www.asmfc.org/
https://asmfc.org/resources/management-plan/cobia-addendum-i-to-amendment-1/
https://asmfc.org/resources/management-plan/cobia-addendum-i-to-amendment-1/
https://asmfc.org/resources/management-technical-committee/cobia-technical-committee-report-january-2020/
https://asmfc.org/resources/management-technical-committee/cobia-technical-committee-report-january-2020/
https://asmfc.org/resources/management-technical-committee/cobia-technical-committee-report-april-2022/
https://asmfc.org/resources/management-technical-committee/cobia-technical-committee-report-april-2022/
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quota level. In 2023, the TC recommended and the Board approved keeping the total harvest 
quota status quo for 2024-2026 as no new information was available to inform a change in 
quota, updating projections that far from the terminal year of the previous assessment was not 
recommended due to increasing uncertainty, and a stock assessment was to be completed in 
the near future4.  
 
TC Recommendation for 2027 Total Harvest Quota 
Per Addendum II to Amendment 1 to the Interstate FMP for Atlantic Cobia, the Board may 
specify a new coastwide total harvest quota for up to five years after expiration of previously 
specified measures, or following a completed stock assessment. Since the current total harvest 
quota specification expires in 2026, the Board may specify a new total harvest quota for 2027 
through 2031.  
 
The TC considered available data to inform the 2027-2031 total harvest quota. The 2020-2026 
total harvest quota was informed by the 2020 stock assessment (SEDAR 58) and by additional 
projections provided by the NOAA Southeast Fisheries Science Center (SEFSC) immediately 
following the 2020 assessment, which included a range of constant harvest and constant fishing 
mortality scenarios through 2024. In Spring 2023, the TC requested an updated set of 
projections from the SEFSC to inform the 2024-2026 total harvest quota. The TC requested that 
2019-2022 realized harvest data be incorporated in the projections, and requested the 
projections be extended through 2026, if feasible. However, projections were not provided as 
the nine-year forecast from the assessment terminal year of 2017 through 2026 was well 
beyond the recommendation to limit analysis to five years and the SEFSC noted that a large 
portion of cobia removals were now outside the South Atlantic, which was inconsistent with the 
projection model.  
 
Considering the lack of new information and ongoing stock assessment for AMG cobia, the TC 
recommends the Board set the cobia harvest quota at the status quo level of 80,112 fish for 
2027 only. This results in a coastwide recreational quota of 76,908 fish and commercial quota 
of 73,116 pounds. 
 
The TC noted that the ongoing stock assessment, scheduled to be completed in 2027, should 
inform future total harvest quota levels. On the current timeline, assessment information will 
be available in 2027 to inform the total harvest quotas for 2028 and beyond.  
 
Recreational Harvest Target Evaluation and 2027 Recreational Management Measures 
Per Addendum II to Amendment 1 to the Interstate FMP for Atlantic Cobia, “Recreational 
landings are evaluated against recreational harvest targets at the same time as the specification 
process. Recreational landings for each region are evaluated against that region’s target as an 
average of annual landings. The timeframe for this average only includes years with the same 

 
4 August 2023 ASMFC Coastal Pelagics Board Sets Atlantic Cobia Total Harvest Quota for 2024-2026 Fishing 
Seasons: https://asmfc.org/news/press-releases/asmfc-coastal-pelagics-board-sets-atlantic-cobia-total-harvest-
quota-for-2024-2026-fishing-seasons/  

https://asmfc.org/resources/management-plan/cobia-addendum-ii-to-amendment-1/
https://asmfc.org/resources/management-plan/cobia-addendum-ii-to-amendment-1/
https://asmfc.org/news/press-releases/asmfc-coastal-pelagics-board-sets-atlantic-cobia-total-harvest-quota-for-2024-2026-fishing-seasons/
https://asmfc.org/news/press-releases/asmfc-coastal-pelagics-board-sets-atlantic-cobia-total-harvest-quota-for-2024-2026-fishing-seasons/
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recreational management measures”. Given recreational management measures changed in 
2025, the 2027 recreational management measure harvest target evaluation only had one year 
of data for evaluation.  
 
In 2025, there was a significant underage of each regional soft target and as a result, the 
coastwide quota, especially compared to recent harvest trends (Tables 1 & 2). Addendum II to 
Amendment 1 specifies that regions must restrict management measures if a region’s averaged 
recreational landings exceed its annual recreational harvest target over the evaluation period, 
and regions may liberalize management measures if a region reports a consistent under-harvest 
during an evaluation time period for a minimum of 2 years, but not prior to the completion of 
the next stock assessment.  
 
