Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

ISFMP Policy Board

August 6, 2026
9:45-11:45 a.m.

Draft Agenda

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

1. Welcome/Call to Order (D. McKiernan) 9:45 a.m.

2. Board Consent 9:45 a.m.
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from May 2026

3. Public Comment 9:50 a.m.

4. Executive Committee Report (D. McKiernan) 10:00 a.m.
5. Discuss De Minimis Policy Guidance (T. Kerns) Possible Action 10:10 a.m.
6. Discuss Sector Separation Amendment Timeline and Stakeholder Workshop 10:25 a.m.

Process Possible Action (T. Kerns)

7. Committee Reports Action 10:45 a.m.
e Committee on Economics and Social Sciences (J. Patel)
e Assessment Science Committee (J. Patel) Action

8. Fisheries Compensation Fund for Atlantic Coast Offshore Wind Program 11:05 a.m.
Overview and Recent Work (D. Boelke)

9. Update on Recreational Angler Partnership Improvement Directive (A. DiJohnson) 11:15 a.m.

10. Stock Assessment Updates (K. Drew) 11:30 a.m.
11. Review Noncompliance, If Necessary Action 11:35 a.m.
12. Other Business/Adjourn 11:45 a.m.

The meeting will be held at The Westin Crystal City, 1800 Richmond Highway, Arlington, VA; 703.486.1111,
and via webinar; click for details.
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MEETING OVERVIEW

ISFMP Policy Board
Thursday August 6, 2026
9:45 -11:45 a.m.

Chair: Dan McKiernan (MA)
Assumed Chairmanship: 10/25

Previous Board Meetings:

Vice Chair: Doug Haymens (GA) May 6, 2026

Voting Members: ME, NH, MA, RI, CT, NY, NJ, PA, DE, MD, DC, PRFC, VA, NC, SC, GA, FL, NMFS,
USFWS (19 votes)

2. Board Consent
e Approval of Agenda
e Approval of Proceedings from May 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. Executive Committee Report (10:00 -10:10 a.m.)
Background
e The Executive Committee will meet on May 6, 2026
Presentations
e D. McKiernan will provide an update of the Executive Committee’s work
Board action for consideration at this meeting
e None

5. Discuss De Minimis Policy Guidance (10:10 — 10:25 a.m.) Possible Action

Background

* The Sciaenids Management Board discussed a memo (Meeting Materials) from its PRT
related to de minimis threshold percentages and if there were alternate ways to evaluate
whether a state is de minimis. Durning their discussion, a point was raised regarding
whether or not any recommendations of them memo warrant a Policy Board Review of
the Commission’s De Minimis Guidelines (Meeting Materials).

Presentations
e Staff will present general recommendations from the Sciaenids PRT Memo
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https://asmfc.org/resources/management-guiding-document/commission-de-minimis-policy/

Board action for consideration at this meeting
e Provide staff with direction to draft changes to the De Minimis Policy Guidance, if
necessary

6. Discuss Sector Separation Amendment Timeline and Stakeholder Workshop Process
(10:25 — 10:45 a.m.) Possible Action

Background
e The Sector Separation Stakeholder Workshop is in September 2026. This workshop
will provide feedback to the Board and MAFMC on development of management
objectives and options for the Sector Separation Amendment that is ongoing with the
MAFMC.

Presentations
e Staff will present the Stakeholder Workshop process; and the current and a
recommended revised timeline and next steps for the Amendment process

Board action for consideration at this meeting
e Provided Feedback to the MAFMC on the Sector Separation Timeline Process and the
process for receiving and incorporating recommendations from the stakeholder
workshop into the Draft Amendment

6. Committee Reports (10:45 — 11:05 a.m.) Action

Background
e The Committee on Economics and Social Sciences (CESS) will meet on August 4 and
5,2026

e The Assessment Science Committee met on May 28, 2026. The Committee reviewed a
request by the Policy Board to move up the next Tautog Benchmark Stock
Assessment.

Presentations
e J. Patel will present the work of the CESS
e J. Patel will present the ASC’s review of the Commission’s Assessment Schedule and
the impacts to the schedule if the next Tautog Benchmark Assessment were earlier.
e J. Patel will highlight the StoryMap of on the newly revised Guide to Fisheries Science
and Stock Assessments on the Commission’s webpage

Board action for consideration at this meeting
e Consider changes to the Commission’s Stock Assessment Schedule, if necessary

7. Fisheries Compensation Fund for Atlantic Coast Offshore Wind Program Overview and
Recent Work (11:05-11:15a.m.)

Background
e The Fisheries Compensation Program for Atlantic Coast Offshore Wind will be a
regional program established to compensate affected commercial and recreational
for-hire fishing businesses, through a fair and equitable claims process, for potential
impacts caused by offshore wind development along the Atlantic Seaboard.

Presentations
e D. Boelke will present an overview of the program and its recent work
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Board action for consideration at this meeting
e None

8. Update on Recreational Angler Partnership Improvement Directive (RAPID) Initiative
(11:15-11:30 a.m.)

Background
e In April 2026, NOAA Fisheries introduced RAPID as a core component of its updated
National Saltwater Recreational Fisheries Policy. RAPID is designed to modernize the
way saltwater recreational fishing data is collected and managed by transforming the
existing Marine Recreational Information Program (MRIP)

Presentations
e A. DiJohnson will present an update on the progress of the initiative

Board action for consideration at this meeting
e None

9. Stock Assessment Updates (11:30 - 11:35 a.m.)

Background
e The Atlantic croaker and Atlantic sturgeon stock assessment are on-going.

Presentations
e K. Drew will present an update on species assessment whose management board did
not meeting during summer meeting (Atlantic croaker and Atlantic sturgeon)

Board action for consideration at this meeting
e None

10. Review Non-Compliance Findings, if Necessary Action
11. Other Business

12. Adjourn
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DRAFT PROCEEDINGS OF THE

ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION

INTERSTATE FISHERIES MANAGEMENT PROGRAM POLICY BOARD

The Westin Crystal City
Arlington, Virginia
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May 6, 2026

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the ISFMP Policy Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.



Draft Proceedings of the ISFMP Policy Board — May 2026
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Draft Proceedings of the American ISFMP Policy Board — May 2026

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

Move to start the process to change the declared interest section of the rules and regulations (Page
10). Motion by John Clark; second by David Borden. Motion passes with no objections (Page 12).

Move to accept the voluntary guidance for voting that’s in the document for Sections 1-5 (Page 18).
Motion by Bill Hyatt; second by Marty Gary. Motion fails (5, 11, 1 abstention, 1 null) (Page 20).

Move to task the Commission Chair, under Article IV Section 4 of the Rules and Regulations to
formally establish the Legislative and Governor Appointee (and proxies) Sections as a Committee
(Page 22). Motion by Eric Reid; second by Joe Grist (Page 23). Motion passes by unanimous consent.

Move to adjourn by consent (Page 31).
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Samara Nehemiah
Pat Campfield
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Draft Proceedings of the ISFMP Policy Board — May 2026

The Interstate Fisheries Management Program
Policy 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, May 6, 2026,
and was called to order at 1:05 p.m. by Chair
Daniel McKiernan.

CALL TO ORDER

CHAIR DANIEL McKIERNAN: Good afternoon,
everyone. This is the start of the ISFMP Policy
Board meeting. I’'m Dan McKiernan from
Massachusetts I’'m the Chair.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

CHAIR MCcKIERNAN: First thing | would like to
do is approve the agenda. | do have some
requested agenda changes. I'll bring this
forward.

The first agenda change is to move the Habitat
Committee Report after Number 4; The
Executive Committee Report. The second
change that has been requested is a brief stock
assessment report under 6 for Committee
Reports; and finally, an LGA Legislative and
Governor’s Appointees Report as well, from
yesterday.

That would all be under Number 6. Toni, do we
need a motion to approve the agenda as
amended? Can anyone make that motion for
me? I've got Eric Reid; seconded by Joe. Do
you have other comments, Joe or is that just a
second?

MR. JOE CIMINO: | just wanted a heads up. |
have a request under new business that should
only take a second.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Okay. Eric.

MR. ERIC REID: | have a tasking motion for after
that LGA.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: That will come as part of your
report?

MR. REID: Yes, sir, it will.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: All right, very good. | have a
motion by Eric, | have a second from Joe, to
approve the agenda as amended.

PUBLIC COMMENT

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Under public comment, is
there anyone in the room or online that would like
to speak to any of the items that are not on this
agenda?

MS. TONI KERNS: | don’t have any hands, but | just
wanted to note that we have Doug Haymans from
Georgia, Mike Ruccio from NOAA Fisheries, Adam
Nowalsky from New Jersey online, and | think I've
got everybody; but if | missed someone, let me
know.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE REPORT

CHAIR MCcKIERNAN: Next on the agenda is mine, it’s
the Executive Committee Report. We met this
morning. We had a short meeting. We received
the budget from the Commission staff, and we
approved it. Some of the notable parts of the
budget were reports that the Commission is in
excellent financial shape, with enough reserve
funds to cover, at this point, a lot of the extra costs
that have been coming in this year, especially
involving litigation.

We did not do any update on the Declared Interest
and Voting Privileges Work Group, because we’re
going to focus on that during this meeting. | am
doing my best to parse Executive Committee
business from Policy Board business. On the
Legislative Update, it was given by Bob, but
primarily focusing on budgets.

One thing to note is, and | brought this up, is that at
the National Directors Meeting there was a Power
Point given by NOAA Fisheries CFO, and it’s really
quite revealing. It explains a lot, in terms of the
machinations over the last ten years of the

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the ISFMP Policy Board.
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Draft Proceedings of the ISFMP Policy Board — May 2026

President’s budget, the House budget, the
Senate budget and the final numbers.

| would urge anyone interested in that topic to
reach out to Bob and receive a copy of that. We
got a CARES update, and then finally we got an
annual meeting update. | think everybody
knows, Rhode Island in the fall, and then South
Carolina the year after, along with
Massachusetts in 2028. Then finally, we went
into Executive Session and we reviewed the
Executive Director’s Annual Performance.

| am pleased to report there was unanimous
praise for Bob Beal. Folks noted his accessibility
to members, his diligence, working on Capitol
Hill, especially with his staff. Regarding staff, an
incredible staff retention. It is really
noteworthy among Commission members that
so many of the excellent staff perform so well
and continue to work here. We know it must
be a pretty good work environment.

Also, Bob’s attention to detail and his attention
to the mission. Joe Cimino, who is the former
Chair expressed some regrets that he doesn’t
get to call Bob every Monday morning, so he
kind of misses him. Bob, if you could call Joe on
occasion, | think it would help. Anyway,
congratulations, Bob, you're doing a great job
and we are all pleased that you are in the
position.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Next on the agendais a
Review Report from the Declared Interest and
Voting Privileges Work Group. Oh, sorry.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Kate Wilke, Habitat
Committee. You'll have to wait with baited
breath on the other one, sorry, Kate.

HABITAT COMMITTEE REPORT

MS. KATE WILKE: Thank you for squeezing me
in before the next session, | appreciate it. Hi,
everyone, | am Kate Wilke. | am the Chair of
the Habitat Committee. | am here to give a

quick report on the activities of the Committee. |
just have two things to report out on. The
Committee is considering doing a habitat mapping
project. Habitat maps for Commission managed
species don’t really exist in an acceptable format for
everyone. Recently the Councils have done a really
fantastic work to update their EFH and HAPCs and
the Habitat Committee is exploring ideas for
mapping Commission managed species using similar
techniques and methods. The benefit for doing this
would be to provide a common spatial reference for
identifying where habitats for Commission managed
species exist, and where they are most vulnerable.

This type of visualization could support state agency
permit consultations and restoration planning and
any number of activities. The Habitat Committee is
just starting to talk about this idea as a follow on to
the fish habitat of concern descriptions that the
Policy Board passed in January ‘24, and we're
talking with contractors from Monmouth University
and MARCO to pull together a scope of working
cost, and we’re going to bring that back to this
Board later this year.

Secondly, the Habitat Committee is taking on a
Commissioner Outreach Project in 2026. It’s to help
us identify priority topics for the Habitat Committee
to focus on. The Habitat Committee supports
Commission management by providing expertise
and information about habitats that might affect
fish production.

The Committee has generated a variety of products
over the years. Those are some images of some of
the products. We do documents or reports on
timely topics such as acoustic impacts to fish and
fish habitat; aquaculture impacts to fish habitat.
We recently did a Practitioner’s Guide for starting
shell recycling programs in states.

In those photos you can see there is a story map.
We also support the species fact sheets, which
describe habitat needs for Commission managed
species. Annually, we publish a Habitat Hotline,
which is a newsletter that reports out on all variety
of state restoration work that goes on, on the
Atlantic Coast.
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The Committee would like to better understand
what habitat related questions, concerns,
priorities that the Atlantic Coast states have, in
order to inform our work over the next 1 to 3
years. We're doing a Commissioner Outreach
Project, and we’ve developed a short survey
that you all will see in your e-mail inboxes from
Toni next week.

We ask that you please complete that survey.
You can speak with your staff or anybody else
to sort out what your habitat related priorities
are. Then we're also going to ask the Habitat
Committee members to reach out to
Commissioners and have a conversation, to try
to understand what habitat priorities you might
have too. That’s it, thank you.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Any questions on the
report? Rob.

MR. ROB LaFRANCE: Not really a question, but
a comment. | would really encourage
everybody; | sit on the Habitat Committee as
well. I’'m hoping all the Commissioners will give
us some feedback, it’s really helpful for us to
understand what your needs are, what you
think is important. There is a lot of new data,
new information, a lot of new mapping tools.
Anything you can give us back will be really
helpful, and Kate, | think you are doing a
wonderful job as the Chair.

MS. WILKE: Thanks, Rob.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Any other comments or
qguestions? All right, seeing none; thank you
very much for the report. Now we can do it.

REVIEW REPORT FROM THE DECLARED
INTERESTS AND VOTING PRIVILEGES WORK
GROUP

CHAIR McKIERNAN: We are going to Review
the Report from the Declared Interest and
Voting Privileges Work Group. Toni, | assume
you have a presentation. Oh, Bob, good.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ROBERT E. BEAL: Thank you
and to the Executive Committee for the kind words,
really appreciate it. Joe, look forward to talking to
you on Monday morning, so it’s going to be great.
The Declared Interest and Voting Privileges has
been a long ongoing conversation at the
Commission.

It's been chatted about at the Executive Committee
a number of times, and at the Policy Board briefly a
number of times. As those discussions went on, it
became clear that some sort of working group, or
something where we could have a group that had
the ability to go into longer conversations, and not
try to squeeze it into a Policy Board or Executive
Committee meeting would be needed.

The Policy Board formed a working group to tackle
this issue, and the members of that working group
were David Borden, Nichola Meserve, Erika Burgess,
Chris Batsavage, Ben Dyar, Mike Luisi, and Joe Grist.
We hired on a facilitator, Pat Field, who many of
you know, to help that group work through these
issues; and Toni and | kind of staffed it.

That group met, | don’t know 6 or 8 or 9 times, a
lot, a lot. They had individual small group meetings,
they had one-on-one meetings with the facilitator,
staff conversations. They put a lot of time into this.
Toni is going to go into the details, but the details
are here, were not sort of scribbled on a napkin at a
bar one evening.

There has been a lot of thought put into this. It
seems to be a good product with a lot of thought.
There are some areas that Toni will present that
need some decision and some conversation here at
the Policy Board. But they seem to be heading in
generally a favorable direction that folks are
supporting within the Working Group.

This is a big issue, and voting privileges on
management boards and de minimis states and
stock units. There are a lot of variables and a lot of
dimensions that can be woven into this
conversation, and the working group, | think did a
pretty good job of boiling those down to some
relatively simple concepts anyway.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the ISFMP Policy Board.
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With that, | think Toni will jump into the details.
David Borden and Nichola, | think all the other
members of the working group are in the room,
but David Borden and Nichola are online, and if
they have comments as this conversation
moves forward, we ask them to chime in, raise
their hand. But with that | think we can turn it
over to Toni, and she can go through the
specifics of what is included in the report.