Given the underharvest in 2025, guidance from Addendum II, and lack of new stock 
assessment information, the TC recommends keeping recreational management measures 
status quo in 2027.  
 
During the discussion on recent recreational performance, the TC noted the significant 
underage in recreational quota in 2025 seems anomalous compared to recent years under the 
same total harvest quota. Acknowledging that some recreational management measures were 
restricted in 2025, the TC expressed interest in continuing to monitor recreational landings to 
observe if this significant underage is due to an abundance of undersized fish, lack of 
availability, or influenced by uncertainties in the MRIP information for this species.  
 

Tables 

Table 1: 2025 Regional Soft Target Performance. 

Region 2025 Soft Targets Harvest Performance 
Northern Region (RI-VA) 52,825 fish 17,386 fish 32.9% 
Southern Region (NC-GA) 24,083 fish 13,687 fish 56.8% 

Total 76,908 fish 31,073 fish 40.4% 
 
Table 2: Coastwide recreational quota performance 2020-2025.  

Year Harvest Quota Attainment 
2020 76,786 fish 99.84% 
2021 90,807 fish 118.07% 
2022 69,800 fish 90.76% 
2023 98,311 fish 127.83% 
2024 54,289 fish 70.59% 
2025 31,073 fish 40.40% 

Average 70,177 fish 91.25% 
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Atlantic Cobia Stock Assessment Data Workshop Summary 
March 18, 2026 – Virtual 
March 23, 2026 – Virtual  
March 30, 2026 – Virtual 

April 28-29, 2026 – New Bern, North Carolina 
  

Participants: Angela Giuliano (MDDNR, TC-SAS Chair), Coly Ares (RIDEM, TC-SAS, data 
coordinator), Brad Johnson (NCDEQ, SAS), Catherine Wilhelm (VMRC, TC), Chris Kalinowsky 
(GADNR, TC), Jamie, Darrow (NJDEP, TC), Jimmy Kilfoil (SCDNR, SAS), JusƟn Yost (SCDNR, TC-
SAS), Kevin Weng (VIMS, SAS), Melinda Lambert (NCDEQ, TC), Mike Larkin (NOAA, TC), Zach, 
Schuller (NYDEC, TC), Amy Schueller (NOAA SEFSC, SAS lead analyst), CJ Schlick (SCDNR, SAS 
assessment coordinator), Emilie Franke (ASMFC), Chelsea Tuohy (ASMFC), Amy Zimney (SCDNR, 
data provider), Anna-Mai Christmas-Svajdlenka (ACCSP), Elizabeth Gooding (SCDNR, data 
provider), Eric Hiltz (SCDNR, data provider), Gary Decossas (SEFSC, data provider), John, 
DearsƟne (VMRC, data provider), Larry Beerkircher (NOAA SEFSC, data provider), Meredith 
WhiƩen (NCDMF, data provider), Michaela Pawluk (NOAA SEFSC, data provider), Nate Bacheler 
(NOAA, data provider), Rob Cheshire (NOAA SEFSC, data provider), Samantha Binion-Rock 
(NOAA SEFSC, data provider), Sarina Atkinson (NOAA SEFSC, data provider), Sascha Cushner 
(NOAA SEFSC), Tracy McCulloch (NOAA SEFSC, data provider), Tracey Smart (SCDNR, data 
provider), Alan Bianchi (NCDMF), Ben Dyar (SCDNR, Commissioner), Erika Burgess (FL FWC, 
Board Chair), Erin Pereira (FL FWC), Jared Flowers (GA DNR), Jeff Moore (NCDMF), Jessica 
Clawson (FL FWC), Joshua McGilly (VMRC), Julie Dingle (SCDNR), Kevin Thompson (FL FWC), 
Steven Ellis (SEFSC), Sydney Alhale (SEFSC), Thomas Newman, Todd Elder, Travis Williams 
(NCDMF) 
 
The Data Workshop for the 2027 Atlantic Cobia Stock Assessment was held over three virtual 
meetings and a two day in-person workshop in New Bern, North Carolina. Members from the 
Cobia Stock Assessment Subcommittee (SAS), the Cobia Technical Committee (TC), and multiple 
data providers, including federal partners, participated in the workshop. The workshop 
discussed available data sources along the Atlantic coast of the US from the Georgia-Florida 
state line north to the Canadian border. No data sources were submiƩed by the public in 
response to the call for data from the AtlanƟc States Marine Fisheries Commission 
(Commission) ahead of the workshop.  
 
March 18, 2026 – Virtual Workshop 
The first data webinar focused on the roles of participants, timeline of the stock assessment, 
and commercial fishery data sources. The roles of the TC members, SAS members, and data 

http://www.asmfc.org/
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providers were briefly explained at the start of the workshop. The draft timeline of the 
assessment was also discussed, and the deadline for all data products was scheduled for June 
30, 2026, with a note that revised Fishing Effort Survey (FES) Marine Recreational Information 
Program (MRIP) estimates would not be available until later in the fall. Preliminary standard 
data units (i.e., stock definition- Georgia north, years-1986-2025, using Total Length in cm, 
midpoint length bins in cm, whole ages from annuli counts, commercial catch in 1,000 lb whole 
weight, recreation catch in 1,000 fish) used in the last benchmark assessment were presented 
and there was no opposiƟon to using the same standards for this assessment.  
 
Coastwide commercial landings provided by the AtlanƟc Coastal CooperaƟve StaƟsƟcs Program 
(ACCSP) were reviewed. Landings are complete and validated from 1986-2023. 2024 landings 
are complete and validaƟon will be completed soon. 2025 landings will be completed and 
validated following the spring data load. There are no commercial landings in Maine or New 
Hampshire. Since 1950, 56% of landings have been landed in North Carolina, 30% landed in 
Virginia, 8% landed in South Carolina, and all other states had <3% of landings. Many states 
have landings with confidenƟal data. Landings have conƟnued to grow in Virginia at faster rates 
than other states. In SEDAR 58, landings were split by handlines, long lines, and all other gears. 
The parƟcipants discussed if this split was a decision based on fishery specifics, data limitaƟons, 
or other drivers. This discussion was conƟnued aŌer the state commercial fishery overviews.  
 
TC members gave more specifics about commercial fisheries in each of their states. Virginia 
shared their mandatory reporƟng began in 1994 and there were three major regulatory changes 
for cobia captured in commercial fisheries in 1990, 2014, and 2018. The dominant gears in 
Virginia have historically been gillnets and pound nets, with hook and line becoming another 
dominant gear in 2012. Biological samples have been collected from the commercial fishery in 
the form of length, weight, ages, and sex data, as well as discards esƟmated from the Virginia 
Marine Resources Commission (VMRC) Observer Program. North Carolina’s current trip level 
reports began in 1994. The number of parƟcipants in the cobia commercial fishery has dropped 
through the years but has become stable with around 150 parƟcipants. The dominant gear 
types are gillnets, hook and line, long lines, haul seines, and a history of trawls. Biological 
samples are available from the commercial fishery in the form of length, weight, and fin clips 
with 294 trips sampled since 1982. Cobia is a rare event species, so only 201 fish were sampled 
for length. In South Carolina, data collecƟon at the trip level started in 2004. In 2012, cobia was 
listed as a gamefish, so all cobia reported in commercial landings are from federal waters. 
RegulaƟons of cobia prior to 2016 mimicked federal regulaƟons. Any biological data gathered 
from the commercial fishery are collected as part of the Trip Interview Program (TIP) but not 
otherwise available. Dominant gears are hook and line and spear fishing. InformaƟon for 
Georgia, Rhode Island, New York, New Jersey, and Maryland were all presented, but commercial 
landings for many years in these states are confidenƟal. All of these states combined contribute 
to roughly 6% of the coastwide commercial catch since 1950.  
 
AŌer state presentaƟons, the parƟcipants revisited the discussion on whether the gear 
separaƟon in SEDAR 58 should sƟll be used for SEDAR 107. A major deciding factor in whether 
to split the data comes down to whether there is enough biological data collected from these 
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gear types to allow for length composiƟon, age composiƟons, or selecƟvity paƩerns to be 
determined for use in the model. The parƟcipants requested North Carolina and Virginia explore 
biological data collected in their jurisdicƟons to determine if sufficient data can be provided for 
the model by gear. These data will be presented at the in-person workshop in New Bern, NC on 
April 28 with follow up discussion.  
 
The Southeast Fisheries Science Center (SEFSC) has historically collected data on commercial 
discards from the gillnet and handline (verƟcal line) fisheries; however, the SEFSC no longer 
recommends the use of the Discard Logbook data in stock assessment as was previously used in 
SEDAR 58 (SEDAR92-RD-05) due to a large increase of “no discard” trips within the self-reported 
data. When compared to the observer data, there are increased concerns with data reliability, 
and SEFSC recommends using the observer data in place of the Discard Logbook data. 
 