MS. KERNS: Thanks, Bob. There are three areas
of topics. The first topic is thinking about
declared interest. Declared interests are
approved by the Policy Board. The Policy Board
has generally accepted those requests for
declared interest if the state provides states
with evidence to support the request to join the
species management board. Some concerns
were raised that the criteria listed in the rules
and regulations are not specific enough to help
guide the Policy Board in evaluating a state’s
declared interest request.

The Work Group is recommending the Rules
and Regulations be revised with the language
that is on the slide. I’'m just going to note that
for the entire presentation a state refers to all
states jurisdictions and jurisdictions include The
Commonwealth, District of Colombia, and
Potomac River Fisheries Commission for the
document in discussion.

We used to have three criteria that you looked
at. You only needed to meet one of the three
criteria. We still would only need to meet one
of these two criteria in the bullets that are
underlined here. The change that we’ve done is
put a timeframe around it, so that species need
to be found under the state jurisdiction in at
least 2 of the past 5 years, and it can be
documented with fishery independent,
dependent or other credible sources of
information.

The other criteria are that the state fishery
participants are recorded to having at least 1%
of the commercial or recreational landings of
that species in at least 3 of the last 5 years, as

documented by state or federal statistics. In
addition, there previously was not a process to
review declared interest on a regular timeframe.

When states seek to be added to a board the Policy
Board would, so we put together a process for us to
review a state’s ability to stay on a species board, as
well as the process to change how we declare into a
species board. The reviews would be conducted by
the Plan Review Team as a part of the FMP reviews.

They would occur at least every two years, but
always within a year of a benchmark stock
assessment. The PRT advises the Board of any
changes in the states eligibility to meet the criteria
that are in the Rules and Regulations. The Board
makes a recommendation to the Policy Board
regarding that state’s eligibility. Then the Policy
Board would make the decision of whether the
state stays on or does not stay on the species
board, and would notify that state.

A state can petition a Policy Board change at any
time. The next subject matter is voting by a de
minimis state. The Work Group talked about this a
bit, but decided not to make any changes to the
current board voting practices on this one, and all
states with a declared interest would be able to
vote on issues at the Board, regardless of their de
minimis status.

Then looking at next subject matter is voting
guidelines. I’'m going to go over a set of voluntary
voting guidelines, you know why did this Work
Group decide to put forward a set of voting
guidelines. They felt that limiting voting in various
ways might impinge on the general charter of the
Commission, and the Commissioner’s responsibility
to be voting members.

Voting restrictions could unduly constrain a state’s
interest in participation in ways that are undesirable
or difficult to predict, and determining a state’s
voting eligibility on a vote-by-vote basis would
probably be a bit controversial, maybe get
contested at time, potentially creating the need for
some sort of arbitrator and would be highly time
consuming. The voting requirements would require
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a much more detailed set of rules, which would
take an extensive amount of time to develop,
leading to a lack of resolution to the problem at
hand at the time, and the group determined it
would be better to craft and implement
guidelines to review them within a reasonable
time period, to see whether they are sufficient
to address the concerns.

The group also noted that the recommended
changes to the declared interest criteria and
regulatory review process may diminish some
of the debate over the voting privileges. The
Work Group developed these set of draft
guidelines for states to consider when voting at
a species management board.

The intent of the guidelines is to assist a state in
navigating voting scenarios while allowing for
flexibility based on the individual cases, as they
are not binding rules for voting privileges. Staff
and Board Chairs would not provide guidance to
the state on whether to vote or not on the
pending action, based on these guidelines,
given the complexities of doing so and the
importance of maintaining each state’s
independence in making decisions as members
of the Commission.

There are 7 guidelines that were listed, or 7
issues within the guidelines. The first, | think
four are labeled to consider voting. Those are
pending actions will directly affect the
allocation, species abundance or fishery in your
state, be that biological or economic, suggest
that you vote. The pending action would
indirectly affect your state by impacting the
achievement of an FMP goal or objective for the
stock that occurs in your state waters. Itis
suggested that you vote.

The pending action would indirectly affect your
allocation or species abundance in your state,
because you are at the edge of a discreet
management unit, or the discreet management
unit is based on more social or jurisdictional
elements rather than ecosystem and natural

system considerations. It’'s suggested that you vote.

The pending action will indirectly affect your state
by shifting effort or demand the species of interest
within your state, suggested to vote. The next ones
are suggestions to consider abstaining. The pending
action does not directly or indirectly affect your
fishery in any discernable way, the biological or
economic, consider abstaining.

The next two options or issues are the two where
the Work Group did not come to consensus. | am
going to go over them, and then go over the
different perspectives that were brought forward by
the Work Group. The first is, the pending action
would have minimal direct or indirect effects on
your state, be it biological or economic, it would be
consider abstaining.

The last one is the pending action will have a
minimal direct or indirect effect on your state, and
at least one or more states would be directly
affected by the decision have requested a discreet
decision making, given the impact to them and the
limited to no impact to others, consider abstaining.

There were some members of the Work Group that
did not agree with Number 6, and they suggested
that this guideline be deleted. They felt that the
states have a default responsibility to vote when
there are affects, even if they are minimal. For
those that wanted to keep Option 6, or if Option 6
got deleted, they recommended to change Option 7
slightly and they felt that was important, because
clear guidance either to vote or abstain was
needed, for when there was minimal direct or
indirect impact to a state. The last part is, for those
that wanted to delete Option 6, they did not want
to see the alternation to 7. There are 2 different
camps there in the Work Group.

For the next steps today as we go through is to
potentially consider the recommended changes to
the Rules and Regulations for the declared interest
in making changes to the Rules and Regulations.
They must be posted for a minimum of 30 days, so
we would not be able to make those changes until
August. Then we could consider approval of the
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voluntary voting guidelines today if it is the will
of the Board. | can take any questions.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Any questions for Toni?
Oh, we've got a lot of questions, hold on. I've
got Bill Hyatt followed by Shanna, anyone else,
Joe, Doug. It’s Chris McDonough and Renee.
All right, let’s go, Bill Hyatt.

MR. WILLIAM HYATT: Toni, I'm wondering if
you could share with us a little bit more of the
detail of the discussion that surrounded
discreet decision making and that request. You
know quite honestly, | read through this and
Number 7 and that part was the only thing that
| found particularly objectionable in it. But |
also feel that | don’t have a full understanding
of the debate and the discussion. I'm sure it
involved how that process is used in other
organizations and institutions similar to ours. |
just have a void on the detail behind it.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Bob Beal.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: Yes, I'll give it a try
and then some of the Work Group members
can chime in if | don’t characterize it
completely. But there was a lot of conversation
about certain decisions only affect a subset of
states, so what is the best way to handle those
types of decisions when a Board is coastwide, or
whatever it might be?

The members of the Working Group suggested
that if a group of states or an individual state
says, this issue that is before the Board right
now is a really big deal to us, it is really
important, we don’t think it really affects
anyone else, so if you’re okay abstaining the
rest of the coast, we’ll vote on this ourselves.

There is no like, when it says request discreet
decision making, there is not like a formal
request. It goes to the Policy Board and voting
privileges within that Board are modified. It’s
just sort of during the course of Board
deliberations, the state or a group of state says
hey, this one is really important to us, and we

think it only affects our group of states. If the other
states are comfortable abstaining, that would be
great.

It’s kind of as far as they were comfortable taking
that. Under this voluntary approach that is being
proposed, you know even if a group of states or a
state says, this is an issue we hope we can have
discreet sort of just handle it ourselves here at the
Board. ltis still voluntary. All these provisions are
voluntary, where states can or cannot vote. But
these 7 criteria as they are now, 7 criteria give the
states something to think about as they are
considering voting or not. Is that helpful, Bill?

MR. HYATT: Yes, if | could follow. But the intent is
for that request for discreet decision making to be
made in open forum, correct? It’s not a
conversation in the hallway. In essence, that would
put a state that has a declared interest that has
been accepted by this group on the defensive.

In essence, they would be put in a position where
they at least feel, maybe not technically, but at least
feel they’'ve got to defend their right to participate
in the discussion for which they’ve been granted full
access to. That is how I'm reading this, even with
your explanation. Am | on track?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: Yes, | think you are on
track. |1 don’t want to push in any direction. If that
is how you read it, that is fair. These are voluntary
and there is room for interpretation here.

MR. HYATT: But the part about the request for
discreet decision-making being in open forum, I'm
accurate in that respect, right?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: Yes, correct, yes.
CHAIR MCcKIERNAN: All right, Shanna.

MS. SHANNA MADSEN: Mr. Hyatt already took
quite a bit of my questioning, but | did want to get a
little bit of clarification from Toni. Toni, | was a little
confused with your explanation between 6 and 7.
Can you kind of reiterate like where, those who
wanted 6 didn’t want 7, or those who wanted 7
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didn’t want 6? I'm trying to reconcile. Like one
just seems to have a little bit more direction, |
guess | would call it. I'm trying to like
determine which part was problematic, et
cetera.

MS. KERNS: Those who wanted 6 deleted, they
did not want to see the alteration to 7, because
they felt that the alteration to 7 was just
repeating 6. Those that wanted to keep 6 then
would keep 7 as is. But if we deleted 6, then
they wanted to alter 7 to read as on the screen
here. Does that help?

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Joe Cimino.

MR. CIMINO: As much as | miss my Monday
morning calls with Bob, | do not miss trying to
chair these discussions. | have two questions,
one maybe Toni. Was there any discussion on
declared interest that it would be, if you were
found to meet one of those criteria, you are in,
not whether or not you petition in, but in fact
you would have to petition out?

MS. KERNS: We did not discuss it in that way.
We still kept it as, you petition in and you
provide that information. If you're getting at
sort of some of the conversation that we had,
or | think you were leading to this morning in
the Sciaenids Board. Staff does reach out to
states when we start to see landings
consistently that we think would, to say hey, we
think you might need to be a part of these
discussions. We're not going to force you, but
we may keep asking you over and over again. |
don’t know if that’s where you’re going.

MR. CIMINO: No, I'm not going anywhere, it
was just a question. But | did pat Marty on the
shoulder. But | did have one other question,
and that is, was this followed out to Policy
Board? This always kind of confused me. |
think you had an instance where people are
asked to sit on their hands, because it really
doesn’t affect them, and then maybe 45
minutes later the same people are voting at the
Policy Board, or are they abstaining at the Policy
Board, if say it was final action into an FMP,

because Policy Board would have to approve it
later?

MS. KERNS: Do you mean when somebody is
suggested that they no longer meet the
requirements?

MR. CIMINO: No, sorry, totally different question,
Toni. Outside of the declared interest now, going to
some of the recommendations to abstain. If you
abstain at that Board level and it’s an action that
the Policy Board then needs to approve afterwards.
Are you expected to abstain again, or then at the
Policy Board can you now vote on something that
you should have abstained on before?

MS. KERNS: These guidelines, and sorry if | did not
say this in my presentation, | meant to, don’t apply
to the Business Session or the Policy Board, nor do
they apply to the federal agencies and the Executive
Committee.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Are you good, Joe? Doug
Haymans online.

MR. DOUG HAYMANS: Again, apologies for not
being there. Keeping it into the declared interest
realm. | find Number 4A at least to be a very, very
low par. Just curious as to the discussion. What led
to this was cobia and 6 states, 3 of which had
landings in1 year out of 5. Was there discussion on
1 criterion for declared interest, and that is that you
have landings in at least 3 of 5 years, no matter the
level, less thanl greater than 1, it doesn’t matter, so
long as you had landings in at least 3 out of 5 years.
Was that a topic discussed at all?

MS. KERNS: | don’t know. Look to the Work Group
members. We generally talked about it, Doug. It
previously did not have a percentage around it and
then we added the percentage to it. Bob, | don’t
know if you have additional or other Work Group
members.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: The group has a little
bit of discussion on it, Doug, and the hard part was
the resolution of the recreational data collection.
States thought that 3 out of 5 might be hard to
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justify, because maybe MRIP missed cobia, for
example. That’s a good example, | think, up
north.

But there are social media postings and all sorts
of other things that people have caught cobia.
They struggled with, how do you determine
that the catch stream and the data that shows
in reality what the catch is in that state, was
kind of the hang up that the group had, based
on my recollection.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Doug, you good. Chris
McDonough.

MR. CHRIS McDONOUGH: Actually, my
question, similar vein to Doug’s on the declared
interest. Seems like a low bar, particular for me
was the use of eDNA. | would be fine with that
if it’s used in combination with some other
things. But in and of itself it sets a very low bar
for declaring interest.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Renee.

MS. RENEE ZOBEL: Sticking with the Declared
Interest kind of section of this. I'm just
wondering if the Work Group had any
discussion. Maybe this is to Toni, maybe this is
to a Work Group member on episodic species
and fisheries moratorium species. For example,
the menhaden in the Northeast, right. We had
nothing and then now it is a fishery we heavily
rely on, and brings in incredible amount of
economics to kind of the most northern states.

| just didn’t know if there was discussion or you
know we have shrimp and sturgeon that are
moratorium species. Some you may be able to
meet that kind of low bar that people are
talking about, about having species presence,
and others you may not. Just curiosity
question, neither of those were really
addressed, so | was just curious.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Those are good questions.
My take on this is it says consider, and so when
you talk about a protected species like

sturgeon, you know | think it is not typical, like in
terms of looking at landings, because obviously you
can’t find landings. But I'll let Toni speak to that.

MS. KERNS: We did not talk about moratorium
species specific because of the declared interest. |
think | guess it depends on how you want to look at
it, and that was the purpose of reviewing, to make
sure that it’s states that really are have these fish in
their waters, are on the board when they do, and if
they don’t then they come off the board when they
don’t have them in their waters. There is the2 out
of 5 years, so it doesn’t have to be all the time, so
that potentially could work with some of the
episodic species.

There is no amount that is specific to the first bullet,
so it could be 5 fish. | mean that is up to the Policy
Board to decide if they are willing to accept 5 fish,
but you know there is no amount listed. | don’t
think that there is a bar that you have to achieve. |
don’t know if that was deliberative or not. | would
ask the Work Group members if that was
deliberative or not.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Do any of the Work Group
members want to weigh in? No hands. David
Borden.

MR. DAVID V.D. BORDEN: Just a follow up on
Renee’s comment and some others. One of the
problems with making this much more specific is
that you get into the reality that some of you raised
about the sampling program that determines the
qualifying criteria. Take an example where in one
particular year MRIP does a great job of sampling a
particular species that is a rare visitor to your state.

Then the next benchmark comes along and it’s
using the updated information that has done a poor
job. Then a state could conceivably find itself
qualifying to participate and develop the
regulations and then be out of that whole process. |
think you have to leave this, at least my own view,
you have to leave this somewhat general. If you
make it too specific, there are lots of different
circumstances | think that will come back and haunt
us. You don’t want states, think of it from a
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minimal state participation, someone like for
instance, New Hampshire is the example on
black sea bass, where they are a rare visitor in
the area.

They are just starting to get hip and then the
state delegation participation management of
that species, then all of a sudden you do the
benchmark and the benchmark doesn’t meet
the criteria and they are out. Then actions may
take place that disadvantage that state.

| recognize the concerns about making it more
specific, but | really think you need to have it be
this general, at least initially, if it’s tied in with a
review process. We review this policy every
few years, which is what | would recommend.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Ben Dyar.

MR. BEN DYAR: To kind of add on David’s
comments. Not to speak for the entire Work
Group, but there was a back and forth. | think
there was a desire to try to look into making
something quantitative, if possible, you know
that is more specific and you could lean on it
and it’s equal for everybody.

But when you start looking at it, and David
hinted to this, you know we started thinking
about all of the different scenarios, the what if
this and what if that and what about this
species and what about this Board. It came
quite clear that the Work Group didn’t want to
be the one to determine or try to pre-think
about every different possible scenario that
could possibly ever happen.

Also, fearful that that would limit discretion
towards the Board as well, to hear any kind of
petitions for declared interest. | think there is a
lot of interest in having discretion for the Board
and for states to be able to implement that. In
regards to specifically to moratorium species,
we did not directly bring that word up or
discuss it, but there was in that first bullet
some, | think points in there that made for

independent data and documentation provided.