The Southeast Region Headboat Survey (SRHS) was used as a catch per unit effort (CPUE) 
dependent data index in SEDAR 58. The survey began in 1981 but expanded in 2009. Lengths 
and weights were recorded as part of the survey. Discard esƟmates were added to the survey in 
2004 but biased low, however esƟmates were sƟll low in 2008-2010, so sƟll of potenƟal use. 
The survey had a low percent of posiƟve occurrences for North Carolina and Georgia-South 
Carolina combined, at just below or around 5% posiƟve. The data are available to use as an 
index, but standardizaƟon has not occurred. The panelists asked to see the index before 
deciding if it would be used in SEDAR 107. The index will be examined in another meeƟng of the 
data workshop.  
 
March 23, 2026 – Virtual Workshop 
The second data workshop focused on recreaƟonal fishing data and began discussion on 
biological data available from various enƟƟes. PresentaƟons were given on MRIP, the NOAA 
Commercial Trip Interview Program (TIP), South Carolina DNR (SCDNR) Charter Logbook Data, 
SRHS composiƟon data, New York Headboat Vessel Trip Reports, Maryland Charter Logbooks, 
Virginia RecreaƟonal ReporƟng and Biosampling, age data from the NOAA SEFSC Biology and 
Life History Branch, and SCDNR life history data.  
 
Data available through MRIP were presented. These data have already been provided through 
2024 using the current FES methodology. The provider plans to provide 2025 data, as well as a 
data update when the new FES methodologies are available later this year. Landings and 
discards are most common from private boats in Virginia, North Carolina, and South Carolina. 
Discards had a marked increase in 2017, which coincides with the federal closures. The 
workshop aƩendees requested to see the data by wave, given the strong seasonality in catch. 
The data provider was able to pull the data before the end of the webinar and confirmed 
landings were higher in waves 3 and 4, with discards highest in waves 3, 4, and 5.  
 
Length composiƟons are also available from MRIP and the SRHS from 1981-2024 (2025 will be 
provided at a later date). EsƟmates from the MRIP tool uses imputed lengths, which the SEFSC 
does not use. Many years have <100 fish sampled per year, with the majority of samples from 
North Carolina. Very few samples have been intercepted north of Virginia. Only 2 fish measured 
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were >2000 mm fork length (FL). MRIP At-Sea headboat also captures size of cobia observed, 
which provides some discard informaƟon. These data are available from 2004-2025. There are 
low sample sizes in this data set and less than 10 trips per year. Provided length composiƟon, 
however, shows the discards are smaller than retained lengths, an expected outcome given the 
fishing regulaƟons.  
 
The NOAA Commercial Trip Interview Program (TIP) also has length data for Georgia-North 
Carolina collected commercially harvested fish through random fish-house sampling and 
dockside sampling. These data are available from 1983-2024 and are split into gear types: 
longline, handline, and other (gillnets). There are <100 lengths in all years, with some years 
having <30 lengths. Most data come from North Carolina. All samples from Georgia ended in 
2006 due to staffing decisions. Historically handlines were the dominant gear type, but “other” 
became dominant in 2013 when a TIP sampler began working with gillneƩers in North Carolina. 
It was noted during this presentaƟon that the last stock assessment used the same length 
frequency for all gears across all years due to a limited amount of data at the gear and year 
level.  
 
SCDNR provided informaƟon on programs that target recreaƟonal fishing for data. The SCDNR 
Charter Logbook Program is a mandatory reporƟng program that began in 1993. All recreaƟonal 
Charter Fishing vessels are required to report all catch and effort. The percent occurrence of 
cobia landed or released on all charter fishing trips ranges from 1.60%-2.74%; however, on trips 
where operators report that they are targeƟng cobia, the percent occurrence increases to 
59.85% -75.85%. This program is only available in South Carolina and has no field validaƟon 
available to verify the self-reported data. There are soŌware checks and QA/QC subsamples 
completed for data quality. Next, the South Carolina State Finfish Survey was presented which is 
a vessel-based creel survey that has been conducted from 1988-2024; however, in 2013, 
sampling was only conducted in Wave 1 to coincide with the lack of data collected in MRIP. 
Length data are available from this survey, with > 400 cobia measured across all years.  
 
AddiƟonal State Logbook/Charter Programs were also briefly discussed. The New York Headboat 
Vessel Trip Reports are available as a data source, but only 15 trips reported cobia captured 
from 2011-2025 in over 60,000 reported trips. All were captured from June-August, near Fire 
Island Inlet, Long Island Sound, New Jersey, or offshore. The Maryland Charter Logbook Program 
has been collecƟng data since 1993; however, most years capture <25 fish and many years did 
not capture any. Harvest has increased since 2019.  
 