At the very last parentheses is says, or others, and |
think | remember, please correct me other
members, but | think it was very open to whatever
the states could possibly think of that might
somehow be able to determine this. Again, this was
up to the states to think if it was justifiable, and up
to the Policy Board to determine if it was justifiable,
again, leaving that discretion in place.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: | have a question for Bob and
Toni. One scenario is we take out, if the group can
agree on new declared interest criteria, then we
leave here with a vote and that gets posted for the
public to understand that ASMFC is amending their
rules and regulations. Do we have to come back in
August and revote that? Okay. Then the voting
privileges would be not put into that scenario,
instead it would just be something that we could
adopt as guidelines.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: Yes, correct. The
group would have to take another vote in August on
the pending changes to the Rules and Regulations.
Relative to the voting guidelines, those guidelines
are nonbinding, nonpolicy, and they would just
become a standalone document that | think we
would attach that to the briefing materials before
the quarterly meetings.

Probably any meetings of the Mid-Atlantic Council
and the joint meetings and so on. Just to have
those in front of everybody to remind them, here
are some things to consider as you’re moving
forward with these votes on management boards,
but no other approval process would be needed.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: | will consider some motions at
this point. We've given folks opportunities to weigh
in. We have the Work Group members here, as well
as online. Do we have a motion to consider on the
declared interest or the voting guidelines? Toni
would like you to start with declared interest. Start
with declared interest, which would be posted until
the August meeting for a final vote, but it is what
this group would like to vote on today to send out
to the public. Do | see Spud?
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MR. SPUD WOODWARD: Not to make a motion
and not to belabor this, but I’'m still trying to
understand how this would actually work in
practical application. Let me just take a minute
and walk us through a scenario. You have
species A, it shows up in a new jurisdiction in
Year 1, and was documented appropriately. It
doesn’t show up in Year 2, doesn’t show up in
Year 3, doesn’t show up in Year 4, but it shows
upin Year 5.

Now you've tripped the bridge hole of 2 and 5,
so now you are able to have declared interest in
the management of that species. Well, now
another 5-year block starts. It doesn’t show up
in Year 1, doesn’t show up in Year 2, doesn’t
show up in Year 3, because a review in Year 2.
But doesn’t that jurisdiction have 5 years before
they could be removed by the absence of that
species in their jurisdiction?

Again, just trying to think how this would work,
because we’re talking about a review period
intersecting with the way we’re establishing this
declared interest criteria. I'm just trying to
make sure | understand what the ramifications
of this will be when we execute it.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Toni.

MS. KERNS: The review period is every 2 years,
so the PRT would look at the data, whatever
they have on the books. If for the last 5 years
from that year backwards, | think that is how
they would look at it. They don’t see any
landings they may make a recommendation to
the Board that it be removed.

But | think it is the Board’s discretion to
evaluate whether or not, if the inconsistency of
seeing fish in a state water is consistent, that
you don’t see them for extended period of time,
that might be telling to a Board. But if a state is,
you know on the threshold of coming in and
coming out, that can be, | think the prerogative
of the Board to say, we’re going to allow them
to stay in for a little while and see what
happens. There isn’t a set of guidelines to say

when someone has to be removed, it’s just a review
of the PRT. The PRT makes a recommendation to
the state. The state shares that recommendation
with the Policy Board, and the Policy Board makes
the decision.

CHAIR MCcKIERNAN: It’s a moving 5-year period, it
continues to slide.

MS. KERNS: You're right, constantly. But the
reviews are every 2 years, so at the beginning they
may not, if they show up in the first 2 years, they
don’t even have a whole 5 years to look at, right.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Anymore discussion? John
Clark.

MR. JOHN CLARK: You want a motion?
CHAIR McKIERNAN: | would love a motion.
MR. CLARK: Do you have a motion?

MS. KERNS: No, because | didn’t think we needed a
motion for this part.

MR. CLARK: Well, | can improvise. | move to accept
the definition of declared interest as modified
today.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: That would be for purposes of
putting it out for public comment and a final action
in August.

MR. CLARK: Beautiful.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: No, Toni says no again.

MS. KERNS: |think, John, it would be maybe just to
move to start the process to change the declared

interest section of the Rules and Regulations.

MR. CLARK: That works great for me, I’'m fine with
that.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: That process is well defined in
the manual.
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MS. KERNS: And was listed today, and David
Borden has his hand up.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: David Borden, online.
MR. BORDEN: I'll second that, Mr. Chairman.

MS. KERNS: David, don’t forget to re-mute
yourself.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Any discussion on this
motion? Marty Gary.

MR. MARTIN GARY: Yes, quick question and
then comment. With that motion we would
basically be accepting the way it is written here
as it would appear in the document?

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Repeat the question from
the beginning, please.

MR. GARY: With that motion we would
basically be accepting this language, is that
correct? | guess the comment would be, you
know Joe tapped me on the shoulder, as he
noted, and | think that is a tacit
acknowledgement that New York may be the
next member of the Sciaenid Board, possibly.

Maybe it’s not if but when, as we see increasing
numbers of croaker, spot and red drum in our
waters. It seems like that first bullet is a pretty
easy threshold for us to cross. I’'m not saying
one way or another, I'm just saying that is a
pretty open door, in my opinion.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Bob, comment.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: Yes, just a little bit
on process. The notification that the
Commission is considering, changing Rules and
Regulations is a little bit different than taking
out a Draft Addendum for public comment. It's
really just saying, heads up, at a meeting in the
future, more than 30 days out, the Commission
is considering doing something. If this motion
were to pass, the Board still has the ability to

make changes to these two criteria at the August
meeting.

If Chris McDonough is successful in saying, hey this
eDNA thing, maybe we should strike that. You can
still make changes at the August meeting and not
have to go back out and notify again. It’s really just
allowing the public to be aware that meeting is
going to happen and participate and make
comment if they would like to. You are not as
boxed in as you would be on draft management
issues.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: That is helpful, Bob, thank you.
All right, Rob LaFrance.

MR. ROBERT LaFRANCE: Just a question on that,
Bob. You’re just going to go out to notice saying
that the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries regulations
are going to be changed in this area. You don’t
actually have to provide a draft of the changes, or
do you?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: We will provide a draft
with a description that these changes are going to
be considered at the next meeting and
modifications may be made to the text that is
provided here.

MR. LaFRANCE: That helped me very much.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Is there any other discussion?
Carl Wilson.

MR. CARL WILSON: Let me just take this back a
little bit in the conversation, so my apologies. But
when you have a species such as menhaden, that is
episodic by nature, especially in the Northeast, is
there, and potentially a state might not have
triggered A or B, but it has a history of being an
episodic by definition. Is there any conversation
within the Working Group or around the Board
today about just calling out such species as that,
whether it be menhaden or shrimp or maybe
others?

MS. KERNS: We didn’t specifically talk about
episodic directly as a Work Group. But | will go to
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the Work Group members to see. It was based
on the suggestion from the Policy Board to add
a timeframe to this option, that first bullet. |
will bring it back to you all as to, was there a
reason why you wanted to put the timeframe in
there?

If so, would there be an exception for episodic,
or would you want a species to be on a Board
and then you give the consideration to its
episodic nature once a state is on a Board? |
don’t know, | bring that question back to you all
to try to help Carl.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Chris and then Ben.

MR. CHRIS BATSAVAGE: Make sure |
understand this correctly. In terms of the time
period, | think we wanted to look at what was
happening most recently. Noone has really
talked about episodic events as much as just
what species are in which states waters
currently, because we know things are changing
quite a bit, in terms of where fish are found.

Carl, 1 think that is what you're asking, in terms
of like looking back in history saying, well you
know every X number of years the species
shows up in our waters and we don’t know
when they are going to show up again. | think
we were trying to look at a more discreet recent
time for what is there, and whether a state
should declare interest at that time, based on
what we’re seeing currently, as opposed to too
far in the past.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Ben.

MR. DYAR: Yes, just to reiterate Chris’s point. |
think it was coming from the recommendation
from the Policy Board to put some type of
timeframe on it, because if you remove that
then it’s basically any fish, any time at any
point, which although these are fairly easy to hit
marks, as Marty mentioned. That would leave
it quite quite open. | think there was some
interest, because Chris mentioned to have some
type of timeframe on it. That was 2 out of 3, 1

out of 5. That was belabored for a little bit about
that timeframe.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: | think we have David Borden
online.

MR. BORDEN: Ben made the point. The only point |
would add to it is that states have the right to
appeal. We get into a situation where something
happens that they don’t like what is going on, they
can appeal directly to the Policy Board. That is one
of the provisions of the plan.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: All right, so Bob, to reiterate
your point. If we adopt those now than they are
draft. The public is notified, and then we come
back in August, and we can make sub amendments
to them, based either on the comments, or just
based on the extra 3 months of thinking.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: Yes, exactly.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Well, we're enacting them as
draft.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: Yes, yes, exactly, and
they can be modified in August if public comment
and//or just conversations around the next 3
months as you said, warrant that.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: As the conversation wains, is
there any objection to us going forward with these
as drafted? | will lead it into the record. Move to
start the process to change the declared interest
section of the Rules and Regulations as modified
today. Motion by Mr. Clark, seconded by Mr.
Borden. We have struck the phrase, as modified
today. Motion carries without objection. Now, the
second half of this conversation that concerns
voting privileges.

MS. KERNS: For the voting privileges we have these
7, I'll call them criteria, | don’t know what to call
them, options, issues, guidelines. The last two were
the ones where the group could not come to
consensus, so as we discuss these it will be helpful
to get direction from the group on if we are going to
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move forward with them, how we would want
to address these last two.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Marty Gary.

MR. GARY: I'll try to bring forward some
productive comment for the group. I’'m looking
at 6 and 7 and I'm thinking about, I've been on
both the giving and the receiving end of a state
that has the species, and int this case it was
black sea bass. The jurisdictions where my
voting privileges are PRFC and now in New York.

In the Potomac River there are plenty of black
sea bass in the lower third of that river. They
are there all the time and there is a real need
for regulations for minimum size, because you
would have a ton of poaching if you didn’t have
it. Those animals are in level waters of the
Potomac.

But as | look at these two Numbers 6 and 7, |
think back to when | joined PRFC, and there
were a couple of votes where it came down to 1
vote. By all values | cast the deciding vote.
They were the southern region over the
northern region. There wasn’t this criterion in
place. | was continuing participation in that
Board that had been in place with my
predecessor, so it was just Board continuity.

But 6 and 7 would have formalized and given
me some pause, as to whether or not it had
given me an option for abstaining. | think
retrospectively, if | had seen, | think especially
Number 7 in place where 4 is in there inserted.
Minimal effect on your state, minimal effect on
PRFC. It would have been directly affecting
Northern states. | think | would have abstained.

Maybe | should have abstained at that time, |
don’t know. It’s easy to reflect back. That is my
thoughts, that is a real-life example that I've sat
in both seats. I'm thinking that my gut reaction
to this is that 7 is a preferred path forward, so
maybe that helps.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Erika.

MS. ERIKA BURGESS: There are 7 guidelines in the
document, and | see them covering a spectrum of
situations. That is why you would want to include
both 6 and 7, to cover the full spectrum. |
understand there might not be agreement on what
the guidelines should be with 6. But if you leave 6
out there is a hole that doesn’t give that guidance
to a state who might wonder, what should | do if
there are minimal effects? I'll give an example
between Georgia and Florida. It’s a hypothetical
scenario.

This week Georgia presented options that they are
proposing for recommendations for red drum
regulations in the state of Florida. They included
bag limits that were higher than in Florida. Now,
someone may choose to go fishing for red drum in
Georgia, and forego a trip in Florida because of that
bag limit.

But the conservation of that action by Georgia
would be the same regardless, but all the options
met for criteria. That might be a minimal effect on
my state. | should not necessarily vote down
Georgia’s proposal because of that minimal effect
on my state, | might abstain because it is not going
to impact Florida and it is not going to hurt the
conservation of the species.

That is a rough example, but an example you might
want to consider and why that guidance might be
helpful. Another situation might be where Florida is
geographically removed from a lot of the more
northern states, and there may be a particular
species issue that is very localized to the northern
part of the coast or the Mid-Atlantic.

It is something that | do not have expertise on. The
resulting decision may not have a conservation
impact on the stock or an economic effect on
Florida. | don’t feel like it should be my default
mode to vote on that. If I'm not fully educated
enough to see, | think the states and members of
the Board were informed on that hyper localized
issue.

As long as the outcome is not going to affect the
conservation of the stock, should be the ones voting
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on that, and | should feel comfortable
abstaining, and not feel like | am forced to vote
on an issue | am not fully educated on. It’s
impossible for all of us to know everything
about all these species, and all along the coast
at all times. | think that including a guidance for
the scrip of 6, regardless of what the ultimate
guideline is. It is important that we have that
full continuum of guidelines.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Erika, are you suggesting
keep 6 and 7?

MS. BURGESS: As provided in the document.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: All right, I'll go with Bill
Hyatt and then Shanna.

MR. HYATT: | actually agree with everything
that was just said. The difference being that |
feel that it is covered with the conditions 1
through 5. | think that does provide the
guidance, Number 5 does provide the guidance.
It says a pending action does not directly or
indirectly affect your fishery in any discernable
way, be that biological or economic, and it says
consider abstaining. | think that carries forth
the message that was just made. | think my
concern is more with that being presented in a
more forceful way to states that under the
criteria that we just discussed, has a declared
interest.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Shanna.

MS. MADSEN: I'm going to do a little bit of a
history here on myself, just because | feel like |
feel very intimately tied to this in some ways.
Like 15 years ago | joined ASMFC as the Fishery
Science Coordinator. | was right out of
graduate school, and | was still trying to figure
out exactly what | wanted to do in this marine
science world.

What | did know then is that | wanted to do
something that impacted change and
contributed meaningful to the marine science
realm. Seeing this Commission in action was,

and watching the Boards like wrestle with all of
these difficult decisions in service of both their
fisheries and the resources that are dependent on,
showed me exactly the kind of work that | had been
hoping to do.

Everyone that I've met through these boards and
technical committees has brought a level of
commitment, expertise and integrity that | think
makes the process a lot stronger. All of our shared
dedication is what makes the Commission effective
as a cooperative, deliberative body, which is why
these guidelines should be really careful,
considerably, | think in light of our mission.

For me the voting rights section of this document as
presented in the report feels difficult for me to
reconcile with the spirit of the Commission that |
saw built on collaboration, fairness, transparency,
and kind of long-term stewardship of our resources.
As | was kind of contemplating this document, for
me the heart of the issue was kind of simple.

The Commission works because all of you bring
your knowledge, your expertise and your
perspective to the table in good faith. | can’t
imagine, especially with point number 7 asking a
colleague who has devoted years to education,
service and professional judgment to this work to
not vote.

Every time | listen to the expertise around the table,
| am reminded how much | learned from all of you,
and that collective wisdom really matters. The way
we share that collective wisdom is through voting. |
think that one of a really good examples | heard this
week is during striped bass, and | hope Megan
doesn’t mind me bringing up her comment.

She spoke saying that Maine was kind of on the
fringe of striped bass, and it really signals to them
when the stock condenses an unhealthy stock, and
that signals a problem with that stock. | can’t
imagine asking Maine, because the stock was in
poor health, not to vote. They are there, they have
the expertise, they should be able to do that.

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the ISFMP Policy Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.

14



Draft Proceedings of the ISFMP Policy Board — May 2026

| think that asking someone to vote is
completely against the heart of what this
Commission is. For that reason, | kind of think
this voting should remain broadly inclusive. |
don’t think that the section of this document is
necessary at all, but at the least | would remove
6 and 7 from it.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Jason.

DR. JASON McNAMEE: The way Shanna kind of
characterized this is generally the way that | feel
about it. | wanted to start by saying, | think the
Working Group did a nice job in particular. |
was highly suspicious at even being able to pull
off something reasonable for the declared
interest.

But | looked at those and kind of applied some
different scenarios to it. | think they did a nice
job with that piece of it. | think this piece is
also, you know they did a lot of work, tried to
kind of shoot the middle on this stuff. Butin
the end, | don’t know, and even some of the
discussion earlier.

Like a lot of this stuff, it doesn’t always have to
be transactional, like it doesn’t always have to.
There was a paragraph in there about different
philosophies that people had, and | found that
part really interesting. | definitely fall into one
of those philosophical camps and not the other.
You know | guess when | think about this stuff |
think about Rhode Island, but | also think about
the stock and | think about all sorts of things.

Like Shanna just said, | want to offer those
insights or whatever, however people feel
about them, to the group. Just kind of going
back. You know Marty’s comments earlier were
really interesting, because it wasn’t where |
thought he was going initially. But you know |
appreciated those comments and also Erika’s
comments and the example that she gave.

| guess I'll offer, | appreciate those. | think |
agree with the discussion or the kind of thinking
that they had around them. | think we can do

all that now, like | don’t think we need this stuff. |
don’t think it’s needed. | think we all have
discretion to, maybe you still vote but you abstain
or you vote in a certain way.

If you’re not comfortable for whatever reason, you
don’t think you’re contributing, like we can do that
now. | don’t see a lot of value in adding this,
because | see a lot of risk in that now somebody
gets mad that somebody voted and these, we’re
calling them guidelines, but I’'ve seen the other
instances and I'll use the assessment guidelines that
were developed a couple years back with.

| was on the group that developed the guidelines,
not the requirements, and guess what they
became? Immediately they were the requirements,
no you can’t do a new survey and a management
track, you can’t do this, you can’t do that. They
were guidelines, they were meant to be guidelines,
but they became more than guidelines really
quickly.

| think there is a risk with that here. | think it can
muddle what are already complicated and
challenging discussions that we have around this
table. | just don’t think we need this part of the
work that the working group did.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Joe and then Mike Luisi.

MR. CIMINO: I'm glad I’'m going after Jay, because
it will make it pretty easy. | agree with everything
he just said. Spending eight years in a state that sits
on every board except Northern Shrimp, | guess |
have seen a lot of examples. You know | think of
horseshoe crab and the ideas of abstaining.

| mean there is a species where probably 90% of the
meetings in the past decade have only been about
the Delaware Bay stock. But it would be very
different discussions if the pressure was not to vote.
I think you would have constituents who might not
think the quality species management issues would
require everybody to be speaking, regardless of the
impact of that fishery in their state.
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There are other implications, obviously for
menhaden, for horseshoe crab of course. |
don’t really see the value in this, although | fully
supported the exploration and | agree that |
think it’s even a better outcome than I could
have expected. But I still have more concern
than support.

CHAIR MCcKIERNAN: Mike.

MR. MICHAEL LUISI: I'll try to be quick. | was
on the working group and a lot of the
comments that | was planning on, the
discussions that we had were already captured
through what Toni presented. But | do want to
say something that just came to me, a couple
things.

Erika, | thought your description, what you just
went through, kind of the example that you
provided. | fully, fully support what you said
and the thought that goes into the process for
determining whether or not you're either
informed enough or prepared or feel as if you
have. The impact of the decision is either going
to fall on your state or not.

| absolutely agree, as did Bill with you. But |
also agree with Bill, that | think that the process
and the thought that we need to give to voting
could stop at Number 5. The first 5 examples
provide a very black and white example for
what you need to consider in the guidance.
When you get into 6 and 7, you start seeing
words like minimal.

Minimal is a word that would be debated
around this table for hours if Chairman would
allow it to happen. We could go back and forth
trying to determine what the word minimal is. |
understand this is all guidance, but something
that really strikes me with Number 7. This has
to do a little bit more about the philosophy that
we work under.

Maybe this is just me, but as I've sat here now
for a decade and a half or more, | have found
that the challenges that | face within my state. |

would prefer to garner support for the issue than
ask a state not to get involved. The reason that is
the way | like to do things, is because | learn from
the conversations that | have with my colleagues.
When I'm trying to propose something, as | did last
year, when we had our Striped Bass Board
discussing actions that the state of Maryland
wanted to take for recreational fishing in Maryland.
| wasn’t going around to other states that are on
the fringes, asking them to just stay out of the
picture. | was trying to convince the states that the
actions we were taking were appropriate, and they
would benefit some of the users in our state. It also
helped me when | got back after all of those
discussions to say that the Board, the full Board
supported this action, rather than a discreet, only
Virginia and Potomac River were on, the three of us
decided that this was going to be the action that we
would take. | find that there are some serious
challenges with 6 and 7. | think at this point | could
support the document staying intact through
Number 5, and we’ll see where it goes from there.
But that is kind of what I’'m thinking as I'm listening
through the discussion around the table.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: I've got Eric and then Erika.
Spud, was your hand up? No, okay so Eric and then
Erika.

MR. REID: I'm looking at these.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Could you come close to your
mic?

MR. REID: Sure, you may not want me to do that. |
understand, well | guess the first thing | should say
is getting outvoted sucks. But it’s on a couple
different levels. This is where I’'m struggling with
this a little bit. | mean if you’re in the thick of the
biomass, | mean you’re in, and that means all three
of you are in.

If you're on the fringe, well, | just envision us having
a vote and then Mr. Borden, myself and Mr.
McNamee have to decide what the state will be.
Maybe David says, well maybe we should abstain,
but | think we’re in this fishery, whatever it is. Now
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all of a sudden, your caucus is going to be 25
minutes, and | have some concern with that.

As far as asking somebody to abstain, | don’t
think that that is appropriate. | think it's more
talking to the people in this room and trying to
get your point across, and having a discussion
about where you’re coming from and why
you’re coming from there. Then everybody can
make up their own mind.

| don’t think that the guidance of considering
abstaining really applies here. | mean you’re
here all the time anyway, you’ve got to think
about it. | would tend to lean to accepting the
first 5 and eliminating 6 and 7, but I’'m really
kind of conflicted about what Jay said about
guidance becomes fact, or whatever you want
to call it.

| mean that is not why we’re here. We’re here
to make up our own minds and inform each
other and inform yourself, on how to behave
when it comes to voting. I'm not all that
comfortable with having guidance. | would
rather have conversations about what is the
right thing to do with my peers. That’s kind of
where I'm at.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Erika, and then I’'m going to
look for a motion.

MS. BURGESS: Thank you for another
opportunity to speak on this. A lot of the
conversation that I’'ve heard around this table
has really been mainly about single stock
multiple state issues. But when we have a
Board that has the same species, multiple
stocks; we’ll use red fish as an example. It’s not
as if a southern stock issue is going to affect the
northern states, necessarily. They are distinct
stocks, they are separate and the states may
have different philosophies on how they would
like those to be seen and were here. | disagree
fundamentally that because we are all
professionals we have this Kumbaya approach,
everyone’s voice should be equal. We are also
here to represent the people in our state, their

interests and when they conflict, yet there is no
true impact to a northern state or southern state.

We are not giving the people that we represent a
fair seat at the table, when those philosophies are
different and there is really no overlap. | think
we’re trying to find something here to protect the
interest of the public, when it is their fishery from
folks who it’s not their fishery getting to weigh in on
policy.

That is why it is so important to Florida and that is
why we’re advocating for these things. |
understand like usual; Florida will probably be
outvoted. But fundamentally there is a discrepancy
between approaches of states in this body, and |
would like to see some recognition of that. | would
argue for keeping this, and that is my last
statement, Mr. Chair.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Okay, can | ask for a motion to
get this decision-making process launched? I'm
looking at John Clark.

MR. CLARK: Rather than a motion, considering all
the discussion we’ve had, can we just postpone
further discussion of this until the next meeting?
Give people more of a chance to consider this. |
mean we’ve heard a lot of people want to eliminate
6 and 7, others want to keep them in there. It
doesn’t seem like we can come to a consensus on a
motion right now, plus we’re cutting into nap time.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Bob Beal.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: Yes, there is no
urgency to approve these. The Policy Board is not a
timeline to approve anything here. Obviously, the
declared interest provisions that will be in the Rules
and Regulations or will be considered to be changed
in the Rules and Regulations are coming back at the
August meeting.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Okay, we’ve got some hands
up, Bill and Shanna. Bill first.

MR. HYATT: | would like to put forward a motion. |
do believe that there is some level of consent that is
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around the table, and | do believe that if what is
put forward is accepted, that it could always be
readdressed in the future. But | would like to
put forward a motion to accept the detailed
guidance for voting or abstaining that is in the
document for Conditions 1 through 5.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Is there a second? | have a
second from Marty Gary. Discussion on the
motion, would you like to testify further, or
have you done enough?

MR. HYATT: | don’t think | need to add anything
more, | think we’ve had a great discussion so
far.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Further discussion on the
motion, Eric.

MR. REID: Your motion is to move forward 1
through 5, but that doesn’t preclude us from
having a discussion on 6 and 7 at or prior to the
August meeting, is that correct?

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Go ahead, Bob.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: | think that is
correct, Eric. |think if this motion were to pass,
criteria or considerations 1 through 5 would be
approved. This motion doesn’t include a
disposition of 6 and 7, so they are still in limbo
and uncertain what would happen to those two
criteria or considerations.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: There would need to be an
initiative to bring back 6 and 7 at a future Policy
Board meeting.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: Or later within this
meeting, either way, yes.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: But if we're rejecting 6 and
7 as part of a motion, you have to reconsider
the whole motion.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: | don’t think this
motion necessarily rejects 6 and 7, | think it

says, we approve 1 through 5, 6 and 7 are in limbo.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: That is a good way to put it,
Mr. diplomat. All right, where are we? Do you
want to come back, Bill, it’s your motion.

MR. HYATT: Yes, | would just like to clarify that the
intent here is exactly as Bob said, to approve 1
through 5. Even though | am opposed to 6 and 7,
the intent here is not to take them out of future
discussion.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Thank you, I’'m too binomial.
How about you, Joe, do you have your hand up? Go
ahead.

MR. CIMINO: I'm against moving the guidance
forward. To Erika’s question, | know I've said it in
the past, but it is those smaller stocks that | keep
thinking about. A lot of the tog regions are two-
state units, and if those two states don’t agree, |
don’t know where anybody goes with that. You
know there are other times when | think there are
going to be similar situations, where | think that
really could lead to a lot more in fighting if a smaller
group has some serious issues. | can’t support it.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Toni has got a comment, and
then I'll get to you, Roy.

MS. KERNS: Two things. Bill, we did slightly modify
what you said, so | just want to make sure you're
okay. We just used the terminology that is in the
document and just called it the Voluntary Guidance
for Voting, if that is all right. Then the other part is,
| just want to reiterate if | didn’t iterate it will
enough at the beginning. The Working Group
recommended that the guidance be reviewed in
roughly 3 years’ time, to make sure that it is actually
working the way that the Policy Board intended it to
be working, if not working maybe just adjust it or
something. But that it does get reviewed roughly
every three years.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Roy Miller.

MR. ROY W. MILLER: | was going to remain silent
on this for the time being, but Erika stimulated me
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to request clarification. Are we, did the working
group, which | did not participate in, consider
the, I'll call it the subspecies level voting
privileges. The specific example that Erika gave
is appropriate.

| think the northern and southern red drum
stock; we can make the same argument to the
tautog stocks that have been identified. Was
that beyond their assignment to consider the
subspecies level, and if so, will we be dealing
with that at some future point?

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Bob Beal.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: Yes, this is my
recollection, and members of the Working
Group can correct me if I’'m wrong. But the
group talked about that and used some of these
examples with tautog and horseshoe crab and
red drum, obviously, and felt that getting that
down to that granular level would be difficult.

That became very prescriptive, saying who
could or could not vote on species issues, and it
got really blurry on mixing zones between
stocks and other things. Then as they
continued to talk, they ended up at these sorts
of general guidelines that don’t really comment
specifically about stock units.

But the idea of how much those impact what is
going on in your backyard is whether you
should or should not abstain. They sort of
backed away from that granular level of small
stock units and went sort of bigger picture,
philosophical guidelines kind of in 1 through 5
and 1 through 7, whatever it ends up being.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: I've got Erika and I've got
Jason.

MS. BURGESS: Bob represented it well. That is
what led to the development of Option 6 and 7.
Not calling it out specifically to deal with
discreet units, but you might fit into that
category if you're thinking about discreet units,
but it wouldn’t necessarily preclude a

neighboring state and immediately adjacent state
who has an interest in voting on that other unit
from making a vote if they wanted to.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Jason.

DR. McNAMEE: It’s not that | have really an issue
with the things that are kind of stated in 1 through
5. I don’t know what Rhode Island is going to do,
but | personally am not in favor of this motion. It
comes down to what | said earlier, and that is, so
now you have these very explicit things where you
can consider voting. Then it’s silent on the other
things, so does that mean you should never, if it
doesn’t fall into one of these 5 categories. I'm
uncomfortable with that, and that’s why | just
wanted to offer that for the record. Then one
tangential discussion of something that has been
discussed here. You know we have these units of
management are management constructs. By and
large these are not genetically distinct groups of
species. Even if the management in one stock
management area might not have apparent
impacts.

There are population dynamics within this species
where there is flow of genes between these
different stock units. |1 don’t agree with that part of
the discussion either. |think it is hard to know
when somebody has a vested interest and when
they don’t. They can make that decision for
themselves.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Jason, could you clarify your
position on this motion for me.

DR. McNAMEE: Yes, | don’t know where Rhode
Island is going to be, but | am not in support of this
motion.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Because you would like to not
see any of the 5 adopted, you want to just keep it
status quo.

DR. McNAMEE: Correct.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: All right, should we caucus?
Take a vote, what do you think? One minute
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caucus. Two-minute caucus, says the Executive
Director. Do folks need more time? No, | am
not seeing any requests for more time. All
right, all in favor of the motion on the Board,
shall | read the motion? Motion is to move to
accept the voluntary guidance for voting that is
in the document for Sections 1-5. Motion by
Mr. Hyatt, seconded by Mr. Gary. All in favor.

MS. KERNS: Florida, Georgia, South Carolina,
North Carolina, Virginia.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: All opposed.

MS. KERNS: Rhode Island, Massachusetts,
Connecticut, New York, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, Potomac River Fisheries
Commission, Maryland, Delaware, Maine, New
Hampshire.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Any abstentions?
MS. KERNS: NOAA Fisheries.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Any null votes? The tally
is, motion fails 5 in favor, 11 in opposition and
1 abstention. Is there anything else to discuss

or to deal with on this issue? Bob.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: You know Item 6
and 7 are still sort of in limbo, but | don’t know
if there is any interest around the table to
discuss those any more, given that the first 5
weren’t approved. But it is up to the group.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Okay, well, I think we
should probably maybe see if we want to take
that up at the next meeting, given all the other
business we have today. You know this is
something that we can reconsider. We can
continue our internal discussions among the
delegations. | recommend everybody do that.
Thank you to the Committee that worked on
the document, and to the facilitator that did the
work as well.

COMMITTEE REPORTS
CHAIR McKIERNAN: Toni, next on the agenda.

MS. KERNS: I'm going to swing our Committee
Reports around a little bit, because | think Kurt is
still going and | have Katie with the supplement
stuff, and then go to the LGAs if that works, and
then we’ll have Kurt last.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: All right, Katie Drew.

STOCK ASSESSMENT REPORT

DR. KATIE DREW: 1 just have a few updates on
ongoing assessments and a heads up for the Board
about the potential future assessment schedule.
Cobia recently completed their Data Workshop.
They used a process of several virtual data
workshop webinars and then an in-person meeting.

The methods workshop will be in September with
an assessment workshop at the end of the year, so
that it can go to a SEDAR Peer Review in May, 2027,
and come to this Board in August of next year. That
is fairly well on track, and obviously there are
certain data challenges, but they are going to do the
best that they can.

Sturgeon has started their process with a data
workshop in late July. We will be using a similar
approach to the Cobia Workshop with a series of
webinars for the Technical Committee and any
external data providers, and then an in-person
workshop in August for the SAS.

We have put out our request for data, both to our
Technical Committee members and also the sort of
press release that ASMFC does to external data
providers, and we encourage anyone who is aware
of research on sturgeon that maybe is not done
through the states, to encourage them to provide
data, or anyone listening to this webinar to provide
data reach out to us, ideally by July 1st, so that we
can incorporate that into our data workshop, which
will be in late July.