In Virginia, recreaƟonal reporƟng and biosampling data are available for use. There have been 
several regulaƟon changes in Virginia that differ from federal regulaƟon changes. The carcass 
collecƟon program officially started in 2007, with some opportunisƟc sampling prior. 
AddiƟonally, tournaments targeƟng cobia were sampled for a few years with a handful of 
samples from each year. These two data sources provide length, age, and possible weight. 
Through Virginia’s Saltwater Journal, voluntary reporƟng of cobia fishing started in 2006, but 
not much was reported unƟl 2016 when reporƟng of the trip (not the catch) became 
mandatory. However, the program was very disliked and mandatory reporƟng concluded in 
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2022 with anglers reporƟng data voluntarily in more recent years. Lengths of both harvested 
and discarded fish available through this dataset were reported by anglers. Due to the dislike of 
the Saltwater Journal, the Voluntary RecreaƟon Cobia IniƟaƟve started in 2023. An addiƟonal 
data source is the RecreaƟonal CitaƟon Program where cobia are weighed on a cerƟfied scale 
but length is opƟonal. This program has run since 2000 but has a minimum 50 lb weight limit 
that increased to 55 lbs in 2004.  
 
The NOAA SEFSC Biology and Life History Branch has collected and aged 134 otoliths from 97 
trips between 2005-2023. Length is recorded in FL. Sample size by year is very low in most years 
(<10 per year) with several years not having any samples. SCDNR is providing life history data 
that have been collected through several programs. In 2001, SCDNR started stock enhancement 
and mariculture work with cobia. Since 2007, 4,570 samples have been collected with 2,868 
ages available from these samples. Some samples have been donated through carcass collecƟon 
or tournaments. However, freezers were removed in 2022, and tournaments have dwindled due 
to inshore closures in South Carolina where much of that effort was targeted. Biological samples 
from the charter fleet were also targeted from 2005-2006. Within these samples, SCDNR has 
collected fin clips as part of geneƟc program work with the species. In recent years, a geneƟc 
sex marker has been idenƟfied in cobia, allowing for sex to be determined without needing the 
gonads of the fish. This provides more data on the sex raƟos of the populaƟon.  
 
This webinar concluded with some discussions on the best metric for length to be used in the 
assessment. The previous assessment used total length (TL) in the model; however, it was noted 
that many of the data sources discussion to date are in fork length (FL). There are several 
sources that contain both metrics, so converƟng from one to another is not difficult, as long as 
definiƟons are consistent and conversions are verified. However, using FL rather than TL for the 
model would result in less data sources having to be converted, so aƩendees concluded FL 
would be a beƩer metric for the stock assessment model.  
 
March 30, 2026 – Virtual Workshop 
The third data workshop conƟnued with life history data available from other locaƟons, as well 
as looking into surveys and programs that could be used for indices of abundance.  
 
North Carolina DMF (NCDMF) has collected length and age data for cobia through several 
fishery dependent and independent programs. The samples were aged by the SEFSC unƟl 2017 
and have been aged at NCDMF from 2018-2024. Samples collected in 2025 have not been 
processed yet but will be available in the next month. RecreaƟonal samples are available 
through the Carcass CollecƟon Program and Charter Boat Sampling Program. Commercial 
sampling occurs from the fish house sampling program and dockside sampling. As a possible 
index, the Gillnet Survey also collects cobia with 1-9% of trips catching cobia in the Pamlico 
Sound. Other regions are sampled in the Gillnet Survey, but sampling started in different years, 
making combining the locaƟons into one index difficult without losing years of potenƟal 
sampling. However, the Gillnet Survey could provide a potenƟal index of abundance for cobia, at 
least on a small spaƟal scale. The percent occurrence is higher than other fishery dependent 
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data sources in some years and it is a fishery independent program. AddiƟonally, this survey has 
an associated length composiƟon and potenƟal age composiƟon available with the index.  
 
The videos from the Southeast Reef Fish Survey were presented as a possible fishery-
independent index of abundance. Video cameras were aƩached to the chevron traps in the 
mulƟspecies reef survey in 2010. Cobia were not captured in the chevron traps in any 
appreciable number, but have been seen on the video transects in schools around larger 
organisms (i.e., skate, rays, sharks, turtles, etc.). Sampling for this survey occurs from Cape 
HaƩeras, NC to St. Lucie Inlet, FL in depths ranging from 15-100 m. Cobia have been recorded to 
occur in a low percent of trips (ranging from 0.4-2.6%); however, when recorded they are oŌen 
seen in schools. This data set is likely zero-inflated and posiƟvely skewed. However, this survey 
was used as an index for abundance in the Red Grouper SEDAR 86, with similar percent posiƟve 
occurrence. N. Bacheler is willing to provide an index of abundance for cobia from this survey if 
convergence of a model is aƩainable. The workshop aƩendees preferred a standardized model, 
if possible, but N. Bacheler recommended a potenƟal presence/absence model if tradiƟonal 
standardizaƟon methods did not work. He will present a potenƟal index at the April in-person 
workshop. This index would not have lengths or ages available for composiƟon.  
 