This is aimed to have peer review done by the end
of 2028. The last thing | wanted to bring to the
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Board'’s attention is the Tautog Board requested
that the tautog benchmark assessment be
expedited. Right now, tautog is currently on
schedule for a peer review in 2029, meaning we
would start work probably sometime early next
year on that process. If we wanted to move
that up, that would require probably bumping
another species back.

The ASC will discuss this on their call coming up
at the end of this month, and come back to the
Policy Board with sort of a recommendation or
some options for the Board to consider going
forward, in terms of what are the tradeoffs of
moving tautog up versus keeping it where it is,
and allowing another species to continue in its
place. That’s all | have, and I’'m happy to take
any questions.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Thank you, Dr. Drew, any
guestions? Don’t see any, thank you so much.

LEGISLATIVE AND GOVERNOR’S APPOINTEE
REPORT

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Next on the agenda we are
going to go to the Legislative and Governors
Appointees Section Report. We’re going to
start with Roy.

MR. MILLER: I'll go through our deliberations at

the luncheon yesterday and I'll do it very briefly.

Our primary responsibility at this particular
meeting was to have an election of new Chairs
and Vice-Chairs. We did not formally have Vice-
Chairs before, so this is a new addition to our
operating procedures. The elections went as
follows.

For the Legislative Appointees, Eric Reid was
voted in as the new Chair and for the Vice-Chair
of the Legislative Appointees, Adam Nowalsky
was voted in, even in his absence as the Vice-
Chair. For the Governor’s Appointees, | will be
continuing on for another year, Dennis Abbott
stepped down after a long and productive
tenure as a Legislative Appointee Chair.

We had a choice between Steve Train and Gary
Jennings, and Steve elected to defer for
consideration for at least a year, so that we would
have more of a north/south split among our Chairs
and Vice-Chairs. Gary Jennings will be taking over
for the next year as the Vice-Chair of the Governor’s
Appointees.

Let me explain, the Vice-Chair does not necessarily
ascend to the Chairmanship when the two-year
term of appointment is over, and instead, if the
Vice-Chair was interested in running for the position
of Chair they would have to be so nominated. Also,
a Chair or Vice-Chair that assumes the position
would hold that position for two years, unless so
nominated to continue beyond two years. That
person could select to stay on as Chair if so
nominated and approved for that process.

Then finally, we talked a bit about something that is
within our purview as LGAs that may not be
available to the State Administrative Folks, and that
is our ability to perhaps influence our legislators
and/or governors, administration in Washington,
both at the state level and the federal level on
trying to avoid interference with our approved
state/federal actions.

We've identified that as a problem in the past. It
may become more abundant, it may not. But
anyway, we recognize that as LGAs we have kind of
a unique ability to address these issues, when
perhaps the Administrative Commissioners might
not have that ability. Thank you, Mr. Chair, if there
is nothing else, you might want to consider, Eric has
a suggestion.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Just say it’s an interesting
section, because it represents two-thirds of the
Commission, and each of you are either a
Legislature Appointee or Governor’s Appointee, and
each of you has its own Chair, so you are essentially
Co-Chairs. Now I’'m going to turn to the new Co-
Chair, Eric Reid.

MR. REID: Thank you, Mr. Chair, and thank you, Mr.
Miller for your report. Just to follow on Roy’s
discussion about what we talked about, about
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political pressure. We had really good
discussion. But what | took away from that was
it’s better to be proactive when it comes to
dealing with your Legislators, than it is to have
to go to them and talk to them when something
is about to hit the fan. There were several
examples from people in the room about how
to engage with your legislators, you’re elected
officials, so you become a resource to them.
When these issues come up, they are going to
call you and say hey, what do you think? |
thought that was a really productive
conversation and | would like to have more of
those conversations, you know. It’s similar to
the Law Enforcement Committee, it’s an open
meeting.

It’s a nice informal conversation, and | want to
continue that and | think that is great, and we
have pretty good participation from everybody,
including new members and old members. But
the LGA Group is actually two sections. In our
regulations they are referred to as Sections. It
is not a committee.

| would like to, | have a motion that | would like
to make to chang that, and turn that group into
a committee. It is really a technicality. | don’t
intend, at least in my tenure for the next two
years to change the way that committee
behaves. | talked to Mr. Beal, and it doesn’t
require any extra effort on the part of the
Commission.

We're still going to have our meeting; we do
have an agenda. We do a report. My motion, if
it’s okay with you, Mr. Chair. The motion is,
move to task the Commission Chair, under
Article IV, Section 4 of the Rules and
Regulations to formally establish the
Legislative and Governor Appointee (and
proxies) Sections as a Committee. That is not a
committee motion, because we’re not a
committee, so I’'m going to need a second.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Right, I've got Joe Grist
seconding. Bob, do you want to speak to the
mechanics of this?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: Yes, happy to do it,
thank you. Yes, as Eric said, this is a bit of a
technicality, but | think it is important to formalize
the structure of this group a little bit more. They’ve
taken a number of steps forward in how they
develop their election process over the last six
months or so. The Commission Chair has the
authority to form committees. | guess the only
question | would have is, it will be a single
committee with Co-Chairs, is that the idea, Mr.
Reid?

MR. REID: Yes, thanks Bob for the question.
Actually, in the Rules and Regulations it is Article 4, |
think it is Section 3, already lays out what that
group is. It’s in two sections, each has its own
elections and we now have a structure for the
elections. We're going to have them every two
years, stagger between one side and the other for
every two years.

We do have regulations for that. It is also, you
know we also know who is going to be on that
committee. There is no need to appoint people to
the committee, because it says in that section that
Legislative and Governor’s Appointees are on that
committee. We have the who, we have the where.
We're going to meet every meeting except for the
annual meeting.

We have all these regulations in place already, it’s
just a matter in my mind, you know we have made
in my 12 years on that committee, | think we’ve
made one or two recommendations to this Board.
A bunch of people having lunch making a
recommendation. They haven’t done it a lot, but |
really think it’s important to really develop this
committee a little bit more, and maybe provide
some advice to the Commission as a whole. But |
would like it to have the authority of coming from a
committee, a committee motion to me is something
that is a little bit more powerful than a bunch of
people having lunch and coming up with some
ideas. That is my intention.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: To address this question, are
you comfortable having Co-Chairs?
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MR. REID: The Co-Chairs is in the section that
talks about what this group is. It’s already in
there, so | am very comfortable with that.
CHAIR McKIERNAN: Okay, so that can be done
by me working with you through
correspondence to the Commission as a whole.

EXECUITVE DIRECTOR BEAL: Yes, the only thing
that just popped into my mind is, if we're
ultimately going to change the Rules and
Regulations, we may fall into the exact same
category that we talked about in the declared
interest, where we have to notice a chang to
the Rules and Regulations.

| need to go back and reread those with this in
mind, but we can do that. If that is necessary
when we notice about the change in the
declared interest criteria, we’ll notice this and
do it all at once in August. After the meeting
you and | can get back together and pedal up on
the process.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: All right, | have a motion
on the board, is there any more discussion? Is
there any objection to the motion as written?
Seeing none; passed by unanimous consent.
Thank you, Eric.

LAW ENFORCEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Next on the agenda is the
Law Enforcement Committee Report, Kurt
Blanchard. Welcome, Kurt.

MR. KURT BLANCHARD: We just finished up, a
day and a half meeting. The Law Enforcement
Committee conducted a hybrid meeting in a
joint session with the Gulf States Marine
Fisheries Commission LEC During the 2026
spring meeting week of the Atlantic States
Marine Fisheries Commission.

The Chair welcomed the new member, Major
Edward Mann of North Carolina, and recognized
Major Jason Walker from North Carolina for his
years of participation in the LEC. The
Committee discussed the following topics.

Under species discussion, Tautog Management.
The Committee reviewed the Tautog Management
Board’s intent to advance Addendum | to
Amendment 1 of the Tautog Fisheries Management
Plan.

Staff provided details about a proposal that the
state of New York, which requested that an
addendum include an option to utilize an alternate
tag type for commercially taken tautog. This
request arose to persistent concerns regarding
damage to fish retained in New York’s live market
fishery.

The LEC continues to monitor this issue closely, and
is informed about the research and testing
conducted by New York, as they work to identify a
suitable alternate tag option. At this stage, New
York EEC has not finalized specific alternative tags,
although several potential options are under
consideration. The LEC supports the commercial
tagging program outlined in the FMP, and is open to
endorsing an alternative tag. Provided it meets the
established requirements of the program. The
Committee requests the opportunity to review the
proposed option in the draft addendum before the
Board grants final approval. Under Other Business,
we discussed the JEA program and updates. Bryan
Landry of NOAA OLE engaged the Committee in a
discussion concerning the status of the JEA
program.

He shared a positive update reporting that NOAA
funding for the program has been included in the
Fiscal Year '26. This development is welcomed by
the LEC as it supports the continuation and
effectiveness of the JEA program. The LEC reviewed
its shared expectations and priorities regarding the
JEA program.

The Committee reaffirmed the commitment of
participating states to the program’s objectives and
collaborative enforcement efforts. Members
expressed hope that NOAA will further enhance the
funding for JEA in Fiscal Year ‘27, strengthening the
partnership and advancing fisheries enforcement
initiatives.
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Our next topic was on the Guidelines for
Resource Managers on the Enforceability of the
Fishery Management Measures. At the request
of the Gulf State partners, staff delivered a
comprehensive presentation focused on the
development, history and application of the
guidelines document.

Key points included the documents evolution,
its practical use in fisheries management and
how it addresses challenges faced by managers
working to ensure compliance with regulatory
plans. Our next topic was the new NOAA Field
Forensics Program. Again, NOAA Office of Law
Enforcement has initiated pilot testing of a
newly developed rapid power mist chain
reaction, PCR from the COVID days.

This technology allows officers to perform
genetic analysis directly in the field, delivering
immediate results and eliminating the need to
send samples to external laboratories. U.S. law
prohibits the false labeling of important seafood
products. Despite this, visual identifying fish
species during port inspections is often difficult
as physical characteristic alone may not be
sufficient.

In the past NOAA officers collected genetic
samples and sent them to forensic laboratories
for confirmation, a process that could take
several weeks and potentially delay the
movement of seafood through U.S. ports. The
introduction of the Rapid PCR technology
provides enforcement personnel with the
capability to swiftly identify species on sight.

This advancement helps officers collect
evidence, investigate seafood fraud more
efficiently, by expediting the identification
process, the device helps prevent illegal
seafood products from entering the U.S.
marketplace, and strengthens the effectiveness
of inspections and operations. Our next topic.
We've covered a lot of things in the last day and
a half.

Court Authorized Surveillance. Sargeant Jeffrey Kirk
out of Maine’s Department of Marine Resources
conducted a presentation on the best practices in
the use of court authorized surveillance techniques.
Sargent Kirk highlighted successful case
prosecutions in the state of Maine, and the process
is used in supporting these cases. This presentation
focused on the illegal deployment of traps in the
lobster fishery. Moving on, the illegal, unreported,
unregulated fishing enforcement, IUU fishing.
Assistant command a game warden, Les Casterline
of Texas Parks and Wildlife offered a presentation
on his agency’s effort in enforcement of IUU fishing.
HE discussed illegal fishing activities along the Texas
Mexico Border. Enforcement efforts, new initiatives
to combat seafood fraud and regulations for
seafood import monitoring.

The Seafood Import Monitoring, SIM is designed to
regulate the entry of seafood into the United
States. This program tracks the journey of seafood
products from point of harvest all the way through
the arrival at U.S. Borders. By monitoring this entire
process, SIM helps ensure the imported seafood
meets legal requirements and maintains
transparency throughout the supply chain.

Sim simply targets 13 priority species. Among these
are red snapper, shark and blue crab. These species
were selected due to their vulnerability to illegal
fishing practices and a need for greater oversight in
their trade. To support lawful harvesting and
production, the program requires comprehensive of
record keeping and data collection for each
imported shipment.

Importers must provide detailed documentation
that demonstrates that seafood was harvested and
produced in accordance with established laws and
regulations. This information is then used to verify
compliance and prevent illegal, unreported,
unregulated fishing for impacting U.S. markets.

These enforcement efforts have been collaboration
with department agencies, including Texas Parks
and Wildlife, NOAA, Customs, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
and the FDA. Moving on to Case Studies.
Operation Scale Deception. Lieutenant Patrick
Carron from the Mississippi Department of Marine
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Resources offered a presentation on this
enforcement action as it relates to the
fraudulent use of trip tickets in their
commercial fisheries.

This presentation detailed a multiyear
investigation into illegal finfish harvesting and
trafficking between Mississippi and Alabama,
focusing on spotted sea trout and red drum.
The investigation began in 2018 when Alabama
Marine Resources noticed large quantities of
spotted sea trout being sold in Alabama,
without proper reporting on Mississippi trip
tickets.

Mississippi has a strict regulation, including
Total Allowable Catch for spotted sea trout,
which was exploited by commercial fishermen,
who sold unreported catches to a seafood
dealer in Alabama. In 2020 complaints arose
about suspiciously high quantities of red drum
being harvested and sold, leading to further
investigations.

Authorities discovered fraudulent reporting,
hidden compartments in boats, and
connections between Mississippi and Alabama
fishermen. Cellular data and social media posts
revealed that some fishermen were laundering
illegally harvested fish from Alabama on
Mississippi trip tickets.

The investigation dubbed Operation Scale
Deception involved collaboration between
Mississippi, Alabama and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. It identified 44 participants in
the scheme, resulting in 8 convictions,
$21,446.00 in fines, and a lifetime forfeiture of
gillnet license for one dealer. The total amount
of illegally harvested finfish was 101,673
pounds, with a retail value of roughly 1.5 million
dollars. Key lessons learned include the need
for better communication between agencies,
the exploitation of regulatory differences
between states, and the inadequacy of current
fines per criminal activity.

The next case presented was Operation Atlantis out
of the state of Florida. Captain Scott Pierce, also
the Chair of the LEC, from FWC offered a
presentation on false tagging of seafood products.
This presentation discussed illegal lobster
importations, mislabeling practices, enforcement
actions, violations and legal proceedings related
to Florida fisheries.

The FWC and NOAA investigated Florida based
seafood companies for allegedly importing large
guantities of Caribbean lobster, mislabeling them as
U.S. origin, and reexporting them to China.
Inspections revealed violations such as improper
reporting, lack of notification, and breaches of spiny
lobster regulations.

Federal charges, including wire fraud and
conspiracy were brought against two seafood
dealers, highlighting concerns about reputational
harm to American fishermen and insufficient
government oversight. The investigation began
when officials noticed discrepancies in import
documentation shipping records, which prompted a
series of inspections at warehouses and facilities.

Companies failed to properly document the sources
of their lobsters or notify authorities about the
incoming shipments, as required under both federal
and state laws regulating seafood trade. These
regulatory breeches included exporting lobsters
that did not meet size requirements, and failing to
comply with conservation measures intended to
protect the species.

Prosecutors alleged that the deliberate mislabeling
was intended to circumvent tariffs and trade
restrictions, contributing to unfair competition of
legitimate U.S. producers. The probate determined
how widespread this fraudulent practice has
become, with the industry and whether additional
enforcement actions or regulatory forms were
needed to protect both marine resources and the
integrity of the American fisheries.

This particular case brought in a little over
$500,000.00 in fines with a five-year probation on
the dealers. A closed session was convened during
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our meeting to facilitate open discussions
regarding new and emerging issues within law
enforcement, and each agency was given the
opportunity to highlight its work and shared
updates on ongoing enforcement initiatives.

We would like to thank the Commission for
allowing this joint session with the Gulf States
LEC, that has not happened in many years. We
did do it on a regular basis a number of years
back. It was a really good opportunity and
really good shared information, so thank you,
Mr. Chair, and I’'m all set.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Any questions for Kurt?
John Clark.

MR. CLARK: Just quickly, how accurate is that
field forensic testing of the fish? Has it been
pretty accurate so far?

MR. BLANCHARD: Still in the testing phases.
Preliminary data it’s been highly successful. It
has identified over 100 species that can be
tested with this device.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Thanks, Kurt, great report.
Sounds like a great meeting.

UPDATE ON RECREATIONAL ANGLER
PARTNERSHIP IMPROVEMENT DIRECTIVE
(RAPID) INITIATIVE

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Next is Bob Beal with an
update on RAPID, Recreational Angler
Participation Improvement Directive, coming
out of NOAA Fisheries.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: | will be relatively
brief, Mr. Chair. For those of you that were at
the ACCSP meeting at the beginning of the
week, only two days ago, it feels like a week
now. The NOAA representatives came in and
gave an update on RAPID Initiative.

The goal is to redesign recreational data
collection around the country, and it involves
states, NOAA Fisheries and the Councils all

getting together and figuring out what that future
recreational data collection is going to look like,
sorting out everyone’s role as we move forward in
the future, and to improve recreational data
collection around the whole country.

There is essentially two parts that are going on
simultaneously right now. One is increasing sample
size for the current APAIS Program. NOAA fisheries
is going to move nearly 2 million dollars to ASMFC,
to increase sample size for the APAIS Program that
goes on up and down the coast, Maine through
Georgia.

| don’t believe Florida is part of that APAIS Program,
| could be wrong, Erika, but | don’t think Florida is
part of that program. That is going to be in the
short term. That part of APAIS will be coordinated
through ACCSP, and Alex DiJohnson and Geoff
White. They’ve already started reaching out to the
states, talking about what capacity do the states
have to increase sampling.

You can’t just flip a switch and increase sampling by
40%. You’ve got to hire new people, you’ve got to
determine what waves and when these sampling
efforts should take place and everything else. That
is one effort that is shorter to medium term. The
other effort is regional workshops, talked about it at
the beginning, which is figure out how the states
and NOAA and the Councils all want to work
together to figure out improving recreational data
collection.

The model right now is anyway, 8 regional
workshops based on the Council’s regions. That
money will come to ASMFC and we will pay for the
coordination of this, and also hire a facilitator. We
will not be the facilitators for those workshops. But
we are going to rely heavily on the states to
coordinate those workshops. Where should they
be?

When should they occur within the states when
people aren’t out fishing, and how do we get the
most people there? These 8 regional workshops
are really focused on what | said, NOAA Fisheries,
the states and the Councils. They are not public
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facing meetings. Like they will be open to the
public, | believe. But the idea is not to bring
together a lot of recreational angling public at
these meetings, it’s to get the agency folks all
together and talk about what the future of
recreational data looks like. Following those 8
regional workshops there will be one
nationwide workshop that is the public facing
workshop. | don’t know if that would be virtual
or in person, that hasn’t been decided. If you
get really, what is the public perspective on
recreational data collection. Then the final sort
of capstone tent workshop will be a group that
hasn’t been defined yet that will bring all of the
8 regional workshops and the public
perspectives together, and synthesize all of that
into what the future of recreational data looks
like.

It is not going to be one-size-fits-all around the
country, but one key on the east coast that has
been talked about is sort of compatibility. Even
if some states are doing things a little different
or if there are some differences up and down
the coast by region, maybe. It will be really
important to be able to compare what one
region does to the next and what the landings
are state to state up and down the entire coast.

Maybe the methodology is a little different,
maybe not. But that compatibility issue is going
to be really important to support future
management stock assessment decisions.
NOAA wants us to move very quickly on these
workshops, and we would love to have them
done in this calendar year. | don’t know if that
is realistic.

That is a lot of planning, hiring a facilitator. We
don’t have access to those funds yet. It’s kind
of a fast-moving process, but the other premise
here, a couple things. NOAA appears to want
much greater state involvement in recreational
data collection. They want to shift some of that
responsibility from the federal government to
the states, which obviously requires resources
to do that, and that is part of this conversation.

The other is, NOAA doesn’t want to be too sort of
top heavy. They don’t want, you know people are
asking for more details. What is this RAPID thing,
tell us what it’s going to be. NOAA is reluctant to
talk too much about that, or to be too heavy
handed and tell the states what it is going to look
like in the future.

They want these workshops to be what determines
the future of update of collection rather than
NOAA, sort of reconfiguring MRIP and telling the
states what it’s going to look like in the future. Itis
really designed to be collaborative and put a lot of
effort and responsibility on the states to figure this
out, and figure out what the recreational data in the
future is going to look like. That is the quick update.
| can try to answer questions; | don’t have a lot
more than that. But that is what the future of the
program is.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Any questions for Bob? All
right, more to come, for sure.

DISCUSS PROPOSED CHANGES TO MONTEREY BAY
AQUARIUM SEAFOOD WATCH'’S STANDARDS FOR
FISHERIES

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Toni, | think you’re up next
with a Monterey Bay Aquarium Seafood Watch’s
Standards for Fisheries and possible changes.

MS. KERNS: | was asked to provide some
information on the proposed revisions to the
Monterey Bay Aquarium standards for fisheries.
They are proposing changes to the system, and this
is the system that establishes their seafood card, so
they are red, yellow and green for species around
the world.

| am going to state that this is my interpretation of
these, after digging around a little bit on their
website. On the meeting materials | provided the
one pager, but | personally did not find that that
was super informative. Again, these are my
interpretations and | am not an expert in their
seafood cards, so we’ll put that out there. | think
there are a handful of changes that | think could
have substantial impacts on ratings. Not necessary
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that | think that all of these things apply to the
Commission species, | don’t know which one of
them would apply to Commission species, | did
not do that much digging. But the first is the
stricter, best choice, the green threshold for
stock status.

A proposed new decision rule would require
that a fishery has to score green for either stock
abundance or management effectiveness, not
just achieve a high overall numerical score to
earn the best choice rating, so fisheries with
poorly known stock status and management
that is not highly effective and does not
necessarily reflect the intent of the best choice
category, even when ecosystem impacts are
minimal.

This would directly downgrade some fisheries
that currently squeak into the green ratings on
the strength of either low bycatch or habitat
scores alone. They tightened the stock
rebuilding thresholds. The proposed
abundance scoring would reclassify rebuilding
stocks more stringently. Stocks are proposed to
be classified as moderate concern if they are
below the 75% of Bmsy or a similar reference
point and a low concern above that point.
Previously the structure was not always
considered sufficiently precautionary for
depleted stocks. Under the discard and date
used, that can now drive a red color rating.
Currently high discard rates lower a numerical
score, but it doesn’t change the color rating for
criterion 2. The proposed change would base
the color rating of criterion 2 on the final score
rather than the sub-score, which allows the
discard modifier to influence the color rating of
criterion 2.

Then the overall recommendation in more
cases than it previously did. Fisheries with
discard and bait ratios at or above 100% of the
landings could be pushed from yellow to red.
For the revised reference points guidance, the
proposed revision moves away from treating
MSY as the universal benchmark

Seafood Watch is proposing to provide its guidance
on the reference points to ensure that their
appropriateness is judged on principals of
conservation and system resilience, rather than
comparison to MSY. This could alter scores for
fisheries that currently use non MSY reference
points to justify their management.

| think this will be more impactful on global
fisheries, but we do have some species that don’t
use MSY or MSY proxy. Again, data poor fisheries |
believe will face harsher scoring. The revisions
propose that data poor quality or availability can
more directly contribute to lower scores, and even
in a void recommendation rather than simply noting
uncertainty.

This could substantially downgrade many small-
scale or develop rural fisheries that lack robust
stock assessments. Again, for the most part global
fisheries. But again, there are species in the United
States that have poor data availability. Then there
are some changes that | think have little impact on
the ratings. There are streamlined fishing mortality
table for bycatch species. One of the goals of the
proposal is to streamline the fishing mortality factor
by solely focusing on fishing mortality, combining
the low and very low concern categories, just to
simplify the assessment. | believe this is a clarity
and efficiency change that would not change most
of the fisheries actual scores. Revisions for the
guidance on language on alternative reference
points. The criteria have been edited to indicate
that reference points that are not as conservative as
Fmsy should not be considered equivalent.

What | can tell, this guidance already existed in
some of the appendices, so this change is mainly
about making the existing rules more difficult. In
their criteria table, rather than introducing a new
standard. There is the consolidation of criteria
structure. The review is exploring, combining
criterion 3, which is habitat, and criteria 9, which is
wildlife mortalities into a single habitat and
biodiversity criterion, and this is a structural
reorganization.
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It's unlikely to shift final ratings for most
fisheries is what | gleaned. There is more
explicit guidance for illegal activities and
unknown impacts, then complication process
proposes clear scoring language for situations
where illegal activities or impacts are unknown.
This is a codification of how the assessors had
already handled these cases, rather than a new
role.

Then lastly, there is new metric reporting’s. The
Seafood Watch is considering publishing metrics
proposed with each assessment, to the level
that corresponds to each scope within the
report, potentially including a dashboard. |
think this would enhance transparency, but is
informational and wouldn’t factor into the
ratings themselves.

The question to the Board is, do we want to
provide comments? If we do want to provide
comments, is it each individual state wants to
provide comments, or do we want to provide
comments as a Commission, do we not want to
provide comments at all, and if we do, | would
definitely need some specific guidance from you
all, as | don’t know how folks would feel.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: The comments would be
due by the end of the month.

MS. KERNS: Yes.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Thank you, Toni. One of
the members actually, it was Joe, who brought
this to our attention. | know Monterey Bay
Aguarium Sea Watch comes up often in a lot of
our daily deliberations regarding seafood
marketing and seafood promotion.

We thought it would be appropriate for Toni,
she’s done all this work to sort of summarize
what’s in play here, and get the Commission’s
collective view as to whether or not we think a
Commission letter or any of our individual
states might be interested in just comment. |
think it’s an important issue or can be an

important issue, in terms of the marketability of our
seafood.

Especially for fisheries that are totally in compliance
with our plans and with Magnuson, and yet they are
earning a red do not purchase classification, which
is frustrating. Is there any discussion around the
Board, any thoughts on next steps? Go ahead, Carl.

MR. WILSON: Just a question for Toni, at this point.
Did they mention any modifications on how a
particular fishery relates to protected resources?

MS. KERNS: In the score card, | don’t recall
significant proposed changes to that, but it’'s been
like three weeks since I've looked at these, Carl.

MR. WILSON: | mean to Dan’s last point then, here
we have fisheries that are doing exactly what they
are supposed to be doing under the letter of the
law of how we operate that are scoring red, as
avoid. This came up with lobster in Maine. It was a
pretty big discussion point. It just really left us with
a bad taste.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Carl, is your recommendation
to leave it alone?

MR. WILSON: Each state takes up comments that
would be specific to their experiences.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: I just thought it would be
valuable to just bring it out in the open that there
are opportunities for them, that they are amending
their standards. | didn’t know what those
amendments were, now | do. Any other thoughts
on whether we should. Erika.

MS. BURGESS: | appreciate, Mr. Chairman, your
question and your comments, and also Carl’s point.
Have seen in Florida basically a blanket decision
making. If your fishing gear in the fishery involves
any vertical lines, you automatically get a bad
choice, no matter how sustainably managed that
fishery is.

| kind of view it as, they’ve opened it up for
comments. If we as a collective group share the
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same comments about the decision process for
how they do their rating, | would support us
sending a letter to comment on that, even
though it may not be exactly what they’re
looking for.

We do have some misalighment between what
we think at the ASMFC body is a well-managed
fishery, and what Monterey Bay Aquarium says
is a well-managed fishery. If we have the
opportunity to highlight it, we should. If we
can’t come to agreement on the content of the
letter, | understand that. Florida will be sending
their own letter on this as well.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: If any of the states decide
to send letters, maybe we share those letters,

blind copies or whatever to the other states, |

think that might be helpful. | take your point.

Yes, Eric.

MR. REID: We absolutely should send a letter,
absolutely, do not fail. | don’t know if any of
you ever looked at the Monterey Bay Aquarium
list. It's interesting reading, to the point where
sometimes it’s pretty comical, because of what
you said, Mr. Chairman. You know fisheries
that are doing great are red listed and fisheries
that are not doing great are, you know eat
these tomorrow and every day of the week.

My concern is data poor species. I'm in the
squid business, or | was in the squid business.
Our partner at the Mid-Atlantic Council
manages two species of squids, which are well
managed, they are sustainable. But they are
data poor, and here we are with a fishery that, |
mean it’s a giant economic driver for the east
coast, well managed, it’s got quotas, you know
it’s got all these requirements. But that is going
to get harsher treatment, which is not right. |
agree that the Commission should send one and
the states should send one, and perhaps if we
overlap a little bit in our discussion, but
absolutely you’ve got to tell these people
something.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: In the case of squid, it’s data
poor because of the life history, not because people
aren’t collecting data. All right, so the intent is for
states to send individual letters among those who
desire to. But can the Commission consider some
kind of a letter as well? Bob.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: Absolutely, if the
group wants the Commission to send a letter, we
can definitely do that, and it sounds like that is what
Carl, Erika and Eric are suggesting that we should
do. We may need a little bit more guidance on
exactly what to include in that letter. But | tend to
agree, a letter from the Commission carries the
weight of the 15 states, and that is pretty
important.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Sharpen the knives. Ben,
please.

MR. DYAR: | just wanted to second that | would
support a letter as well from the Commission.
We've run into some issues specifically with some
shrimp and our oyster fisheries. They were nice
enough to actually reach out to us; to gain further
information regarding some of our oyster fisheries
and still we were not speaking the same language.

It was very difficult to get some of that through and
it did not result in a positive result. That has since
changed, but it was actually a lot of
misunderstandings even directly talking to them.
You know we would be interested in supporting a
Commission letter as well.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Your experience is a common
one among the states that have engaged with that
entity. Toni.

MS. KERNS: Comments close May 25. | would just
need some help on what you’re looking for, either
today or, | don’t know how close. If some of the
states that are thinking about sending letters are
sending a letter that has a section that is more
general.

Because | think what I’'m hearing us say is we don’t
agree with how they do the score card process, in

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the ISFMP Policy Board.
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terms of when a Commission or Council has a
sustainably managed species, then why are you
scoring us into the red. If anybody has sections
like that already written, then | would love to
take that from you all. But if there is any
additional detail for sort of the whys behind
some of that, | can pull up some information,
but just strength behind it would be
appreciated.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Can we communicate that
to you after this meeting and not at this
moment?

MS. KERNS: Yes, that would be great.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: All right, so the
Commission will write a letter and states are
invited to write individual letters as well.

MS. KERNS: One more thing, Dan. Because it is
due May 25, | don’t know if | will have time to
send it to the full Board, depending on the
timing of feedback from everybody. But |
definitely would work with Dan and Doug to do
that, and if anybody else wanted to see the
draft before | sent it, shoot me an e-mail and I’ll
include you on that.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Thank you, Toni. Erika.

MS. BURGESS: | just wanted to offer that |
would feel comfortable if Dan and Doug
approve the Commission’s letter, it going out.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: All right, Review
Noncompliance Findings (If Necessary), but
there are none. Therefore, go ahead, Bob.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR BEAL: Not a
noncompliance finding. Just a quick comment
here. During this meeting we talked about two
potential changes, potential changes to the
Rules and Regulations, and the Policy Board can
start that process, but to finalize that it has to
be done at the Full Commission.

In August when we get together to talk about the
Committee versus Section and potential changes to
the declared interest criteria. That will be done at
the Full Commission rather than at the Policy Board.
Almost the same group, but different enough.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Okay, thank you, and | would
like to thank the members of this Board for some
really sincere and honest conversation about the
issues that we brought up earlier regarding voting
privileges and the like. Because some of the folks in
this room have been faced with some of those
questions, and | thought the dialogue was really
helpful. Joe, did you have your hand up?

MR. CIMINO: Just a reminder about my other
request.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Oh, all right, under Other
Business, what do we got, Joe?

MR. CIMINO: This may just be to your discretion,
but the Sciaenids Board has, with the help of the
PRT, looked at some non de minimis criteria for
those specific FMPs that | felt at the time may be of
value for a Policy Board discussion, since we have
an overarching de minimis policy.

| just wanted to kind of make the request to you
that if we could get that on, like the next Policy
Board agenda. That way this Board has a chance to
catch up to what Sciaenids Board has already been
presented briefly, and then see if it’s worth looking
at the policy.

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Can | get Toni’s blessing on
that?

MS. KERNS: | think we can do it for August. | want
to talk to you, depending on like what we want to
bring forward, if it’s more in depth then maybe the
annual meeting, but no longer than that.