Another potenƟal fishery-independent index of abundance was created using data from the 
SEAMAP Coastal Trawl Survey. The SEAMAP Coastal Trawl Survey has been sampling from North 
Caroline-Florida since 1990; however, for the purposes of the cobia stock assessment, only data 
from North Carolina-Georgia were considered to coincide with the stock boundary. The index 
has an average 3.4% occurrence and uses area swept as effort to account for variaƟons in 
sampling through Ɵme. The standardized index was created using a zero-inflated negaƟve 
binomial GAM (ZINB) with year, depth, and boƩom temperature as significant presence 
covariates and year, laƟtude, and day of year as significant abundance covariates. From 2012-
2016, lengths were recorded and otoliths kept for aging on all cobia <100 cm FL. From 2017-
2025, lengths were recorded on all cobia, but otoliths were sƟll only maintained on cobia <100 
cm FL. However, only two cobia were captured from 2017-2025 >100 cm, so the webinar 
aƩendees felt the length and age composiƟons were sƟll of potenƟal use for the assessment. 
Amy Zimney is willing to provide the length and age composiƟons for the April in-person 
workshop.  
 
Other indices of abundance were also briefly discussed during the workshop. In the last 
assessment, the South Carolina Charter Logbook Survey Index was considered but not 
ulƟmately used in the assessment. This is a fishery-dependent survey that was discussed in the 
second webinar, but the previous index was reviewed. The percent posiƟve for this survey 
ranged from 1-3% and the survey does not have any age or length components. The index was 
standardized using a delta-GLM with lognormal error distribuƟon and the significant covariates 
were Year, Month, and Locale. Examining the catch did provide informaƟon that more cobia 
were captured closer to shore in state waters than offshore. The SRHS, Video Survey, and 
Coastal Trawl Survey all capture cobia in federal waters only. Maryland fishery-independent 
indices were also menƟoned but only 11 cobia have been captured across all surveys in all 
years. The Northeast BoƩom Trawl Survey, which samples down to Cape Lookout, NC, has been 
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menƟoned as a potenƟal data source, but more informaƟon about the data available on cobia 
from this trawl survey is sƟll pending. It will be discussed more at the April in-person workshop. 
Also, the Northeast Fisheries Science Center has a Fisheries Observer Program that collects 
informaƟon on commercially discarded cobia with 0-181 encounters per year from Maine to 
North Carolina. More informaƟon on this data source will be provided at the April in-person 
workshop.  
 
An in-depth literature review was conducted prior to the workshop. Many studies dealt with 
tagging and migraƟon, cobia in mariculture, or from the Gulf.  
 
April 28, 2026 – New Bern, North Carolina 
The workshop highlighted the extensive convenƟonal and electronic tagging datasets available 
for the upcoming AtlanƟc cobia stock assessment. The South Carolina Department of Natural 
Resources (SCDNR) Marine Game Fish Tagging Program (MGFTP) reported 1,853 releases and 
308 recaptures of convenƟonal tags since 1986, while the Virginia Game Fish Tagging Program 
(VGFTP) has recorded 8,364 convenƟonal tags released and 1,338 recaptured since 1995. While 
the vast majority of convenƟonal tag recaptures occurred within same state as release, it should 
be highlighted that recent data show a limited number of VGFTP recaptures into more northern 
states such as New Jersey (n=4) and Delaware (n=1). DisposiƟon data from both programs 
indicate that while release rates vary annually, a significant porƟon of recaptured cobia are 
harvested. AddiƟonally, the workshop noted that further convenƟonal tagging data from other 
states, such as North Carolina, could be incorporated into the assessment as it becomes 
available. 
 
In addiƟon to convenƟonal tagging methods, passive acousƟc telemetry data from the FACT 
Network — comprising over 2.6 million detecƟons — have provided new insights into offshore 
overwintering and stock boundaries. Studies confirmed that cobia movement is heavily 
influenced by the 20C isotherm, with fish uƟlizing the conƟnental shelf break and Gulf Stream 
as thermal refugia during winter months. The workshop concluded that these acousƟc datasets 
will be used to aƩempt to update esƟmates of both discard mortality and total mortality (Z). 
 
The videos from the Southeast Reef Fish Survey were discussed in more depth aŌer direcƟon 
for the survey standardizaƟon was given to SEFSC by the TC and SAS on a previous data webinar. 
A standardizaƟon of the abundance data was not possible due to the zero-inflated negaƟve 
binomial model not converging. An index of distribuƟon (i.e. presence) was developed and 
thought to be highly correlated to an index of abundance. The data were subset to the months 
with the highest occurrence and excluding Florida or Florida and North Carolina. The index 
trend was similar, regardless of the subset used. There are sƟll quesƟons as to whether the 
video indices are tracking cobia abundance or abundance of other species (like sharks and rays).  
 
A MRIP CPUE dependent index was created using directed trips for cobia. Total effort was 
calculated based on the hours fished and number of anglers on a trip. The data were subset to 
include Virginia through Georgia and waves 3-5, resulƟng in 11,450 trips. Overall, the were 
16.7% posiƟve trips for cobia and an increasing trend in abundance over the length of the 
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Ɵmeseries with a decline in abundance starƟng in 2018. The workshop aƩendees expressed 
concern that that trend matched Virginia’s catch closely, which is likely a driving factor in the 
index. More development of this index will be done following the in-person workshop, 
specifically potenƟal ways to handle increasing interest and effort in the fishery over Ɵme, 
especially in Virginia.  
 
Final decisions on the indices used for the stock assessment will be done at the methods 
workshop, aŌer comparisons between the indices can be completed through a correlaƟon 
analysis or other consideraƟons (such as fishery independent vs. dependent indices, whether 
age or length data is available for the index, whether the index is representaƟve of the stock, 
etc.).  
 
Virginia provided more informaƟon about the biological samples from their commercial 
fisheries, specifically the number of fish sampled from each gear type in each year. While some 
gears had more than 30 samples in a handful of years, the group determined that there were 
not enough samples consistently in each year to use the data for annual age or length 
composiƟons. Also, there was not enough informaƟon to break the commercial data out into 
different gear categories with length composiƟon informaƟon available for each gear category. 
It was decided to maintain one commercial fleet with landings and discards aggregated and one 
aggregated length composiƟon, as was completed in SEDAR 58.  
 
RecreaƟonal data are coming from MRIP, with the intent to wait for the new MRIP FES 
calibraƟon. Limited age and length data are available from carcass collecƟon programs, 
recreaƟonal sampling efforts, and tournament samples with sample sizes increasing in recent 
years. AddiƟonal recreaƟonal age and length data from the early part of the Ɵme series, used in 
SEDAR58, were also idenƟfied which had not previously been submiƩed by the SEFSC. Discard 
lengths are not readily available, except through the Virginia Saltwater Journal mandatory and 
voluntary reporƟng or the MRIP headboat surveys. Many of the samples are from the Virginia 
Saltwater Journal mandatory reporƟng, but the group quesƟoned some of these data entries as 
the program was not well received by the fishing community.  
 
Discard mortality was explored in comparison to what was accomplished in SEDAR 58. Specific 
details about past analyses can be found in SEDAR58-WP04 and SEDAR58-DW06 working 
papers. The recreaƟonal discard mortality rate was assumed to be 5% of the recreaƟonal 
discards with a range of 2% to 12% used in sensiƟvity runs based on informaƟon provided from 
a past acousƟc telemetry study (Young et al. 2016) and past VIMS Satellite Archival Tag study. 
The group decided the acousƟc telemetry study could be updated with new addiƟonal data to 
ensure this was sƟll the best available informaƟon on recreaƟonal discard mortality. Commercial 
discards were esƟmated using data from the Shark Gillnet Observer Program, NCDMF Gill Net 
Observer Program, and Supplemental Discard Logbook Program, which determined discard 
mortality for gillnets was roughly 45% and 5.6% for verƟcal lines. These data will be updated 
where available to determine if the reported discard mortaliƟes are the best available science.  
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April 29, 2026 – New Bern, North Carolina 
The last day of the workshop was used to review the terms of reference and discuss 
assignments needed for the compleƟon of the assessment. It was noted that some 
environmental analyses outside the model and tagging data analyses may be needed, with 
some discussions on potenƟal direcƟons. A subgroup will be developed to work on these 
environmental aspects. AddiƟonal Ɵme was spent forming a tagging subgroup, as the tagging 
work will be a crucial and large component of the assessment.  
 