CHAIR MCcKIERNAN: Thank you for bringing that up,
Joe, and we’ll definitely consider that for the August
meeting. Bob, what would you like to do next?

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the ISFMP Policy Board.
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ADJOURNMENT

CHAIR McKIERNAN: Motion to adjourn and
then reconvene the Business Session right
away? Okay, all right, motion to adjourn this
meeting from Joe Grist, second by Ben Dyar.
Meeting is adjourned.

(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 3:30
p.m. on Wednesday, May 6, 2026)

These minutes are draft and subject to approval by the ISFMP Policy Board.
The Board will review the minutes during its next meeting.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Sciaenids Management Board
FROM: Sciaenids Plan Review Teams
DATE: April 20, 2026
SUBIJECT: Discgssion and recommendations on the definition of de minimis for Sciaenids Board
species
Background

The Commission includes de minimis provisions in interstate fishery management plans (FMP), which
are meant to reduce the regulatory burden for states whose measures would have a negligible effect on
the conservation of a species. The Commission’s De Minimis Policy document provides guidance on
standards for de minimis, but a species board may deviate from these standards to address unique
characteristics of a fishery, as long as rationale is provided.

Generally, a state can request to be de minimis if the average landings for the last three years is less
than 1% of the coastwide landings. De minimis states are also exempt from any sampling requirements
established in the species’ FMP. Other requirements, or lack thereof, for de minimis states vary by
species FMP. For example, some FMPs do not require de minimis states to implement all the regulations
required for non-de minimis states. The De Minimis Policy also encourages regulatory stability for de
minimis states by recommending FMPs establish a set of measures for de minimis states that provide a
minimum level of species conservation, prevent regulatory loopholes, and do not need to change
annually.

The De Minimis Policy did not automatically change the provisions of current FMPs. To change a species’
de minimis standards, an addendum or amendment process must be completed, unless the FMP
specifies a different process.

Statement of the Problem

In the last 5-10 years, several states have experienced reoccurring issues related to the current
definitions of de minimis for multiple Sciaenids Management Board (Board) species. De minimis
provisions and requirements vary by species, but all Sciaenids Board species currently define de minimis
using a three-year threshold of landings and a 1% threshold (Table 1). Notable differences between
species include consideration of de minimis separately by sector for Atlantic croaker, and separately by
stock for red drum.

Several states have expressed concern that the 1% threshold for these species may no longer be
appropriate. States on the edge of a species range, like New Jersey and Delaware, have hovered around
the 1% threshold, or have repeatedly been barely above the threshold in recent years. For example,
from 2021-2024, Delaware’s three-year average recreational Atlantic croaker harvest was 1.01%, 0.97%,
1.69%, and 1.92% respectively of the coastwide recreational harvest. In addition, in 2024, Delaware’s
three-year average Atlantic croaker commercial harvest was 1.26% of the coastwide commercial
harvest. However, even if these states have no longer been meeting the definition of de minimis for a
M26-43
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species, the state’s landings have continued to be relatively very low compared to the rest of the coast.
In several cases, a single year of disproportionately high landings, averaged with two years of lower
landings, caused a state to be just above the de minimis threshold. These experiences have led states to
question how meaningful any regulations they implement would be for the stock, compared to that
state’s relatively low proportion of the coastwide landings and the time and effort it would take to
implement those regulations.

Several states have also expressed concern about high uncertainty in some of their state’s MRIP harvest
estimates being used to calculate de minimis, which has been used as justification for allowing a state to
remain de minimis. However, it should be noted that high uncertainty (i.e., a high percent standard
error) in MRIP estimates indicates that a given harvest estimate could potentially be much lower or
much higher.

Lastly, due to environmental factors that contribute to the cyclical nature of recruitment and adult
abundance in some of these species and ongoing stock expansion, it is likely managers will continue to
see increased variability and uncertainty in landings and changes in which states qualify for de minimis.
As a result, the Board requested the Plan Review Teams (PRTs) review the current definition(s) of de
minimis for the Sciaenids Board species.

Specifically, the Board tasked the PRTs to provide recommendations on:

- Whether the current 1% threshold for a state to be considered de minimis is appropriate
- Whether there may be alternate ways to evaluate whether a state is de minimis

Table 1. For all Sciaenids Board species, their respective stock(s), current de minimis threshold (the percent of
coastwide total landings that a state’s average landings must be less than to be considered de minimis), the
current number of years of landings averaged to calculate de minimis, states which were granted de minimis based
on requests from the FY2024 Compliance Reports, and whether the species’ FMP has regulatory requirements for
non-de minimis states. Sciaenids Board species do not have any monitoring requirements.

. Number of De minimis Regulatory
Species Stock Threshold years averaged | States (FY2024) requirements?
Comm: NJ, DE, If TLA is triggered at
Atlantic croaker NJ-FL 1% 3 SC, and GA 30% red threshold: Y
Rec: NJ If TLA isn’t triggered: N
Black drum NJ-FL 1% 3 none Y
Northern: NC-NJ 0
Red drum Southern: SC-EL 1% 3 NJ, DE Y
If TLA is triggered: Y
- 0,
Spot NJ-FL 1% 3 NJ, GA If TLA isn’t triggered: N
Spotted Seatrout NJ-FL 1% 3 NJ, DE Y

PRT Discussion and Recommendations

The PRTs met four times between November 2025 and April 2026 to address the Board’s tasking. The
PRTs agree the current 1% threshold may not be appropriate for all the Sciaenids Board species, at least
without changes to the de minimis process.



The PRTs propose several possible solutions for the Board’s consideration to alleviate some of the
current issues states are having. The options described below suggest either:

1. Modifications to the current definition of de minimis or
2. Modifications to the de minimis process.

The Board can choose to further explore any one option below, or multiple, on a species-by-species
basis. However, the PRTs do not necessarily recommend simultaneously implementing multiple options
suggested below for a single species. None of the options below would be suitable as a one-size-fits-all
approach for all Sciaenids Board species. For example, the PRTs would not recommend the multiple
threshold approach (1B) for spotted seatrout. The options below should be considered on a species-by-
species basis, due to these species’ varying life history, assessments, and other differences in the
fisheries.

Overall, the PRTs caution the Board about the amount of leeway that may be allowed to states who wish
to remain de minimis despite not qualifying for it, particularly if there are concerning trends with the
stock or a negative stock status. If a state has no regulations for a particular species, there is potential
risk of a stock being harmed if a state is allowed to remain de minimis, when in hindsight it shouldn't
have been. For example, New Jersey has fairly strict regulations for red drum (1 fish at 18"-27"), so New
Jersey remaining de minimis poses a low risk to the stock, even if all red drum moved to New Jersey
waters. Conversely, since Atlantic croaker are unregulated recreationally in New Jersey, the state
remaining de minimis carries a much greater risk to the stock because there is very little protection from
potential overfishing.

Lastly, the PRTs recommend any changes to the definition of de minimis or the de minimis process
should undergo review by the species’ respective technical committee (TC) prior to or during the
development of an addendum/amendment. The TC can provide a recommendation to the Board on the
appropriateness of the changes to de minimis for that specific species, with the goal of ensuring the
proposed change will have a negligible effect on the conservation of a species.

1. Potential modifications to the definition of de minimis
A. Number of years of harvest averaged

Averaging 5 years of harvest instead of the current standard of 3 years may be appropriate for
longer-lived species, if landings data are highly variable, and/or where it’s suspected the stock may
be undergoing expansion. If the Board wishes to go this route, this option should be considered on a
species-by-species basis.

B. Multiple Thresholds

Under this option, there would be multiple threshold levels, each with differing requirements. A
state would need to average a greater amount of harvest (i.e., 3% as opposed to 1%) to be required
to fulfill all requirements for non-de minimis states. The multiple thresholds would include:

- If the average landings for the most recent (3 or 5) years are less than 1%, a state would
qualify for full de minimis. States that fall into full de minimis are not required to implement
regulations and do not have any monitoring requirements (if applicable).

- If the average landings for the most recent (3 or 5) years are between 1 and 3%, the state
would qualify for provisional de minimis. States that qualify for provisional de minimis would



not be allowed to liberalize any current regulations in place. However, they would not need
to implement any FMP-required regulations for non-de minimis states.

- If the average landings for the most recent (3 or 5) years are greater than or equal to 3%,
then the state would officially be non-de minimis. If a state meets or exceeds this upper
threshold, it cannot request continuance of de minimis or provisional de minimis.

The PRTs recommend this approach only be used when there are no major concerns about the
status of the stock, e.g., allowing more leeway in defining which states are de minimis when the
stock is doing well. Each year, each species’ FMP review summarizes information on the stock either
from a recent assessment or the most recently completed TLA/indicator analysis. If the species PRT
has concerns about the stock after reviewing the most up-to-date information on stock status, the
PRT can recommend the use of a strict 1% threshold for de minimis in the following year, which
would need to be approved by the Board. This recommendation won’t be applied retroactively to
the current year’s de minimis requests. The PRTs discussed the importance of the states knowing
the de minimis criteria ahead of the submission of compliance reports for that year.

The PRTs recognize this approach may not be appropriate for all species. For example, although
spotted seatrout is assessed on a much more localized scale than the other Sciaenids Board species,
de minimis for this species is calculated for the entire coast. The different spotted seatrout stocks
may all have different statuses, making a general recommendation on the level of risk to take with
defining de minimis difficult. Likewise, this approach may not be appropriate if a species’ stock
status can frequently change, which could lead to frequent recommended changes in whether to
use the 1% or multiple threshold approach.

Potential Modifications to the De Minimis Process
A. Codify the number of years before a state can no longer request de minimis status

States have been requesting to remain de minimis despite no longer qualifying for it, particularly if
the state has been de minimis for many years and would need to go through the process of
implementing FMP requirements if no longer de minimis. The species PRT has typically allowed the
state to remain de minimis to see if this is a consistent trend in higher landings for the state.
However, the PRT also usually recommends a specific cut-off where they will no longer recommend
de minimis, i.e., if the state continues to not qualify for de minimis for a consecutive number of
years (usually two or three years). However, this process, including the number of years to use, is
not officially established anywhere.

It may be appropriate to codify the number of years a state has before the state can no longer
continue to make the request for de minimis and must begin implementing FMP requirements to be
in compliance with that species’ FMP. This would make the process more official, no longer just a
recommendation, with the benefit that states would know expectations ahead of time. The PRTs
recommend if a state does not qualify for de minimis for a number of times (non-consecutive)
within a specific time frame (e.g., if a state’s landings are above the threshold for de minimis in 3 out
of the last 4 years), the state would no longer be able to request de minimis unless there are
extenuating circumstances. Any extenuating circumstances would need to be detailed by the state
in their annual compliance report for the PRT and Board to review. The PRTs recommend that the
specific number of years be established by a species’ PRT and TC, based on what is determined to be
most appropriate for that species.



3.

If a species’ FMP is already modified to increase the landings threshold for de minimis above 1%,
such as in 1B above, it may be appropriate to not allow states to request de minimis if this higher
threshold is exceeded unless there are extenuating circumstances.

B. States remain non-de minimis or de minimis for X number of years

The PRTs also brainstormed ideas to improve stability in the implementation of FMP-required
regulations and/or monitoring requirements if a state has a history of moving in and out of
qualifying for de minimis. Once a state is officially no longer de minimis, there could be a set number
of years before the state can qualify for de minimis again, regardless of their landings. The reverse
could be true as well, where once a state moves from non-de minimis to approved as de minimis,
they could automatically be able to remain de minimis for a set number of years. For example, if the
Board no longer approves a state’s de minimis or that state decides to no longer request de minimis
after multiple years of higher landings, the state must begin the process of implementing FMP-
required regulations and/or begin collecting samples required for non-de minimis states (if
applicable) for a set number of years before they can be eligible for de minimis status again.

Additional Considerations

This section contains additional considerations related to de minimis discussed by the PRTs. If interested
in exploring further, the Board can request the individual species PRT to investigate on a species-by-
species basis. These considerations will not be appropriate for all Sciaenids Board species.

A. Splitting De Minimis by Sector

The PRTs recommend further consideration of splitting de minimis by sector, wherein the species
PRT (with consultation of the TC) explore if this change would be appropriate on a species-by-
species basis. As previously mentioned, de minimis status is already determined separately by sector
for Atlantic croaker. It has been a longstanding recommendation by the Spot PRT to be implemented
for that species as well. For species like spot, sector separation may alleviate the need of states with
a small commercial fishery to make regulatory adjustments (primarily reductions) to commercial
landings for a fishery that has relatively insignificant landings while retaining recreational
management measures required by the FMP.

B. Splitting De Minimis by Stock

The PRTs discussed red drum'’s recently implemented definition of de minimis, which splits de
minimis by stock. The PRTs recommend splitting de minimis by stock continue to be considered on a
species-by-species basis. If a species has more than one stock, which are managed separately, de
minimis should similarly be evaluated at the stock level. The PRTs note that although currently the
only Sciaenids Board species with more than one stock is red drum, two separate stocks are
currently under consideration for Atlantic croaker through its ongoing benchmark stock assessment.

C. Consideration of Total Removals when Determining De Minimis

The PRTs also discussed the possibility of redefining de minimis to use total removals instead of total
harvest, highlighting concerns with increasing discards for several Sciaenids species. Consideration
of total removals could allow for a more complete picture of each state’s contribution to fishing
mortality.

Currently, consideration of total removals would likely only be possible in combination with
separating de minimis by sector, as state-specific commercial discard estimates are not available on



an annual basis. The impact of including recreational dead discards on which states would qualify for
de minimis would need to be examined in more detail on a species-by-species basis, if the Board is
interested in pursuing this idea further.

Although commercial discards cannot be incorporated into the calculation of de minimis, the PRTs
briefly discussed how the lack of this information impacts our understanding of de minimis,
particularly for species such as spot and Atlantic croaker that have much higher commercial discards
compared to commercial harvest. Using only harvest to calculate the threshold and determine de
minimis for these species may overestimate the impact on the population from states with lower
commercial harvest and little to no discards, and underestimate the impact from states with higher
commercial harvest and discards. In addition, the pounds of landings at the 1% de minimis
threshold or 3% de minimis threshold for a species with very high commercial discards will both
likely be relatively minor compared to the total removals.



APPENDIX |

The figures in this appendix illustrate whether a state’s 3-year average harvest was less than 1%
(i.e., qualified for de minimis; blue), greater than or equal to 1% but less than 3% (yellow), or greater
than or equal to 3% (green) of the total coastwide (NJ-FL) harvest for the years 2015-2024. This
information is shown for the combined recreational and commercial harvest (excluding Atlantic
croaker since de minimis is already split by sector for this species), solely recreational harvest, and
solely commercial harvest. Actual values are not given due to some confidential data. These tables
depict what states qualified for de minimis in any given year but may differ from states that were
granted de minimis status. For example, some states may have qualified for de minimis but did not
request it, or were granted de minimis when they did not technically qualify for it.