The group also discussed potenƟal data limited methods if the current Beaufort Assessment 
Model (BAM) does not converge. Ideas were brought forth on using the NOAA Data Limited 
Toolbox for analyses that could be beneficial. Also, discussions on potenƟal exploraƟon of 
another modeling plaƞorm occurred given the lack of future support for ADMB, the base 
plaƞorm needed to run the BAM. The workshop wrapped up with assignments moving forward 
and a plan to hold the methods workshop in September.  



FINAL 
SUMMARY REPORT 

FULL COUNCIL II 
SOUTH ATLANTIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

June 2026 
 
The Council met in open session on Friday, June 12, 2026, reviewed its workplan, and finalized 
committee reports. 
 
Workplan  
The following changes were made to the Council’s workplan: 

• Moved the long-term snapper grouper amendment that will implement actions resulting 
from the Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) further into the future to bring it in line 
with progress of the MSE and to allow for the red snapper stock assessment to be 
incorporated into the MSE. 

• Red Snapper ACL update and SEDAR 90: The Council expressed interest in considering 
a framework amendment to more quickly update the ACL based on SEDAR 90 results. 
This will require SEDAR 90 staying on track for the scheduled peer review in December 
2026 and the Council convening the SSC in late January/early February to provide an 
ABC recommendation the Council can consider in March 2027. SEDAR 90 cannot be 
accelerated because it is awaiting revised MRIP estimates and requests to expedite those 
were rejected for procedural challenges. There was interest among Council members to 
hold a management level discussion relative to SEDAR 90 since a new catch level 
recommendations might prompt a revision or the sector allocation, which cannot be done 
via a framework amendment. 

• Shifted approval for public hearings of Snapper Grouper Amendment 61 (FMU Revision) 
to December 2026 instead of September. This will not affect the anticipated approval in 
March 2027. 

• Moved Dolphin Wahoo Regulatory Amendment 3 off the active amendments workplan.  
• Moved Black grouper MSE response amendment to June 2027 because more time is 

needed to develop a catch level recommendation. 
• Moved final approval for Snapper Grouper Regulatory Amendment 40 (changing 

seasonal closed area regulations for black sea bass pots) to March 2027.  
• Council members brought up the need to better balance the harvest of Spanish mackerel 

between North Carolina and Florida.  
o There was interest in investigating whether unused ACL could be rolled over 

from one fishing year to the next. Rollovers are not included in the ABC control 
rule for the Coastal Migratory Pelagics FMP, because the CMP FMP was not 
included in the Council’s ABC Control Rule Comprehensive Amendment due to 
the CMP FMP being a joint plan with the Gulf Council. The current control rule 
would need to be modified through an amendment to the FMP.  
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o Council members asked whether harvest balance could be improved through 
changing the fishing year to start on November 1. This could be a solution, 
however, a fishing year change in the CMP FMP cannot be done via framework 
so it is not a rapid solution. Therefore, the Council expressed interest in 
modifying the CMP framework to include changes to the fishing year and 
investigating opportunities to streamline joint FMP amendment processes with the 
Gulf Council. 

• Given the discussion regarding the need to expedite changes to certain management 
measures, the Council directed that the comprehensive amendment to modify abbreviated 
framework procedures and “Sunday sale” be included on the December 2026 agenda. 

 
The Council approved the following motion and provided additional guidance below: 
 
MOTION 1: INITIATE AN AMENDMENT TO ADDRESS A FISHING YEAR CHANGE 
FOR SPANISH MACKEREL AND PROHIBIT TOURNAMENT SALES FOR KING 
MACKEREL AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.  
APPROVED BY COUNCIL 
 
• Bring this to the AP in the fall (will constitute scoping).  
• Limit discussions with the AP to actions that are not dependent on the stock assessment 

for Spanish mackerel. 
• It was clarified that given the Council’s current workload, this amendment would not 

likely start until March 2027. 
 
Other Business 
Executive Committee membership 

• John Carmichael clarified the composition of the Executive Committee since the 
topic came up during closed session. The Council’s handbook lists the composition of 
that committee and if it were to be modified it will require a change in the handbook. 

• Some Council members maintain that since the Council process is stakeholder-driven 
the Executive Committee should reflect this by providing the opportunity for all 
Council members to be a part of that Committee. 

• Council chair and vice-chair positions are linked to the Executive Committee (both 
participate, according to the current handbook). Council members were encouraged to 
think about what changes they may want to explore ahead of the upcoming elections 
at the September meeting. 

• Some Council members also expressed interest in potential changes to how 
chairmanship rotates among the states. Rotation can be changed and is not specified 
in the handbook. 
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