Atlantic Croaker
Recreational

Year | NJ DE MD |[VA |NC (SC |GA |FL
2015 [ 23% | 23% | 23% | 23% | =23% 23%
2016 [ 23% | 23% | 23% | 23% | =23% 23%
2017 23% | 23% | 23% | 23% 23%
23% | 23% | 23% | 23% 23%
23% | 23% | 23% | 23% 23%
23% | 23% | 23% | 23% 23%

2021 23% | 23% | 23% [ 23% | 23%

2022 23% | 23% | 23% [ 23% | 23%
2023 23% | 23% | 23% [ 23% | =23%
2024 23% | 23% | 23% [ 23% | =23%

Commercial
Year | NJ

2015
2016




Black Drum

Combined

Year | NJ PRFC[VA [NC [sC [GA |FL

2015 [ 23% <1% | <1% | 23% | 23% >3%

2016 | 23% <1% | <1% | 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2017 | 23% <1% | <1% | 23% | 23% >3%

2018 | 23% <1% | <1% | 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2019 | 23% <1% | <1% | 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2020 | 23% | SR =3% | 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2021 | 23% RS =~ RSEAN =3% | 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2022 [23% RSEN  IRSEAN =3% | 23% | 23% | 23% | 3%

2023 SRS AR =3% | 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2024 SRS AL 23% | 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

Recreational

Year | NJ NC [sC [GA |FL

2015 | 23% 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2016 | 23% 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2017 | 23% 23% | 23% 23%

2018 | 23% 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2019 | 23% 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2020 | 23% 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2021 | 23% 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2022 | 23% 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2023 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2024 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

Commercial

Year | NJ | DE NC FL

2015 | 23% | 23% 23% 23%

2016 23% 23% 23%

2017 | 23% | 23% 23% 23%

2018 | 23% | 23% 23% 23%

2019 | 23% | 23% 23% >3%

2020 23% 23%

2021 23% 23%

2022 23% 23%
23% 23%
23% 23%




Red Drum
Combined Northern Stock

Year [NJ |DE |[MD |PRFC [VA [NC
2015 SRS AL =3% | =3%
2016 SRS ANRILA =3% | 23%
2017 SCBRSEZANRITZE =3% | >3%
2018 <1% <1% | <1% |[ESAESE
2019 <1% <1% | <1% |[ESAESE
2020 SCE  BEEA =3% | 23%
2021 SE  BREA =3% | 23%
2022 SN BREA =3% | =3%
2023 SEERSANRILA =3% | 23%
2024 S R =3% | 23%

Recreational Northern Stock

VA NC

23%

=23%

23%

=23%

23%

=23%

23%

23%

23%

23%

23%

23%

23%

23%

23%

=23%

23%

=23%

23%

=23%

Southern Stock (Recreational)

SC |GA |FL

23% | 23% | 23%
23% | 23% | 23%
23% | 23% | 23%
23% | 23% | 23%
23% | 23% | 23%
23% | 23% | 23%
23% | 23% | 23%
23% | 23% | 23%
23% | 23% | 23%
23% | 23% | 23%

Year
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024

Commercial Northern Stock

Year | NJ DE (MD |PRFC |VA | NC

2015 23% | 23%
2016 23% | 23%
2017 23%
2018 23%
2019 23%
2020 23%
2021 23% | 23%
2022 23% | 23%
2023 23% | 23%
2024 23% | 23%




Spot
Combined

Year | NJ

2015

Sk

2016

<1% |

<1% <1%|

<1% <1%|

<1% <1% |

SEZR

SEZ

SEZ

Sk

NVINVINVINVINVNININV]INV]IV|IV

<1%

Recreational

Year | NJ DE MD | VA NC | SC FL
2015 23% [ 23% | 23% | 23% =3%
2016 23% [ 23% | 23% | 23% =3%
23% [ 23% | 23% | 23% =3%
23% [ 23% | 23% | 23% 23%
23% [ 23% | 23% | 23% 23%
23% [ 23% | 23% | 23% 23%
23% [ 23% | 23% 23%
23% [ 23% | 23% | 23%
23% [ 23% | 23% | 23%
23% [ 23% | 23% | 23%
Commercial
MD | PRFC | VA NC
23% =3% | 23%
23% =23% | 23% | =23%
23% =3% | 23%
23% =3% | 23%
23% 23% [ =23%
2020 =3% 23% | 23%
2021 23% | 23%
2022 23% | 23%
2023 23% | 23%
2024 23% 23% | 23%
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Spotted Seatrout

Combined

Year [NJ |[DE [MD |PRFC|[VA [NC [sC [GA [FL
2015 SEZARRSEZ| =3% | 3% [ 23% | 23% | 23%
2016 SEARESLZ| =3% | 23% [ 23% | 23% | 23%
2017 SETARESEAN >3% | 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%
2018 STAMESEN >3% | 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%
2019 STAMESE >3% | 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%
2020 SETAMESEN >3% | 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%
2021 SEARRIEA =3% | 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%
2022 SEZARRSEZ| =3% | 3% [ 23% | 23% | 23%
2023 SEZARRSEZ| =3% | 23% [ 23% | 23% | 23%
2024 SEARRSEA =3% | 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%
Recreational

Year NC [sC [GA |FL

2015 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2016 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2017 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2018 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2019 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2020 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2021 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2022 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2023 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%

2024 23% | 23% | 23% | 23%
Commercial

Year NC FL
2015 23% 23%
2016 23% 23%
2017 23% 23%
2018 23% 23%
2019 23% 23%
2020 23% 23%
2021 23%

2022 23%

2023 23%

2024 23%
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Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission
De Minimis Policy

Approved by the ISFMP Policy Board
November 2022

The Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (Commission) includes de minimis provisions
in interstate fishery management plans (FMP) to reduce the management burden for states
whose measures would have a negligible effect on the conservation of a species. The ISFMP
Charter includes a definition of de minimis and the requirement to include de minimis
provisions in FMPs.

Definition: De Minimis — A situation in which, under existing conditions of the stock and
the scope of the fishery, conservation and enforcement actions taken by an individual
state would be expected to contribute insignificantly to a coastwide conservation
program required by an FMP or amendment.

FMP Provisions: ... and provided that each fishery management plan shall address the
extent to which states meeting de minimis criteria may be exempted from specific
management requirements of the fishery management plan to the extent that action by
the particular states to implement and enforce the plan is not necessary for attainment
of the fishery management plan’s objectives and the conservation of the fishery.

De minimis provisions within FMPs are designed to reduce the management burden for states
whose measures would have a negligible effect on the conservation of a species. This Draft
Policy outlines de minimis standards for FMPs. A species board may deviate from these
standards to address unique characteristics of a fishery. If a board deviates from the Policy’s
standards, a rationale must be provided within the FMP. It is noted that federal FMPs do not
recognize de minimis standards; therefore, any de minimis measure implemented in a FMP for
jointly managed species could result in inconsistent measures between state and federal
waters.

This Policy does not automatically change the provisions of current FMPs. In order to change de
minimis standards, an addendum or amendment process must be completed, unless the FMP
specifies a different process.

Minimum Standards

By definition, states that meet de minimis standards would have a negligible effect on the
conservation of a species, therefore, those states should not have to change regulations year-
to-year to meet FMP requirements. Each FMP will establish a set of measures for de minimis
states to implement that would not have to change annually. These measures must provide a
minimal level of species conservation as well as prevent regulatory loop holes. These measures
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can be the same for both the commercial and recreational fishery or different measures could
be set for each fishery. Boards should review the standard de minimis standard measures after
each benchmark stock assessment to determine if they still providing a minimal level of species
conservation.

De Minimis Fishery Designation

De minimis provisions will be considered separately for commercial and recreational fisheries or
combined. There must be a designation that takes into account both sectors of the fisheries.
Whether they are combined or separate is a decision for the species board. If there is no
commercial or recreational fishery a board can clarify there is no significant fishery, therefore,
no de minimis designation for that sector is necessary.

De Minimis Thresholds

De minimis thresholds will be based on the average landings from the previous three years of
landings. The averaging of multiple years of data prevents a state from taking action as a result
of a rare event. A state can be considered de minimis if the average landings for the last three
years is less than 1% of the coastwide landings.

Sampling Requirements

De minimis states are exempt from sampling requirements because it may be difficult to meet
the sampling requirements of the plan when landings are minimal. For stock assessments, it
may important to have some biological samples on the outer edges of a species range where de
minimis states often fall. For data poor species, it may be necessary for states to collect
biological samples, even with minimal landings. Species boards will have the stock assessment
subcommittee or technical committee review the sampling requirements for de minimis states
to determine what level, if any, is appropriate.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: ISFMP Policy Board

FROM:  Assessment Science Committee

DATE: July 6, 2026

SUBJECT: Tautog Benchmark Assessment Scheduling Considerations

At its meeting on May 28™", 2026, the Assessment Science Committee (ASC) discussed a request
from the Tautog Management Board to advance the scheduled tautog benchmark stock
assessment from its current timeline of 2029. The last tautog benchmark stock assessment was
in 2015. This request to advance the current schedule was prompted by increasing retrospective
patterns observed in recent tautog assessment updates, changes in stock status determinations,
and the availability of new fishery-independent survey indices that may improve future
assessment performance.

The ASC agreed that advancing the tautog benchmark assessment without affecting the timing
of other scheduled assessments is not currently feasible. While the ASC recognized the concerns
raised by the Tautog Management Board, members also acknowledged the tradeoffs associated
with delaying assessments for other species.

The ASC reviewed several scheduling alternatives that could allow an earlier tautog benchmark
assessment. During the discussion, members highlighted several important considerations
associated with any schedule modification. Weakfish and spot assessments have already
experienced delays and remain high priorities for management. In addition, spot has not yet
completed a successful benchmark assessment, underscoring the importance of maintaining
progress toward that assessment. The ASC also noted that there are new fishery-independent
survey indices being developed for tautog, including a Maryland young-of-year survey and age-
1+ ventless trap surveys in Delaware and New Jersey, and these may benefit from additional
years of data collection prior to incorporation into a benchmark assessment. Additionally,
ongoing recreational calibration changes introduce additional uncertainty that may affect tautog
management and assessment outcomes.

The ASC provides the following scheduling considerations for Policy Board review:

¢ Advance the tautog benchmark assessment by exchanging schedules with weakfish. This

option would allow evaluation of tautog stock status in 2028 (terminal year 2026) with
M26-62
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MEMORANDUM

an improved assessment. However, this would delay the weakfish benchmark
assessment. This is a concern because of recent challenges with the weakfish model and
the amount of time that has elapsed since the last benchmark assessment, which was
conducted in 2016. In this scenario, the MD young-of-year survey would have 12 years of
data (2015-2026), the DE ventless trap survey would have 9 years of data (2018-2026),
and the NJ ventless trap survey would have 11 years of data (2016-2026).

Advance the tautog benchmark assessment by delaying the spot benchmark
assessment. This option would address concerns regarding tautog assessment
performance and stock status determinations sooner. However, this would further delay
the spot benchmark assessment, which has not yet completed a successful benchmark
assessment and remains a management priority.

Maintain the current assessment schedule. This option preserves planned timelines for
weakfish and spot assessments while allowing additional years of data collection for new
tautog fishery-independent survey indices. This option could also reduce uncertainty
associated with ongoing recreational calibration changes. The main drawback here is
that it would delay a comprehensive reevaluation of tautog stock status until 2029
(terminal year 2027). In this scenario, the MD young-of-year survey would have 13 years
of data (2015-2027), the DE ventless trap survey would have 10 years of data (2018-
2027), and the NJ ventless trap survey would have 12 years of data (2016-2027).
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Long-Term Stock Assessment Schedule (July 2026 Not Board-Approved)

Species 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
American Eel Benchmark Update
American Shad Benchmark
American Lobster Benchmark Benchmark (Q4)
Atlantic Croaker _
Atlantic Menhaden Update Update (Q4) Update
Atl. Menhaden ERPs Benchmark (Q4)
Atlantic Sea Herring Update Update Update (Q3) Benchmark (Q2) Update (Q3) *Update *Update
Atlantic Striped Bass Update Update (Q4) Benchmark
Atlantic Sturgeon Update (Q3) Benchmark
Black Drum Benchmark Update
Black Sea Bass Update Benchmark Update (Q3) Update (Q3) *Update *Update
Bluefish Update Benchmark Update Update (Q3) *Update *Update
Coastal Sharks Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark
Cobia Update (Q4)
Horseshoe Crab Update (Q2) _:
Horseshoe Crab ARM Benchmark Update Update (Q4) Update (Q4) Update
Jonah Crab Benchmark Update
Northern Shrimp Update Update (Q1)
Red Drum Benchmark Benchmark (Q4)
River Herring Benchmark (Q3) *Update
Scup Update Update Update (Q3) *Update *Benchmark
Spanish Mackerel Update Update
Spiny Dogfish Benchmark Update *Update
Spot
Spotted Seatrout
Summer Flounder Update Update Update (Q3) *Update *Update
Tautog Update Update (Q4)
Weakfish Update (Q3)
Winter Flounder Update Update Update (Q4) Update (Q4) *Update

Number indicates quarter of presentation to the Board

Q1 Winter

Q2 Spring

Q3 Summer

Q4 Fall/Annual Meeting

P AsmiFc Peer Review

NRCC Peer Review (Research Track)
SEDAR Peer Review (Research Track)
Completed

*Italics = under consideration, not officially scheduled

Notes:
Coastal Sharks
Spotted Seatrout States conduct individual assessments

Sandbar assessment in 2026



Fisheries Compensation Program

for Atlantic Coast Offshore Wind

What is the Program?

The Fisheries Compensation Program for
Atlantic Coast Offshore Wind will be a regional
program established to compensate affected
commercial and recreational for-hire fishing
businesses, through a fair and equitable
claims process, for potential impacts caused
by offshore wind development along the
Atlantic Seaboard.

This process is focused on future
compensation programs and does not affect
programs already in place. This process is
focused on how money is distributed out of a
regional fund, not on how money comes into
such a fund.

What is the RFA?

The Regional Fund Administrator, or “RFA,” is
the third-party administrator tasked with
designing and developing a consistent,
equitable, and transparent regional
framework. Through a competitively bid RFP
process, BrownGreer in partnership with the
Carbon Trust were selected to be the RFA.

RFA Website
(B3 [=]

Which impacts are included?

The hierarchy for addressing potential impacts

to fisheries and fishing industries from OSW is

built on four key principles described below in

order.

1. Avoid potential impacts;

2. Minimize impacts when avoidance is not
possible;

3. Mitigation when impacts cannot be fully
avoided or minimized; and

4. Provide financial compensation to affected
entities as the final step, if other forms of
mitigation cannot resolve the impact.

The RFA will design a process for the final
step in this process — direct financial
compensation through a fair and equitable
claims process. Gear loss, environmental
impacts, and other fishing community level
impacts are considered in individual offshore
wind projects and are not currently within the
limited scope of this program design effort.

Guiding Program Principles for Regional Design

Consistent

Consistent in how to apply for, determine, and
allocate monies

Fair

Compensation that is fair and reasonable.

Impact
Compensate those active fishing enterprises

directly affected by OSW development according
to degree of unrecovered individual costs/losses

Comprehensive
The Program’s rules should reflect inclusiveness of

the majority of likely claim scenarios and should
afford restrained flexibility for unique cases

Incentives

The Program should reinforce incentives to
keep fishermen fishing

Equitable

Treat impacted fishermen equitably, regardless of
fishery, home or landing port, or state affiliation

Efficient

Limit administrative burden for all relevant parties

Transparent

The Program should be clearly explainable, its
methods publicly available, and its aggregated
results publicly shared

Authentic

The Program should rely on an evidence-based
approach and best available data and discourage
manipulation that would disadvantage affected
fishing businesses

Intuitive
Easy to understand and engage the Program

Contact Us

Contact

RFAInfo.com
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Fisheries Compensation Program

for Atlantic Coast Offshore Wind

Governing Committees

A Design Oversight Committee (DOC) and For-Hire Committee (FHC) have been established to provide
advice and guidance from the states, fishing industry, and offshore wind developers as the RFA
develops the processes, policies, and procedures. The DOC and FHC have met regularly throughout
this process. Interested members of the public may attend as observers. The meeting schedule with
meeting links will be posted on the homepage of the Fisheries Compensation Program website as
schedules are finalized.

DOC Ex-officio

\
6 x Commercial fishing DeV(Slc))(pers 3 x States \\

\

Design Oversight Committee (“DOC”)

Commercial Fishing Industry

Hank Soule, Vincent Balzano, Joe Gilbert,
Roy Diehl, Jeff Kaelin

Alternate Members: Beth Casoni, Bonnie
Brady, Peter Hughes, Lane Johnston

States

Brad Schondelmeier, Joe Cimino, Todd
Janeski

Alternate Members: Erin Wilkinson, Julia
Socrates, Carrie Kennedy, Sebastian Velez

Offshore Wind Industry

Brian Krevor, Rick Robins

Alternate Members: Ross Pearsall and
Elizabeth Kordowski

AN

For-Hire Committee (“FHC”)

Recreational Fishing Industry

* Rick Bellavance, Bob Rush, Rom
Whitaker

e Alternate Member: Mike Cerchio

States
J Renee Zobel

* Alternate Member: Joe Cimino

Offshore Wind Industry
*  Brian Krevor

* Alternate Member: Ron Larsen

For further information, please visit the Regional Fisheries Compensation Program website:
www.RFAInfo.com

Contact Us

Contact@RFAInfo.com
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